(o]
THE

TRUE MESSIAH

BN SCRIPTURE LIGHT;

&

UNITY OF GOD;

PROPER, SOMSHIP OF JESOS CHRIST, -
AFFIRMED AND DEFENDED.

SECOND EDITION, WITH ADDITIONS AND UMEPROVEMZNTS,

By David Mdlard,

MINISTER OF THE GOSPEL.

¢ A mediator is not a mediator of oNE, but Gop is onx.”
«‘For therei isore Godand one Mediator between Giod a;d men,”
AUL.

. C
: UNION MILLS, N. Y.
PUBLISHED BY THE CHRISTIAN GENERAL BOOK ASSOCIATION.

Printed a‘the Office of the Christian Palladium.
1837.




" 3 Nov. 1898

From the i.ibrary of
, Prot, A. P. PEABODY /{7,



- PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION.

As a conscientious man, I have for a number of
years believed the sentiments contained in this work;
indeed I may add, I have ever believed Christ to be
the proper Son of God, since I was capable of think-
ing for myself. On account of my views being con-
stantly misrepresented, I published a pamphlet in
1818, entitled the ¢ True Messiah exalted, or Jesus
Christ really the Sonof God,”” in which I briefly dis-
cussed the subject of the present work. That pam-
phlet has undergone two large editions, and there is
still a pressing demand for them, which could not be
answered without reprinting them. By the importu-
nity of my friends I have been constrained to investi-
gate the subject more extensively, and now present
it to the public in the present form.

I have been under necessity of assuming more of an
air of controversy in the present work than I could
have wished, as I have deemed it my duty to make
some strictures upon two pamphlets which have ap-
peared in publie, written in reply to my former publi-
cation. A neglect to notice these, by many would
undoubtedly have been construed unfavorably. I
have also thought proper to pass a brief examination
of Mr. 8. Luckey’s book.

- In replying to my antagonists, it has been my aim
to treat them with tenderness. I think no candid per-
son who has read the works I allude to, can think I .
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have exercised undue severity. Indeed, it would be
a griefto me to know that any thing of that cast had.
escaped my pen. Ifany part of the work may have
that appearance in the least, it is what 1 have stated
upon Mr. Luckey’s publication. Should any of those
remarks appear to Trinitarians too severe, they may
do well in future to remember, that other people have
teelings as well as themselves. Indeed, when I ex-
amine such abusesas are found in Mr. Luckey’s book,
I necd a monitor within me to keep my pen under
proper restraint. But I hope, in my remarks on his
censorious publication, I have not sunk into a spirit

of retaliation.

It will not be expected by such of my readers as
are familiar with the subjeet, that this work will ex-
hibit to them arguments which are entirely new. 1
have only pursued apath which has been trodden by
many beforeme. The writings of the venerable Noah
Worcester, have been a rich treasure for years past.
I think he stands justly entitled to a rank with the
first writers in our country upon this subject. His
“‘Bible News’’ and his ‘‘Appeal to the candid,”” I could
wish were in the hands of every sincere inquirer
after truth. Those works have been of great use to
me in arranging this. Ihave also derived assistance
from the writings of Dr. Channing, for which I would
make grateful acknowledgments. Ilowever, ifthere
are errors in this work, they are mine and net another
man’s.

To elegance of siyle I make no pretension; Ihave
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only aimed to exhibit my views in plain familiar lan-
guage. Ihave not written for critics, but have used
¢ plainness of speech.”

Inow commit this work to the hand of Providence,
praying if it is error, it may sink into oblivion soon,
and never be the means ofleading one soul astray.—
Ifit is truth, may it circulate extensively, and preve
for the advancement of the cause of God. Dear reader
whoever you are, into whose hands this little treatise
may fall, give it a candid perusal before you pass
judgment upon it, and then search the seriptures to
see whether these things are so.  And may the Fa-

“ther of all mercies bring you at last to possess cternal
life, through the knowledge of the only true God, and

Jesus Christ whom he has sent.
THE AUTHOR.

West Bloomfield, N. Y. March, 1823.

PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION,

The favorable reception with which this work
met, and the rapid demand for it, soon exhausted the
first edition. The author retained a few copies to
supply special calls, but all these were disposed of
cight years ago. "He has very frequently been soli-
cited to publish another edition; but till lately has de-
clined, intending at a leisure period to write over the
whole, and leave out the controversinl part with
Messrs. Lucky and Harmon. But as the wri¢ings of
those gentlemen are still in circulation, he has finally

]
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concluded to give the work a brief revision, and per-
mit another edition to appear before the publie.

This work was written fourteen years ago, when
the author was young; but in relation to the doc-
trine it contains, his mind has undergone no change.
He is decidedly convinced that nothing is to be fear-
ed from the most critical investigation of the subjeet,
for the more it is examined, the more it will spread
and shine. A large number of persons, from reading
this little volume, have become decided believers in
the divine unity of God, and the Sonship of Jesus
Christ; among whom are several able ministers of
the gospel. Two instances have come to my knowl-
edge of persons commencing to write against this
work, and afler expending considerable labor, gave
up the ecffort, acknowledging the arguments it con-
tains to be unanswerable. The late Elder Elias Lee,
of Ballston Springs, is the only man who has publish-
ed a pretended reply to this work, That appeared in
1825, and is still in circulation, Many of Mr. Lee’s
friends, however, admit thatitis a failure. The same
year I published a reply to Mr. Lee, in two letters
which are now subjoined to this edition. For Mr.
Lee Ihaveever entertained a very warm respect. He
was a venerable and able Baptist minister, and not-
withstanding the severity of his pamphlet against
me, 1 shall ever respect his memory. I have sat un-
der his ministry with profit when a child, as well as
in lateg years. He was the first minister of any de-
nomination that I can distinctly recollect of hearing
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preach. But he has now gone, as I believe, {0 a
brighter and better world, where I trust we shall both
ultimately meet, in unioa of soul.

The doctrine mainly advocated in this work, hasre-
vived in Europe during the present century, with re-
markable strength. The Presbyterians in England
are, at the present time, nearly all Unitarians. In -
Ireland, the same denomination have divided within
a few years on this point, most of whom are on the
Unitarian side.” The old General Baptists in Eng-
land, are mostly Unitarians. Even many ministers
of the established church in England are decided Uni-
tarians. There is also a considerable body in Eng-
land, called Unitarian Methodists. In Scotland, the
doetrine has spread to a very considerable extent.
Within a-half a century, the doctrine has spread to &
vast extent in Germany and Switzerland. Even at
Geneva, where Calvin caused Servetus to be burned
to death on the charge of being an Unilarian, the
doctrine of the unity of God is the prevailing belief.
All the pastors of Geneva are Unitarians, with the
exception of twoor three. Even the college founded
by Calvin, and guarded by his Trinitarian creed, is
now an Unitarian institution. These things I name
here, because they are laboriously concealed by
Trinitarian leaders in this country. See ¢ Encyclope-
dia of Religious Knowledge.”

Within the present century, the extension of the
doctrine, in these United States, has been wide and
rapid. fin faddition to thef multitudes who openly
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avow it, a large number now in membership with

Trinitarian sects, are Unitarians in belief. This fact

is well known. The recent revolution experienced

among Calvinistic sects, together with the spirit of
free enquiry now abroad in the land, augur the time

near at hand, when the mysterious and contradictory

doctrine of the Trinity will be thoroughly exploded :

when its remaining advocates will dwindle into sick-

ly minority. Inno sense has the doctrine ever bene-

fitted christianity. It bas rather been a hindrance

than a help to its spread. It has furnished objections

to the infidel, the Jew, and is even a stumbling block

in the way of the heathen. A striking evidence of
this occurred at Caleutta, within a few years, in the

case of Rammokun Roy, a learned Bramin. Also,

the uncharitable temper which the doctrine has al-

ways carried with it, ought to cause its present ad-

vocates to pause and consider.

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

THE AUTHOR.
Canaan, N. Y. November, 1836,




THE -TRUE MESSIAH.

CHAPTER L
THE UNITY OF GOD.

SECTION 1.
THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY UNSCRIPTURAL.

Tue advocates of T'rinity, like the CrLi-
nese mythologists, would fain make people be-
lieve, that the records of their doctrine run
back so far into antiquity, as to destroy the
force of argument against it. They even tell
us it has been a doctrinc believed and affirmed
by the most pious of all ages, that God exists in
three persons. But beforc I acknowledge the
assertion to be correct, I thinkit my duty
to consult the scriptures of truth. If it be a
fact, that the doctrine that God is three persons,
was believed and affirmed by the pious in the
first ages of the world, it is from the Bible alone
we can obtain such information.

First, [ examine the Old Testament for light
upon the subject ; but I can find no account of
any such doctrine there. Inall the rf:velatloqs
God was pleased to make to the ancient patri-
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archs and prophets, we have no account that he
revealed himself in three persons.

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

It is, however, urged by Trinitarians, that
Moses records language in the book of Gene.
sis, from which the inference may be drawn,
that God is a plurality of persons; such as
«Let us make man.” ¢ The man is become
as one of us,” &c. To this I reply, the plu.-
rality in these expressions does not necessarily
imply more than two, and as God made all
things by his Son, [Heb. i. 2.] it appears evi-
dent to me, that it was the Son to whom God
spake. " If it were God who spake, (which is
not disputed,) it is evident he spake as one per-
son in company with another, and not as though
two or more persons were speaking at the same
time. Instead of we will make man, the ex-
pression is, ¢ Let us make man.” How absurd
is the conclusion, that one partof God spaketo
another part of himself! And how preposter-
ous the idea, to represent God as a family of
persons conversing with each other!
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Again, if it be urged that the pronoun us, in
these instances, be applied exclusively to the
being of Jehovah, why do we not find it occur
in other instances in scripture, where we know
God is exclusively speaking of himself? Why
isnot God spoken to, and of, in the plural?
Might we not in some instances expect, that
the expression, «“I am the Lord your God,”
which we meet so frequently in scripture, would
be changed to We are the Lord your God?
Might we not expect among all the prayers we
have recorded in scripture, in which God is al-
ways addressed in the use of the following pro-
nouns : thee, thou, thine, and thyself, to find the
plural pronouns ye, you, your, and yourselves,
substituted in their room? If it be proper to
speak of God asa plurality of persons, ought
rot christians to address him as such? But no
where in scripture have we an account that God
was addressed or prayed to in the plural. Da.
vid in addressing God says, O God, to whom
vengeance belongs, shew -thyself,” not your-
selves. ¢ Lift up thyself, thou Judge ef the
earth,” 'The Son of God spake thus: ¢« And
this is life eternal, ihat they might know thee, -
the only true God,.and Jesus Christ, whom thou
hast sent.”

The Hebrew name Elohim, is often appealed
to as proof that God is a plurality of persons.
The argument used is, that this name must ne-
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cessarily be of plural comprehension. This
every learned Jew denies, and says it is a mere
tdiom of their language. Somec of our most a-
ble Hebrew eritics clearly prove, that instead of
the name establishing a plurality of persons in
one God, if it must be regarded as of plural
comprehension at all, it must prove a plurality
of Gods. But when the fact comes to be con-
sidered that the name Elohim is applied to men
and things in the seriptures, the argument loses
all its force. It is applied to Moses in Exodus
vii. 1. ¢« See I have made thee a god, [ Heb.
Elohim,] to Pharaoh.” Certainly it will not be
argued that Moses was a plerality of persons.
The children: of Heth gave the same title to
Abraham. ¢ Thou art a mighty prince among
us.” Genesis raxiii. 6. In Hebrew, this passage
reads, < a mighty Elohim among us.” 1t will |
not be contended that Abraham was three per-
sons. It is sufficient to state that the name
Elohim is also applied in scripture to Aaron’s
molton calf,and to Dagon. With these facts eon-
sidered, the argument falls like ¢ the baseless
fabric of a vision.”

Secondly, examining the New T'estament, I
find the doctrine that God is three persons, e-
qually unsupported. Through the whole of
the gospel, God, instead of being spoken of as

“three persons, is plainly represented as one per-
son—¢¢ the express image of his [God’s]person.
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[Heb. i. 3.] Scripture further states, “To us
there is but one God, the Father,” [1 Cor. viii.6.]
This passage not only asserts God to be one,
but also’that one God is the Father. ¢« A me-
diator is not a mediator of one, but God is
ONE.” [Gal. iii. 20.] ¢ The holy One.” ¢« The
high and lofty One.” How different are these
expressions from stating God to be three!

The only passage found in our present trans-
lation of the New Testament, which comes any
where near expressing the doctrine of three per-
sons in one God, is 1 John v. 7. ¢ For therc
are three that bear record in heaven, the Fa-
ther, the Word, and the Holy Ghost, and these
three are one.” In the former edition of this
work I admitted this passage, with all the argu-
ment it could afford on the Lrinitarian sidc of the
question, believing if it was really genuine, it
did not establish the doctrine. But whileI find
that about every learned and candid Trinitari-
an gives up the passage as a mere interpolation,
and also that evidences of its spuriousness arc
overwhelming, I see no cause why 1should con-
tend for its genuineness. | will here state some
of the strong evidences against the passage as
constituting any part of divine revelation, and
then leave the candid reader to judge for him-
self. ‘ .

Mr. Buchanan, in his rescarches among the
Assyrian christians in the cast, says, that this



14

text is wanting in all their ancient manuscripts.
In the new translation by Campbell, Doddridge,
and McKnight, which has recently been pub-
lished in this country, the text is rejected as
spurious. In the improved version of the New
Testament, we find the following note on this
disputed passage: ¢ 1. This text, concerring
the heavenly witnessess, is not contained in any
Greek manuscript which was written earlierthan
the fifieenth century. 2. Norin any Latin ma-
nuscript earlier than the ninth century. 3, It
is not found in any of the early versions. 4. It
is not cited by any of the Greek ecclesiastical
writers, though, to prove the doctrine of the
Trinity, they have cited the words both before
and after the text. 5. It is not cited by
any of the early Latin fathers, even when the
subject on which they treat, would naturally lead
themn to appeal to its authority. 6. It is first cited
by Virgilius Tapsensis a Latin writer ofno credit
in the latter end of the fifth century, and by
whom it is suspected to have been forged. 7. It
has been omitted as spurious, in many editions
of the New Testament, since the reformation :
in the two first of Erasmus, in those of Aldus,
Colinacus, Zwinglius, and lately of Griesbach.
It was omitted by Luther in his German ver-
sion. In the old English Bibles of Henry VIII.
Edward V1., and Elizabeth, it was printed in
small types, or included in brackets; but be.
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tween the years 1566, and 1580, it began to be
printed as it now stands ; by whose authority it
is not known.”

Dr. Adam Clark, the Metho&t commenta-
tor, gives the passage up asspurious. He says,
% One hundred and thirteen Greek manuscripts
are - extant, containing the first epistle of John,
and the text in question is wanting in one hun-
dred and twelve. The first place the verse ap-
pears in Greek, isin the Greek translation of
the Acts of the council of Lateran, held in A.
D. 1215. Though it is found in many Latin
copies, yet it does not appear that d@ny written
previously to the tenth century contain it. All
the Greek fathers omit the verse though many
of them quote both verse 6 and verse 8, apply-
ing them to the Trinity. It is wantingin the
German translation of Luther, and in all the
editions of it published during his life time. In
short, it stands on no authority sufficient to au-
thenticate any partof a revelation professing to
have come from God.”

Such testimony as the foregoing, it is pre-
sumed is sufficient to set at rest the question
relating to 1 Johnv.7. But should any still
contend for its genuineness, let it'be explained
in connection with John x. 30. «1 and my Fa-
ther are one.” Itisurged from this passage, by
Trinitarians, that Christ and his Father are one
and the same being ; but if we compare this
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with other passages, where the werd one is used
in a similar sense, we shall find that no such in-
ference can reasonably be drawn fromit. The
word one fit##various uses in the scriptures.
Paul tells his Corinthian brethren, « He that
planteth and he that watereth are one ;[ 1 Cor.
¢i. 8.] butina few verses preceding this, he
had told them, ¢1 have planted, Apollos water-
ed.” Here Paul and Apollos are said to be
one; yet Paul and Apollos are two persons.
Of the church it is said, ¢« ye are all‘one in
Christ Jesus.” [Gal. #i. 28.] Though all be-
lievers in Christ are said to be one, yet not one
person. In Christ’s prayer to his Father in the
17th chapter of John, speaking of his disciples
he says, ¢ And the glory which thou gavest
me, | have given them, that they may be one,
even as we,are one.” Now as Christ prayed
that his disciples might be one, even, or just as
he and his FFather arc one, must it not follow, if
the conclusion be correct that Christ and his
Father are but one being, that his disciples
must become but one being? Which then
ought we to admit, that the Trinitarian doc-
trine is incorrect, or that Christ’s prayer can
never be answered?

If it cannot be admitted, from comparing
scripture with scripture, that this text means
that Christ and his Father are but one being,
(and that such a conclusion would involve the
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greatest absurdity 1 have clearly shown,) nei.
ther can we admit that the three mentioned in
1 John v. 7, are but one being. . The oneness
mentioned in both passages, m&8s the same,
and the extent of it is defined in Christ’s pray-
er to his Father, that his disciples might be one
as he and his father are one; not a oneness of
being, but a oneness of union. The Lord has-
ten the happy day, when all the disciples of
Christ shall thus be united.

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

In my former work, my remarks were simi-
lar to my present upon the above passages, on
which Mr. II. observes, ¢ 1t cannot be that his
observations are correct, If they prove any
thing, they prove too much. They prove what
he himself is not wi'.ing to allow ; that Christ

approaches as near :i.'.is Father in the union he
has with him, as ¥ ! *» Apollos, or one be-
liever to anothev.” ¢, That there'is as
much ofa onenr-- _an, between Christ and
his Father, as ti:: $hetween Paul and Apol-

los, I fully believ: | ‘and that I will conzent to
this, Mr. H. need né longer questicn, ‘
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* Mr. H. further tells us, that the word ¢ even”
in the text, means Lkewisec ; and that Christ
prayed that ga he and his Father were one, so
likewise his diSciples might be one. Now ad.
mitting this statement to be correct, [ do not see
that the sense of the passage is very materially
varied. The meaning of < likewise,” accord-
ing to Walker, is, “in like manner.” In this
Mr. H. has indirectly acknowledged what I
contend for, viz: that as Christ and his Father
are one, so ¢ in like manner” his disciples might
be one. But Mr. H. adds, ¢“not one in the
same manner that he and his Father were.”
This appears to me to come very near contra.-
dicting himself and the text too. TFirst he tells
us that ¢« egven,” in the text, means likewise,
which is ¢«in like manner,” and then immedi-
ately argues, that they are one in a very differ-
ent manner. I hope he will retract this mis.
take, and pray God to forgive him, for indirect-
.ly asserting that Christ’s prayer cannot be an.-
swered, by saying the disciples cannot be one
in the same manner that Christ and his Father
are one.

With this view of the above passages, I tan’
find notbing in thesariptures, to teach me that
God is three persons. "~ “he writers of the Bi-
ble, particularly the N- - stament, meant to
have us believe that GO - thnee persons, in-
stead of onc, might we nd/ ‘easonably suppose,
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they would have recorded the doctrine in the
most plain and unequivocal terms? That a
doctrine so important as this isgsaid to be, at
the same time so difficult to understand, should
be left so undefined as to be made out by infer-
ence only, is a difficulty which needs much in-
genuity to explain.

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

The Jews, while they stand as a monument
for the truth of the scriptures, are a cloud of
witnesses against the doctrine of the Trinity.
They reject it as being contrary .to their scrip-
tures. If, as Trinitarians assert, ¢¢the doctrine
of the Trinity has been believed and affirmed
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by the most pious in all ages,” why have ot
the Jews some knowledge of it from the Old
Testament, if not by tradition 7 If Godis to be
worshipped now as three persons, he certainly
was worshipped in the same manner in Old Tes.
tament times. If Abrabam and all his pious
successors, believed and taught that God is
three persons, how is it possible that the knowl.
edge of this should be utterly lost to all the
Jews, from the days of the apostles to the pres.
ent time?

Mr. Buck, in his theological dictionary, gives
a summary of the Jewish tnirteen articles of
faith, which all professed Jews arc bound to live
and die in the acknowledgement of. The first
five articles relate immediately to God, but in
none of them is there the least appearance of
Trinity. The second article reads thus : ¢ That
God is one ; there is no.unity like his. He on.
ly hath been, is, and shall be eternally our God.”
In respect to the doctrine of the 'Trinity, the
Jews of the present day give it as their united
testimony, ¢ we have no such words, or forms,
in the writings of Moses and the prophets 5 our
fathers never worshipped a three-one-God.”

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

Another argument may-be considered against
the doctrine that God is threec persons, which
in itself amounts almost to a demonstration. It
is this, that God is uniformly in scripture wor-
shipped as one person only. We have many
prayers recorded in the scriptures, but in none
of them do we find God addressed as three per-
sons. If God be three persons, how shall we
account for it that the scriptures afford us no
example of his being worshipped as such 7 At
the present day, we scarcely hear a Trinitarian
pray, but we hear him closc with a doxology
to one God in three persons. But is this a
scriptural manner of praying? If so. why have
we not some scriptural example of it? Why
did not the apostles and ancicnt saints pray toa
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three:one-God 7*  We have several of their
prayers recorded. Why did not the Son of -

- God teach his disciples to pray to a God in

" three persons? Have we not strong reasons
to believe that mode of prayer was then not in
use, hut thatit was an invention of a later age ?
To say, that in all the prayers and songs of
praise recorded in the Bible, God is no where
addressed, or spoken of as three persons, may
be considered by some a bold assertion, but it
is no more bold than true, Trinitarians them-
sclves being judges.  Let -them shew me an in-
slance, in all the scriptures, of God being ad-
dressed or prayed to as three persens, and 1 will
confess my error in dissenting from the doc-
trine of the I'rinity ; but until they do, I must
belicve that the saints anciently did not pray as
Trinitarians do now, and .consequently must
suppose there is an error somewherc.

*Ihope it will not be considered that I use the terin
““three-one-God’’ Ly way of burlesque, as it is an ex-
pression which Trinitarians use themselves. I only
borrow the phrase from them.
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SECTION II.

THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY UNREASONABLE.

Having shown from the foregoing investiga-
tion that the doctrine of the Trinity is unscrip-
tural, I shall now proceed to show that it is also
unreasonable. Iam however aware that Trin-
itarians arc opposed to having their doctrine
brought to the test of reason. But what point
. of doctrine is there laid down in the New Tes.
tament, on which the apostles did not reason 7.
They abundantly reasoned, that Jesus was the
Christ, and that there would be a resurrection
of the dead. On these important points, it is
said, Paul, in a certain place, reasoned three
whole Sabbath days. ¢ He reasoned of righ-
teousness, tempcrance and judgment to come,”
while Felix trembled. The Lord said, ¢come
now and let us reason together.” If therefore
I should attempt to reason upon this subject, I
have not only the example of the apostles to
warrant me in it, but also the command of the
Lord God.

[n the 15th chapter of 1 Corinthians, we
have a specimen of Paul’s reasoning in order to
obviate objections raised against the doctrine of
the resurrection. IIe shows from analogies in
nature, that there was a propriety in bt?lxevxng
in the resurrection of the body. He brings the
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figure of sowing grain; that, that which is
.sown must perish, but should spring up and
bear fruit; so the body must perish in the
grave, but should spring up in the resurrection,
and bear a body such as God should prepare.
But why did Paul condescend to reason upon
the subject at all ?  Why did he not tell the Co-
rinthians, the doctrine of the resurrection is a
mystery, which we can neither comprchend nor
explamn ; but you must believe it because it is
, so. Had he done this, he would have assumed
“the Trinitarian mode of argument.

I must object to the contemptuous manner in
which many Trinitariansspeak of human rea-
son. Reason is the noblest faculty that distin-
guishes man. Take away his reason and he is
an idiot. A man who does not exercise reason,
is an unreasonable man ; from such Paul pray-
ed to be delivered, and thisis my prayer.

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

" highly to make it the antagonist of reason, or
to believe it sinks into dormancy our noblest
faculties. I honor our heavenly teacher too
much, to ascribe to him such a revelation, if a
revelation it might be called. A revelation is
a gift of Zight, not calculated to thicken our
darkness, and multiply our perplexities. ‘I'ruth
never can suffer by scrutiny ; like the pure gold,
it has no dross; but a doctrine that shrinks
from investigation, betrays its origin. '
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Dr. Adam Clark, inhis Commentaries on the
Scriptures, has made one of the best remarks
on this point, that I ever saw from the pen of a
Trinitarian. He says, ¢the doctrine which
can not stand the test of rational investigation,
can not be true. We have gone too far, when
we have said such and such doctrines should not
be subjected to rational investigation, being doc-
trines of purc revelation. [ know of no such
doctrines in the Bible. The doctrines of this
book are coctrines of eternal reason, and they
are revealed because they are such.”

Whether the doctor meant to reprove some
of his "T'rinitarian brethren for going too fur or
not, [ cannot tell, but it is certain his remark
looks right at them. FHow frequent do we hear
Trinitarians say, the doctrine of the Trinity is
above reason, and therefore cannot be investi-
gated by it; but that it is a doctrine of revela-
tion, and we are bound to believe it. Mr. Sam.
uel Lucky, in his treaties, entitled ¢ A defence
of the doctrine of the Trinity,” &e. labors hard
to make people think that it is heinously wick-
ed, and “ a species of ostentation not becoming
a christian,” to attempt to explain the doctrine
‘of the Trinity. p. 106. Thislooks to me like
a popish scheme to keep people in ignorance.

Mr. Harmonnot only represents Trinity as
something which we cannot understand, but al-
so that it is that of which we are perfectly 18-



26

norant. He says—¢ But he seems to intimate,
[alluding to me,] that the idea of a 'I'rinity of
persons in the Godhead implies a contradiction.
But 1 would ask how he can make it appear a
contradiction unless he fully understand it ?
Observe it is not the fact, but the mystery of
that fact, which he supposes contradictory. Of
the mystery, that is, the manner in which there
are three persons existing in one God, he has
no knowledge. 'Then how can he pass judg-
ment upon that, of which he is perfectly igno-
rant.”  p. 3.

Whether or not Mr. H. meant to have us
think that he considered me more ignorant con-
cerning this mystery than himself, he has not
told us ; however, it is most probable that he
would be understood to represent that we are
all perfectly ignorant of it. Now if he admit
that he is perfectly ignorant concerning it, as
well as myself, I know not why he should ques.
tion what I state concerning it, even should I
say it implies a contradiction. If neither of us
can have any knowledge of his supposed myste-
ry, he has no more authority to say it does not
imply a gontradiction, than 1 have to say it
docs. T'rom his representation, it may, or it
may not ; how does he know? But that the
contradiction consists in a hidden mystery, is a
mistake ; it is in the doctrine taught by Trini-
tarians, as I shall endeavor to show.
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The doctrine of the Trinity teaches that God
is three persons, and yet but one being. Now,
how to define the difference between person and
being, where both terms are applied to rational
intelligences, 1 am at entire loss. Itis true, in
speaking of the brutal creation, we may call
them beings, but not persons; but wherever we
apply the term person we naturally conceive of
abeing alluded to. In no instance can we form
an idea of one. being comprising three persons,
or three persons constituting one being only.
_Therefore, in my view, it would be 1o more ab-
surd to say God is three beings, than to say he
is three persons ; consequently, if the former
be absurd, the latter is alsc, '

Again, the doctrine asserts that each of these
persons is God. That the Father is God, the
Son is God, and the Holy Ghost is God ; and
yet that it takes all these three to constitute ene
God. Butsays Mr. Harmon—¢ If he mean to
be understood as saying that Trinitarians sup-
pose each person in the Godhead, individually
and separately considered, is God, he labors al-
together under a mistake. 1Itisnotso. They
do not suppose that cach person, separately con-
sidered, 1s God; but only in conjunction and
inseparable union with the other two.” )

Here mark the expression, ¢ each person in
the Godhead, individually considered.” ~As
much as though there are three individuals in

-l
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the Godhead. What is this short of acknow]-
cdging three beings in the Godhead?

If T'rinitarians do not suppose that each per-
son in the Trinity is God, then Mr. H. is not a
Trinitarian, or otherwise he has asserted what
he did not suppose. Inspeaking of the person
of the Father individually, he calls him ¢ the
self.existent God.” In speaking of the person
of the Son individually, he calls him « the very
and eternal God,” ¢« the trué God,” ¢ the self-
existent God,” and ¢« the only wise God.” In
speaking of the Holy Ghost individually, he
calls it God repeatedly, and through the whole
labors to prove that Father, Son, and Ioly
Ghost are only one God.

For Mr. H. to pretend to be a 'I'rinitarian,
and deny that Triuitarians assert what he as-
serts himself, looks to me like trying to cover
absurdity with something worse. In this place
he reproaches me very severely ; accusing me
with a want of candor, &c. and adds, «if they
believe our system to be erroncous, let them
shew it by plain scripture, fair reasoning, and
legitimate conclusions.” p. 4. This is my
present business ; and the jfuir, legitimate con-
clusion is, that Mr. H. with other Trinitarians,
believe there is a God the Father, God the Son,
and God the Holy Ghost, and that these three,

~whom they individually call God, are only one
God, Ifthis is hot the case. Mr. II. ought to



.

- 29

retract some statements found in his pamphlet.
That this is a mode of T'rinitarian argument, [
am prepared to show {rom a number of perti-
nent extracts from their writings, now in my
possession. 1t is therefore hoped that no one
in future, like Mr. H. will have the presump-
tion to deny it.

Now I ask, is there- any reason inthe doc-
trine that God is divided into three persons,
cach of which persons is truly and properly
God, and yet the three together constitute no
more than one God ? Can one God bg three,
or threc only one? Who could form any ra-
tional conception of such a mode of existence ?
If it take threc persons to conipose one God,
neither of these persons, individually consider-
ed, can be God, any more than a third coustit-
uent part can be the whole that it is only a part
of, Or if there are three self-existent persons,
each of which is truly and properly God, is it

.not a manifest absurdity to say there is no

more than onc God 7 This would be no more
consistent than to say one is three, or three arc
only one, ov three times one are only one.

But says Mr. Lucky, they intimate that.
the coniradiction consists in our saying three
times one are one. 'T'his is a false representa-
tion of our sentiments. Our doctrine requires
of us only to maintain that threc or any other
number more than onc may exist in one. Of
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the possibility of this, we have examples in ve.
ry ordinary things. Instance the letter H.
which is constituted of two straight marks con.
nected by a hyphen. These marks make one
letter ; also the English spelling of the word
Gop, which depends on three letters for its ex-
istence, though it is but one word.” p. 166.

I thank Mr. L. for so muchof an explanation
of Trinity, although in another part of his book
he reproves all who attempt to explain it. He
says it is a false representation of their senti-
ments to say their doctrine teaches that threc
times one are only one. If Trinitarians do not
directly say it,it is an irresistable conclusion
drawn from their doctrine, and Mr. L’s contra-
" dicting it does not clear them from the charge.
« Qur doctrine (says Mr. L.) requires us only
to maintainthat three, or any number more than
one, may exist in one.”  Bat is this a true rep-
resentation of Trinity ? That three parts may
exist in one whole, I admit; but that three
wholes are only onc whole, is a very different
thing. In the letter H, composed of two
straight marks connected by a hyphen, three
direct parts constitute a whole. But that each
of the straight marks and the hyphen, distinctly
considered, should be called H, Mr. L. would
agree with me would be absurd; yet thisshould
be the case to make the letter H represent
Trinity.
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Me. L. further observes—s¢ Should it be said,
that, if three persons constitute but one God, it
would be improper to apply the word God to
either of them separately, 1 would remark, that
in the scripturcs, the word is applied to each
of them, and what God has said we cannot
justly alter.” p. 167.

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

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

But, says Mr. Harmon, ¢ who has ever af-
firmed that this is contained in the scriptures
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of truth?  What that the three persons in the
Godhead are three self-existent persons 7 That -
three persons exist separately and independent-
ly of each other? Yet observe, Mr. M. well
knew that his saying he never read this in the
scriptures of truth, was calculated to lead his
readers to suppose Trinitarians affirm they
have. 1 havealrcady remarked that they deny
this: and1 know of no apology. that can be
made for Mr. M. but that he .was driven to this
subterfuge for want of sound argument.” p. 8.
In what manner Trinitarians affirm that three
persons exist in the Godhead, whether separate.
ly, independently, or rot, I have not yet stated ;
but 1 now state that I'rinitariauns have aflirmed
that God is three self-existent persons. How
Mr. H. ean presume to deny this, is to me un-
accountable. WIill he state that God is partly
self.existent, and partly not, or will he ailirm
that he is wholly sclf-existent? 1f he is wholly
self-existent, and constituted of threc persons,
those three must be three self~existent persons.
But to prove that hir. . has ailirmed what he
here denies, | nced only revert to other parts of
his pamphlet, where he labors to prove that each
of the three persons «individually” considered,
is the self.existent God. In this, however, Mr.
H. is not alone. Dr. §*¥****, 3 noted Trinita-
rian, says, “we judge that the orthodox have
believed that there are three distinet self-exis-
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iens persons, or substances in the Godhead, be-
cause the Bible, in view of impartial readers,
most directly supports the incomprehensible
doctrine.” The general association of New
Hampshire in their address on the Trinity re-
mark, ¢ Father, Son and Holy Ghost are names
of office, not of essence, these three are self-
existent persons in one God ; they are persons
in a peculiar and exalted sense.” Thus we
have the testimony of a body of Triritarians,
that they “believe there are three self.existent
persons in one God, and it is hoped Mr. L. will
not implicate his character so much as to deny
_ it again.

Now supposing that the three persons in the
Trinity are self-existent, how can we reasona-
bly suppose that either of them was begotten ?
Can the Son be begotten, if self-existent 7 Or
can the IToly Ghost proceed from the Father
and Son, if it be a sclf-existent person ? Is not
the assertion, that a person is self-existent and
yet begotten, a gross absurdity'? And is it ju-
dicious, is it wise, to wrap up such a perversion
of common sense under the covering of < mys.
tery.” )

If we admit that the ‘“one God” mentioned
in scripture, is three persons, Father, Son and
Holy Ghost, who have we left for a mediator
between this ¢ one God’” and men? However
many persons there mag beinthe ¢«one Gody
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it is between this ¢“one God” and us that the
mediator isneeded. Who then isit that stands
as mediator between this ¢ three.one-God” and
men? Was hea ¢ three-one.God,” who sent
his Son in the likeness of sinful flesh ? who also
spared not his own Son? and was Jesus Christ
this ¢ three-one-God 7’ Was he a ¢ three.
one-God” who anointed Jesusof Nazareth with
the Holy Ghost? and ordained him to be the
judge of the living and the dead ? and was Jesus
this same ¢ three-one-God,” who anointed
and ordained himself? s ¢«the HOLY ONE,”
«the MIGHTY ONE,” the high and lofty
ONE, who inhabiteth eternity,” a ¢ three.
one-God 7’ Ifso, why were not these titles
agsumed ? the holy three-one, the mighty three.
one, the high and lofty three-one ? and why did
Christ and his apostles omit to say a single
word abouta ¢ three.one-God ?”

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

Once more. If God is as much as three per.
gons, how do we know by the same rule that
he is not more than three? Ifthe Bible has
taught us that God is as much as three persons,
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has it stopped at that exact number ? Has it
told us that he is no more than three ? When
we leave the divine unity of God, where shall
we find a rational stopping place 7 Since we
read of ¢ the seven spirits of God,” to which
add the Trinity, and how do we know but that
God is ten persons? It is easy, on the same
principle to fancy that he is ten thousand per-
sons ; or even thirty millions, and equal the
whole number of Hindoo deities. Where is
the place for the mind to alight, when it has
once commenced its airy flight in the boundless
regions of conjecture? Is it not much safer to
rest on the simple testimony of divine truth,
that ¢ the Lord our God is one Lord ?”

SECTION IIL
_THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY OF HUMAN ORIGIN,

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

Mr. Luckey states, that in order to confute
the assertion that the doctrine of the Trinity is
an invention of men, he collected a number of
quotations from the writings of the ancient fa-
thers, to show that this doctrine was acknowl-
edged by the christian church from the earliest
period of its existence ; but that perceiving the
same thing could be accomplished in a shorter

4
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way, he declined introducing them into his
book. p.102. 1f Mr. L. had such extracts as
he states above, I regret that he did not ¢ in.
troduce them,” and I very much wonder he had
not, since such evidence would have borne with
far more weight in testimony, than his mere
unqualified assertion. Indeed, 1 very much
doubt whether Mr. L. or any other person, can
produce testimony from any writer, as early as
the third century, that the doctrine that God is
three persons, was believed or known in the
days of the apostles. From all I have been
able to gather from church history, I am still
inclined to think, that the doctrine of the [rin-
ity was invented long since thc days of the
apostles.

In respect to what I am now about to exhi-
bit, relative to the origin of the Trinitarian doc-
trine, I shall have particular recourse to Mr.
Milners’ Church History, Dr. Mosheim’s Ec-
clesiastical History, and Dr. Priestley’s Church
History ; but more particularly to the two for-
mer works. Mr. Milner was a zealous T'rini-
tarian, and it is evident that his principal object
in writing was, to support the Trinitarian doc-
trine. He has collected every expression he
could find in the writings of the ancient fathers,
which he thought in the least favored his
cause. In this one particular, his history has
been of use to me, as it has given me a view of
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certain ideas, which first laid the foundation for
the doctrine of the Trinity, as taught at the
present day, and also, the manner in which that
doctrine progressed, till it received its ¢ finish-
ing touch,” as Dr. Mosheim expresses it. Dr.
Mosheim was a 'Trinitarian, but wrote with
candor, as also did Dr. Priestly, though a Hu-
manitarian.’*

*I must here remark, thdt the quotations which Mr.
Harmon has given in his pampllet, as he says from
Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria, and Justin Martyr,
are nol found in Mr. Milner’s, nor any church history
which has come under my inspection. The writings
of Dionysius and Justin Martyr, are not knownin this
eonntry, except such extracts from them as ave pre-
served in church Iistories. Dionysius, and Justin
Martyr, are both particularly noticed by Mr. Milner,
and every thing undoubtedly quoted by him, which he
thought favored the doctrine of the Trinity. The eir-
cumstance mentioned by Mr. Harmon, of Dionysius
being summoned before a council at Rome, to defend
himselfagainst the suspicion that he was not ortho-
dox, is particularly related by Mr. Milrer, and the
words of Disnysius on the oceasion quoted ; but noth-
ing mentioned like what Mr. H. has'stated. Mr. Mil-
ner mentioas Justin Martyr’s apology to the emperor
Antonious, and his dialogue with Trypho the Jew,
and quotes from both works, but nothing like what is
found in Mr. H’s pamphlet. Is it probable, or even
possible, that with the above works before him when
he wrete, that no such expressions asare found in Mr.
H’s pamphlet are given by Mr. Milner, when he ap-
pears to have been so diligent in search ofevery _t_hmg

. he could find, that he thought fuvored the docirine of

A
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That the doctrine that God is three persons,
or that Christ is the self-existent God, was not
known as early as the first part of the second
century, to me appears evident from a certain
work mentioned by Dr. Priestly, written at
that period, entitled the Clementine IIomilies.
Of this work the Doctor remarks, ¢ with res.
pect to ingenuity and information, it is not in-
ferior to any of the writings of those usually
called the Fathers.” -Again he says, ‘“the
author introduces all the theological knowl.
edge of the times.” Nothing, however, he in.
forms us, is found in this work, which so much .
as intimates that the doctrine of the Trinity was
then known of. In cbviating the objections
brought against christianity, (probably by the
Jews,) that according to the rule laid down by -

the Trinity 7 I shall therefore question the genuine-
ness of Mr. H’s quotations, until I have better evi-
dence. He has not told us who he got them from,
and in this he is certainly inexcusable.

It is with equal astonishment that I view Mr.
Lucky’s eftort to prove that Dionysius was a Trinita-
rian, by giving his defence before the council at Rome,
in two places in his book, in very diflerent words.
In page 27, Mr. L. gives the words of Dionysius as
recorded by Mr. Milner, and in page 103, he pretends
to give the words™of Dionysius on the same occasion
entirely different from the former. Was Mr. L. so
blinded by party zeal, as to suppose hoth quotations
were genuine 7
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Moses, Jesusought to have been rejected, ei-
ther as a false prophet or another God ; the
author replies, ¢ To us there is one God, who

_made aH things, and governs all things, whose
son Christis.” Again says the author, ¢ QOur
Lord, never said that there was any other God
besides him that made all things ; nor did he
ever call himself God, but pronounced him
blessed who called him the Son of God. Had
the doctrine of the Trinity been acknowledged
by the church at that early period, without any
dissention, is it not remarkable to find such lan.
guage as above quoted from an auther at that
day 7 Also, if the doctrine that God is three
persons, or .that Christ is the self-existent God,
was known at that time, why was it not neticed
among all the theological information contain.
ed in the work alluded to?

It will be remembered that the first learned
men who embraced christianity after the apos.
“tles, were generally such as had been educat-
ed in Platonic schools, and these for the first
three centuries were the principal writers in the
church. [t is evident also, that they brought
with them much of their vain philosophy, and
by degrees mingled it with the gospel, by which
means the ¢ pure testimony” became adultera-
ted. Filled with philosophical notions, they
interpreted scripture in an allegorical, myste.
rious sense, and darkened council by words

y |
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without knowledge. Mr. Milner and Dr.
Priestly, have quoted much from the earliest
writers after the apostles, the one to prove the
Supreme deity of Christ, and the other to dis.
prove it ; but in all they exhibit, many of the

ideas of early writers relating to God and

Christ, as well as on other subjects, are confus-

ed and unintelligible. Alithough the title of
God is given to Christ by some of them, yet it

appears evident to me that it was in a similar

sense to which we call a person man, because

he is the son of a man. One of the ancient fa-

thers, speaking of Christ, calls him ¢ God, the

Son of the Maker of the universe.” This not

only shews the sense in which that title was

understood when applied to Christ, but also

represents a distinction between the Father and

Son.

About the middle of the third century, Ori-
gen flourished, who, according to Mosheim, be-
came the great model whom the most eminent
of the christian doctors followed in their ex-
planations of scripture. In order then to un-
derstand what the principal doctors in the
church were conformed to, we will enquire a
little concerning their model. Both according
to Mosheim and Milner, Origen was remarka-
ble for giving allegorical meaning to the lan.
guage of scripture. Dr. Mosheim observes,
‘“the christian doctors who had applied them-
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selves to the - study of letters and philosophy,
abandoned the frequented paths, and struck out
into the devious wilds of fancy. Origen was
at the head of this speculative tribe. This
great man, enchanted wiih the charms of Pla-
tonic philosophy, set it up as a test of all reli-
gion, and imagined that the reasons of each
doctrine, were to be found in that favorite phi.
losophy, and their nature and extent to be de-
termined by it.”” Again, speaking of Origen,
he says, ¢ Having entertained a notion that it
was extremely diflicuit, if not impossible to de-
fend every thing contained in the sacred wri-
tings, from the cavils of heretics and infidels, so
long as they were explained literally, he had re-
eourse to the fecundity of a lively imagination,
and maintained that the holy seriptures were to
be interpreted in the same allegorical manner,
that the Platonists explain the. history of the
Gods.”

Origen, in his Stramata, book x. expresses
himself'in the following manner: ¢ The source
of many evils lies in adhering to the carnal, or
external part of scripture. Those who do so,
shall not attain to the kingdom of God. Let
us therefore, seek after the spirit and the sub-
stantial fruit of the word, which are hidden and
mysterious.” .
~ Such was the model of the principal christian
doctors of fhat age; a man literally spoiled

|



42

through vain philosophy. And what may we
suppose the consequence was of the principal
christian doctors imitating Origen in his man.
ner of explaining scripture ? May we not na.
turally suppose a rapid degeneracy inthe church
from gospel truth, as well as a rapid growth of
error 7 Dr. Mosheim says, ¢the disciples of
Origen, breaking forth from the limits_ fixed by
their master, interpreted in the most licentious
manner, the divine truths of religion according
to the tenor of the Platonic philosophy.”

While 1 trace the account further, I cannot
but mourn for the adulteration of the. gospel at
that age, wifile I view the many inconsistencies
hatched and brooded over in this nest of vain
sophistry. - Many at the present day, if they
can light upon testimony from some father of
the third or foarth century, in favor of some
darling sentiment, they receive it with almost
as much sanctity as they would scripture. But
if such persons would search the history of the
church in those periods, they would see abun-
dant cause not to attach too much confidence
to what was believed then.

It was in this age of darkness, that the foun.
dation was late for the doctrine of the Trinity;
for it is believed that no correct account can be
given, that the doctrine that God is three per-
sons, was believed previous to Origen’s day.
‘The first avowed step towaids the'doctrine was
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Sabellianism, a doctrine which began ta be pro.
pogated by Sabellius, about the middle of the
third century. IHe maintained that God, though
only one person, acted in three distinct offices,
which were those of Father, Son, and Holy -
Ghost. < That the Word and Holy Spirit are
only virtues, emanations, or functions of the
Deity. That he who is in heaven is the Fa.
ther of all things; that he descended into the
Virgin, and became a child, and was born of
her as a son ; and that having accomplished the
mystery of our salvation, he diffused himself
on the apostles in tongues of fire, and was then
denominated the Holy Ghost.”

This was a Trinity of offices. I say this is
a step towards the doctrine of the Trinity, and
indeed 1 might have said, a great part of Tri-
nitarians are on the same ground, viz.: that
one God only acts in three distinct offices.
They sometimes, indeed, call those offices per-
sons, as they say, for want of a better term, but
when confuted upon the ground of three persons,
they immediately assert that God actsin three
offices, which is direct Sabellianism: It is
therefore worthy of remark, how near many
Tricitarians approach to the old doctrine of Sa-
bellianism. ¢ The Sabellians explained their
doctrine by resembling God to the sun ; the il-
luminating virtue or quality of which was the
Word, and its ' warming virtue the Holy Spirit.
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I have heard very similar arguments from T'ri-
nitarians; that the sun was Zight, heat, and col-
or, and yet but one fountain; so God is three
persons, and yet but one being, say they. Or,
as Mr. Lucky has it, that the letter [ is con-
stitued of two straight marks connected by a
hyphen, and yet but one letter. So near Sa-
bellians and L'rinitarians approach each other
in their arguments. -

We will now hear what Dr. Mosheim says of
the decision of the church, relative to the Sa-
bellian doctrine. We have alieady heard of
one God in three offices, and we shall now hear
about one God in three persons.

The doctor says, ‘“soon after its commence.
ment, [the fourth century,] even in the year 317,
a new contention arose in Egypt, upon a sub-
ject of much higher importance, and with con-
sequences of a yet wore pernicious nature.
The subject of this fatal controversy, which
kindled such deplorable divisions throughout
the christian world was the doctrine of three
persons in the Godhead ; a doctrine which, in
three preceding centuries, had happily escaped
the vain curiosity of human researches, and
been left undefined and undetermined by any
particular set of ideas. The church, indeed,
had frequently decided against the Sabellians
and others, that there was a rea? difference be-

A)

tween the Father and Son, and that the Foly
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Ghost was distinct from them both ; or, as we
commonly -speak, that three distinct persons
"exist in the Deity; but the mutual relation of
these persons to each other, and the nature of
that distinction that subsists- between them,

are matters that hitherto were neither dis.-

puted nor explained, and with respect to which

the church had consequently observed a pro-

found silence. Nothing was dictated to the
faith of christians in this matter, nor were there
eny modes of expression prescribed, as requis-
te to be used in speaking of this mystery.

Hence it happened, that the christian doctors
entertained ditferent sentiments upon this sub-

ject, without giving the least offence, and dis-

coursed variously, concerning the distinction
between Father, Son, and Holy Ghost; each
following bis respective opinion with the utmost .
liberty. In Egypt, and the adjacent countries,

the greatest part embraced in this, as well as
in other matters, the opinion of Origen, who
held that the Son was in God, that which rea-

son is in man; and that the Holy Ghost was

nothing more than the divine energy, or active

force.” . '

Although the doctor was a T'rinitarian, his
impartiality is worthy of notice, as he lets us
know that he made use of those terms used in
his own times by Tfinitarians, in speaking up-

.
LY
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on this subject. ¢« Or as WE commonly speak
that three persons exist in the Deity.” Not
that the fathers used thatmode of expression in
the third century, but that it was the language
of Trinitarians in defining what they considered
the fathers believed then. [tis believed that -
no cerrect testimony can be produced, that that
mode of expression was in use -at that period -
of which the doctor writes.

If the doctor is correct, we may learn, re-
specting the doctrine of three persons in one
God, that it had escaped the vain curiosity of
human researches till the commencement of the
fourth century, and that the church, previous to
that time, had, consequently, observed a pro-
found silence relative toit. They had decided
against the Sabellians and others, that there was
a real difference between the Father and Son, aad
that the Holy Ghost 'was distinct from them both.
That nothing was dictated to the faith of chris-
tians in this matter ; the christian doctors dis-
coursed variously upon the subject without giv-

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

Now, 1 would ask; does this account indicate
that the doctrine of the T'rinity was at that time
received into the church as an article of faith?
If so, it must have been something very differ-
ent from what it is now. As to Origen’s Trin-
ity, if one it may be called, 1 think orthodox
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Trinitarians would not pronounce it very cor.
rect at the present day. He asserted that the
Son was in God, that which reason is in man,
and that the Spirit was no more than the divine
energy or active force. If this is Trinity what
man is there that has reason and active force,
but is a Trinity of himself? Besides saying
the Son was in God, that which reason isin
man, is very different from saying the Son was
the very God, and asserting the Spirit to be only
a divine energy or active force, is very different
from affirming it to be a person.

Perhaps what Origen founded his belief upon,
that the Son was in God, that which reason was
in man, was from the 8th chapter of Proverbs,
where he considered Christ personified under
the title of Wisdom, and that before the hills
were settled, he was brought forth. However,
1 shall neither attempt to defend or explain Ori-
gen’s doctrine, butam led to conclude that ev-
ery candid Trinitarian will acknowledge, it is
not the doctrine of -the Trinity as taught at the
present day. Yet Dr. Mosheim says, ¢in
Egypt, and the adjacent country, the greatest

art embraced Origen’s doctrine in this respect.”

t must, therefore, be acknowledged, that the
majority were not Trinitarians. Besides, does
it appear probable that Origen’s doctrine would
have been so generally received, if the doctrine-
of the Trinity had been correctly taught at that

y
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day? 1t isevident that Origen considered God
but one person, and of course two-thirds of his
T'rinity only allegorical. -

We will now follow Dr. Mosheim, in his ae.
count of the result of this controversy, which
we.shall find began between Arius, a presbyter,
and Alexander, the bishop of Alexandria. <«]n
an assembly of the presbyters of Alexandria,
(says the doctor,) the bishop of that city, whose
name was Alexander, expressed his sentiment
upon this head with a high degree of freedom
and confidence ; and maintained, among other
things, that the Son was not only of the same
eminence and dignity, but also of the same es-
sence with the Father. 'This assertion was op-
posed by Arius, one of the presbyters, a man
of g subtile furn, and remarkable for his elo-
quence. Whether his zeal for his own opin-.
ions, or personal resentment against the bishop;
was the motive that influenced him, is not very
certain. Be that as it will, he first treated as
false the assertion of Alexander, on account of
its aflinity to the Sabellian errors, which had
been condemned by the church; and then, run-
ing himself into the opposite extreme, he main-
tained that the Son was totally and essentially
distinct from the Father; that he was the first
and noblest of those beings, whom God the
&ather had created out of nothing, the instru-
ment by whose subordinate operation the Al-
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mighty Father formed the-universe, and there.
fore inferior to the Father both in nature and
dignity. , ,

“The opinions of Arius were no sooner di-
vulged, than they found in Egypt, and the
neighboring provinces, a multitude of abettors,
and among these many who were distinguished
as much by the superiority of their learnicg

“and genius, as by the eminence of their rank

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

In consequence of these contentions, the fa-
mous council of Nice was called, by Constan-
tine the great, in the year 325. We will now
go with Milner to this council, and sec what
light we can obtain there. A

As Mr. Milner wrotg under a ful] persuasion
: 2
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that the council of Nice supported the doctrine
of the Trinity, in his sense of the term, and as
‘he wrote mainly to support that doctrine him-
self, we may well suppose that his representa-
tions are as favorable to his cause as he could
make them, with a due regard to trath. 1f then
it should be made to appear from Mr. Milner’s
own exhibitions, that even this council did not
express the doctrine that God is three persons,
we may safely conclude, that it was not yet
adopted in the church, as an article of faith.
We will then attend to Mr. Milner’s represen-
tation of the decision of this council, upon the
subject in question.

The council was composed of 318 bishops,
from the various parts of the christian world ;
and, as many presbyters were there besides
the bishops. 1t is supposed by Mr. Milner, that
the whole number of persons assembled in the
council was not less than 600. «They collccted
together the passages of scripture (says Mr. M.)
which represent the divinity of Jesus Christ,
and observed, that, taken together, they amoun-
ted to a proof of his being of the same sub-
stance with the Father. That creatures were
indeed, said to be of God, because not existing
of themselves, they had their beginning from
him; but that the Son was peculiarly of the
i_ ::.lggr, being of his substance, as begotten of

-
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Nothing is found in the decision of the coun-
cil at Nice, that God is three persons ; or that
Christ is the true, and self-existent God ; or
that the Holy Ghost is a person. They went
no farther than to decide against the sentiment
of Arius, who taught that instead of Christ be-
ing begotten of God, he was the first being God
created out of nothing, which sentiment 1 view
as derogatory to scripture, as did the council of
Nice. Instead of Christ being created out of
nothing, the scripturesaffirm that he “proceeded
forth and came from God.” [John viii. 42.]

I do not say, however, that all this council
were with me in sentiment; it is highly proba-
ble that a great part of them, had embra-
ced Origen’s sentiment, ¢ that the Son was
in God, that which reason is in man, and that
the Spirit is only the divine energy or active
force.” But if they were on this ground, they
were yet unprepared to assert the doctrine, that
God is three persons; for Origen’s system as
plainly teaches that God is one person only, as
it does that a man who has reason and energy is
but one person. How much advance had been
made in the minds of a certain part of this
council from Origen’s system is not known;
however, it is certain, from: all that Mr. Milner
has exhibited, that they did not yet establish the
doctrine of the Trinity, as it is now taught ; that
work was yet reserved for a later period.
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Room would fail me here, fo particularize alf
the contegtions, and revolutions thatsucceeded.
Arius and hisadherents were condemned in this
council, and sentinto exile. Constantine, how-
ever, in a few years afterwards, by the influ.
ence of the Arian priest, who had been recom-
mended to bim in the dying hours of his sister,
Constantia, recalled Arius from his state of ban+
ishment, and repealed the laws which had been
enacted against him. Athanasius, who was at
that time bishop of Alexandria, refused to re~
store Arius to his former rank and office, in
consequence of ‘which Athanasius was excom-
municated by the council at ‘T'yre, held in the
year 335, and was afterwards banished into
Gaul. The people at Alexandria still refused
Arius a place among the presbyters, upon which
Constantine invited him to Constantinople, in
the year 386. lIlcre Arius died * shortly after
his arrival, and the emperor Constantine survi-
ved him but a short time.

*The cause of Arius’ death has been a subject of’
speculation among modern writers. In Dr. Mos-
heim’s history it is thus stated: ¢ The ancient wri-

“ters, who considered this event a judgment of heaven
miraculously drawn down by the prayersof the just,
to punish the impiety of Arius, will find little credit
in our times, among such as have studied with atten-
tion and impartiality, the history of Arianism. After
having considered this matter, with the utmost care,
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The controversy, however, did not cease with
the death of Arius. After the death of Con.
stantine, his .empire was divided between his
three sons, Constantius, Constans, and Constan-
. tine the younger. Constantius, the emperor of
the East, was warmly attached to the Arian
sentiment, while Constans and Constantine, the
emperors of the West, warmly maintained the
sentiments of the Niccnes. Hence arose ani-
mosities, seditions. treacheries, and acts of vio-
lence, between the two great contending par-
ties. Council was assembled against council,
and their jarring and contradictory decrees,
spread perplexity and confusion throughout the
christian world.  Although it is evident that
differences of opinion existed in both, yet the
church, generally considered, was divided into
two grand contending partics. The shift of
power from one party to the other, (which al-
ternately enabled the greater to vent thcir ma-
lignity on the lesser,) was various during the
successive reigns of several emperors, till the
year 379, when Theodosius came upon the
throne, ' :

it appears to e extremely probable that this unbappy
man was a viclim of the resentment of his enemies,
and was destroycd by poison, or some such violent
means. A blind nnd’/ funatical zeal for certzin sys-
tems of faith, in all ages, has produced such horrible
acts of cruelty and injustice.”’



54

This emperor, like Constantine the great,
was a convert to christianity ; but when he be-
came such, does not appear ; he, however, wag
warmly opposed to Arianism. When he first
commenced his reign, he had not been baptised ;
but being taken ill at 'Thessalonica, and finding
the bishop of that place with him in sentiment,
he was baptised by him. Upon his recovery
he published alaw to oblige all his subjects to
profess the doctrine of the Nicene creed, and
ordered, that all the churches in which it was
not professed, should be considered heretical.

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

Here then, the doctiine of the Trinity
was modelled out, and whether it was done by
the majority or minority of this council, re-
mains yet a question. Mr. Milner states the
number who composed this council, to be 850,
and Dr. Mosheim states, that an hundred and
fifty bishops gave ¢the finishing touch” ta the
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wuctrine of three persons in one God. The fin-
ishing touch, therefore, must have been given
by the minority, or otherwise there is a mistake
between the two writers, relative to the num-
ber who composed the council. Be that as it
may, the doctor has very obligingly told us when
“ the finishing touch” was given to the doctrine
of three persons in one God. We might, how-
ever, have supposed, that had that doctrine been
so important as it is stated to be, that the fin-
ishing touch would have been given it in the
scriptures of truth.

We will now hear what Mr. Milner says of
this council. ¢ The council, (says Mr. M.) was
very confused and disorderly, greatly inferior
in wisdom and piety to the council at Nice.”
¢« Faction was high, and charity was low at this
time.”” ¢« This council very accurately defined
the doctrine of the Trinity, and enlarged a lit-
tle the Nicenc creed; they delivered it as we
now have itin our communionservice.” «The
Macedonian heresy, which blasphemed the Ho-
ly Ghost, gave occasion to a more explicit rep-
resentation of the third person in the Trinity.”

Ilere we have it from this bigoted Trintari-
an, that this council enlarged a little thé Ni-
cene creed, and gave a more explicit represen-
tation of the third person in the Trinity. 1t
does not appear that the council at Nice gave
any representation of the Holy Ghost as a per-
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gon, nor any idea of three distinct persons ii
one God ; and the additions made to their creed
by the council at Constantinople, may perhaps
be justly attributed to the spirit and character
of that council, as given by Mr. Milner. He
not only states that faction was high, and char-
ity was-low, at that time, but also that the
council was very confused and disorderly, and.
greatly inferior in piety and wisdom, to the
council at Nice. '

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

It is my firm belief that no evidence has
been produced by either-Mr. Milner or Dr. Mos-
heim, that the doctrine that God is three per-
sons, was known in the first three centuries,
por any idea that approached nearer to it than
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Origen’s allegorical T'rinity in unity, which was
that ¢the Son was in God, that which reason is
in man, and that the Holy Ghost was only the
divine energy, or active force.” This, no I'ri-
nitarian would be willing to admit to be a cor-
rect view of their system.

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

Although the council of Constantinople was
eomposed of such bishops as the emperor The-
odosius considered with him in sentiment ; yet
it is evident from history, that even in that coun-
cil, when the article of three persons in one God
come to be adopted, there was a large number
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of dissenters ; and that shortly afterwards, great
numbers exposed themselves to the most violent
petsecutions by refusing to subscribe it.

At a time so near the apostolic age, can it be
possible there could be such contention among
christians, upon a point which the first chris-
tians received expressly from the apostles of our
Lord? Can it be, that all who attended on the
ministry of the apostles, heard them teach as
Trinitarians now teach, and heard them wor-
ship as Trinitarians now worship, and yet that
the knowledge of it should become so confused as
to cause such serious Jdissention within less than
threc hundred years after the ministry of the
apostles was ended? Is it notevident respecting
the point in question, that the apostles and pri-
mitive christians did not teach and worship as
Trinitarians donow ? In short, as to this seri-
ous fact, the explicit testimony of Mr. Milner
and Dr. Mosheim, goestoconfirmit. Mr. Mil-
per expressly says, ¢ Flavian” (of the fourth
century,) ¢ was the first who invented the dox-
ology,” ¢ Glory be to the Pather, Son, and the
Holy Ghost.,” And Dr. Mosheim says, «in
earlier periods of the church, the worship of
christians was confined to the one supreme God,
and his Son Jesus Christ.” Ecc. Hist. vol. 2nd,
p. 176.

As the doctrine of the Trinity has often been
asserted to be a doctrine of the reformation, |
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shall further remark. The triune article of
faith as fixed in the ¢ confused and disorderly”
council of Constantinople, has eversince been
deemed a cardinal point in the creed of the
church of Rome. What then was done by
Luther and his coadjutors in regard to this mat-
ter? Certainly they did not originate an article
of faith which had existed nearly a thousand
years before their time ; nor did they revive the
use of that article, for the use of it had never
been discontinued in the church of Rome from
which they revolted. It is only true, that the
reformers had no contention with the church of
Rome on this point.  As they had becn T'rin-
itarians while of that church, so they continued
to be when Protestants. Nor is it at all strange,
that they did not perceive at once, and in every
particular, how far the papal church had wan.
dered from the way of truth. 1t is rather won-
derful that they, in so short a time, affected so
much as they did, by way of reformation. 1fI
do not mistake, | have somewhere read of the
mild Melancton, that he perceived in the triune
article of faith, so much departure from the
simplicity of divine testimony, that he wept in
view of the conirovesy it must at some time
occasion among the Protestants,
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SECTION 1V.
THE TRINITARIAN DOCTRINE OF INCARNATION EXAMINED.

By the Trinitarian doctrine of incarnation,
we are taught that Jesus Christ is composed of
two wholc distinct natures, human and divine ;
that in his human nature, heis truly and proper-
ly a man, and that in his divine_nature, he is the
very and eternal God.

This doctrine to me appears as difficult to un-
derstand, as the assertion that God is three per-
sons. Not content with .asserting God to be
thrée persons, Trinitarians would also teach us
that the Son, one of the three, is two persons.

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

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

_he is the very and eternal God, and this, accor-
ding to their system, must be at least as much
as one person more. As one and one make two,
the plain conclusion follows, that the Trinitari-
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an doctrine asserts- the Son of God to be two
persogs!!!

But it is asserted, that ¢« the two natures are
so mysteriously united as to constitute but one
person.” Beforel admit the correctness of this
statement, I must require some other definition
of the two natures, than to state the one to be
very man, and the other very God, for I need
not to be taught that “very man” is one person
and very God another. It would be no more
absurd, for Trinitarians to assert that God is
three persons, and yet but one person, thun it
is to say, the Son of God is very God and very
man, and yet but one person.

Did I believe that Jesus Christ was ¢ truly
and properly a man,” and also the % very and
eternal God,” I would far sooner give up the
idea that God is three persons, than that the
Son is two. How T'rinitarians get along with
this difficulty I know not, for they are generally
pretty silent about it. The Nestorians in the
fifth century, in asserting the doctrine of incar-
nation, frankly owned their belief that Christ
was two persons. And why are not Trinitari-
ans, at the present day, willing to acknowledge
the same sentiment, while their doctrine plainly
implies itJ Is it because they know it would
involve a palpable absurdity? and do they aid
their cause, in the least, by endeavoring to
conceal an absurdity which their doctrine §0
plainly involves?
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In arguments used by T'rinitarians, they ac-
knowledge a plain distinction between the two
natures, as much so as to assert they are two
persons. ‘They say Christ sometimes spake as
man, and sometimes as God. That somtimes
the human nature spake, and sometimes the di-
vine mature. That the two natures conversed
together ; that the one nature prayed to the
other nature. And from these statements, what
conception can we form of the two natures, but
that they are two persons? But to acknowl-
edge this, the support of scripture would still be
needed. What scripture even asserts that
Christ possesses two whole and distinct natures?
When and where did he say, this I speak as
God, and this | speak asman? this 1 affirm of
my divine nature, and this of my human na-
ture? Where, in the scriptures, have we an ex-
ample of this strange phrasealogy ? No where.
It was demanded by the errors of a later age.

In the Methodist discipline, the incarnation of
the Son of God is thus described :

ARTICLE 11. “ Qf the Word, or Son of God
who was made very Man.”

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

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

Did the very and eternal God experience no
change when he was made man? When he be-
came man, was he not as liable to suffering and
death as any other man? Who was then “able
to save him from death?’ Who has governed
the world, and who has been the Trinitarian
object of worship since the very and eterual
God was made man? Is the supreme object of
Trinitarian worship a man? But is it argued
that only one person in the very and cternal
God, is meant? Be it so, 1 may then ask, did
it imp]y no change in the very and eternal God,
to have onc person out of three made man?
How many divine persons remained, when one
out of the three was made man? Afier the
Word was made man, was this man equal with
God the Father? Besides, what sect ever gave
the Messiah a lower character than to suppose
he was a man?
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Further, says the article, « The very and
eternal God, of one substance with the Father,
took man’s nature.” Here we may remark:
1. To tell of a Father to be the very and eter-
nal God, looks rather preposterous. 2 By the
expression, he ¢ took man’s naturey” is, 1 sup-
pose meant, that he took a very man mto union
with himself; on which I again remark—for ~
the very and eternal God to be made man, is
one thing;and to take a man into union with
himself, is another, and a very different
thing. Yet both of these are asserted by Tri-
nitarians, and implied in the second article of
the Methodist discipline. .

I'he article continues, ¢ so that two whole and
perfect natures, that is to say, the Godhead and
manhood were joined together in ome person
never to be divided.” Here mark the expres-
sion, ¢ two whole and perfect natures.” Now if
they were whole natures, they were not parts of
natures only; and to render it definite what
these two whole natures are, they are said to be
«the Godhead and manhood.” By the God-
head is meant the whole being of God, which
Trinitarians assert to be three persons. Will
it not follow then, according to this article, that
three persons were joined to human nature
never to be divided; and that the Son of God
is three divine persons, and one human one?
Besides, what is this short of asserting, that
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three divine persons and one human nature,
make but one person? Did the human nature
of Christ die, and while dead, was the God-
head still united to it, never to be divided? Or
" did they all die together?

From the next part of the article,fwe might
rather conclude the latter was meant—<«W here-
of is one Christ very God and very man, who
truly suffered, was crucified, dead and buried.”
If Christ, who was very God and very man,
was actually ¢ crucified, dead and buried,” we
must conclude that they all died ; and the third
article strengthens the conclusion—¢¢ Christ did
- truly rise again from the dead, and took again
his body.” It is not said that the human na-
ture arose from the dead, and united again with
the divine nature, but that which arose from
the dead is represented as taking again a ha-
man body. As a human body could not take
s« again a human body,” of course the article
asserts, that the very God arose [rom the dead!
And to finish the climax, the whole took
place, according to the articles, to reconcile
God to us, instead of reconciling the world to
God, according to scripture !

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

C
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candor and honesty, for a man who can believe
at such a rate, is in little danger of being lost,
if believing absurdities would save him.

Notwithstanding thisarticle, Trinitarians, and
even Methodists themselves, assert that only
the human nature of Christ suffered and died.
But if nothing but human nature suffered and
died, I am at a loss to know what more they
have than a human sacrifice.

This Mr. Harmon, indirectly acknowledges,
though he labors hard to conceal it. He says,
page 14, «Itis admitted that the self-existent
God did not die. But it is not admitted that the
sacrifice is no better than a mere human atone-
ment.” For this conclusion he tells us his rea.
sons are brief and full. He then states three
reasons why he does not consider the sacrifice
a mere human one, though nothing but human
nature suflered and died. -1. ¢ The sacrifice
was appointed of God the Father. 2. Christ
was without sin. 3. The human nature was
united with the divine.” Upon the last reason
he states, «“if we may be permitted to use a fig-
ure, his humanity was offered upon the altar of
his Divinity; the altar sanctified the gift, and
stamped the sacrifice with infinite value.”

‘To these I remark ; as Mr. H. contends that
the sacrifice was infinite, his first two reasons
are nothing to his purpose. His third reason,
whish is that Christ’s humanity was offered on
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the altar of his divinity, is wholly unfounded
in scripture, as there is not a passage to support
it. However, [ shall examine Mr, H.’s figure,
and show that it exposes what he has been la-
‘boring to conceal. ¢ His humanity was offered
upon the altar of his divinity,” says Mr. H.
Now, we need not to be told that the altaris
one thing, and the sacrifice another. As Mr.
H. represents divinity, or the very God to be
the altar, and human nature the sacrifice, what
is this short of indirectly acknowledging the
sacrifice to be only a humanone? The follow-
ing questions naturally arise : If the very God
was the altar, who was the human sacrifice of-
fered to? Was it offered to the altar? . If the
very God was the altar, and human nature the
sacrifice, Mr. H. ought to have told us who this
human sacrifice was offered to ! ! .

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

As to this human sacrifice being connected
with the divine nature, and this sanctifying’it,
and stamping it with infinite value, looks no
better to me than Socinianism. Socinians hold
that Christ was only a man, but that God the
Father dwelt in him by the fulness of his spirit
.~—that bis Father, by this union, assisted Christ
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to perform miracles, and supported him in the
hour of degth. 1t may be then ask&d, in what
degree has the Trinitarian hypothesis the ad-
vantage over the Socinian theory ? Might not
the Socinians, with equal propriety, insist that
though Christ only died as a man, yet his be-
ing united with, or filled with the divine nature,
that union ¢ sanctified the sacrifice, and stamp-
ed it with infinite value 7’ 1 am free to own that
1 have not discernment enough to see, that the
‘Trinitarian doctrine of incarnation exalts Jesus
above a mansupernaturaliy endowed., Isthere
any thing more implied in the assertion, that
the very God was united to a proper man ?
Many Trinitarians openly confess that they
believe in no more than a human sacrifice, and
this is plainly implied by Mr H., though he la-
bors to conceal it. His whole argument ap-
pears to rest upon-the idea, that a human sac-
rifice may be so sanctified as to render it infin-
ite. The merits of a sacrifice is to be determi-
ned by its quality or kind; and that which suf-
fered and died was the sacrifice. If, therefore,
nothing but human nature suffered, the sacri-
fice could be no more than a human one. How
the death of human nature can be so sanctified
as to constitute an infinite sacrifice, is left for
Mr. H. to explain. ’
For the sake of argument, we will, for a mo-
ment, admit what Mr. H. contends for, viz. :
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that an infinite sacrifice was necded to satisfy
the demagds of justice. We will admit the
ground of equivalency, which he contends for,
and 1 would then ask, could the death of one
humau atone for millions of human beings con-
demned to die? Could the death of mere hu-
man nature constitute a sacrifice sufficiently
meritorious to answer all demands? Admit for
a moment, the high Calvinistic scheme, that
Christ died for the elect only ; would not as ma-
ny human sacrifices be needed, as there are elect
ransomed ?

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

The Trinitarian doctrine of incarnation, not
only reduces Christ’s humiliation to a mere shad-
ow, but it almost wholly destroys the impres.
sions with which his sufferings ought to be
viewed. According to this doctrine, when fully
explained, Christ was comparatively no sufferer
atall. It is true, his humanity suffered, but
this they tell us was an infinitely small part of
Jesus, bearing no mose proportion to his whole
person, than a single hair of our head to the
whole body ; or than a drop to the ocean. The
infinite Godhead of Christ, that which they say
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was most prope:ly himself, was infinitely happy
at the very moment of the suffering 6f his hu-
manity. While hanging on ibe eross, he was
the happiest being in the universe; yea, as hap-
py as the infinite God could be; so that hie
pains, compared. with his felicity, were nothing.
This Trinitarians do and must acknowledge.

The doctrine goes still farther. It teaches
that the Son of God never suffered and died.
It is true that Trinitarians bewilder themselves,
and many others, by the pretext that the Son
of God suffered in his human nature. _ But let
their views be properly stated. By the Son of
God they mean no other than the second per-
son in the Godhead, whom they call the very
God himself, and whom they suppose to be ab-
solutely incapable of suffering at all. By the
human nature they mean a ¢“real man,” to
whom this Son of God was united. This ¢ man”
and the Son of God, of course, must be distinct
from each other. Can any one thén make him-
self believe, that the sufferings of human na-
ture, distinct from the Son of God, can with any
propriety be called the sufferings of God, or
the sufferings of the Son of God in his human
nature ?

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

The suffering of the Son of God is thus illus-
trated by Dr. Lightfoot, an eminent Trinitarian,
In reference to Gen. xxii. the doctor says, thus,
“ Isaac and the Ram, a true type of Christ’s
two natures, the one only suffering, and the
other not ; yet that, that suffered not, giving va-
lidity and value to that that suffered.”— Light.
Sfoot’s Remains.

According to the doctor, 1saac, who ¢ suffer-
ed not,” represents the Son of God ; and ¢ the
Ram that suffered,” représents the man to
whom the Son of God was united. What lan-
guage could more emphatically convey the idea
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that a man suffered as a substitute for the Son
of God; and that ¢ the sufferings of the Son of
God, are a mere illusion, a phantom?” This
is the very substance of the ancient Cerinthian
heresy, that « the Son of God only suffered in
appearance on the cross.” While the Trinita-
rian declaims the Cerinthian, might not the
latter, with propriety, reply to the former in
the language of the penitent thief, ¢« Dost thou
not fear God, seeing thou art in the same con-
dition?”

Was there ever a more deceptive theory em-
braced by a human mind? And shall we im-
pute such palpable deception to the oracles of
God, as to suppose, that by the sufferings and
death of the Son of God, is only meant the suf-
ferings and death of a ¢ very man,” who died in
the room of the Son of God?

O, thou blessed Jesus, is this a true represen-
tation of thy sufferings! Did not the sunre-
fuse to shine, the rocks rend, and the earth
quake, when thou suffered ? when thou hung
bleeding on the cross? when thou died for sin-
ners? Yea, creation still wears the shock;
the severed rocks echo to the gospel sound, -
“IT WAS THE SoN oF GoD TiAT pIED !”
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SECTION V.
THE HOLY GHOST NOT A PERSON.

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

int.
pC.The first argument that I shall notice, which
is frequently brought to prove the personality
of the Holy Ghost, is that the personal pronoun
he is in some instances applied to it in the scrip-
tures, To which I reply, that much scripture
might be quoted to prove the same of & number
of inanimate things. ¢ The depth saith it is not
in me, and the sea saith it is not in me.” Job
xxviii. 14. ¢« Destruction and death say, We
have heard the fame thereof with our ears.”
Job xxviii, 2. « When they were past the
first and second ward, they came unto the iron
gate that leadeth unto the city, which opened
unto them of his own accord.” Acts xii, 10,
*“ And he prayed again, and the heavens gave
rain, and the earth brought forth her fruit.”
James v. 18. Here the sea, destruction, death,
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an iron gate and the earth, are personified ; yet
no one considers them persons. My whole de-
sign is here to show that many things have per-
sonal pronouns applied to them in the scriptures,
that are not persous, which is the case with the
Holy Ghost.

In several instances the Spirit is represented
as speaking, which is used as an argument in
favor of its personality. The Spirit said unto
Peter, ¢ Behold three men seek thee.” Acts
x. 19. Thatis, the Zight of the Spirit revealed
this to Peter. ¢ The Spirit and the bride say
come.” Rev. xxii. 17. By its inward draw-
ings the Spirit invites us to the waters of life.
¢ The Spirit itself maketh intercession for us.”
Rom. viii. 26. The Spiritinfluences our minds
aright to pray ; by its Zight unfoldiag our needs,
and by its operations endiling our petitions.
Though speech is applied to the Holy Ghost in
these instances, it is no less emphatically appli-
ed to the starry heavens, by the psalmist.
““The heavens declarc the glory of God, and
the firmament showeth his handy work. Day
unto day uttereth speech, and night unto night
showeth knowledge. There is no speech nor
language, where their voice is not heard. Their
line is gone out through all the earth, and their
words to the ends of the world.” Ps, xix. 1, 4.
It is presumed that in no instance is speech
more plainly applied to the Spirit in Scripture, {

&
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than it is here to the starry heavens, and to day
and night.

« And he that searcheth the hearts, knoweth
what is the mind of the Spirit.” Rom. viii. 27.
That the Holy Ghost is meant here, is admitted,
and the argument raised frowm it by Mr. Har.
mon, is, “if it be not a person, how can it have
amind?”’ By the mind of the Spirit, here
mentioned, is undoubtedly meant the things
which God made known by his Spirit. As for
instance, 1 sometimes say, 1 give my mind to
others upon certain things, and whether they un-
derstand me or not,-1 know what is the mind or
intention of my medium of communication.,
The Spirit is very frequently the medium, or
organ, through which God makes known his
nind to meng

¢« The Spirit of God hath made me.” Job
xxxiii. 4. ¢ Here,” says Mr. Harmon, ¢ the
work of creation is applied to the Spirit; but
the work of creation is the work of God, there-
fore the Spirit is God.” ThisI am convinced,
is wresting scripture from its proper meaning ;
and in thisinstance we may see what may be
accomplisied by detaching a part of scripture,
without quoting its connection. The words
quoted, are the words of Elihu to Job. Inthe
preceding chapter he stated that the Spirit con-
strained him, and after rebuking Job’s three

riends, he addresses Job, ¢« Wherefore, Job, I
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pray thee, hear my speeches, and hearken to
all my words. Behold, now I have opened my
mouth, my tongue hath spoken in my mouth.
My words shall be of the uprightness of my
heart ; and my lips shall utter knowledge clear-
ly. The Spirit of God hath made me, and the
breath of the Almighty hath given me life.
If thou canst answer me, set they words in. or-
der before me, stand up.”

- It appears evident to me that Elibu had no
allusion to his creation, when he said the Spirit
of God hath made me, but that the Spirit of God
had made him do thus. Do what? Address
Job as he did, while the breath of the Almigh-
ty gave him life, or animated his soul to do it.
It is useless to multiply words; the meaning is
obvious to every impartial reader. s

The next scripture which Mr. H. pretends to
give, is Ps. cxxxix. 7. ¢ Whither shall 1 go
from thy Spirit? or whither shall I flee from
thy presence ? If [ ascend up into heaven thou
art there: if I make my bed in hell, behold
thou art there.” 1 have but very few remarks
to offer upon this passage, for it presents no dif-
ficulties relative to my views. That God is ev-
ery where present, no christian denies. Butl
cannot but remark the mangled form in which
Mr H. presents the passage in his pamphlet.
He quotes it thus, « Whither shalll go from
thy Spirit? If I ascend into heaven, thou art



™

there,” &c. It will be perceived, in this quota-
tion, that an important sentenco is left out of the
text.* ‘By thus mutilating the text, he doubt-
Jess meant to have the reader suppose, that the
pronuoun thou, referring to Lord understood,
was identified with the Spirit mentioned in the
passage. He says, ¢« the passage identifies the
Spirit with God.” If this is not wresting scrip-
ture, I know not what is ; but it is not the only
“instance of the kind which occurs in Mr. H.’s
pamphlet, as 1 shall have cause hereafter to no-
tice.

But, says Mr. H., «“in Acts v. 3, Peter says
to Ananias, ¢ Why hath Satan filled thine heart
to lie to the Holy Ghost 7 and in the 4th verse
he says, ¢ thou hast not lied unto men, but unto
God.”” So confident is Mr. H. that these two
passages put together prove the Holy Ghost a
person, that he adds, ¢ How itis possible for any
one calling himself a christian, to say in oppo-
sition to these words of holy writ, that the Holy
Ghost is not God, I know not.” p. 9.

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

* This passage is presented by Mr. Luckey, in the
same mutilated form, (see his treatise, page 225,) and
similar arguments used. Query. Was it an ipad-
vertant mistake in both these authors?
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unto God, he draws the inference that the
Holy Ghost and God are the same. That this
is a mistaken view of the subject, to me appears
very certain. If the inference be 8 just one,
that lying to the Holy Ghost and lying to God,
prove the Holy Ghost and God to be the same,
may we not, with equal propriety, draw the fol-
lowing inference: As Christ said to his disci-
ples when he sent them to preach, ¢ He that
heareth you heareth me,” that Christ and his
disciples are one and the same being 7 and that
there is no distinction between them?

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

Therefore, in attempting to deceive, he lied
to the Holy Ghost, by which he had been in-
structed, and also lied to God, who had given
his Spirit, thus to instruct and reprove him.
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Mr. H. next brings the following: ¢ Holy
men of God spake as they were moved by the
Holy Ghost.” 2 Pet. i. 21. That the ancient
prophets prophesied as God moved upon them,
by the operations of his Spirit, is evident, nor
can | see that the passage asserts any thing -
more.

The arguments already noticed, comprise the
whole of Mr. Harmon’s evidence, that the Ho-
ly Ghost is a person; butif this is all, we may
yet venture to write upon it ¢ fekel.”

We will now hear some of Mr. Luckey’s tes-
timony upon the subject. Hesays, ¢ The idea
that the Holy Ghost iseeternal sufficiently es-
tablishes its divinity ; and this is inferred from
the consideration that it is created or self-exist-
ent, derived or eternal. That it is not derived
or created is clear from the absurdity that God
derived or created his own Spirit, or that there
was a time when it did not exist. Of course it
iseternal, and whatever is eternal is God ; there-
fore the Spirit is God.” p. 224.

1t would appear from this testimony, that Mr.
L. would make no distinction even between the
attributes of God, and God himself. God pos-
sessed certain attributes from eternity. "We will
say, for instance, that God possessed power from
all eternity, and will Mr. L. say that power is
the very God? Will he say, that from the pow-
er the devil possesses, that the devil possesses
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the very God? We may admit that God dele-
gates ‘power to creatures, yet such creatures
may possess no part of God; he may still be
infinite in power himself, and they be ¢ without
hope and without God in the worid.” '

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

«Go ye, therefore, and teach all nations,
baptising them in the name of the Father, and
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” Mat.
xxviii. 19.  This text, as it stands, is highly
worthy of notice. [t is generally understood
by Trinitarians, to represent the authority by
which the disciples were to administer baptism
as they concieve the authority is as much rep-
resented from the Holy Ghost, as from the Fa-
ther and Son, they form the conclusion that the
}llloly Ghost is a person, equal with God the Fa-
ther.

This argument may appear plausible at first
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will expose its fallacy. It does not appear to
me that the word name, mentioned in the text,
is intended to represent the authority by which
the disciples were to baptise. It is well known
that the word name, is many times used in the
scripture in the place of character, as < A good
name is better than precious ointment.” 1t is
also used for renown, glory, and praise, such as
“his name shall be great.” In this sense, in my
opinion, it is to be understood in the text under
consideration. As much as if the Savior had
told his disciples, ¢ go teach all nations, bapti-
sing them in konor of the Father who sent his
Son ; in honor of the Son who has lived your
example, and in honor of the Holy Ghost which
guides you into all trath.”

1tis well known that the preposition in used
in the passage, is translated from the Greek
word eis, and which may here be as well ren-
dered for asin. For the name of the Father,

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

It appears that Mr. Luckey had doubt, wheth-
er this passage could prove the real personality
of the Holy Ghost, and indeed be had reason
to, for it is the only solitary one which he quotes
for ‘that express purpose. ¢ But whether »

. do or do not receive thie Holy Ghost zf/““?t;'
tinet person in the Déity,” says M»*"2
et . 2 e .



82

divinity forms a conclusive argument in my
mind in favor of the divinity of the Son.” As
to the divinity of the Holy Ghost, and the divin-
ity of the Son of God, I feel no disposition to
question ; I acknowledge them both in a proper
scriptural sense ; but the question to be decided
is, whether the Holy Ghost is a person, or the
Son of God the very God he is the Son of.

“¢¢ Whether we do or do not receive the Holy
Ghost as. a distinct person in the Deity ,” says
Mr. L. If the Holy Ghost is not a distinct
person from the Father, the doctrine that God
is three persons falls at once. ¢ No matter
whether we say there is a personal distinction
between the Holy Ghost and the Father, or
not,” says Mr. L. p. 227. But why not as
much ¢ matter” to say there is a personal dis-
tinction between the Father and the Holy Ghost,
as to say there is a personal distinction between
the Father and Son, upon the hypothesis that
there are three distinct personsin the Godhead ?
If Mr. L. would teach us that the Holy Ghost is
the Father, he certainly has but two distinct
persons in his Trinity, and the orthodox Trini- -
tarians of course stand corrected by him.

ls it not astonishing to find such remarks
from the pen of a Trinitarian? ¢« No matter
Whother we say there is a personal distinction
bet‘:’fe‘* the Father and the Holy Ghost, or
rot!”  This nppears to me about equiyalent (0
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saying, it is not much matter what we say, if
we only say we believe in Trinity ; and it is a
manifest fact, that Trinitarians say and believe
very differently about their doctrine, yet their
fellowship for each other remains good, while
they contend for Trinity, and declaim all who
conscientiously dissent from them. It is not,
however, to be thought strange, that people
should think and talk very differently about that
of which they themselves confess they have no
knowledge.

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

The Spirit is represented as something with
which a person caa be anointed. ¢ The Spirit
of the Lord God is upon me; because the Lord
bath anointed me to preach good tidings unto the
meek.” Isa. 1xi. 1. The Lord Jesus in this
passage, is represented as one whom the Lord
God had anointed with his Spirit. In another
passage this same Spirit is cailed 0il. ¢ There-
fore God, even thy God, hath anointed thee
with the oil- of gladness, above thy fellows.”
Heb. i. 9. Here God is represented as anoint-
ing his Son with the 0il of Gladness, which in
the former passage is called the Spirit. Again
the Spirit is represented as the oil of joy. “To .
give unto them beauty for ashes, aqq the otl gf
joy for mourning.”  John, in writing to his
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brethren, calls the Holy Ghost an unction. «Ye
have an unction from the Holy One, and ye
know all things.” 1 Johnii. 20. And Peter
. says, * God anointed Jesus of Nazereth with
the Holy Ghost, and with power.” Acts x. 38.
Now I would ask my candid reader, how he
can form any consistent idea of those passages
of scripture, if he believe the Holy Ghost to be
a person? It is represented by o0él, and by an
unction which God is represented as anointing
his Son with. God said, ¢ 1 will pour out of
my Spirit upon all flesh.” Actsii. 17, Here
the Spirit is represented as something that may

be poured out.- When it descended upon the -

disciples on the day of Pentecost, I think it
- must have appeared to them as something very
different from a person. The account is thus
given: «“And when the day of Pentecost was
fully come, they were all of one accord in one
place. And suddenly there came a sound
fronr 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 upon each of them.”
Acts ii. 1,3. Who could form any consistent
idea from this account, that the Holy Ghost is
a person? Did a person descend upon the disci-
ples like a rushing mighty wind, and fill the
room where they were sitting? Does God
Ppour out a person upon all flesh ? Did God anoint
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Jesus of Nazareth with a person ? What con-
ception can we form of a God in three persons ;
the first person takes the third person, and
anoints the second person with him? Does not
the idea appear shockingly absurd? 'To me it
really does, and | would to God that every Tri-
nitarian would see it.

It may appear to some of my Trinitarian
brethren, as bordering rather too near to sacri-
lege, to advance so far into their mystical sanc-
tuary, but I would assure them that no harm is
intended.

We can find no example in seripture, of wor.
ship being paid to the Holy Ghost, as a person.
We are commanded to worship the Father and
Son, but no where in the scriptures are we com-
manded to worship the Holy Ghost. ~The hea-
venly worshippers sung ¢« Glory to "God and
the Lamb,” but no mention is made that they
sung glory to the Spirit.. John mentions the
throne of God and the throne of Christ, but no
mention is made of the throne of the Holy
Ghost.  Stcphen saw Christ standing at the
right hand of God, but mentions nothing of see-
ing a third person. lndeed I can see no more
consistency in calling the [Ioly Ghost, or Spirit
a"person, than I could in saying the seven Spir-
its of God, mentioned in Revelations, are seven
persons ; add to these Father, Son and Holy
(host, and we should have ten persons in one
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God! Instead of the holy Ghost being a dis-
tinct person, it is represented in scripture as
the Spirit of a person ; or a divine emanation
from God, which he diffuses or pours out.

1 shall now close the present chapter, and in
the next shall give my views of the Son of God,
by showing that he is properly a.Son, and con.
sequently not self-existent, or the Father of
himself. In the foregoing invesiigation 1 have
presumed to call in question the correctness of
the doctrine of the Trinity, and if thesystem I

" am now about to establish, will not stand the
test of scriptural and rational investigation,
there is no man on earth who will be more hap-
Py to see it overthrown, than myself; for I call
God to witness the sincerity of my heartin what
I profess to believe.  If I am inerror | sincere-
ly desire to be set inthe right way. 1 can, with
all my soul, adopt the language of the pious
and celebrated Dr. Watts, who had written ta
‘vindicate the doctrine of the Trinity ; but in
his more advanced life, gave itup. In his sol-
emn invocation to the ever blessed God, he thus
expresses himself:

<« Hast thou not ascribed divine names, and
titles, and characters to thy Sen and thy Holy
Spirit, in thy word? And yet art notthou, and
thou alone, the true God 7’ " * * * *» # =

LI N I T T T S

 Hadst thou informed me, gracious Father,
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in any place of thy word, that this divine doc-
trine is not to be understood by men, and yet.
they were required to believe it, 1 would have
subdued all my curiosity to faith, and sub-
mitted my wandering and doubtful imagina-
tions, so far as was possible, to the holy and
_ wise determinations of thy word. But I can-

not find thou hast any where forbid me to un.
derstand it, or make these enquiries. My con-
science is the best natural light thou hast put
within me, and since thou hast given me the
scriptures, my own conscience bids me search
the scriptures, to find out truth and eternal life.
It bids me try all things, and hold fast that which
is good. And thy own word by the same ex-
pressions, encourages this holy practice. 1
have therefore, been long searching into this
divine doctrine, that I may pay thee due honor
with understanding.  Surely, 1 ought to know
the God whom I worship, whether he be one
pure and simple being, or whether thou art a
threefold Deity, cousisting of the Father, the
Son, and the Holy Spirit.

¢« Dear and blessed God, hadst thou been
pleased, in any one plain scripture, to have in-
formed me which of the different opinions about
the holy Trinity, among the contending parties
of christians, had been true, thou knowest with
how much zeal, satisfuction, and joy, my unbi-
assed heart would have opened itself to receive
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and embrace the divine discovery. Hadst thou
‘told me plainly, in one single text, that the Fa.
ther, Son, and Holy Spirit, are three real dis-
tinct persons in thy divine nature, I had never
suffered my mind to be bewildered in so many
doubts, nor embarrassed with so many strong
fears of assenting tothe mere inventions of men,
instead of divine doctrine ; but [ should humbly
and immediately accepted thy words, so far as
it was possible for me to understand them, as
the only rule of my faith. Or, hadst theu been
leased to express and. include this proposition
1 the several scattered parts of thy book, from
whence my reason and conscierce might with
euse find out, and with certainty infer this doec-
trine, I should have joyfully employed all my
reasoning powers, with the utmost skill and ac- ~
tivity, to have found out this inference, and en-
grafted it into my soul. But how can such
weak creatures (men) ever take in so strange,
- so difficult, and so abstruse u doctrine as this, in
the explication and defence whereof, multitudes
of men, even men of learning and piety, have
lost themselves in infinite subtleties of dispute
and endless mazes of darkness.”



CHAPTER IL
ON THE SONSHIP OF CHRIST.

SECTION I
-
JE8US CHRIST THE PROPER SON OF GOD., -

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

It is affirmed by Trinitarians, that the Son of
God is the same being of his Father, or in other
words, that there is no distinction of deing be-
~ tween them. Now, if the reverse of this can

be proved, every argument in support of their
theory must fall at once. On the contrary,
if this cannot be maintained, all my arguments
are equally futile. The whole dispute may now
be reduced to this single question, ¢1ls Jesus
Christ properly the Son of God, and as such, a
being distinct from his I'ather?” And 1 am
willing to risk the whole controversy upon this
one turning point. If I fail of proving this from
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the scriptures, then let all [ have written against
the doctrine of the Trinity, be consigned to ob.
livion ; the sconer forgotten the better. If, on
the contrary, 1 shall fairly prove this one point,
that Christ is properly the son of God, and as
such, a being distinct from his Father, then let
Trinitarians candidly renounce their mysterious
doctrine, and yield to the dictates of scripture
and reason. .

It will, no doubt, be acknowledged by my
" reader, that if the apostles and other writers of
the New Testament, in delivering the revela-
tions given them by the Holy Ghost, did not use
such expressions as are to be understood accor-
ding to some known acceptation of terms, their
writings are not a revelation; for what they
meant to communicate still remains to be re.
vealed. It would then appear, that although
they used words and phrases, which we perfect-
ly understand in our common place conversa-
tion, yet, when they are found in the language
- of inspiration, we are at an utter loss for their
meaning. Such a mysterious use of language
would be the very reverse of revelation; it
would be concealing rather than making known;
it would perplex, but not instruct. Let it then
be fixed in mind, that language relating to God
and Christ, must be interpreted according to
some known acceptation of terms. 1f, there-
fore, by.this rule, the scriptures fairly imply a
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distinction of being between the Son of God
and his Father, let them thus be understood ;
and if, on the contrary, they imply that they
two are the same being, let the decision be accor-
dingly, for it would be folly in the extreme; to
suppose that in a revelation designed for the
benefit of men, both learned and unlearned, that
language is to be used in a sense foreign to ev-
ery analagy.

We are abundantly taught in the scriptures,
that Jesus Christ is the Son of God. T'rinitari-
ans say they believe this, but at the same time
they affirm that Christ and his Father are one
and the same being. This at once sets aside all
revelation; respecting Christ being the Son of -
God. The scriptures which say Christ is the
Son of God, on this principle, are no revelation
to us; the term Son, is used in a sense foreign
to every analogy with which the human mind
is acquainted, as foreign as it would be to use
son for daughter, or father for mother. Itis
said, for instance, that Isaac was the son of
Abraham, which is admitted at once; buton
the back of this it is immediately said by the
same person, that lsaac was Abraham, and that
there was no distinction of heing between them ;
would not any rational man say the two state.
ments were palpably contradictary to each oth-
er? If it issaid that Isaac wasthe son of Abra-
ham, we naturally suppose, according to the
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from his father ; but if it be said that Isaac was
Abraham, we say it is manifestly absurd to af.
firm that he was Abraham’s son. In noin-
Stance, according to the use of language, can
we form any conception of a son, without a
distinction of being existing between him and
his Father.

" But, say Trinitarians, ¢ we know nothing of
the modes of divine existence, nor in what sense
God uses the term son.” Here we are at once
thrown into the boundless regions of conjecture,
in regard to all God says of himself, and his Son.
On this ground, we can know nothing what is
meant by God’s so loving the world as to give
his only begottenSon. And if we know not in
what sense God uses terms respecting himself
and his Son, no more do we know in what sense
he uses terms respecting us, in his requirements,
prohibitions, his promises and his threatenings.
Of what use then is the bible, any more than so
much blank paper, to be filled with our own
conjectures? And in what sense is the bible a
revelation of the divine character and will ?

If we reject the hypothesis of a proper Son,
we must then, like the Arians, have a strictly
created Son, or an allegorical Son, for the Son
of God must be one of these three. All who
reject the idea of a proper Son,and a created Son,
can have nothing better than an allegorical Son ;
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and if we must admit an allegorical Son, I would
as freely admit Origen’s hypothesis, as any I
know of. Butif we adopt the hypothesis of an
allegorical Sonm, what shall we say of the love
of God in giving his Son? Had we not ought
to view the love of God, in this event, as a kind
of allegorical love? And is it not viewed too
much in this light by those who reject the idea
of a proper Son? But if the Son of God be
not a proper, but an allegorical Son, and the
love of God in giving his Son an allegorical
love, what better have we to expect than an al-
legorical heaven? .

To say that Jesus Christ is ¢ the very God,”
and yet the Son of the very God, to me is equi-
valent to saying, that God is his own Son, and
yet the Father of himself; which would be

~such a Son and Father, as could only exist in
allegory. Or, to say that Jesus Christ is the
only -begotten Son of God, and yet the unbegot-
ten God himself, would be about equal to saying
the wunbegotten God begat himself, and that all
this took place without any ¢ variableness or
shadow of turning.” Or, to say that Jesus
Christ is the self.existent God, as Mr. Harmon
does, is to me a denial that Christ is « God’s
own Son.” )

But, says Mr. H., « Mr. Millard’s second
letter is a labored and useless attempt, to prove
that Christ is truly the Son of God, and a dis-
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tinct being from the Father. That he is truly
the Son of God, Trinitarians never denied ;
and I challange Mr. M. to produce from any
of their writings an assertion which amounts to
a denial. He is altogether inexcusable for re-
presenting them in this light. They ever ac-
knowledged this important truth, in terms so
explicit, as not to be misunderstood.” p. 17.

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

¢ So here is the ground of his charge,” says
Mr. H., « Trinitarians deny that Christ is the
. Son of God, because they say he is the self-ex-
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istent God. 1 confess I do not see the propriety
of this conclusion.” p. 17. And the reason is
very obvious, because Mr. H. is deterniined not
to see any #mpropriety in the Trinitarian system
let it be ever so glaring. O bigotry, how dost
thou blind the minds of thy infatuated votaries!

There are certainly no two characters which
we can name, that express a clearer distinction
of being between them, than a father and son,
and if Mr. H. can sec no absurdity in saying
there is no distinction between them, I despair
of helping him to see any thing.

But, says Mr. H., ¢ the Bible declares Jesus
Christ to be ¢ the true God,’ ¢ the Mighty God,’
¢the Lord of Lords,” &c., and yet says he is
the Son of God. If Mr. M. says this is deny-
ing that he is the Son of God, let him 1emem-
ber that it is against the scriptures he brings
his charge, and not so much against the 'Trini-
tarians.” p. 17. I have reserved another part
of this work to notice the divine titles given to
the Son of God; and Jd hope to make it here-
after appear, that Mr. H.’s assertion, that Christ
is the ¢ true God,” &ec. is a perversion of scrip-
ture. Consequently Ishall show that the charge
is not against the seriptures, but against T'rinita-
rians in full force.

‘Mor. H. says, that Trinitarians have ever ac-
knowledged that Christ is truly the Son of God,

in terms so explicit as not 1o be misunderstood.
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But I appeal.to Mr H. whether he can under-
stand himself, in what sense Jesus Christ is the
Son of God, while he represents him to be the
self-existent God? Does he not, as well as oth-
er Trinitarians, represent Christ to be a Son,
in some unknown or mysterious sense? How
then can he so confidently assert, that Trinita-
rians ever acknowledged this truth, in terms so
explicit as not to be misunderstood? I under.
stand that when Christ is represented as a Son,
it implies a distinction of being between him
and his Father; and is Mr. H. willing to ac-
knowledge this? If he is, heis by this time wil-
ling to renounce some of his hidden, mysterious
absurdities. b

Dr. Adam Clark takes the astomshing ground
that all the Son of God which the Bible reveals
to us is human nature, and 1 have in a few instan-
ces, heard the same sentiment advanced by Me-
thodist preachers. The doctor in commenting on
Luke i. 35, remarks, ¢ we may plainly perceive
here that the angel does not give the appella-
tion of Son of God, to the divine nature of
Christ, but to that holy person, or thing, which
was to be born of the Virgin. The divine na-
ture could not be born of the Virgin, the human
nature was born of her. Two natures must
ever be distinguished in Christ, the human na-
ture in reference to which he is the Son of God,
and inferior to him ; and the divine nature whick
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was from eternity. Is there any part of the
scriptures in which it is plainly said, that the
divine nature of Jesus, was the Son of God?
Here, 1 trust, I may be permitted to say, with
all due respect for those who differ from me,
that the doctrine of the eternal sonship of
Christ is anti-scriptural, and highly danger-
ous.”

Now if these remarks of the doctor be true,
what becomes of his favorite Trinity? The
doctrine of “the Trinity teaches that Ged is
" three persons, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.
Is the Son, one of those three persons, no more
than human nature? Isgone-third constituent
part of the eternal God, human nature 7 If the
Son of God is nothing more than human na-
ture, this conclusion is irresistable, or other-
wise there is no Sou in the Godhead. But if
God is now three persons, Father, Son, and Ho-
1y Ghost, he was eternally thesame; and if there
was not eternally a Son in the Godhead, then
the doctrine of the Trinity was not eternally
true, and some later change must have taken
place in the Godhead to make it true now. I
- fully honor the doctor’s judgment, that the doce
trine of «the eternal Sonship of Christ is anti-
scriptural,” but let him, or any other man sus-
tain the doctrine of the Trinity without an eter-
nal Son, if he can. How plainly is it manifest
that this learned commﬁntator, in struggling ta
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extricate himself out of a glaring absurdity,
blunders inte a palpable refutation of his own
darling doctrine. But I find that Mr. Luckey
rejects Dr. Clark’s system ; and Mr. Harmon
intimates the same thing; while they both re-
present Christ as a Son in an unknown or hidden
sense.

As Trinitarians envelope the sonship of
Christ wholly in mystery, 1 shall now enquire
in what sense the scriptures represent him as a
Son. '

The scriptures represent Christ as being with
his Father before the world was. ¢ And now,
O Father, glorify thou me with thine own self,
with the glory whfch I had with thee, before
the world was.” John xvii. 5. Itis admitted by
Mr. Luckey and Mr. Harmon both, that Wis-
dom mentioned in the 8th chapter of Proverbs,
alludes to Christ, which is my opinion., This
appears to be confirmed by the apostle Paul,
who infarms us, that Christ ¢ is of God made
unto us wisdom,” and says, ¢ we preach Christ
the power of God, and the wisdom of
God.” 1 Cor. i. 24. )

We will now begin at the 17th verse of the
8th chapter of Proverbs; and see whether the
words of Wisdom, will not appear to be the
words of Christ. <« 1 love them that love me;
and those that seek me early shall find me.
Riches and honor are with me, yea, durable

—_—
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riches and righteousness. My fruit is better
than gold, yea, than fine gold ; and my revenue
than choice silver. I lead in the way of right-
eousness, in the midst of the paths of judg-
ment ; That I may cause those that love me to
inherit substance ; and Iwill fill their treasures.
The Lord possessed me in the beginning of his
way, before his works of old. I was set up from
everlasting, from the beginning, or ever the
earth was. When there were no depths, I was
brought forth ; when there were no fountains
abounding with water. Before the mountains
were settled, before the hills was I brought
Sorth : While as yet he had not made the earth,
nor the fields, nor the highest part of the dust
of the world. When he prepared the heavens,
I was there : when he set a compass upon the
face of the depth: when he established the
clouds above : when he strengthencd the fount-
ains of the deep: when he gave to the sca his
decree, that the waters should not passhis com-
mandment : when he appointed the foundations
of the earth; then I was by him as one brought
up with him; and I was daily his delight, re-
joicing always before him.”

Now, admitting this to be the language of
Christ, every thing is acknowledged necessary
to prove Christ a distinct being from his Father.
The Father possessed him in the beginning of
his way, before his works of old. He was sct

=
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up from everasting, or ever the earth was;
that is, he was with his Father before time be:
gan. It not only appears that the Father pos-
ssessed the Son before time began, but also that
the Son was brought forth from the Father be-
fore the world was. Mark these expressions :
* when there were no depths I was brought
forth. Before the mountains were settled, before
the hills was I brought forth.” Now compare
these expressions with Christ’s words to the
Jews. <« Jesus said unto them, if God were
your Father, ye would love me ¢ for I proceed-
ed forih and came from God.” Here we have
Christ’s own words for it, that he ¢« proceeded
forth and came from God.” Two things may
safely be inferred from scripture testimony :
That Christ was drought forth, or that he pro-
ceeded forth and came from God. These being
admitted, (which I think cannot be denied,) the
conclusion follows, that Wisdom, the Word, or
Son, was brought forth before time began,

Some have wholly denied the pre-existence of
Christ, while others who have acknowledged it,
have entertained different views in respect to it.
It is not so important for me to explain in what
manner Christ existed with his Father before he
was made flesh; it appears that he did thus ex-
ist, and that he was then denominated Wisdom
or the Word—1, therefore, leave the subject
where the Bible leaves it.
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Some havo stated that they could make no
distinction between a created and a derived ex-
istencc ; but to me the difference is obvious.
The original and strict meaning of the Word
create is to bring something into existence from
nonentily,* [see Encyclopedia,] which could not
be said of the Son of God. "He did not come
into existence from nothing, as Arians suppos-
ed, but proceceded forth,or was brought forth
Sfrom God, and consequently partook of that
nature from whence he proceeded. Tt is true,
we have all, by successive generation, derived
our existence from Adam, the father of us all;
but ke being created, our existence is at best a
created one. But as Christ derived his exis-
tence, or was brought forth from the self-exist-
ent God, he was not a strictly created being.

Mr. Harmon has represented my views of
Christ as being exactly those of Arius. He
says “ Arius was expelled from the commun-
ion of the church. And why? Tor assert-
ing that the Son was totally and essentiaily dis-
tinct from the Father. But according te Mr.

* Although the word created is variously applied in
seripture, yet in a strict sense, I have stated the true
meaning of it. Itisappliedin scripture to the chang-
ing of the dispensations, as also to the conversion of a
soul into Christ; byt it is believed that whoever ex-
amines the subject critically, will find that the term

means as [ have stated.
Py
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Millard, Arws was perfectly orthodox and held
the doctrine of the Bible.” p. 6. Here Mr, H.
has either discovered his ignorance of Arius’
views, or a wilful disposition to misrepresent
the truth and stigmatisc me. In what partof
my former work, I have intimated that Arius’
sentiments were perfectly orthodox, remains for
him to show. It was not for asserting that the
Son was distinct [rom the Father, that Arius
was expelled from the church, but for asserting
that ¢« the Son was not only totally and essen.
tially distinct from the Father, but the first and
most noble being that God the Father created
out of mothing.” If Mr. H. does not believe
therc is a distinciion betwecn the Father and
Son, he is a Sabellian, and consequently an ad-
vocate for a doctrine which was condemned by
the church before Arianism was known. My
belief is that the Son proceeded forth from the
Father, ¢« being of his substance as begotten of
him.” 'Thus I parldy borrow the language to
express my views, from the decision of the
council of Nice. I wish to repeat it that Mr.
H.’s labors to prove me an Arian amount to
nothing at ,all in the prescnt case. <« [e has
storme. a citadel,in which nothing opposes him,
but the pkantom of his own brain.” ‘
« Bat further, (says Mr. H.) if Christ pos-
sessed but one nature, and this nature was cre-
ated—and it we admit that Wisdom in the 8th
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chapter of Proverbs refers to Christ, thé strange
conclusion is that God created his own Wisdom.”
p. 44. In what part of my former work 1 have
stated that Christ was created, remains again
for Mr. H. to show; consequently I know ag
little about God’s creating his own Wisdom.
But should [ even say that God created hisown
Wisdom, (which 1 never did,) would it be more
absurd than to intimate, as Mr. H. does, that
God’s Wisdom is himself.

That Christ is in scripture styled ¢« the Wis.
dom of God ;” « the Power of God,” and * the
Word of God,” Mr. H. well knows; but who
would infer from this, that distinct from the Son,
the Father has no wisdom or power, and is una-
ble to utter a word? 'They are only figurative
titles given to the Sonof God. These remarks
may apply equally well to Mr. Luckey’s soph-
istry, p. 122. )

Again Mr. H. observes, « the passage which
Mr. Millard has quoted from Proverbs to prove
that Christ is a distinct being from his Father
clearly implies the eternity of our Savior. ¢I
was set up from everlasting.”” p. 39. To this
1 reply, that previous to the commencement of
time, nothing is known but eternity, which is
here called everlasting, as the same term fre-
quently occurs in scripture, in the room of ete?-
nity. The meaning of the term here 18 9“33‘
ciently explained in its connection. ¢ 1 wasset
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up from gverlag fng, from the degintig, or sver
the earth was.” From the beginning of creation,
or before the earth was, Christ was set up by
his Father. But is Mr. H. so unacquainted
with the meaning of language, as to say, re-
specting that which was. set up, there was no -
period before it was set up, us well as a period
when this took place? .

1 have already remarked that Christ is styled
in scripture ¢ the Wisdom of God,” and «tihe
Word of God ;” and Mr Luckey acknowledges
that the Weord mentioned in John i. 1. means
the same as Wisdom in the Proverbs. p. 125.
As this passage comes forward in this place, }
shall offer a few comments onit. [t readsthus :
“In the beginning was the Word, and the Word
was with God, and the Word was God. The
same was in the beginning with Ged.”

That the Word here alludes toChrist 1 admit,
Twice in this passage the Word is said to be
with God, and once the Word is called God,
As the Word was said to be with God, which
implies a distinction, the only difficulty that ari-
ses is, if the Word was not the God it was with,
why is it said « the Word was God 1” To this
I reply, the word God is variously used inscrip-
ture, and is gpplied in different characters, Da-
vid says, ¢ worship him all ye gods.” Ps. xevii.
7. What David called God, Paul calls angels,
and says, “let all the angels of God worship
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Wm,” Heb. i. 8. Hence angels are called
gods. Different classes of men have the title
of God given them. ¢ God standeth in the
congregation of the mighty ; he judgeth among
the gods.” « [ have said, ye are gods ; and all
of you are children of the Most High.” Ps.
Ixxxii. ¥, 6. That men are alluded to here is
plain from Christ’s own words. When the Jews
accused him of blasphemy, for saying he was
the Son of God, he answered them, ¢ Is it not
written in your law, Isaid ye are gods? if he
called them gods, unto whom the word of God
came, and the scriptures cannot be broken ; say
ye of him, whom the Father hath sanctified and
sent into the world, thou blasphemeth ; because

- Isaid [ am the Son of God ?” John x. 34—36.

Judges or rulers are called gods in the law giv-
en by God himself. ¢ Thou shalt not revile
the gods, nor curse the ruler of thy peeple.”
Exod. xxii. 28. Moses was a god and had a
prophet. «The Lord said unto Moses, See, [
bave made thee a god to Pharaoh, and Aaron,
thy brother, shall be thy prophet.”

« Angels and men are sometimes called god,
it is true, (says Mr. Harmon) but always in
such a manner that it is impossible to mistake
the meaning.” And had Mr. H. acknowledg-
ed the same respecting the Son of God, he
would have done well. It is evident where
Christ is called God in scripture, that 1813 as
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plainly in distinction from his “God and Father”
as words can express it.

But the question is asked, « why is he called
God if he is not the very God?’ [ might ask
with the same propriety, ¢ why do the other
characters which | have noticed, have the title
god applied to them, if they are not so many
persons in the Godhead ?”” But it is here em-
phatically said, ¢« the Word was God.” 'True;
and God himself has equally emphatically spo-
ken of prophets ; « 1 said yeare gods.” «Thou
shalt not revile the gods,” is the language of Je-
hovah, in allusion to Judges; and the title of
god is equally emphatically applied to angels.

But it is still argued that where this title is
given to any one besides the Supreme Being,
the connection shows that the very God is not
intended. " This is granted ; aund it is equally so
when the title is given to Jesus Christ. In John
i. 1. we are repeatedly told ¢« the Word was
with God,” that is with his God and Father.- Is
. it given to him in Heb. i. 8, by God himself?
¢« Thy throne, O God, is forever and ever.”
The reason is also assigned ; because ¢ thou
hast loved righteousness and hated iniquity :
therefore God, even thy God, hath anointed
thee with the oil of gladness above thy fel-
lows.”

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

I can illustrate my meaning by a familiar
casc. Suppose we were to meet an ancient
book, written for the purpose of recommending
Plato 10" the admirers of Socrates, and that
among the various declarations of Plato’s stri-
king resemblance to Socrates, and his peculiar
intimacy with him, we should find expressions
to this effect, « That Plato was in the begin-
ning with Socrates: that whoever saw and
heard Plato, saw and heard -not Plato but Soc-
rates : and that as long as Plato lived, Socra-
tes lived and taught.” What would we infer
from these expressions? That Plato was liter-
ally Socrates? that Socrates and Plato were
numerically one and the same being? Should
we not rather consider the language as a
strong and emphatic manner of teaching us
how entirely Plato was formed on the doc<
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trine, and imbued with the spirit of Socrates?

It is not unusual to call one person by the
name of another whom he resembles. Thus
John the Baptist is called Elias, because he
came in the spirit and power of Elias. Soa
distinguished orator is called Cicero. We say
of a son who has a strong likeness to his father,
¢ he is his father in every respect.”

If we compare the Word mentioned in John
i. 1, with what is said of it in the 14th verse of
the same chapter, we shall find it difficult to ac-
knowledge it to be the very God. ‘The 14th
verse reads. thus: ¢« And the Word was made
Sflesh, and dwelt among us (and we belield his
glovy, the glory as of the only begotien of the
Father) full of grace and truth.” Hereitis
said the Word was degotten ; and also that it
was made flesh. But would the candid scrip-
torian say the very God wus begotten? 1f he’
was; when? and by whom ? But will it be ur-
ged, that it was the human nature only that
was begotien? Be. it so. Let the nature be
what it may, it was the Word that was begotten.
But will any one dare to affirin that the Su.
‘preme (God was human nature ? 1t is also sta-
ted that ¢ the Word was made flesh ;> but was
the Supreme God made flesh? and did that
flesh die?

But here, perhaps, the Trinitarian would
bring up his views of incarnation ; that the very
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God was only clothed with human nature. But
for the Word to be made flesh, to me appears to
be one thing ; and for the Word to be enly
clothed with flesh, is another and a very differ-
ent thing.

I cannot refrain from here noticing a charge
which Mr. Luckey asserts against Mr.” Smith,
for some extracts which he had found in his
writings against Trinity. The charge he al-
leges to Mr. S. so accurately describes the dif-
ficulty which all Trinitarians labor under, that
it is to be hoped, some Nathan will yet say to
Mr. L. ¢ thou art the man.” Relative to Mr.
S. Mr. L. observes: ¢ He says that the
Word refers to the power and wisdom of Christ.
If so, the Word was not made flesh, but was
merely an inhabitant of it; and the Bible
stands corrected by Mr. 8.’s dictionary.”
~ If the Word was the very and eternal God,
as Mr. L. confidently asserts, and charges all
with dishonesty who conscientiously dissent
from him, in what better situation is e than
Mr. 8.7 Mr L. intimates that all the apostle
meant by saying ¢ the Word was made flesh,”
was that divinity became veiled in humanity,or
that the very God was clothed with human na-
ture. <If so, the Word was not made flesh, but
was merely aninhabitant of it,” and the apostle
John stands corrected by the Trinitarian theory.

According to-the Trinitarian theory that
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« Christ was very God and very man,” it is in1-
possible for them to assent to the apostle’s tes-
timony as it stands, *‘the Word was made flesh”
as well as. « begotten.” They confidently as-
sert this Word to be the self-existent God ; con-
sequently not begotten; and that the Word was
not only clothed with a human body, and of
course was not made flesh, but was merely an
inhabitant of it. 1 will not state of Mr Luck-
ey as he does of us, that we can only support
our doctrine by contradicting scripture, but
would only entreat him to examine for a mo-
ment how much his system is at war with scrip-
ture here. Trinitarians may tell us they be-
_lieve ¢ that the very and eternal God was made
man,” or made flesh, but when they explain
themselves, their belief is very different from
what they state. Indeed 1 am bold to assert,
there is not a man on earth, who can believe
that the very God was made man, and I doubt
whether there ever was a greater absurdity
proposed for human belief, than to say the very
and eternal God was made man! It is a mon-
strous tax on human credulity, and the popish
doctrine of transubstantiation is but a mere shad-
ow to it. But that the Word was made flesh is
perfectly consistent.
Trinitarians may still urge their doctrine,
that as man, Christ was born, but as God, he was
not; that as man, he suffered and died, but as
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God, he did not ; and 1 would ask in what part
of scripture their strange doctrine is asserted ?
ln what part of boly writ, has either God or
Christ, the prophets or apostles, assured us of
what Trinitarians declare to be the doctrine of
the Bible. They tell us that Christ was com-
posed of two whole and distinct natures, but on
what scripture do they found their strange doc-
trine? They tell us the Bible is full of it, but
1 challenge them to produce one text that af-
firms Christ is very God and very man. Itis
true Christ is called G'od and he is called man
in scripture. And so are angels as well as the
supreme Jehovah himself. The prophet speaks
of ¢ the man Gabriel; and the angels who ap-
peared to Lot and Abram are in the account
called men; yet it is believed by all that Gabri-
el, as well as the angels before mentioned,
were notmere men. Moses sung ¢ the Lord is
a man of war;” but who would infer from this
that Jehovah was strictly a man ? '

But it is urged that from statements given
of Christ in scripture, that the inference may
be naturally drawn, that he is possessed of two
whole natures, as he is called God; and that it
is stated, ¢ he took on him the seed of Abram.”
It is frankly acknowledged that Christ is a su-
perior character ; superior to either men oran-
gels; and of course different in his nature ; yet
every thing said of him in scripture, when
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rightly considered, will appear perfectly con-
sistent with the ‘idea, that he is a proper Son.
When we hear of an extraordinary person, it
is natural to enquire who he is, and from
whom he descended ; and of course his pedi-
gree is traced, both in relation to his father and
mother. No more than this is asserted in
scripture, relative to Christ. God is declared
~ to be his Father, and the Virgin Mary his mo-
ther. Of his descent from his Father, itis
said, Ire ¢ proceeded forth and came from God,””
and of his Mother it is said, he was madeé
flesh ; that he took not upon him the nature of
angels, but the seedof Abram ; that the childrew
being partakers of flesh and blocd, he also took
part of the same. ~But i what respect do
these passages assert, that Christ became pos-
sessed by his mother, of one whole human na-
ture? <« He also took part of the same,” snys
scripture ; that is he partook of his Father as
well as his mother, yet not a whole complete na-
ture from each ; but that which proceeded from
both, constituted one complete Son, composed
of a holy, pure fiature, which the scriptures call
divine. .

From the explanation given by Trinitarians
of the term ¢ nature,” they make nothing less
of it than a complete person. They tell us
that Christ possessed two whole and distinct na-
tures—a divine nature and a human wafure.
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They affirm that the divine nature was the very
and eternal God; and that the human nature
was really a man. But with the view of scrip-
ture testimony, that the very and eternal God
was the Father of Christ, and the Virgin Mary
his mother, 1 am at an entire loss for the pro-
priety of such a conclusion. To say that a
Son derives a whole nature from each of hispa-
rents, in the sense represented by Trinitarians,
is to affirm that he is born two whole persons or
beings, which is as great an absurdity as can be
asserted. »
That the Son of God partook of or proceed-
ed forth from God his Father, and that the
children being made partakers of flesh and
blood, he also took part (not the whole,) of the
same, is perfectly consistent with scripture.
With this kept in view, we may see a perfect
consistency in whatever is said of the nature,
(not nature;l) of the Son of God. Do the
scriptures affirm, that he ¢ proceéded forth and
came from God?” Tt is perfectly consistent as
God is his Father. Do the scriptures say he
was the seed of David? It was so by descent
from his mother. Do they say he took not up-
on him the nature of angels butthe seed of
Abram? Itis true in his descent by his moth-
er, who was of the seed of Abram and lineage
of David ; nor do 1 now recollect one passage
of scripture, but is pBrfchy harmonious with
> 2
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the view that Christ was really and properly a '
Son. All Mr. Luckey’s arguments, as well as
those of Mr. Harmon, to prove that Christ pos.
sessed two whole natures, are only like shadows
when we view Christ as a proper Son. Nor
can they amount to any thing, unless it be to
prove that Christ is not properly a Son, or that
he is a Son in a sense foreign to every analogy
that the mind can conceive.

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

It will be remembered that that which was
born of the Virgin, was the Sox or Gop ; but
can any one be so presumptuous as to say that
human aature was the holy Son of God, that
was born of the Virgin? If nothing but hu.
map naturs was born, (unless the Son of God
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be human nature,) the Son of God never was
born, and this idea would flatly contradict the
angel Gabriel.

¢« But we sce Jesus, who was made a little
lower than the ungels, for the suffering of death,
crowned with glory and honor, that he by the
grace of ‘God should taste death for every
man.” It was necdful that he should be made
flesh, that is lower than angels that he might
suffer and die.  All that is meant by his being
made lower -than angels, is his being made
flesh ; Cbrist’s nature is far superior to either
men or angels. Being made flesh, he became
subject to pain, sickness, sorrow, and death ;
and thus, in all things he was made like unto
his brethren, béing touched with the feeling of
their infirmities. As he proceeded from God
and from the woman, he is called the Son of
God about forty-five times, and the Son of man
about fifty times in the scriptures, and hence is
o proper mediator between God and men.
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SECTION II.
THE SON OF GOD A DISTINCT BEING FROM HIS FATHER.

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

How plainly then does scripture read, that
God ¢ gave his Son,” and that God ¢ sent his
Son.” These expressions are so familiar to my
readers that 1 need not quote passages where
they occur, to prove them ‘scriptural. “But I
ask, what language can be more explicit of a
distinction of being between the Son of God
and his Father? Can we suppose that these
expressions mean that God gave himself, sent
himself, or even a part of himself? Or would
the Trinitarian resort to his fwo nature scheme
to defend himself, and say it was the divine na-
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ture that gave and sent the human nature. But
hear the words of Christ, <1 came down from
heaven, not to do mine own will, but the will of
him thatsent me.” John vi, 33. As no one
- would arguethat human nature came down from
heaven, it must be udmitted thatit was the di-
vine mature. But upon the hypothesis that
Christ in his dévine nature is the supreme God,
I would ask who sent him ? as that which came
down from heaven was sent. Is itsaid his Fa-
ther sent him? I again ask who is the Father
of the Supreme God? Besides, Trinitarians
affirm that Christ and his Father are one and
the same being : and of course, from their hy-
pothesis, the conclusion must be that God sent
himself. ButI again ask, whose will did. he
come to do? Is it said he came to do his own
will 7 Let it be remembered that Christ said,
¢« I came down from heaven not to do mine own
will, but the will of him that sent me.” There
is no way for Trinitarians to conform this pas-
sage $o their system, without making it contra-
dict itself. And can any one be so blinded, as
to suppose such language implies no distinction
of being between Christ and his Father 7 ¢ Je-
sus saith unto them, my meat is to do the will
of him that sent me, and finish his work.” <[
can of mine own self do nothing : as I hear, 1
judge : and my judgment isjust ; because I seek
ot mine own will, but the will of the Father
-
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which has sent me.” ¢« My doctrine is not
mine, but his that sent me.” Surely, my rea-
ders are too well acquainted with language to
be ignorant of the meaning of these expres-
sions.

We rcad in scripture of ¢ the Lord and his
Christ.” ¢« The kings of the earth stood up,
and the rulers were gathered together against
the Lord and against his Christ.” Acts iv. 26.
Wherever the Lord and his Christ are mention-
ed, the language is very definite. The mean-
ing of Christ is the anointed of God, or one
anointed and sent.  ““The Lord and his Christ,”
is the same as the Lord and his anointed mes-
senger. But to say the anointed messenger was
the supreme God himself, who anointed him,
would be to render the apostle’s words without
meaning or propriety. .

Many may perhaps have overlooked this with
similar expressions in scripture, or have looked
upon them indifferently, supposing they bore
but little weight in argument ; but a clear exa-
mination of them will show that they involve
the Trinitarian theory in serious difficulty. As
often as we read of ¢«the Christ,”” and ¢ his
Christ,” in scripture, just so often we are re-
minded that ¢ the Christ” is a being distinct
fromn ¢ the Lord” whose Christ he is.

The apostle said to his brethren, « ye are
Christ’s ; and Christ is God’s.” 1 Caur, iii, 23.
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’ Here instead of Christ being represented as the
supreme God himself; the apostle says, ¢ Christ
is God’s.” The apostle also represents a un-
ion existing between his brethren and Christ, as
well as between Christ and God. « Ye are
Christ’s ; and Christ is God’s.” What unpre-
judiced mind is there, but from this passage
would draw the conclusion, that the God and
Christ mentioned were two distinct beings ?

John says, « Who is a liar, but he that deni-
eth that Jesus is the Christ? He is antichrist
that denieth the Father and the Son.” | John ii.
22. While the scriptures represent Jesus to
be the Christ of God, what would it be short of
denying that he is the Christ, to represent him
as the very God, whose Christ the scriptures
state him to be? And to represent Christ and
the Father, to be the same being, what is it short
of denying the plain scriptural expression of
¢t Father and Son 1”7

Again says the apostle : « But 1 would have

ou know, that the head of every man is
Christ; the head of the woman is the man;
and the head of Christ is God.” 1. Cor. xi. 8.
From this passage we learn the fullowing
things. 1. The man is the head of the wo-
man. 2. Christ is the head of the man: and
8. God is the head of Christ. Now might not
a person conclude from this passage that the
woman was the man, or that the man was Christ
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as that Christ was the God spoken of 7 As clear

a distinction of being is represented between
" Christ and God, as between the man and Cheist,
or the woman and the man. Consequently,
from this view, Christ must be a distinct being
from his Father.

Our Savior said to the Jews : -« It is written
in your law, the testimony of two men is true.
I am one that beareth witness of myself, and
the Father that sent me, beareth witness of me.”
John viii. 17, 18. In this passage our Savior
represented himself and his father, to be as dis-
tinct witnesses as ¢ two men,” and [ would ask,
are not two men, two beings? And would it not
be aninsult to human understanding, to say that
ene being is two distinct witnesses?

¢¢ Jesus saith unto them, if God were your Fa-
ther, ye would love me; fot 1 proceeded forth
and came from God ; neither came I of myself,
but he sent me.” 1f Christ be not here repre-
sented as a distinct being from his Father, I am
at a loss to know the meaning of language.
We are firstly taught that he proceeded forth
and came jfrom God. Can he be the God he
proceeded forth and came from 7 Is it stated that
it was his human nature that proceeded forth
from God? But do not Trinitarians state, that
the human nature was made of the woman, and
was “of the earth earthy 7’ He who proceed-
od forth and came from God, was the same who
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said, ¢ came down from heaven.” In what
sense can we suppose he proceeded forth and
came from God, and yet be the same being he
proceeded from ?

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

The Lord Jesus is frequently spoken of as
one who has a God as well as a Father. Paul
speaks of ¢ the God of our Lord Jesus Christ,”
and several times of ¢ the God and Father of
our Lord Jesus Christ.” 1In every other case
at least, he who has a God and Father, is a be-
ing distinct from the supreme God. However
highly any person may be exalted ; whatever

=
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titles of diguity may be given to him ; whatever
work may be done by him ; whatever homage
may be paid to him; as surely as this person
has a God and Father, so surely he is not the
«only true God,” or the same being us his Fa-
ther, unless the Father also has a Gud'and Fa-
ther. What could be more repugnant to com.-
mon sense than to say the Father has no God,
but the Son has a God, and yet the Father and
.Son are the same individual being ?

Christ is frequently represented as praying to
his Father. Trinitarians, however, have a rare
skill to dispose of this as well as a hundred oth.
er things by resorting to their two nature scheme.
They tell us it was only Christ’s human naturs
that prayed to his divine nature. Were there
no scriptures to overthrow this assertion, every
candid mind ought to despise go poor a subter-
fuge, as to assert that one part of Christ pray-

"ed to another part of himself. But what will
not a ‘Trinitarian rather resort to, than. relin-
quish his mysterious, self-contradictory doctrine?
Will scripture support the assertion that it was
only human nature that prayed? 1 think not.
¢«“Now, O Father, glorifv thou me with thine
own self, with the glory 1 had with thee before
the world was.” John xvii. 5. ‘That which
prayed was with the Father before the world
was, while human nature was pot created till
after the world was made ; therefore it must
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hve been his divine nature that prayed, if it be
true he possessed iwo whole natures. But if
in his divine nature he was the supreme God, 1
ask wlo did he pray to? and what cause had
he to pray at all?

But says Mr. Harmon, «Mr. M. has a curi-
ous comment on this passage, belonging, as he
supposes, Lo the Trinitarian syvstem.” p. 19.
Mr. M. never supposed the above passage be-
longs to the T'rinitarian system, and if Mr. H.
does, he is welcome to all the support he can
derive fromit. ¢ The language, (adds Mr. H.)
if coming from the mouth of a professed infi-
del, would not only be ridiculous, but highly
savoring of a spirit of dctermined opposition
against the mystery of godliness.” Here Mr.
H. has again manifested the weakness of his
cause, by resorting to slanderous declamation,
when argument, if he had any, would have done
much better. And I cannot but remark the hos-
tility discovered by him, whenever he finds his
cause effectually overthrown. In such cases,
like the present, he deals out invective in the
room of argumentis. Are these things speci-
mens of Mr. H’s candor and veracity ?

I am here accused of using language that
would disgrace a deist, merely for calling in
question the propriety of the self-existent God
praying to himself, or of one part of Christ
praying to another part of himself. But does
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Mr. H. suppose that his pronouncing me worse
than an infidel, will support the argument that
the self-existent God prayed to himself?
¢¢1 shall not enquire at present, (says M. H.)
whether one nature prayed to the other nature,
or the self-existent God prayed to the self-exis-
tent God.” And indeed 1 thivk Mr H. has
been more wise, in deferring this inquiry, than
in all he has said on the subject. I hope he
will consider such an inquiry, (while he holds
his present ,view,) too avsurd te make. To
say the self-existent God ever prayed, is down-
right presumption; and to assert that one na-
ture of Christ prayed to the other nature, is
too poor a subterfuge to substitute in the room
of argument, o .
The Lord Jesus is said to have been anointed
of God. ¢ Gud anointed Jesus of Nazareth
with the Holy Ghost and with power.” Acts x.
88. In what sense can we suppose the su-
“preme God anointed Jesug, if it be a fact that
esus is the supreme God himself? Besides if
the Father is the ¢ true God,” and the Son the
«“true God,” and the Holy Ghost the < true
God,” which shall we say is the ¢« only true
God” mentioned in scripture? Or if it take all
three to constitute the only true God, who
is this Jesus of Nazareth; whom the only true
God anointed, and what Holy Ghost did the on.
Iy true God enoint Jesus of Nazareth with?
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Was Jesus the being who anointed himself?

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

Stephen, filled with the Holy Ghost, saw
the heavens open and Christ standing at the
right hand of God. Mark says, *So then af-
ter the Lord had spoken unto them, he was re-
ceived up into heaven, and sat on the right hand
of God.” Mark xvi. 19. Peter says, « This
Jesus hath God raised up, whereof we are all
witnesses. 'Therefore being by the right hand
of God exalted, and having received of the ¥a-
ther the promise of the Holy Ghost, he hath
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shed forth this which ye now see and hear.”
Acts ii. 82, 33. Paul says of Christ, *who
for the joy that was set before him endured the
cross, despising the shame, and is set down on
the right hand of the throne of God. Heb. xii. 2.
How frequently is Christ represented in scrip-
ture as sitting at the right hand of God? Does
this mean something, or nothing? Surely if it
means any thing, it means something too plain
to need an explanation.

Speaking of the day of Judgment, Christ
says: ¢« Of that day, and that hour, knoweth
no man ; no, not the angels which arein heaven,
neither the Son, but my Father.” Mark xiii. 32.
Matthew has it ¢ my Father only.” Here my
opponents resort to the fwo nature scheme again
in order to evade the force of this text. They
say Christ only spake of himself here, as a

~

man; that is, in his human nature, he did not -

know when that day would be, but that in his
divine nature he did know. This is a very un-
fair disposal of the text, besides it is indirectly
accusing the Son of God with dishonesty. That
Trinitarians may see the result of their mode
of reasoning, we will suppose the following fig-
ure: A certain person is standing before me,
and another asks me, do you see that person 1
I shut up one eye, and look at the person with
the other eye and answer—No. [ only mean,
I do not see the person with the eye that is shut,
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although | see him all the while with the one
that is open. Who would not accuse me with
.dishonesty thus to conduct? Yet let Trinita-
rians remember, they lay just such dishonesty
to the charge of the HOLY JESUS, in their
explanation of this passage. All Trinitarians .
acknowledge that the Son, even in his divine na-
ture, and the Father are two distinct persons.
‘'To assert then that the Son, even in his divine
nature, is the same person of the Father, would
be an absurdity. No matter (in aid to the ar-
gument,) how many natures the Son had, it
could not lessen the difficulty, since the Son did
not know that day, but his Father only.

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

But fearing this comment on the text would
not stand, Mr. H. has given us another and very
different solution of it. He says, ¢ but admit-
ting that Christ did not speak as man exclu-
sively, I think the passage is perfectly consist-
ent with the Trinitarian system. < Of that

|
|
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day knoweth no man, no not the Son.” The
word know, not only.signifies to understand,
perceive, &c. but to make known, and see-discor-
ered.” p. 23. . -

Now admitting this to be correct, that to
know that day was to make it known, or see it
discovered, it follows, that although men and
angels and even the Son of God, did not make
that day known, or see it discovered, yet the Fa-
ther does. Of course then, it can no longer be
a secrel from Mr. 1. at least, and he had ought
to have told us when it would be. How Mr.
H. can think this passsge is perfectly consist-
ent with the Trinitarian system, I know not.
T'hat his arguments upon it bear a very strong
resemblance to the doctrine of the Trinity, I
admit, for they are very mysterious and contra-
dictory. ) .

When Christ arose from the dead, he spake
to his disciples saying, ¢ All power is given un- .
to me in heaven and in earth.” Matt. xxviii. 18,
Let an unprejudiced person reason upon this
text, and [ think he must:-be convinced, that
Christ is a distinet being from his Father. If
all power was given to Christ, there must have
been a time when he had not all power ; for to
say he possessed all power from all eternity,
and yet had it given to him, is too gross an ab-
surdity to merit notice. Upon the hypothesis
that Christ is the supgsme God, wisen was It
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that he did not possess all power in himself? be-
sides, who gave the very God all power, in hea-
ven and earth? Let Jesus answer who it
was that gave him all power: ¢ All things are
delivered me of my Father.”

But says Mr. Harmon, « If Jesus Christ was
not the true God, and all power was given into
his hands, then he possessed all the powers of
the self-existent God. According to Mr. M.’s
notion, he must either have possessed it alone
and left the Father destitute of all power, or
there were two self-existent Gods at the same
time.” p. 23. Isit possible that Mr. H. is so
short sighted as to suppose his readers will not
see heis raising his objections against scripture
and not particularly against me? Christ said,
<« a]l power is given unto me in heaven and in
earth,” and Mr. H. intimates that this cannot
be, or it would leave the Father without any
power, or suppose there were two self-existent
Gods at the same time. Itisto be hoped he will
settle this controversy with the Son of God,
before he meets him in judgment.

Relative to the extent of power given to
Christ, it is highly probable to me, that it was
all power in heaven and earth, relating to his
kingdom or church, or as Paul defines it, ““Ged
hath given Christ to be head over all things to
the church, which is his body.” Ephes. i. 22.

«It will not answer to say this was delega-
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ted to him,” says Mr. H.p.40. If Mr. H.
will tell me how power, or authority, can be
giwen and not delegated, 1 will confess he has
told me ¢ a new thing under the sun.” To del-
egate power, or authority, means to intrust or
give it, and Mr. H. might equally as well have
said, all power was not given to Christ, as to
have said, all power was not delegated to him.
Indeed it appears to me that Mr. H. not know-
ing how to dispose of this text and support his
theory, thought fit to give it a modest contra-
diction and set it aside.

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

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

All the arguments 1 have ever heard or xedd
on this passage, have never borne with the least
weight on my mind; and it is astonishing to me
that men should contend for nothing better than
that Christ reccived all power of himself—that
he will deliver it up to himself, and become sub-
ject to himself. The two nature scheme can ren-
der no assistance here—that is to say, the hu-
man nalure possesses all power in heaven and
earth, and will at some future time deliver it up
to the divine mature. ls it said, it is the media-
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torial office that is to be delivered up 7 If Christ
be the supreme God, and has now the mediato-
rial office, what God will he deliver it up to?
Would he do any thing more than to throw it
away !

Mr. Luckey occupies three pages and a half
in commenting on this passage, but after read-
ing it over, and over again, 1 am unable to tell
what he means, and [ am almost ready to ay,
1 question whether he can himself. Mr, Har-
men passes it over catirely in silence, no doubt
because he knew not what to de with it.

¢ For there is one God and one mediator be-
tween God and men, the man Christ Jesus.” 1
Tim.ii. 5. If it be a fact, as Trinitarians’say,
that Christ is the one God mentioned in this pas-
sage, [ would ask who the mediator is between
this one God and men ? 1f Christ be the self-ex-
istent God, the true God, and the only wise God,
as Mr. Harmon states, it is between him and
men, that a mediator is nceded. Who then is
the mediator between Jesus Christ and men?
What is a mediator!  Let the apostle answer.
« Now a mediator is not a mediator of one, but
God is one.” Gal. iii. 20.  ‘tT'hat is, a mediator
is not one of the parties that he mediates be-
tween, but is a middle person, or one that stands
between two. A mediator and day’S.man mean

“the same. Job said, ¢ neither is there any
day’s-man betwixt us, thdt he might lay his

, e
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hand upon us both,” Job ix. 33. Thus Christ
is represented as standing between God and
men, that he might lay his hand upon both, and
thus make reconciliation. 1s God a mediator
between himself and men?  Does the supreme
God stand betwcen himself and men, to make
reconciliation? Is it urged that only oneperson
of the three, is the mediatar ? Be it so. Is there
one whole God, and one mediator between God
and men? Would this leave any more than two
constituent parts of a God for the other third
to mediate between, and men? Besides, does
one part of God mediate, or intercede w:th an-
other part of himself?

Is it said that God only acis in the qﬁce of
mediator ? Be itso. Who does God, in the office
of mediator, intercede to? What God does he
in the officc of mediator, stand between, and
men? This would be an ofice mediator, instead
of a personal one, and would be direct Sabel-
lianism. To me it is a palpable absurdity to
say God is a mediator between hLimself and
men, nor ought the covering of ¢ mystery”
conceal it from examination or exposure. Wlth
how much more consistency than they do,
might I assume the Trinitarian mode of treat-
ing opponents, and say, that to affirm Christ to
be the supreme God, is denying the mediator ;
and also that to deny the mediator, is to deny
the Lord that bought them? Let Trinitarians
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" show me how Christ can be the supreme G
and at the same time the mediator between Go
and men, and 1 will give up the point. The
request is certainly reasonable, and it is hoped
they will try to do it.

In the fifth chapter of revelations, God is
represented as sitting upon a throne, with a
book in his right hand, and Christ is represent-
ed as taking the book out of the right hand of
him that sat upon the throne. Can it be sup-
posed, that he that took the book out of the
hand of him that sat upon the throne, was the
same being that sat upon the throne, out of
whose hand he took the book ? ‘

So plain is the distinction manifested between
the Father and Son, that it is very difficult for
Trinitarians to pray without acknowledging it.
They thank God for the gift of his Son. They
pray for all blessings for the Son’s sake, and
thank God for all blessings received through
the Son, Thisis a scriptural mode of praying,
and is acknowledging all 1 ask,

When we take the example of Christ in
praying, how clear does he acknowledge 4 dis-
tinction between his Father and himself. In
the 17th chapter of John we have a prayer of
Christ’s recorded, the longest prayer in the
New Testament. Had I forged a prayer for
the Son of God, in order to favor the sentiment
I vindicate, could I have invented one more ex:

'



138

pressive of my views? ¢ And this is life eter-
nal that they might know thee the only true God
and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent.”” John
xvii. 8. Instead of Christ asserting himself to
be ¢the only true God,” as Mr. Harmon sup-
poses, he- acknowledges his Father to be the
only true God, and he the one whom the only
true God had sent. Did the only true God send
the only true Goed? Were he who was sent,
and he who sent him, one and the same being ?
O! when will the eyes of people be open to dis-
cern between truth and absurdity.

" There are many good christians who are pro-
fessed Trinitarians; but when they pray to God,
or relate the dealmgs of God to their souls,
they overthrow their doctrine. How many
have I heard, in relating their experience, ad-
vance sentiments like these: ***** [ discov-
ered myself a sinner, in a lost state, from
whence 1 could not extricate mysell. My sins
rose as a cloud, that intervened between God
and my soul. [ saw them in the darkest die,
and thought I deserved eternal banishment. 1.
tried to pray for mercy, but my hard; my wick-
ed heart seemed unwilling to relent. The more
I prayed, the viler I appeared in my own view.
" Justice seemed to cry, ‘“ cut the sinner down,”
whilée my own conscience owned the sentence
just. But at this moment, I cried, save Lord,
O for the sake of Jesus thine only Son, who
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died for sinners, save me from hell—let his
blood cleanse me from sin—O God, for Jesus’
sake, have mercy on me! **** Jesus at that
moment seemed interceding with God for me.
« Save him Father, [ have died.” His bleed-
ing wounds opened as it were afresh, seemed to
plead in my behalf! His tragic sufferings on
Calvary, seemed all in view! His groans, his
sweat, his blood, seemed to say forgive! while
to me they said, ¢ ye are bought with a price !”
*ekk My hard heart melted at the scene ! I said,
“¢ Lord, here 1 am: into thy handsI fall; I
commit myself to thee for time and eternity.”
At this moment God smiled upon his Son ; He
cast a look of compassion upon'me, and forgave
my sins.

What christian is there, but in a good degree
could witness to an experience like this. Who
when they discovered their lost state, but view.
ed Christ as an advocate with the Father? At
that moment, they viewed them to be two dis-
tinct beings. They could glorify God, for the
gift of his Son ; adore the Lamb that wasslain ;
and rejoice in salvation obtained for Christ’s
sake. O the glory of a scene like this! my
‘soul is enraptured with it! Yes, my dear read-

" er, my experience was similar to this; such
was the view 1 had of a Father and Son, when
God for Christ’s sake cast his manile over me,
and said, LIVE. Never, never, shall 1 forget

-
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the soul enrapturing scenc. Yea, with an ‘eye
of faith I stll review it, while my soul exults
in the prospect of viewing the Father and Son,
in endless day, without a veil between ; there to
join the glorified millions in ascriptions of
praise to the Lord God and the Lamb. Give
me, O give me, an advocate with the Father ;
take not away my mediator.

My christian reader, were the Father and
Son thus revealed to you by experience ? Did
you receive Jesus as ¢“an advocate with the
Father 7” If so, “as ye have therefore re-
ceived Christ Jesus the Lord, so walk yein
him.” Think of your experience often ; and
do not barter it away for the notions of men.

Thus I have exhibited 4 number, which I con-
sider conclusive reasons for viewing the Father
and Son two distinct beings. However, those
who are well acquainted with the scripture,
know that much more might be quoted to the
same purpose ; but I forbear toenlarge. If all
these are to be explained in a sense for which
we have no analogy in the use of language, it
rust be in vain to appeal to the Bible, for a de-
cision of the pointin debate. To me the scrip-
tures bear testimony that Christ is the proper
Son of God, and a distinct being from his Fa-
ther. Reason unites its testimony to the same
truth ; and while christian worship acknowledg-
es it, christian experience confirms the fact,

o\



CHAPTER IIL

SECTION L

DIVINE TITLES GIVEN TO THE SON OF GOD.

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

Whoever considers the different applications
of the name God in the scriptures, must, I think,
be convinced that this title is not a positive
proof of Christ’s self-existence. In another
part of this work, I have shown from scripture,
that the title God is given to different charac-
ters in an emphatical manner, in several in-
stances as much so, as it is any where given to
Christ. And that wherever this title is given
to the Son of God in the scriptures, it as plain-
ly implies a distinction between him and his
God and Father, as the application of it to an-
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gels and men, does between them and the su-
preme God.

If Christ being called God, prove him the
self.existent God, by the same rulc we may
prove a multiplicity of self-existent Gods. Paul,
however, explains the whole in 1 Cor. viii. 5,6.
«For though there be that arc called gods,
whether in=heaven or in earth, (as there be
gods many, and lords many,) but to us there is
but one God, the Father, of whom are all things,
and we in him : and one Lord Jesus Christ, by
whom are all things, and we by him.” Al-
though the name God is given to several differ-
ent characters in the scriptures, and even to
the Son of God, yet we are to understand there
is strictly speaking but one God ; and besides
this one God, one Liord Jesus Christ.

Isaiah ix. 6. <« For unto us a child is born,
unto us a Son is given; and the government
shall be upon his shoulder : and his name shall
be called Wonderful, Counsellor, The mighty
God, The everlasting Father, The Prince of
Pcace.” 'This passage is thought by Trinita-
rians to be an incontestible proof that Christ is
the self-existent God. We will then enter into
a minute investigation of it. Here are five
different titles given to a chifd born; but the
titles on which particular stress is laid, are those
of «“mighty God,” and « everlasting Father.”
From these titles it isaffirmed that Jesus Christ,
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is truly the self-existent God : yea, the God an
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. ‘

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

Again it will be remembered that according
to the Trinitarian theory, God is three persons,
Father, Son and Holy Ghost. They admit that
Christ is the second person of the three, viz. :
the Son. Now if we say the Son is the Father,
it would destroy the distinction of personality,
which would again overthrow the doctrine of
the Trinity. 1f God be three persouns, to say
the Son and Father are one and the same per-
son, destroys the idea of three persons in one
God. By the same rule we may say that Fa-
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ther, Son and Holy Ghost are but one person ;
and thus argue Sabellianism in the extreme.

I am persuaded that Trinitarians cannot
be fully satisfied with their interpretation of
this text, for as they construe it, it proves too
much. According to their comments, it proves
that the very God was a child born, and a son
given; and also that Christ is the Father of the
Son, whlch sets their system at variance with
itself.

Let the reader now view this passage with an
unprejudiced mind ; and in order to rightly un-
derstand it, let him for a moment imagine bhim-

self to be a Jew, living in the day when this .

prophecy was given. Let him imagine him-
self to be well acquainted with the Jewish prac-
tice of giving significant names. Let him re-
member there were men among the Jews, who
were thus named—¢ God the Lord, or strong
Lord,” which in Hebrewis Eljjah. ¢ The God
of conversion”—in Hebrew FEliashib. ¢ 'The
God of deliverance”—in Hebrew Eliphalet.
¢« God with them, or him”—in Hebrew Lemuel.
Let him then inquire of himself, do these names
mean as much as that name mentioned in Isaiah
ix. 6, the interpretation of which is, ¢ Wonder-
ful, Counsellor, The mighty God, The everlast-
ing Father, The Prince of Peace ?”” Let him
ask himself, do 1 believe that the man whose
name was Elijah, was that very being whose
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character his name cxpressed? Was Eliashib
actually ““the God of conversion?” Was Eli.
phalet ¢ the God of deliverance 1’ Was Lem-
uel actually ¢ God with them or him 7’ I say,
let him make this rumination in his mind and
see what the effect will be. See if he can be-
lieve that this ¢ child born,” and « Son given,”
was actually the supreme God, any sooner than
that Eliphalet was actually the God of deliver-
ance.

The passage is frequently very wrongly quo-
ted, as Mr. Harmon has done it, by saying he
is the mighty *God, and the everlasting Father,
when the passage reads, ¢ his name shall be
called,” &c. and then states what that name is,
when translated into our language.

Whoever will take pains to examine the ta-
ble of names at the close of our large Bibles,
will find that all Hebrew names had significa-
tions. A child was generally named express-
ive of some event that transpired about the
time of its birth, relative either to the parents
or the Jewish nation. Persons were also pro-
phesied of, under names expressive of what God
would do in their day, or accomplish by them.
"When these facts are kept in view, we need not
be misled by the import of Hebrew names.
We shall not think strange that Christ should
be named Emanuel; by interpretation, ¢ God
with us,” which name signifies no more than

‘ -
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Lemuel, which is ¢ God with them or him.”

No Jew, acquainted with the custom of their
nation in this respect, would be likely to be mis-
led by thcir significant names. In Hosea iii. 5,
Christ i3 prophesied of, under the name of Da-
vid ; but would any Jew be likely to suppose
that the Messiah was to be the man who killed
Goliath ? And have we any evidence that any
Jew, learned or unlearned, ever understood the
divine names giver to the Messiah as importing
that he should be the self-existent God? If
any Jew from the prophesies, understood that
the Messiah was to be the Supreme God him-
self, why do they now so generally reject that
view, as well as the whole Trinitarian system?
The Jews maintain that God is one person only.

Jeremiah xxiii. 6, «This is his name whereby
he shall be called, the Lord our righteousness.”
Although I may consider this name, in the same
manner 1 have all other significant Hebrew
names, but that my opponents may see what
their manner of treating them will lead to, I
will go a little further with the title. It is ar-
gued that ¢« Lord” in this passage is the same
as Jelovah, and implies self-existence. Be this
asit may, it is certain that the same title is giv-
en to Jerusalem, by the same prophet. Jer.
xxxiil. 16, ¢1n those days shall Judah be saved,
and Jerusalem shall dwell safely: and this is
the name wherewith she shall be oalled, The
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Lord our rightcousness.”  Would it be infer-
ed from this significant name that Jerusalem was
the self-existent Jehovah? The same title is
here given to Jerusalom that is given to Christ,
Rev. xxii. 13,1 am Alpha and Omega, the
beginning and the end, the first and the last.”
Much stress ‘is luid on these titles given to the
Son of God. Alpha isthe first letter, and Ome-
ga the last letter in thc Greek alphabet; con-
sequently these titles mean the same as the first
and the last. The importance of them is, how-
ever argued, from the conmsideration that they
are in scripture applied to the supreme God as
well as to Christ. Isaiah xliv. 6, ¢ Thus saith
the Lord the King of Israel, and his Redeemer
the Lord of hosts: I am the first, and I am the
last ; and besides me there is no God.” From
this scripture Mr. Luckey presumes to say that
¢« Jesus Christ is the Lord of Hosts, the King
and Redeemer of lsrael, besides whom there is
no God.” Now if this be fair reasoning, we
may draw the following conclusion, viz, : that
¢ the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,”
is not God.” ls it not amazing that Mr. L.
should reason in such a manner? In several
instances, his conclusions as fully exclude the
Father from being God, as it is possible for lan-
guage to do it. In lsaiah, God did not say be-
sides us there is no God, but besides me there
isno God; his words therefore as fully ex-
E2
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clude every other person, as every other Jeing.
. When Christ said, ¢ 1 am the first and the
last,”” he immediately udded, ‘1 am he that
liveth and was dead.” He is therefore to be
considered as the first and the lust, in a sense
which is consistent with his having been dead.
There are several senses in which Christ may
be considered the first and the last. He may
be so called as the quthor and finisher of our
Saith. As the constituted head of the church ;
and as such the first in authority under his Fa-
ther, when he received all power in heaven and
earth; and the last in authority under him,
when he shall deliver the kingdom up to God
and become subject to him. Thus he is the
Alpha and Omega, the firstand the last. -

Mr. Luckey, in comparing scripture and
drawing conclusions from such comparisons, is
as unfair as any author, whose writings I have
ever perused. By one wrong conclusion he as-
serts that ¢ Jesus Christ is the Lord of Hosts
himself; besides whom thereis no God.” From
this wrong conclusion compared with another
scripture, he confidently asserts that Christ is
the creator-of all things. I husin his own way,
by one false conclusiomy he lays the foundation
for another, and compels the Bible to speak his
ownmind. What mightnot a person prove by
scripture, in the same way 7 That the reader
may see the event, I will try the experiment on
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Mr. Luckey’s plan. In Exodus xxxii. 7. it was
said to Moses, « Go, get thee down; for thy
people, which thou broughtest out of the land of
Egypt, have corrupted themselves.” In Levit-
icus xix. 36, the Lord says, «I am the Lord
your God, which brought you out of the land of
Egypt.” Inthe last text we are told that the
Lord God brought the children of lsrael out of
the land.of Egypt; but it is said in the first
verse, that Moses did it, and the people are call-
ed Moses’ people. Therefore, according to Mr.
Luckey’s mode of comparing scripture, Moses
is the Lord God of Israel.

I could bring pasages of scripture to show
that the children of Israel prayed to Moses—
that Moses promised and commanded ; and that
the Jaw was given by Moses. 1 should then
only have to compare these passages with some
in which the same things are said of the Lord
God of Israel. Ishould then only have to com-
pare this_false conclusion, with some scriptures
to prove Moscs the creator of all things, and
the upholder of the universe. All this I could
do, by only pursuing the course which Mr. L.
has taken to prove Christ the supreme God.
But who would not fec the fallacy of it? 1
shall, however, say more upon this particular
hereafter.

In Isaiake xliii. 11, God says, «I, even I, am
the Lord ; and besides me there is no Savior.”
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But Jesus Christ is called Savior, and hence
Trivitarians affirm, that he is the only Lord
God. But if this argument be good we shall
find that many others- have claims to the same
dignity. In Nehemizgh ix. 27, we find the Jews
acknowledging the goodness of God to their
forefathers; and that he had given them savi-
ors. In the samc sense that God said, ¢ be-
sides me thereis no Savior,” we may say, be-
sides him there is no king; yet he sat his Son
as king on the holy hill of Zion ; and sent him
to be the Savior of the world.
- In order to rightly understand the subject,
we should remember, there was a time when
Christ was sent {0 be a Savior, and consequent-
ly a time previous to it.  That a Savior mears
the same as a delwerer, or preserver. 'That
the supreme God was a being who had fre.
quently effected the salvation or deliverance of
Isracl ; therefore he taught the:n to look to him
alone for preservation and deliverance, by say-
ing, 1, even 1, am the Lord ; and besides me
there is no Savior.” This was Jong previous
to his sending his Son to be a Savior. But he
afterwards sent his Son into the world, and
taught the world to believe on his Son, as the
onc whom God had sent to be the Savior of the
world. -

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

Mr. Harmon quotes Jude 25. ¢ To the only
wise God our Savior,” and adds, ¢ that this is
the Lord Jesus Christ, I presume will not be
questioned.” p. 36, Why Mr. H. should thus
presume, afler reading iy former work, to me
is unaccountable; however, 1 shall presume to
question it now. Mr. Fl. further intimates,
that if* Jesus Christ be not the supreme God,
that he so far transcends all others, that ¢ the
Father compared with him would be a jfoolish
God” 117 p. 36 1t is to be hoped that Mr. H.
will never accuse others of using language that
would disgrace an infidel, without retracting
this extraordinary sentence. However, I sball
not censure Mr. H. alone, since he has copied
the sentence verbatim from Mr. Luckey’s book,
where such specimens of polileness are found in
superabundance. Yet the expression, bad as it
is, can easily be reduced to a fact, providing
Mr. H’s inference be a correct one. 1 our
Lord Jesus Christ be the only wise God, what

4
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kind of a God must ¢the God and Father of
our Lord Jesus Christ ”be? Let Mr. H. an-
swer.

But says Mr. Luckey, ¢ admitting the doc-
trine of the Trinity to be true, there is no im-
propriety in saying that Jesus Christ is God,
though he was sent to be the Savior of the
world.” p. 139. Admitting the doctrine of ¢he
Trinity to be truc, and we can pass over impro-
prieties very casily, for that doctrine abounds
with them. Yes, then it will be no improprie-
ty, to admit that the very God was sent to be a
Savior of the world, though we could conceive
of no being who sent him.

Mr. L. continues, ¢ Jehovah says that there
is no Savior besides himself, and sent lis angels
to announce the approach of his Son into the
world under that very title.  Now the conclu-
sion is, that the doctrine of the ‘Trinity, which
recognizes the Eon, as both God and man, is
true, or Jehovah uttered a fulsehood, when he
said there is no Savior besides Limself, or sent
his angels with a lie in their mouths, when he
authorized them to say to the shepherd, <« Unto
you is born, a Savior who is Christ the Lord.”
p. 40. )

Such is the language of a Trinitarian ; and
perhaps Mr. L. concludes that < admiting the
doctrine of the Trinity to be true, there is no
impropriety in”? such language. But that such
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language comports with christianity, 1 think will
be very difficult to prove. Is such presumptu-
ous arrogance the fruit of the humble religion
of Jesus? to assert that the doctrine of the T'ri-
nity is true, or Jehovah uttered a falsehood, and
sent his angels with a e in their mouths? O
Lamb like spirit of humility, where hast thou
fled ! ’ :

But when was it that Jehovah said, there was
no Savior besides himself? Was it not hun-
dreds -of years previous to his sending his Son
into the world? Could not Jehovah, hun-
dreds of vears before he sent his Son to be a
Savior, say there was no Savior besides him-
self; and afterwards send his Son to be a Sav-
ior? Could not all this take place without Je-
hovah’s uttering a falsehood, or sending his an-
gels with a lie in their mouths? and yet the Son
be a distinct being from his Father? If so, it
is to be hoped that Mr. L. will withdraw his a¢c.
cusation against the Lord God,

P
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SECTION IL
DIVINE WORKS.

The miracles of Christ, such as-his healing
the sick, raising the dead, casting out devils, still-
ing the tempest, &c., are all regarded by Trin.
itarians as evidences that he was the supreme -
God. Butit may be observed in regard to
miracles wrought by others, that Joshua com.
manded the sun to stand still; and some of the .
apostles not only healed the sick and raised the
dead, but also cast out unclean spirits. With
these things kept in view, no difliculty arises,
from the consideration that the Son of God
could perform even greater miracles than men,
and yet not be the very God himself.

Mark ii. 10 ¢ The Son of man hath power
on earth to forgive sins.” From the circum.
stance of Christ forgiving sins, Trinitarians
have frequently asked the Pharisaic question,
s« who can forgive sins but God only.” But
Jesus, instead of affirming himself to be the su-
preme God in this work, calls himself the Son
of man ; from which no Jew could have suppos-
ed he intended to represent himself as the very
God. But instead of this being the work of
God exclusively, it appears that Christ com-
missioned his apostles to remit sins. ¢« Whose
goever sins ye remit, they are remitted unto
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them: and whose soever sins ye retain, they
are retained.” John xx. 23.

John x. 17, 18. &« Therefore doth my Father
love me, because I lay down my life, that I
might take it again. No man taketh it from
me, but | luy it down of myself. I have power
to lay itdown, and I have power to take itagain.
This commandment have [ received of my Fa.
ther.” 'T'he circumstance of Christ saying he
had power to lay down his life, and power to
take it again, is considered by some, an evi-
dence of his being the supreme God. Butto
me the passage is a strong proof to the contra-
ry. To say the immortal God, laid down his

. life and topk it again, would be an assertion too
preposterous for credibility. .

"I'be word power in the passage, imports the
same as authority, which Christ said he had re-
ceived of his Father. 'That is, his Father had
empowered or authorized him, to lay down his
life and take it again. T'fe scriptures, howev-
cr abundantly teach us, that God raised Christ
from the dead. In raising Christ from the dead,
the I'atherrestored that to the Son which the Son
committed 1o the Father on the cross, when he
said, «“Father, into thy hand I commend my spir-
jt.” Thus he laid down his life and took it agaiu.

Matthew, xviii. 20. «“For where two or
three are gathered together in my name, there:
am [ in the midst of them.” ¢ To be present

-
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with all, (says Mr. Luckey,) who are in every
place gathered together in church fellowship or
otherwise, Christ must he omnipresent. Here
I find an argument in favor of the Deity of the
Son, which every effort of our opposers to an-’
swer, the more convinces me that it is unan.
swerable.” p. 148. He adds on the next page,
< until it can be made to appear how a finite
creature can be so, the consequence, that he is
Jehovah, is just, or the text is false.”

The reader will not be surprised at the last
sentence, as it is so common for Mr. L. to as.
sert his doctrine to be true, or the Bible false.
We are; however, only entitled to the conclu-
sion, that he is bent on embracing infidelity if
he cannot make his doctrine stand.

Mr. L. appears determined that we shall tell
him how Christ can be omnipresant, if he be not
the supreme God. If I wished to dispose of this
text as Trinitarians do many which they can-
not answer, I should only have to say <«it isa
mystery,” which we can neither comprehend or
explain; “and it is a species of ostentation,
not becoming a christian, 1o attempt it.” 'Fhis
on Trinitarian ground would settle the affair at
once.

But such a subterfuge, I confess, would be too
poor for me to resort to. I am willing to meet
this question, as well as’ all Trinitarian argu-
ments, on scripture ground.
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It appears evident to me that Christ is repre-
sented in scripture, as present with his disciples
in distinction from his God and Father. John
xiv. 28. ¢ Jesus answered and said unto him,
1f a man love me, he will keep my words; and

“my Father will love him, and we will come un-
to him, and make our abode with him.” The
word we, always implies as much as tweo; and
who would have supposed from reading thistext,
that Christ and his Father areone and the same
being? <« And we will come unto him, and

- make our abode with him.” Let the passage

speak for itself.

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

Itis said that creation is ascribed to Christ;
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and that he is the creator of all things. This
1 dispute. We will, however, examine the pas.
sages brought to prove that Christ is the crea-
tor of all things. John i. 3. ¢« All things were
made by him; and without him was not any
thing made that was made.” Colossiansi. 16.
« For by him, [Christ] were all things created,
that are in heaven, and that are in the earth,
visible and invisible, whether they be thrones,
or dominions, or principalities or powers: all
things were created by him, and for him.”

It will be noticed that it is not said in either
of these passages, that the Son made all things,
or created all things ; or that he is the maker
of all things, or the creator of all things. 1t is
however, stated that all things were made by
him, and that all things were created by him.
By comparing these two passages with others,
we shall ascertain their true meaning. Heb. i
1, 2. «“God, who at sundry times and in divers
manners spake in times past unto the fathers by
the prophets, hath, in these last days spoken
unto us by his son, whom he hath appointed
heir of all things, by whom also he [God] made
the worlds.” In this passage we learn that
God made the worlds by his Son.  Question.
How were all things made by Christ? Answer.
God made all things by him.

¢« All things were created by him.” Fora
parallel passage see Ephesians iii. 9, <« Andto
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make all men see what is the fellowship of the
mystery, which from the beginning of the world
hath been hid in God, who created all things
by Jesus Christ.” Now there is no way for us
to have any consistent view of this passage, un-
less we admit that Christ and his Father are
distinct beings. To say the passage means
that God created all things by ‘himself, I would
beg leave to rank highon the list of absurdities.
And to say that divinity created all things by
humanity, is worse and worse.  All fhings were
created by Christ, because God created all
things by him. By making these comparisons,
the meaning of the above passages is at once
understood, but for want of this, mistakes are
frequently vindicated for truth.

In further illustration of this subject, I subjoin
the following able written article from the pen
of Elder Charles Morgridge, of New Bedford,
Mass.

1. Itis perfectly analogous. So far as we
are acquainted with the economy of God, we
find it is his general method to operate by the
agency of some intermediate minister. Wedo
not know but this has ever been an established
principle in the divine administration; from
which there has been no departure. The uni-
formity, which appears wherever we can dis-
cover his method of operation, seems to require
us to believe that God made the world and all
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things by the instrumentality of some agent.
And as his Son existed, not only before Abra-
ham’s day, but also ¢ before the world was,” it
appears to me impossible to avoid the conclu-
sion, independent of any particular information
on the subject, that God must have performed
the work of creation by the instrumentality of
the same agent by which he now accomplishes
the work of redemption.

« 2, This conclusion, thus founded oa analo-
gy, is supperted by the plain unequivocal testi-
mony of the apostle Paul, who says—¢God
hath in these last days spokea unto us by his
Son, whom he hath appointed hcir of all things,
“ by whom also hc made the world.” On admis-
sion of the doctrine of the Trinity, this passage
is quite unintelligible. For if Jesus be God and
man both, if he be the only true God, as well
as the mediator between God and man, what can
the word ¢ Son’ signify? It cannot signify the
divine nature, for God cannot be appointed heir
of all things, inasmuch as he is the original pro-
prietor, and independent owner ¢ of all things.’
An heir by appointment, is dependent for his
heirship on him who appointed him. The word
¢ Son’ cannot signify the human nature, for it is
Zimpossible for the worlds to have been made by
‘the human nature of Jesus, thousands of years
before that human nature existed. And no
Trinitarian, I believe, admits the pre-exlstence

-
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of the human nature of Christ. The word <Son’
cannot signify the constituted character of Jesus,
comprising the human and divine nature, be-
cause it wourld involve both the difficulties just
stated, and render the sentence more unintelli-
gible and contradictory than eithér of the above
expositions. But if, without any-deference to
the doctrine of the Trinity, we take the testi-
mony of the apostle just as we find it, the sense
of the passage is too plain and easy to be mis.
taken ; and the doctrine it contains analogous,
scriptural and important. It teaches us that
God made the worlds through the instrumental-
ity of his Son ; acting upon the same principles
whieh he constantly regards in the works of re-
demption.

¢« 3. 1 add one argument more taken from a
rule of Greek syntax, well known to the learn-
ed. The Greek preposition dia, which in our
common translation is rendered by, in all those
-passages that mention the creation %y Jesus
Christ, does not signily by any one as an origi-
nal or first cause ; but it denotes by any one or
‘any thing as an instrumental cause. The noun,
signifying the original or first cause, is govern-
ed by another preposition, Aypo. This rule may
be illustrated by the first passage in the New
Testament, in which the prepositions dia and
hypo occur. ¢“Now all this was done, that it
might be fulfilled which "was spoken (hypo) &y
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the Lord (dia) through the prophet.” Passages
like this in the New Testament, which are quo-
ted from the prophecies in the Old, are very nu-
merous, and serve to illustrate this rule. The
word denoting the first cause is uniformly go-
verned by hypo, by, while the word denoting the
instrumental cause is governed by dia, through.
I am aware ‘that there is one passage in the
most common copies of the New Testament, in
this country, that seems to some Trinitarians,
to be an exception to this rule. Butifthey will
carefully cxamine the best copies of Griesbach,
1 think they will not avoid the conviction that
the rule was of universal application with the
Greek writers of the New Testament ; and that
hypo, and not dia, is the true reading in that pas.
sage. Philo, the Jewish historian, who was co-
temporary with our blessed Savior, and who
wrote in Greek, observed the distinction be-
tween dia and hypo; and their different appli-
cation pointed out the difference between the
original and the instrumental cause of a produc-
tion. :

¢ Origen, of Alexandria, a Greek scholar of
the most profound erudition, and the bright-
est luminary with which the church was blessed
inthe third century, noticed the same distinction.
{n his commentary on the beginning of John’s
gospel, he remarks thus; <if all things were
made through, (dia) the word, they were not

@
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made 2y (hypo) the word, but by one more pow-
erful and greater than the word.
¢« Eusebiug, bishop of Ceasarca, who flourish-
ed early in the fourth century, a man of exten. -
sive knowledge of ecclesiastical history, thor-
oughly versed in all the branches of sacred lit-
erature, and whose well known accuracy in the
knowledge of the Greek, together with his suc-
cessful application to polemica!l theology, shows
us that he could not possibly be ignorant of the
meaning and use of two prepositions which he
constantly used in conversation and writing, in
" his annotations on the first of John’s gospel, has
these words : ¢ And when he says, in one place,
(ver. 10) that the world, and in another, (ver. 3
that all things were made through (dia) him, he
declares the ministration of the word to God.
For when the evangelist might have said, ¢ All
things were made by (hypo) him, and again,
<The world was made 4y (hypo) him;’ he has
not said by (hypo) him, but through (dia) him ;
in order that he might raise our conceptions to
the underived power of the Father as the origi-
nal cause of all things.” TFrom such testimony
as the above, as well as my own observation
upon the different application of dia and hypo, 1
am satisfied that the writers ofthe Greek text in
the New Testament, designed, by the use of
dia, to mark the instrumegtal, and by the .use
of hypo, the original f?use of a production,
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Hence the meaning of those passages which re-
present the world, and all things as made by
Jesus Christ, must be, that they were made by
Christ, as the instrument employel by God, the
original Creator. The true meaning of all
these passages is literally expressed by St. Paul,
who says, “God created all things by Jesus
Christ.”

SECTION IIL
DIVINE HONORS DUE TO THE SON OF GOD.

On this point, I shall in the first place exa-
mine the arguments of my opponents ; and in
the second place, endeavor to exhibit the scrip-
ture light of the subject. .

¢ [t is written, Thou shalt worship the Lord
thy God, and him only shalt thou serve.” From
This passage, it is confidently affirmed, if
Christ be not the very God, it is idolatry to
worship him. But it appears to me, that with
a little attention to the subject, we shall discover
things differently. I ask when was it thus writ-
ten; and when was this command given ? Was
itnot hundreds of years before ¢ the first begot-
&n” was brought into the world? It certainly
was, This command was given at a time when
God declared there was no Savior besides him-
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self. A new dispensation, brought in a new
command. Under the gospel, the Father
«when he bringeth in the first begotten into
the world, he saith, And let all the angels of
God worship him.” Heb. i. 6. Can any one
be so presumptuous as to suppose, the self-exist-
eht God alluded to himself when he command-
ed the angels to worship his ¢ first begotten ? and
that the angels were to recognize the supreme
God as a begotten Son to himself in their wor-
ship? Let Trinitarians then, remember that
the command given under the law, before the
Jfirst begotten was brought into the world, dges
not affect his worship as the begoiten Son of God
under the gospel.

Again it is urged, ¢ that all men should honor
the Son, even as they honor the Father.” True;
but what does this scripture teach us more than
that we are as equally commanded to honor the
Son, as we are to henor the Father. When
we closely examine the passage with its connec-
tion; I think we shall find nothing in it that
teaches us to consider the Son in our worship,
to be the very being who in the passage is call-
ed the Father. 1t stands thus: ¢« For the Fa-
ther judgeth no man, but hath committed all
judgment unto the Son: That all men should
honor the Son, even as they honor the Father.
He that honoreth not the Son, honoreth not the
Father which hath sent him” John v. 22, 23.
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The subject appears to me in this light. To
honor the Son as one sent, is honoring the Fa-
ther who sent him. 'I'o reject Christ, is reject-
ing the Fatber who sent him. As Christ said to
his disciples: ¢ He that despiscth you, despiseth
me ; and he that despiseth me, despiseth him
that sent me.” An ambassador sent by a king
1o negotiate, if rejected and insulted by those to
whom he was sent, the insult operates equally
against the king who sent him. If received
and honored, it is also honoring the king who
sent him. Thus we are to honor the Son as one
sent, even as we honor thé Father who sent
him.

Isaiah xlii. 8. ¢1 am the Lord: that is my
name : and my glory will [ not give to another, *
neither my praise to graven images.” ‘The ar-
gument urged from this scripture is, that if we
worship the Son as a distinct being from the
Father, we take that glory which is due to God
alone, and give it to another. This may ap-
pear plausible, but in my opinion it is a mista-
ken view of the passage. We may honor the
Son of God, and at the same time pay supreme
worship to God his Father, because the scrip-
tures represent that to honor the Son who is
sent, is at the same time honoring the Father
who sent him. ¢ And that every tongue should
confess, that Jesus Christ is Lord to the' glory
of God the Father.” Phil, ii. 11. How then
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can it derogate from the honor of the supreme

God, to honor his Son whom he hassent?’
What Father would consider hirself dishonored

in witnessing due respect paid to his Son ? par-

ticularly a king who had scnt his son to nego-

tiate with his subjects,

But says Mr. Harmon, ¢« Mr. M. says, we no
where learn that he [Christ] was worshipped
as the supreme God. [ ask then, as what, or
how was he worshipped? As one of the idols
of heathenism? Or as a subordinate Deity 7 p.
28, How little do such irrelevant questions be-
come the humble- minister of Christ! ITad Mr.
H. asked the following questions, I should have
thought it my duty to have answered him: «If
Christ is not to be worshipped as the self-exis-
tent God, as what or how is he to be worship-
ped? As the first begotten, and as the Lamb
that was slain ?” 'T'o these I would have an-
swefred in the affirmative ; and would again ask
Mr II. whether we are to worship the self-ex-
istent, God, as ¢ the first begotten of the Fa-
ther;” and as a * Lamb that was slain?” 1f
he answer yes, I would again ask who is the
Father that the self-existent God is the * first be-
gotten” of? And when was the sclfexistent
God slain ?

Mr. H. contmues. ¢« Mr. Millard worships
two beings—two Gods. But the Bible teach-
es us that «the Lord our God, is one Lord.””
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And I should have been glad if Mr. H. had re-
membered this passage and written according to
it. 1f he really believed that «the Lord our
God is one Lord,” I wonder he should labor so’
hard to prove that ¢« the Lord our God” is
three.

As to Mr. H’s charge that 1 worship two
Gods, it is unjust. My views on this subject
are stated too plain to be misunderstood. T wor-
ship one God, and one degotten Son!? one God,
and one Lamb that was s/ain.” How would .
Mr. L. relish the statement, should I say that
he worships three Gods. And would not my.
charge be better supported than his? Let the
candid judge.

We will now attend a little to Mr Luckey :
He states that ¢ Jesus Christ claims, and the
Father commands angels and men to addressto
him the same worship that we are called on to
address to the Father. And the conclusion is,
that he must be God in the sacred Trinity of
persons, or the Bibleis a dangerous source of
idolatry.” p. 219. This is a statement which
I challenge Mr. L. to prove. When and where
did Christ claim to be worshipped as the very
God? When did God command men and an-
gelsto worship his Son as any other than ¢ his
first begotten,” or as a ¢¢ Lamb that was slain 7
Who was God’s first begotten? Was it the su-
premo God himself? Are we commanded to
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worship Jehovah as the first begotten, and as a
Lamb that was slain? What will not Mr. L.
rather advocate than relinquish his strange mys-
terious doctrine 7

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

_from the pen of one who professes so much re-
gard for the scriptures? Asmuch as Mr. L.
had said, Trinity must and shall stand; and if
the scriptures will not support it, away with
them, they are not fit to be among people.

As the Bible teaches us to worship the Lord
God and his only begotten Son, it is the stand.
ard for us to go by. But Mr. L. instead of
making the Bible his rule to determine what
idolatry is, makes TYyinitarianism a rule to
judge the Bible by ; and asserts if the doctrine
of the Trinity be not true, the Bible is a dan-

erous source of idolatry. O preposterous
thought! What if Mr. L., after all his strug-
gle to support the doctrine of the Trinity,
should like the amiable Robinson, who had
written volumes to defend it, or the pious Dr.
Watts, be constrained to giveitup? Would he
then think the Bible a source of idolatry 7 How
would- his hard, censorious remarks look to
him ?

In page 2382, Mr. L. tells what he considers
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idolatry to be: that it is « the act of addressing
the worship due to God only, to any of his
creatures,” I feel no disposition to reject this
definition of the term ; but in my view, there is
a difference between the worship we are to pay
to the Son of God, and that which is due ¢ to
God only.,” AsIdo not consider the Son of
God to be the very God himself; of course I do
not pay to him that worship which belongs to-
God only, but worship him as one begotten, and
one slain ; and of course, on Mr. Li’s explana-
tion of the term, 1 am free from idolatry.

. While Trinitarians contend that it is idolatry
to worship any thing but the very God, 1 would
ask, is their system free from danger in this re-
spect? They tell us they worship Christ, and
that he is very man as well as very God. "1
would then ask, do they worship the whole of
Christ, or only a part of him? If they worship
only a part of him, they are certainly dishon-
est in their worship; and if they worship the
whole of him, they must worship very man as
well ‘as wery God. But on this principle, their
own statements would prove them idolaters,
since very man cannot be very God. Some Paul
may yet arise and say to the rigid Trinitarian,
¢ Therefore thou art inexcusable, O man, who-
soever thou art that judgest; for wherein thou
judgest, thou condemnest thyself; for thou that
Judgest doest the same things.” Rom. ii 1.
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T'rinitarians affirm that nothing but human
naturc was born, and that nothing but human
nature either suffered or died. What view
have they then while they worship ‘that which
was begotten and sluin? The heavenly host
- sung ¢‘glory to the Lord God and the Lamb,”
But how would the Trinitarian note chord with
the heavenly song? ¢ Worthy is a human sac-
rifice sanctified on a divine altar. Worthy is
human nature that was slain, to which the Son
of God was united. Worthy is human nature
that suffered and died, in the stead of the see-
ond person in the Godhead, who could not
die.” .

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

Again says Mr. H. « Divine worship is paid
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to Jesus Christ; ¢let all the angels of God
worship him.” ¢ At the name of Jesus every
kaee shall bow, of things in heaven, and things
in earth.” Mr. Millard acknowledges the wor-
ship of the Son, but refuses him the honor that
belongs to the Father. But the words of Mr.
M. have not so much weight with me as the
words of our Lord Jesus Christ, who declares
¢that all men should honor the Son even as
they honor the Father.”” p. 48,

The principle thing I have to notice in this
quotation i3, that these passages of scripture
are wrested from their real meaning. Why
did not Mr. H. quote a little of their connection?
How different will the first passage appear with
its connection. ¢ When he bringeth in his first
begotten into the world, he saith; and let all
the angels of God worship him.” 1t would not
reflect much honor to Mr. H’s understanding,
to quote this passage to prove that Christ is the
self-existent God; and perhaps this is the rea-
son why he presented it in a maimed form.
The second passage he quotes would appear
equally different with its connection. Phil. ii.
10. ¢« That at the name of Jesus every knee
should bow, of things in heaven, and things in
earth, and things under the earth.” Here Mr.
H. stops; we will, however, read a little fur.
ther. ¢« And that every tongue should confess
that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God
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the Father.” That 1 worship the 8on of God
isa fact; yet 1 do not worship him as ¢ the
*, God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.”
Mr. H. insists ¢ that all men should honor the
.Son, even as they honor the Father ;” and who
disputes him? But would he have us honor the
Son, as the Father of himself, or the Father as
the Son of himself? or how are we to under-
stand this strange phraseology 7 - .

The subject appears to be plainly stated in
scripture, that we ought to worship the Lord
God and the Lamb. To say itis idolatry to
worship any being but the supreme God, is to
accuse the supreme God himself of instituting
idolatry, since he has commanded angels to
worship his first begotten. Can we suppose that
the first begotten was the self-existent God him-
self? Let the truth have due weight, however
much it may cross the creeds of men. Was
the Lamb that was slain, whom the heavenly
hosts worshipped, the supreme God himself?
1t is to be hoped that my readers will view this
point with candor.

Mr. Harmon and Mr. Luckey, have dealt
out their anathemas beyond measure against our
views, while they have not noticed a single ob-
jection against the mode of worship for which
they contend. Itreally appears to me that they
have only aimed to accomplish that by decla-
mation, which they knew they could not by fair
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argument ; and I am sorry to say that thigis a
practice too generally resorted to by our oppo-
sers. 1f T am ever so happy as to join the hea-
venly worshippers, I expect to sing, glory to
the Lord God, and to the Lamb that was slain.

SECTION 1V.
DIFFICULT PASSAGES OF SCRIPTURE EXAMINED.

A few more pasages of scripture remain to
be examined.

John xiv. 9, 10. ¢ Jesus saith unto him, Have
I been so long time with you, and yet hast thou
not known me, Philip? he that hath seen me
hath seen thc Father; and how sayest thou
then show us the Father? Believest thou not 1
am in the Father, and the Father in me?”
Those who suppose the above passage estab-
lishes the supreme Deity of Jesus Christ, sup-
pose too much for their own system, If it
proves his Deity. it also proves that he is the
Father, which destroys the doctrine of the
Trinity. If the” Son is the Father, then they
are not two disiinct persons, The Athanasian
creed says: ¢ We worship one God in Trinity,
and Trinity in Unity. Neither confounding
the persons nor dividing the substance. For
there is one person of the Father, another of
the Son, and another of the Holy Ghost.” As

-



113

the doctrine of the Trinity asserts there are
three distinct persons in the Godhead, and also
that the persons must not be confounded, the
text in question proves too much for Trinitari-
anuse. It completely spoils the doctrine.
Again, understanding the Savior to mecan /-
erally that they who saw him, saw the invisible
Jehovah, is to suppose thc most palpable con-
tradiction to other plain scripture testimony.
John said, «“No man hath seen God at any
time; the only begotten Son, which is in the
bosom of the Father, he hath declared him.”
John i. 18, Speaking of the invisible God,
Paul says: « Who only hath immortality,
dwelling in the light 1 whom no man hath seen
por can see.” 1 'Tim. vi. 16. "The Lord said
to Moses, ¢« Thou canst not see my face, for
there shall no man sce me and live.” Ex-
odus xxxiii. 20. Now as no christian will for
a moment admit that the Bible contradicts itself,
or that our Savior designed to contradict the
above plain scriptures, we are bound to search
for a more rational meaning of the text in
question, than that generally affixed to it by
‘['rinitarians. : ,
Whenever we see the form, image, or likeness
of a particular person, we always, in a ce'rtain
sense, see the person ; because the person is re-
flected in his image, orlikeness. ‘I'hus the dis-
ciples saw the prophet Elijah in the person of
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John the Baptist. It is also certain that our
Savior said John was Elijah, who had been pre-
dicted should come at the opening of the gos-
pel day. In Malachi iv. 6, we read, I will
send- you Elijah the prophet, before the coming
of the great and dreadful day of the Lord.”
This prediction related to the introduction of
the gospel, and was madeseveral hundred years
after the old prophet Elijah had taken his exit
from this world. We are then to understand
that if Elijah was sent, he must figuratively
come in some other man, who would be a like-
ness of him. This was John the Baptist, of
whom our Savior said, «If ye will receive it;
this is Elias which was to come.” Matth. xi.
14. Also see Matth. xvii. 10—~13. No scrip-
ture can possibly be quoted as stronger proof
that the disciples in seeing Christ, saw the in-
visible God, than the above passages are that
the same disciples in seeing John the Baptist,
saw the old prophet Elijah. Yet no one sup-
poses that John was literally Elijah the proph.-
et, but that coming in the spirit of Elijah, they
who saw him, saw Elijah reflected. Our Sa-
vior came in 'the spirit of his Father, and was
the representative of the invisible God to men.
He is said td be the «image of the invisible
God.” Col.i. 15; and also ¢ the express im-
age of his [God’s} person.” Heb. 1. 3. In
Christ the image or likeness of the invisible God,
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God. * They saw him reflected in the person of
his Son. This is the only rational construction
that can be given to this passage, unless we
wish to make the Bible contradict itself.

¢ Believest thou not that I am in the Father,
and the Father in me?” 'This portion of the
passage is also clung to, as proof that Christ
and his Father are one and the same being.
As a parallel passage, see John xvii. 20, 21.
¢ Neither pray 1 for these alone, but for themal-
so which shall believe on me through their word;
that they all may be one; as thou, Father art
in me, and I in thee, that they also may be one
inus.” There is always a beauty in the scrip-
tures when they are permitted to explain them-
selves, but when bent to the shape of a human
creed, they are often compelled to speak a lan.
- guage never designed by the pen of inspiration.

Rom. ix, 5. ¢ whose are the Fathers, and of
whom as concerning the flesh Christ came, who
is over all, God blessed forever.” | feel dispo-
sed to question that the word God, in this pas-
sage, has an allusion to Christ. Paul had been
speaking of the Israelites and their peculiar pri-
vileges, and then adds, ¢ Whose are the fathers
and of whom as concerning the flesh Christ
came, who is over all.” Here comes in a note
of punctuation ; and then the apostle adds,
<« (3od blesscd forever.” If Christ was the God

.
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spoken of in the passage, to have had it cor-
rectly punctuated, it should have steod thus:
¢« Christ came who is over all God;” but it
will be remarked by the careful rcader, that
the note of punctuation comes before the word
God, and that God is immediately connccted
with ¢blessed forever.” As much as if the
apostle had said, ¢ Christ came who is over all
those of whom I speak, for which may God be
blessed forever.”

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

1. Chuist is represented in the passage as the
Jorm of God. No person naturally understands
the form of a thing, to be the thing that it is
the form of. ‘This expression means the same
as the image of a thing. Christ is said to be
the image of God. Every one knows that a
person and the image of a person are two dif-
ferent things. 1If Christ be the form or image
of God, we cannot rationally suppose him to
be the very being he is the jform orimage of.

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

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

. in his notes on the epistles, gives the following
rendering to the passage in question: ¢ Now
let this disposition be in you, which was also in
Christ Jesus ; who, though he was in the form
of God, did not affect to appear in divine ma-
jesty, but divested himself; taking upon him
the form of a servant, being made in likeness
of men, he humbled hi;lself, and became obe-

2
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* dient to death, even the death of the cross.”

This rendering strips the passage of all diffi-
culty.

Coll. ii. 9. «In him dwelleth all the fulness
of the Godhead bodily.” 1t will be remarked
that this text does not say, the Godhead dwells

,in Christ bodily, but the fulness of it. The
question then to be determined is, what ismeant
by the ¢ fulness of the Godhead.” The term
GoDHEAD, is used to express the being or per-
son of God. 1 see no difference between the
meaning of two expressions found in scripture,
viz. : ¢« The fulness of ‘God,” and ¢ the fulness
of the Godhead.” Paul desired that his breth-
ren might be filled with all the fulness of God.
¢« And to know the love of Christ, which pas-
seth knowledge, that ye might be filled with all
the ‘fulness of God.” Eph. iii. 19. Not that
Paul desired that three persons bodily should
dwell in each of his brethren, but that they
might be filled with the Spirit of God. Christ
had the Spirit given to him without measure.
« For he whom God hath sent; speaketh the
words of God: for God giveth not the Spirit
by measure to him,” Johniii. 34. From the
above expressions, in the sense they are used, it
is plain that « the fulness of God” and the
fulness of the Godhead” mean the same as the
Spirit of God. Should the question be asked,
Where can we have .access to the divine Spirit ?
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the answer is given, In Christ; for *in him
dwelleth all the f{ulness of the Godhead bodily.”
He is the only medium through which we can
have access to God. Through him the Spirit
flows to the soul of every believer. In Christ
we have access to all the communicable per-
fections of God. Thousands of happy believ.
ers often sing a hymn containing the following
stanza : .
¢ O, the rapturous height, of that holy delight,
Which I feltin the life giving blood ;
Of my Savior possess’d, I was perfectly blest,
And was fill'd with the fulness ¢f God.”’
If Christ was filled with the same, does this
prove him to be the supreme God? In a word
-1f this text proves that Christ is the supreme and
eternal God, then every believer who is filled
with the fulness of God is the same.
1Tim. iii. 16. < And without controversy;
great is the mystery: of Godliness: God was
‘manifest in the flesh, justified in the Spirit, seen
of angels, preached unto the Gentiles, believed
on in"the world, received up into glory.” The
inference drawn from this passage by Trinita-
rians is, that the supreme God came down from
heaven, and was clothed with flesh, by taking
upon him a human body, and that in this con-
sists the great mystery of godliness. We will,
then examine the subject, to see whether such
*an inference is warrantable.
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In the first place, I would remark that the
reading of the text, as it stands in our common
version, is very doubtful: and, in all probabili-
ty, incorrect. It is so pronounced by Gries.
bach, who is considered by ‘Frinitarians,.a
standard critic in the original Greek. The text
from Griesbach is rendered thus: ¢ Without
controversy, great is the mystery of godliness:
He who was manifest in the flesh, was justified
in the spirit, seen of angels, preached unto the
Gentiles, believed on in the world, received up
into glory.”* This, beyond a doubt in my
mind, is the correct reading of the passage;
and with this reading, it presents no difficulty
whatever. The whole connection of the pas-
sage seems to render this reading indispensible
to make sense. If it be the supreme God who
is alluded to in this text, who was it that Justi-
fied him in the Spirit? or whom was he justifi-
ed before? And who received him up into
glory? [t would involve the inexplicable ab-
surdity, that the throne of God in heaven, was
vacated during the whole period from the birth
of Christ to the time of his ascension. And
even then, if Christ was the supreme God,
there was no other God to receive him up into

*See ¢ The New Testament, in common version,
conformed to Griesbach’s standard Greek text.”’—
Boston edition.
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glory. But as the Trinitarian may still insist
on the reading of the text as it stands in our

. common version, | feel no fear of the issue, by
meeting him on his own ground. Admitting
the supreme God to be alluded to in the text, and
then to say he was manifest in the flesh, or
manifest in Christ, presents no difficulty to the
doctrine I advance. 'I'hat God was manifest
in Christ, or revealed in the person of his Son,
I have already stated. Of Christ, the apostle
Paul says, «“ Who being the brightness of his
{God’s] glory, and the express image of his
[God’s] person.” Heb. i. 3. Now an image is
the likeness, representation, or manifestation of
whatever it resembles. ‘T'hus God was mani-
fest in Christ, who was the image or likeness
of God. Inthe other part of the text, the T'rin-
itarian has to meet the same difficulty that I do,
in determining who it was that rcceived him up
into glory.

Before I dismiss this passage, however, [
cannot but remark the use which Trinitarians
make of the word mystery in it. They would

" represent that this great mystery consists in
the doctrine of the T'rinity, which the passage
says nothing about. The passage does not say,
great is the mystery of the T'rinity; nor great
is the mystery of a God-man ; nor great is the

_mystery of a being who is very God and very
man. None of thege things are taught in this
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passage. It simply states— great is the mys-
tery of godliness,” and then informs us, that
¢ (God was manifest in the flesh ;” all of which
I freely admit. But1 think it does not require
much skill to demonstrate, that god/iness and
Trinity are two diflerent things— that "Trinity
is one thing, and godliness another. Surely,
if the doctrine of the I'rinity be presssed out of
this passage, it must be done as you would press
cider 6ut of cotton wool ; that is, you must first
put it in, before you can press it out.

Isaiah viii. 13, 14. ¢« Sanctify the Lord of
hosts himself'; and let him be your fear, and let
him be your dread.  And ho shall be for a sanc-
tuary : but for a stone of stumbling, and a rock
of offence to both the houses of Israel.” 1 Pet.
i, 7, 8. ¢ The stone which the builders disal-
lowed, the same is made the head of the corner,
and a stone of stumbling and a rock of of
fence.” ' ‘

From these two texts compared, Mr. Luck-
ey draws the following conclusion: ¢ Jesus
Chuist is the Lord of hosts himself.” That by
the Lord of hosts is here meant the self-exist-
ent God, is admitted. [t is also acmitted in
the text quoted from Peter, that Christ is called
a stone of stumbling and rock of offence. Isa-
iah says of the Lord of hosts, ¢ He shall be
for a stone of stumbling.” But how shall the
Lord of hosts be thus? I answer, in sending
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his Ban in the manner he did. In this he did
" that at-which the Jews stumbled ; and Christin
coming in the way he did, became a stumbling
stone and rock of offence to the unbelieving of
both houses of lsrael. How absurd is Mr. L’s
conclusion ! .

1 John v. 20. ¢« And we know that the Son-
of God is come, and hath given us an under-
standing, that we may know him that is true;
and we are in him that is true, even in his Son
Jesus Christ. This is the true God and eternal
life.” 'This passage is generally urged with
the utmost confidence that it affords incontesti-
ble proof, that Jesus Christ is personally the
true and self-existent God. Let usthen ex-
amine it impartially, Sometimes the sense of
a passage is rendered obscure by the repetition
of pronouns ; and it is ever safe to substitute
nouns for pronouns. Let us doso in examining
this passage. The apostle had mentioned God
in the preceding verse; he then goes on and
says, “ And we know that the Son of God is
come, and hath given us an understanding, that
we may know God that is true ; and we are in
God thatis true,even in God’s Son, Jesus Christ.
This is the true God and eternal life.”” Now
who would be at a loss to understand from this
reading, that by the true God, John had refer-
ence to the very being, of whom Jesus Christ
yas a Son. -
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The whole strength of T'rinitarian argument
derived from this text, consists in refering the
ronoun this to Christ, the nearest antecedent.
ut it must be remembered, that pronouns such
as this, do not always refer to the nearest ante-
¢edent, but frequently to the subject matter of
discussion, though more remote. I could bring
a number of examples from scripture to war-
rant what I here state. I will, however, con-
fine myself to one passage, which will demon-
. strate all that is necessary at this time. 1re-
fer to 2 John 7. ¢« Many deceivers are entered
iato the world, who confess not that Jesus Christ
has come in the flesh; this is a deceiver and
an antichrist.” Now let any Trinitarian affix
the same rule of grammer to this passage, that
he does to 1 John v. 20, and he will prove that
Jesus Christ is a deceiver and an antichrist. I
invite him to make the experiment. I repeat it
if the pronoun this in 1 John v. 20, refers to
Jesus Christ, to prove that he is ¢ the true God
and eternal life;” then the pronoun fhis in 2
John 7, refers to Jesus Christ, and proves that
he is ¢t a deceiver and an antichrist.” Let the
Trinitarian take hold of either horn of the di-
lemma which he chooses.

But this same apostle John declares, that the
Father is the only true God, in contradistinction
to Jesus Christ. = Our Savior, in praying to his
Father, uses these words : ¢ Thisis life eternal,
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that they might know thee, the only true God,
and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent.” John
xvii. 5. 1f Jesus was the only true God, who
was the Christ whom the only true God sent?

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

The expression of Peter to our Savior after
his resurrection, ¢ Yea, Lord, thou knowest
all things, thou knowest that 1love thee,” is of-
ten brought forward to prove, that Christ is the
supreme, omniscient Ged. The disciples on an-
other occasion, used a very similar expression.
« Now we are sure that thou knowest all things,
and needest not that any man should ask thee ;
by this, we believe that thou comest forth from
-God.” Now the force of evidence that Christ
is the supreme God, is destroyed by the last
clause of the verse just quoted. If Jesus Christ
came forth from God, he certainly was not that
God he came forth from. This fact is as plain
as a demonstration in Euclid. Besides, the
very same language which Trinitarians regard
as evidence of the supremc Deity of Christ,jthe
apostle applies to his brethren. ¢ Ye have an
unction from the Holy One, and ye know all
things.” 1 Joha ii. 20. [t will be observed,
that the knowledge here attributed to chris-
tians, is represented as arising from their unc.
tion or inspiration by the Almighty. Why
then might not our Savior’s knowledge arise
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from the same cause? If the expression on
the one hand, proves Christ to be the supreme,
omniscient GGod ; on the other hand, an expres-
sion in the same words, proves the same of
John’s brethren. In both cases, a knowledge
of all things, simply means an extensive and
various knowledge. Every attentive student
knows, that the word *a//” in scripture is ma-
ny times used to signify a very great number and
variety. That there are some things which
Christ did not know, is evident from his own
words. He declared that he did not know
when the day of judgment would be. Mark
xiii. 32.

Acts xx. 28. ¢« Feed the church of Geod
which - he hath purchased with his own blood.”
This passage, beyond a doubt in my mind, is
not properly rendered in our common English
version. Some of the best commentators,
among which are several Trinitarians, substi-
tute the word Lord in the room of God. This
alteration is strictly conformable to Griesbach’s
standard Greek text. In the translation of the
New 'T'estament, made-conformable to Gries- .
bach, the text stands thus: ¢ Feed the church
of the Lord, which he hath purchased with
his own blood.” With this rcading, the text
presents no difficulty whatever, And the read-
ing of the passage as it stands in our common
version, presents as much difficulty to the
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Trinitarian as it does to us. To say the su-
preme God shed his blood to purchase the
church, is awful in the extreme.



CHAPTER 1V.

SECTION I

-

THE TRINITARIAN MODE OF ARGUMENT ASSUMED.

For a further investigation of the subject, I
shall now adopt the Trinitarian mode of rea-
soning, and see what may be accomplished in
that way. :

1. That we may have a more perfect view
of the arguments used to prove Christ the very
and eternal God, let us see how far the same
arguments would go towards proving the su-
preme deity of Moses. Moses as well as Je-
sus, has the titles of Lord and God. Thus said
Jehovah to Moses: ¢ I have made the a God to
Pharaoh; and Aaron thy brother shall be thy
prophet,” Exod. vii, 1. Wherever such atitle
-is given to Christ in scripture, Trinitarians af-
firm that they prove Christ the supreme God,
because God will not give his glory to another.
On the same ground we should say that Moses
had an independent claim to the dignity of God,
and that this was acknowledged by another
person with him in the Godhead.
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In several instances we find one and another
of the people of Israel, making supplication to
Moses, and giving him the title of Lord. 1
shall mention two instances in which this was
done by Aaron, his high priest. ¢ Let not the
anger of my Lord wax hot.” Exod. xxxii. 22.
¢ And Aaron said unto Moses, Alas! my Lord,
I beseech thee, lay not the sin upon us, where-
in we have done foolishly, and wherein we
have sinned.” Num. xii. 11. Now let it be
asked, who should know the character of Mo-
ses better than Aaron? and why should Aaron
beseech Moses not to lay the sins of the people
upon them, if he had not been truly God, ac-
cording to the Trinitarian mode of reasoning?

The supplications -made to Jesus, and his not
rebuking those who offered them, have been
regarded as affording a very weighty argu.
ment of his being the very God. But we have
seen that not only ignorant people, but even
Aaron made supplication to Moses, and prayed
to him, « lay not the sin upon us.” Yet ¢« who
can forgive sins but God only 7’ say Trinitari-
ans. And why did not Moses rebuke Aaron?
According to Trinitarian argument, Moses
might be considered a person in the Godhead,
or an arrogant impostor.

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

The giving the law at Sinai, is another di-
vine work. This is often ascribed to God, and
the law is called the law of God; butit is
equally true, that the giving of the law is ascri-
bed to Moses, and the law is called the law of
Moses. John says, «the law was given by
Moses, but grace and truth came by Jesus
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- Christ.” Johni. 17. Our Savior himself pives
this honor to Moses; ¢ For Moses said, Honor
thy Father and Mother.” Mark vii. 10 <« All
things must be fulfilled which were written in the
law of Moses.” Luke xxiv. 44. «Did not Moses
give you the law 7 John vii. 19. Thus evi. .
dent it is, that if the Trinitarian argument be
good, there is no want of evidence that Moses
should be considered the God of Israel, who
gave the law at Sinai.

The style of Jesus in giving commandments,
has also been urged as an evidence that he was
the supreme God. <1 say unto you,” was the
style he adopted; but Moses adopted a style
not less imperative. ¢ 1 command thee,” ¢ |
command you,” was the manner of Moses; and
this we have repeated nearly forty times in the
one book of Deuteronomy.

It is a trath, which 1 am willing to admit, that
Moses was careful to let the people know, that
what he said and did was by God’s direction
and assistance. But Jesus was not less careful
than Moses, in this particular, yet his testimo-
ny on this point is so explained as to go for
nothing in respect to his personal dependence.
He could say ¢ I can of mine own self do no-
thing.” «1 do nothing of myself, but as my
Father hath taught me I speak these things.”
Yet Trinitarians as confidently say, he was the
self-sufficient God, and that he wrought miracles
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and gave commandments ¢ in his own name,”
Why have 1 not as good ground to affirm the
same in favor of Moses? There is, in truth,

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

To those who are acquainted with the pres-
ent controversy, it is well known that much
pains has been taken, to find something in

- Christ’s own testimony in favor of the doctrine
that he wasthe very God. We will now see a
little of what might be done by a writer as
much disposed to prove that Moses claimed the
dignity of Jehovah. In the 11th of Deuteron-
omy, Moses speaks of God in the third person,
until he comes to the 13th verse, and then says,
¢« And it shall come to pass, if ye shall hearken
diligently unto my commandments which I com-
mand you this day, to love the Lord your God,
and serve him with all your heart, and with all
‘your soul, that I will give you the rain of your
land in his due season, the first rain and the
latter rain, that thou mayest gather in thy corn,
and thy wine, and thine oil, and I wiZl send
grass in thy fields.” .

In the same book, chap. xxix. 2—6, we read
thus: ¢ And Moses called unto all Israel, and
said unto them, Ye have seen all that the Liord
did before your eyes in the land of Egypt, unto
Pharaoh, Yet the Lord hath not given
you an heart to perceigd, and eyes to see, and
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ears to hear, unto this day. And 1 have Zed
you forty years in the wilderness: your clothes
are not waxen old upon you, and thy shoe is not
waxen old upon thy foot. Ye have not eaten
- bread, neither have ye drunk wine or strong
drink ; that ye might know that 1 am the Lord
your God.” -

If any passage could be produced from the
testimony of Jesus, that had half the appear-
ance of his assuming the dignity of God, that
these have that Moses assumed such dignity,
might we not expect to find them quoted ir ev-
ery attempt to prove that he is the very God?
In that case, would it not be in vain to tell Tri-
nitarians that Jesus spake as the representative
of God? Would they not reply, «“No! he
spake in his own name as Jehovah. There is,
however, nothing in the testimony of Jesus,
which corresponds with the manner of speak-
ing here adopted by Moses ; nothing which has
half the appearance of assuming the dignity of
God. In no instance did his language so much
as apparently imply, that his works were done,
that the people might know that he was the Lord
God of Israel. On the contrary, he taught
that his miracles were performed, that people
might believe that God had sent him. i

If 1 were disposed to support the doctrine
that Moses was < very God and very man,”
should need onlyto borrow the Trinitarian mode
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of reasoning, to accomplish the purpcise as fair-
ly as has ever been proved that Jesu s was such
a being. 1 should say that Moses was consti-
tuted of two whole and distinct na tures, divine
and human. ‘That some things weire spoken of
and by him as God, and other t'nings as man.
Shauld objections be made on the ground of
his praying to God, his owning; that Ged sent
him, &c. these things, I shoul:{ say, respected
him as man. That as a man, he was depend-
ent, or that although he was God, yet he had
consented to act in a subordinate gffice as medi-
ator.  Nor am I aware of a single objection,
but might be answered in the very manner
which Trinitarians answer objections to their
system, by saying Christ was very God and
very man. And I may venture to add, that I
can produce much more from the writings of
Moses, in which he appe.rently assumed the dig-
nity of God, than ever has been, or ever can
be produced, from the: testimony of Jesus, in
favor of the Trinitarian view of his character.
Let any candid, judicious Trinitarian set
down and write an answer to the arguments in
favor of the proper deity of Moses, then apply
the same reasoning to hisown arguments in fa-
vor of Christ being the supreme God, and it is
believed he would renounce both the systems
as absurd and false. .
1 shall now, for a moment, assume the Trini-



196

tarian md¥de of invention, and in room of their
two nature scheme, invent one full as scriptural
and ration.al.  I'rinitarians affirm that some
things are said of and by Christ as God, and
some things as man. Thatthis is actually the
case,. they ca.u bring no positive scriptural proof,
as they theniselves must allow; they state,
howef¥er, that they infer it as a necssary con-
clusion. And the plain fact is, they cannot
vindicate their d octrine without it, therefore ne-
cessity has driven them to this subterfuge.
Instead of supposing that some things are spo-
ken of Christ as (God, and some things of himas
man, we willsuppose that some things are said of
him literally, and some things allegorically. With
this invention I should only have to pursue the
Trinitarian track to evade every argument they
could raise. All the scriptures which plainly im-
ply a distinction between Christ and his Father, [
should say were spoken of him literally, and if
any should be urged in proof that he was God, I
should say they were spoken allegorically. In
this way I could support absurdities witl ease.
Should any one tell me that my invention was
unscriptural, I should reply that although 1 had
no positive scriptural proof of it, yet it was a
necessary conclusion, as 1 knew no other way
to interpret certain passages of scripture rela-
ting to Christ. I must thercfore conclude that
some things were literal, and some things alle-
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gorical. 8hould I be told it was unreasorable,
I should only reply that it was above reaso 1and
was a mystery ; that although we could not:‘ully
understand it, yet we must belicve it. 1 his
would only be supporting my inventions, as
Trinitarians do theirs, nor am [ in reality awure
that it would be more objectionable.  Lgt tihe
candid Trinitarian cxamine his fwo mnatwe
scheme by the side of this one, and I think he
will, like me, be willing to pronounce them both
unscriptural and absurd.

The samz mode of argument adopted by
Trinitarians, will as clearly support the doc-
trine of Transubstantiation, as the doctrine of
the Trinity. Trinitarians urge that their doc-
trine is a mystery, and Papists urge the same of
theirs. Trinitarians, however, say they do not
found their doctrine wholly on the argument of
mystery, and Papists say the same of theirs.
If we must appeal to the scriptures for testimo-
ny in favor-of cither doctrine, I can find far
more in support of Transubstantiation than of
Trinity. The Popish doctrine of 'Transub-
stantiation is, that by the conscerating prayer
of the vpriest, the bread and wine at the com-
munion, are changed into the real flesh and
blood of Christ. In proof of this they quote
the words of Christ, who said of the bread,
“this is my body;” and of the wine, ¢ thidis
my blood.” Again, “except ye eat the flesh
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of the Son of man, and drink his blood, ye have
no life in you.”
1t must be acknowledged that Trinitarians
canr.ot bring more pertinent scripture in favor
of their doctrine, than these are of Transub-
staritiation. But says the Protestant Trinitari-
an,, it cannot be that literal bread and wine
can be changed into the real flesh and blood of
Christ,” But says the Papist, « it is inferred
from plain seripture.” ¢ 1t is unreasonable and
absurd,” says the Trinitarian. ¢ It cannot be
absurd,” says the Papist, ¢ for itis taught in
scripture, and our reason cannot investigate it,
because it is above reason and is a mystery.”
M is a palpable absurdity,” says the Trinitari-
_an Protestant, «and our common sense teaches
us s0.” <« But hold,” says the Papist, it will
not answer to bring sacred mysteries to the test
of human reason. We indeed acknowledge,
that to short sighted mortals it may appear ab-
surd to suppose that the bread and wine in our
holy communion, should be the real flesh and
blood of Christ, yet Christ has said of the bread
and wine, “thisis my body,” ¢this is my
blood,” and yet you will not believe that literal
- bread and wine may be changed into the flesh
and blood of Christ, L.ecause it is a mystery and
yoy cannot comprehend it. On the same ground
you may reject the holy doctrine of the Trinity,
- which you profess to believe as well as we, It
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is no more difficult to believe in the holy doc-
trine of Transubstantiation, than it is to believe
in the doctrine of the Trinity. We only say
that bread and wine are changed into the flesh
and blood of Christ, by the prayer of conse-
cration. You profess to believe that the very
and eternal God was <nade man. That the
very God was born of the holy Virgin, whom
we call the mother of God. That God is three
distinct persons, and yet but one being. That
Christ is very God and very man and yet but one
person, and that he is the Son of God and yet
the very God that he is the Son of. These things
wo believe as well as you Protestants, but
we marvel, that while you believe in the holy
doctrine of the Trinity, that you cannot also
believe in the holy doctrine of Transubstantia-
tion, for it is no more difficult to believe in the
one, than it is to believe in the other.” '
Should a Protestant Trinitarian thus be head-
ed by a Papist, 1 am at a loss to know what
defence he could make. The Papist certainly
has it right when he says he has but one diffi-
culty in his doctrine, which is the transforma-
tion of the bread and wine, while the Trinita-
rian has a number in his doctrine, full as ab-
surd and mysterious. It really does appear to
me, that if a Trinitarian would candidly look
over his argument against the Popish doctrine
of Transubstantiation, he would find them

-
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equally bearing agafnst the doctrine of the
Trinity.

Trinitarians boast much that their system is
caleulated to reflect greater glory to God and
his Son, than the one is which I now advocate.
They can almost with the confidence of judges,
accuse me of stripping the Son of God of his
most essential glory, and of even sapping the
foundation of the gospel. To their comfort,
however, I hope they will remember that ¢ nev.
ertheless the foundation of God standeth sure.”

Respecting the Father and Son, 1 am unable
to diseover ‘so great a difference as many pre.
tend to, between the Trinitarian and Socinian
systems. The Socinian believes about as much
relative to God and Christ, as the Trinitarian
does, though in a little different way. Trinita.
rians believe in a very God, and a very man, to
constitute the Father and Son. Socinians be-
lieve the same. Trinitarians believe that only
a man suffered on the cross, and Socinians be-
lieve the same. Trinitarians say that God be-
ing united with the man Jesus, that union sanc-
tified the sacrifice. Socinians say that God by
the fulness of his Spirit dwelt in the man Jesus,
and sanctified him, and contend that they have
as great a sacrifice as Trinitarians have. Now
the only regl difference I can see in these two
systems thus far, is that the onc asserts that
God and man are but one being, while the oth- .
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ey asserts them to be two, yet the one believes
just a8 much asthe other upon the whole. The
sense in which Trinitarians view Christ to be
God, and worship him as such, is, they say God
was the divine part of Christ. Though Socin.-
ians can see no propriety in saying that God
and man are but ofie being, yet they worship
the very being which Trinitarians call the di-
vine part of Christ. Who then does not see
that Socintans have as much to constitute the
Father and Son, as Trinitarians have? Socin-
ians have one God and a mere man, and Trini-
tarians have no more than one God and human
nature.

A candid examination of the subject will dis-
cover my view to be far more exalted than
those of either Trinitarians or Socinians. In-
stead of believing in one God and human nature
only, to constitute the true God and Jesus Christ,

I believe in one God, self.existent and infinite,
. and in the room of human nature, in one holy
divine Son of God, far superior to either men
or angels. Instead of believing that mere hu-
man nature suffered on the cross, I affirm that
this holy Son of God actually died for the sins
of the world. :

Is it not then plainly seen, that my views of
God and Christ, considered together, are far
more exalted than those of my opponents?
W hen closely.scanned it must be confessed, that
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Trinitarians have no more than one God and a
.¢¢ yeal man,” to constitute the God and Christ
which they believe in; while I acknowledge
one God, and a Son far superior to men or an-
gels, and consequently have a sucrifice far more
dignified than theirs. Why then am I thus re-
proached ? Why charged with stripping the Son
of God of his glory? Mr. Harmon considers
that | have ¢ debased the Son of God from his
true dignity.” Let him carefully examine his
own system by the side of the one which I ad.
vocate, and see which believes in the most.
Let him frankly confess who it is that believes
in one God and human nature only, for a Father
and Son. Let him acknowledge that Trinita-
;iians believe in no more than a human sacri-
ce.
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S8ECTION 11,

o
ADDITIONAL REMARKS ON MR. LUCKEY'S PUBLICATION.

1 have already noticed a considerable con-
tained in Mr. Luckey’s book, but on account of
paying a more strict attention to Mr. Harmon,
who had written particularly in reply to my for-
mer work, much more remains to be noticed
relative to Mr. L’s performances. However,
room at present will not permit me to notice
Mr. L. as extensively as I could“wish; yet I
determine to examine some of the leading fea-
tures of his work, beligving it to be my duty to
clear the connection in which I stand, of some
of his hard censorious charges.”

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

Mr. L. continues: ¢ The writings of the
apostles give clear evidence, that this opposi-
tion to the doctrine of the Trinity existed in
their time.” p. 22. 'This is an unqualified as.
sertion. When have the apostles stated that
they had to encounter opposition to the doctrine
of the Trinity, any more than to the doctrines
of Transubstanliation, Purgatory, or Penance,
when none of these doctrines were known at
that time? The doctrines of Purgatory and
Penance, were brought into the church by Pla-
tonists, as early as the second century ; which
entitles them to as much credit from antiquity
as Trinity, for they are undoubtedly as old doc-
trines.

Again he observes ; ¢ have reserved it for
another place, to enquire after the apostles’
faith concerning the Trinity.” p. 24. And that
place is perhaps not contained in his book, for
he has presented us with no quotations from
the apostles concerning any such faith.; and
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“how could they believe in that of ‘which they
had not heard ?”’ ’

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

Againsays Mr. L. : ¢« To what can all these
queries amount, while the word of God proves
that Jesus Christ is the Son of God, and that
the Son of God, is very and eternal God ?—
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Thus it is expressed in our articles of faithe
And in this point of light we should contend
for it—We receive Christ as our Savior—We
adore him as our proper object of worship—
We find ourselves authorized to ascribe to him
all the perfections of the Deity. We rejoice
that for us, he was manifest in the flesh—We
believe in him as a mediator and trustin the
merits of his death, for oursalvation.” p. 40.

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

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

In what sense Mr. L. believesin the very
and eternal God as a mediator, is left for him
to explain. Who does the very and eternal .
God mediate between? We read of a media-
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tor Detween God and men; and if Christ be the
very God, it is between him and men that a me-
diator is needed. I am at a serious loss to
know, who Mr. L. has left for a mediator. Let
him beware of denying the mediator, lest he
« deny the Lord that bought him.”

Mr. L. continues, ¢ what is it to usin what
sense the Holy Ghost styles him Son? 1f it
has not revealed to usthat he is an eternal Son,
it has revealed to us that the Son of God is
eternal. “If it has not told us that the term Son
is used only in relation to his human nature, it
has told us that the Son in the sacred Trinity
sustains a dignity equal to that of the Father.”

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

To tell of an eternal Son, is a gross absurdi-
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ty; yet Mr. L. thinks this sufficiently revealed
in scripture ; but where he has not told us. He
states that the Bible has told us, that ¢ the Son
in the sacred T'rinity, sustains a dignity equal
to that of the Father.” And I am at a loss to
know what he will not lay to the charge of the
Bible, The Bible has told us nothing about
«sacred Trinity,” or a ¢ Son in the sacred
Trinity.” Mr. L. remarks in his preface, that
he has written more particularly for the in-
struction of common people; but does he sup-
pose common people have never read their Bi-
bles? This is making rather large allowances
for the credulity of his readers.

Again says Mr. L. ¢« The reason why [ have
enlarged so much upon this subject, is that all
the opposers of the doctrine of the Trinity,
have dwelt particularly upon the point to which
Arius sostrictly adhered, in his efforts to spread
his heresy, which I think tends to darken coun-
sel rather than any thing else, and in my opin-
ion all who wish to come at the truth, ought
strictly to avoid it.”” p. 41. :

As to the manner in which Arius spread his
heresy, or the particular point he dwelt upon in
doing it, is not what 1 am now concerned in, as
I'am not an Arian: but my object is the point
in debate. Is Christ the Son of God, and the
God that he is the Son of 7 Does this inquiry
darken counsel ? If it does, it must be such cousn-
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sel as Trinitarians give. This is one of the
important questions now pending, and if Mr. L.
‘had known his business, he ought to have given
a satisfactory answer to it. But instead of do-
ing this, he states that it is darkening counsel,
and in his opinion, all who wish to come at
the truth, ought strictly to avoid it. But why
avoid it ? 1s it not a scriptural fact, that Christ
is the Son of God? And who can form any
conception of a Son being his own Faiher, or a
Father being Son to himself? The only reason
why T'rinitarians wish to avoid é, is because it
is a barrier in their way, which they cannot ea-
sily surmount.

¢ The Bible can speak but one lahguage,
(says Mr. L) and if it speak in favor of the
deity of Christ, it can no where speak against
it.” p. 5. This is a true remark ; but the Bi-
ble no where mentions the deity of Christ.
Mr. L. of course will be willing to allow me
the same privilege ; that is to say, if the Bible
asserts that Christ is the Son of God, it does
not contradict it. But can he say his system
does not ?

Mr. L. occupies a number of pages in com-
menting upon the word God, and acknowl-
edges it is given to different characters in the
scriptures besides the supreme Jehovah. He
then very unfeelingly calumniates us for ma-
king the same use of Ci;, that the scriptures do.

2

‘
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He remarks, ¢there can be no reason for them
to use the word God as they do, but to subserve
their interest, and deceive the unwary.. And to
contend, because creatures are called Gods in
the way above described, that Jesus Christ may
be, in the way he is, though he be not equal
with the Father, is shrewdly to conceal all dis-
tinction with God and his creatures ; and is cal-
culated to lead people directly from the knowl-
edge of the true God, into the deepest recess of
idolatry.” p. 120,

I am persuaded that this remark will bear
equally as much against the scriptures as against
me, if it may be admitted that it possesses any
weight in argument. It is certain that a num-
ber of different characters have the title of God
given them in scripture, as unequivocally as the
Son of God has. 1f this is shrewdly cenceal-
ing all distinction between God and his crea-
tures, the Bible is culpable for it, which 1 do not
believe is the case. This remark does not re-
flect much honor to a man who professes so
much regard for the scriptures as Mr. L. does.

Instead of saying there is no distinction be-
tween God and his creatures, I assert that there
is a very obvious distinction. That although
creatures may receive the appellation of God,
yet it is in a very subordinate sense ; yea, al-
though even the Son himself receives this
title, yet the God and Father of our Lord
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Jesus Christ is to bear it in a superlative sense.

But this, says Mr. L. is calculated to lead
people directly from the knowledge of the true
God, into the decpest recess of idolatry. It
would appear as though he had set up his own
judgment as a criterion by which to determine
what is and what is not idolatry. Which'is the
safest rule for us to determine by, whatis or
what is not idolatry, the doctrine of the Trinity
or the Bible ?

Again Mr. L. obscrves, ¢ There is something
unaccountable in the manner the Smithites dis-
pose of the word God, withsthe distinguishing
epithets of ¢« the mighty God,” «the only wise
God,” &ec. when applied to Christ. They rea-
dily say all these titles arc applied to him, but
they gravely inquire, where is he called the
self-existent God 7’ p. 115. Respecting the
manver in which the Smithites dispose of the
word God, I have nothing fo do, neither have
my brethren, for we are not Smithites. Mr. L.,
must therefore settle his difficultics with the
Smithites, if he knows who they are. | am,
however, unwilling to admit, that the epithet of
« only wise God,” should be applied to Jesus
Christ, becausc the Bible does not apply it to
him. Respecting the term ¢ the mighty God,”
1 shall refer the reader to my remarks on lIsa.
ix. 6, in another part of this work.

On page 129, Mr. L. has given usa comment
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on Jude, 4th verse, “ Denying the only Lord
God, and our Lord Jesus Christ.” He insists

. that the Lord Jesus Christ, means the same as

.

the only Lord God, mentioned in the text, and
says the text may be thus transposed : ¢ Deny-
ing the only Lord God, even our Lord Jesus
Christ,” or ¢ denying our Lord Jesus Christ,
who is the only Lord God.” ltis one thing
for Mr. L. to make such comments on scrip-
ture, and another thing to make people believe
them. To me this appears like wresting scrip-
ture. Jude mentions an only Lbrd God, and
besides him a_Lord Jesus Christ.  But do T'ri-
nitarians teach this?

After occupying a number of pages in prov-
ing that such mysteries exist as no person dis-
putes, he asks the following questions: ¢« Now
how isit possible for them to support their cause!?
How do they certainly know that Christ can-
not be very God and very man? Or that the
doctrine of the Trinity cannot be true? While
they admit of mystery, they connot, and of
course, cannot support their cause.” p. 163,

What Mr. L. means by saying Christ is very
God and very man, is, that he possesses two
whole and distinct natures ; and by the doectrine
of the T'rinity, that God is three persons. We
will now suppose that it is asserted, that Christ
is composed of four distinct natures, and that
God is nine persons.. The Bible docs not ex-
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pressly say that Christ does not possess jfour
natures, or that God is not nine persons; and
how will Mr. L. prove it js not so, on his prin-
ciple of reasoning? 1f he should pretend to
reason against the statement, it might be said,
¢ you admit there are mysteries, and this is one
of them, now how is it possible for you to sup-
port your cause.” 1 do not say mysteries do
not exist, but the above remarks are intended
to show the absurd use Mr. L. makes of the
term mystery in argument.

Again says Mr. L.—¢[tis certain that the
aposile meant by our "Lord Jesus Christ the
same as the Lord God, or inspiration has erred
in applying these titles to him, and is calculated
to support idolatry rather than suppress it.”
It Christ being called Lord and God in scrip-
ture, prove him to be ¢ the only Lord God,”
wec may prove Moses and others the same, by
the same rule; for Moses had the titles of Lord
and God given-to him. But Mr. L. insists, if
Jesus Christ be not the only Lord God, inspi-
ration has erred, and is calculated to support
idolatry ! Is it not certain that Mr. L. is de-
termined to condemn the Bible if it will not
support his mysterious doctrine? How would
Mr. L. know what édolutry is, il the Bible did
not inform him? The issue then lics betwcen
him and the Bible, wholly upon the supposition
that the doctrine of the Trinity must be true.
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Is there no possibility for him to be mistaken ?
It really appears to me that he does not depend
upon the Bible for information upon this point,
or he would not say the scriptures are a source
of idolatry, even if they do not teach the doc-
trine of the ‘I'rinity.

Preposterous as such statements may appear,
Mr. L. has gone yet farther. After repeating
it over and over again, that his doctrine is true
or the Bible is false, and a source of idolatry,
he adds, «If Christ be not God and a proper
object of worship, then the conclusion, that he
was an ¢émpostor, is a just one.”” p. 245. ln page
246 he states, «if Jesus Christ be not God he was
an impostor,and the Jews did an act incumbent
on them to crucify him, as a transgressor of the
laws of God ;” and in page 257 he asserts Christ
to be the supreme God, or Mahomedanism is an
important reformation to christianity.

How such remarks may appear to my read-
ers 1 know not; but to me they arc shocking.
What! is a professed minister to set up his sys-
tem of faith as a rule, not only to judge the
scriptures by, but also to arraign the character
of the divine Son of God to! T'o virtually say,
“if my doctrine is not true, thou art a base im-
postor ! The doctrine of the ‘Trinity must and
shall stand, or I shall say Mahomedanism is an
essential reformation to christianity.” Is this
the language of Frinitarianism! ¢ O my soul,
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come not thou into their secret ; unto their as-
sembly, mine honor, be not thou united—cursed
be their anger for it was fierce, and their wrath
forit was cruel. I will divide them in Jacob,
I will scatter them in Israel.” Gen. xlix. 6, 7.

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

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

Again, Mr. L. would make people believe
that those who reject the doctrine of the Trini-
ty, have no system of faith in the room of it.
p- 64. But does Mr. L. suppose he can make
people of common sense believe this assertion ?
that before a person can be made to believe in
Trinity, he has no system of faith ! While I con-
tend for the divine Unity of God, have | not an
equal right to say that none but such as believe
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as I co, have a system of faith? 'The Trinita-
rian system of faith in substance is, that God
is three persons, and yet but one being ; and that
Jesus Christ is two beings, and yet but one per-
son ! Can there be no system of faith without
believing this?  Suppose we conscientiously be-
lieve that God is but one instead of three; that
is, that he is one person only ; that Jesus Christ
is properly ¢ God’s own Son,” and that the Ho-
ly Ghostis a divine emanation from God ; should
we not have as really a system of faith, rela-
tive to this subject, as 'Trinitarians have?
These things we contend for as conscientiously
as Trinitarians do for their theory, though it is
to be hoped in not so censorious and uncharita-
" ble a manner.

Mr. L. may probably econtend that all Uni-
tarians do not think alike.- This I readily ac-
knowledge, neither do all Trinitarians. 1 have
now before me about twenty different views,
published by Trinitarians, relative to their doc-
trine, which [ am prepared to exhibit when
called for. Can Mr. L. tell of twenty differ-
ent views relative to this subject, among pro-
fessed christians who do not believe in the doe-
trine of the Trinity ? 1tisa fact, which [ am
prepared to prove, that Trinitarians differ very
much in their views. Yet all these things are
overlooked by them, if ‘they are only wil-
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ling to bear the ‘[rinitarian name, and fight
well for their cause.

SECTION IIi.

REMARKS ON MR. LUCKEY'S BOOK, (‘:ONTINUED. .

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

The first thing which I shall notice, in his ef-
fort to fix on us certain names which we have
never assumed. Such as Christ-ians, pronoun-
ced by giving the i in the first syllable a long
sound, and Smithites. He says, «If I have
been rightly informed, they adopted tlie name
of Christians, with pretensions that the adop-
tion of every other name was a species of idol-
atry, and that they alone werc what this name
imports ; to whom all others must come to con-
stjtute a millennial church.” p. 76. This state-
ment is correct only in part. The first in the
connection adopted _the name of Christians, it
is true, considering it the most proper name to
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distinguish the disciples of Christ from the
world. Also that this name, if properly revi-
ved, was calculated to bury all party names,
and thus far promote a union in the christian
world, so much to be desired. To this princi-
ple, we, as a conneétion, still adhere. We think
unscriptura! party names, injurious tothe peace
of the church, calculated to foster pride, and
covet popularity. At least they are of no ben-
efit to the church, and must one day be laid
aside.

We are perfectly free to adopt and address
each other, by any name or title, which Christ
has given to his disciples, as recorded in the
scriptures,’or themselves have assumed ; wheth-
er it be Christians, friends, brethren, saints, or
disciples. But we reject all unscriptural names,
considering that we have no more right to ex-
change the name or titles, which our divine
Master has given us, than a child has to ex-
change the name given him by his parents, for
another.

But Mr. L’s assertion that we assumed the
name of Christians, considering that we alone
are what this name imports, is an unjust charge.
This would suppose that “we disfellowship all
other professing christians, which is not the
case. We fellowship all as christians, whom
we can gain an evideuce have the fellowship of -
the Father and Son. We believe all God’s
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children are one, and we profess a union with
all such, and if a want of union still exist, we
resolve it shall be on their part, and not-on
ours. Though we are far from being indiffer-
ent in respect to what a person believes, yet we
do not think that certain controverted points
among christians, ought tv be made the test.of
Jfellowship, but that religion, or the love of God
in the soul, is what alone can constitute it. We
do not set ourselves up as infallible, and there-
fore dare not judge a brother for whom Christ
has died. We are willing to live and ler live,
to think and let think. We esteem the right of
private judgment a privilege too dear to be de-
prived of ; then why should we wish to usurp
that from others, which we esteem so precious
ourselves. We cannot withhold the hand of
fellowship from a christian brother, whoever he
be, nor virtually say, ¢stand by, I am more ho-
ly than thou.” We believe where true charity
reigns in the heart, thata union of soul may be
enjoyed and fostered, even where a great dif.
ference of sentiment exists. . :
‘‘Then why should circumstantials mar
That union so divine 1

Or controversials ever bar,
Those whom they cannot join 7

¢“No forms, or tenets can unite,
Or bring one soul to heaven;
“Then for them le€ no Christian fight,
Where God has all forgiven,”
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Mr. L. continues, < But it was changed from
Christians to Christ-ians, in conformity to their
characteristic vociferation against human inven-
tion.” But who made the change? Mr. L.
ought to have told us. The mode of pronunci-
ation is a barbarity of language, and the nume
ong which we do not assume. Our opposers
have endeavored to palm it upon us, for which
we do not thank them.

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

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

In respect to what we believe, Mr. L. ob-
serves: «If it be asked, as it frequently has
been, what this sect believe in, [ am obliged to
say I cannottell. But whenit is recollected that
they are not only destitute of any established
system of faith, but makeit a virtue, if not a
prin¢ipal part of their religious duty, to decry
them with clamorous vehemence, it will not be
thought strange that this question cannot be an-
swered.” p. 77.

But would Mr. L. assert that the Bible is not
an established system of faith? or does he sup-
pose e are destitute of the Bible? If Mr. L.
prefers any thing to the Bible for a system of
faith, T only have to regret that he does not re-
spect his Bible more. What rule can we have
superior to the scriptures?

Is it not astonishing that those who adhere
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~ solely to the scriptures for their religious belief,
are pronounced destitute of any established sys-
tem of faith? We know that infidels donot re-
ceive the Bible as a rule for their belief, but do
Christians reject it as a system of faith? Had
Mr. L. said that we reject all systems of faith
but the Bible, and make this our only written
rule of faith and practice, he would have told
the truth. .

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

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

Mr, L. not only intimates that he does not
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know what we believe, bat that we conceal our
sentiments only when we seefit to divulge them,
He says, he states this with the utmost confi-
dence, from an acquaintance with our practice
in this respect. The object of Mr. L. in such
representations is very obvious, but the correct-
ness of them remains in question. lndeed, as
far as my acquaintance has extended with the
connection, ] know him to be incorrect. [t has
very frequently been my practice, on visiting
strange places, to deliver one sermon embracing
my general beliel; and this I know to be the
practice of a number of my brethren in the
ministry. At any proper time for conversation
upon the subject, l'ever have, and still do pledge
my honor, to freely give my belief on any
point in theology ; and I hope this remark may
influence people (o usc a freedom in conversa-
tion with my brethren in the ministry, and
thereby prove either the truth or falsity of Mr.
L’s statement.

Mr. L. further asserts, that there is not a uni-
formity of sentiment existing among us. That
we do not all think alike in every respect,
I freely admit. And what sect is there
in which all its members think exactly alikein
every thing? Can he even say the Methodists
themselves do? From my acquaintance with
the Methodists, which has been considerabls, I
know that difference of opinion does exist
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among them, notwithstanding their articles of faith.
Mr. L. well knows that Mr. John Wesley asserted his
belief in the resurrection of the brutal creationtoa
state of eternal felicity, which sentiment I do not
think all the Methodists believe. Some of the prea-
chers in that sect have-advocated the belief that the
soul and body die together, and remain in a state of
insensibility till the resurrection; which sentiment
Mr. L. condemns. Some of their preachers contend
for the eternal Sonship of Christ, while others contend
that it only commenced with his birth of the virgin.
Some advocate sprinkling for baptism, while others
wholly disbelieve in that mode, Some contend for
their Episcopal mode of church government, while -
others believe it to be not only "unscriptural, but tyr-
annical. Tlecse are a few of the diflerences of sen-
timent which do exist among the Methodists, and
which Mr. L. cannot deny. Why then does he con-
demn others for the very thing which he allows him-
self? The plain truth is; we contend that a christian
union does not spring from a strict agreement in be-
ligf in every point, but from holiness of heart, which
constitutes a union with God, and ought to constitute
a union with one another. It is evident that the rea-
son why Mr, L. raises this clamor, is because we re-
ject human creeds, platforms, articles, and confessions
of faith, as useless inventions of men, believing the
scriptures to be a sufficient rule for faith and practice.

Relative to articles of faith, Mr. L. remarks—
*‘Whether having articles of faith reduced te writing,
be denying the people the right of private judgment,
and binding their consciences or not, iz a matter we
are willing to submit to a candid publie.”’

“If I have a right understanding of the subject,
(continues Mr. L.) two things are necessary to con-
stitute the offence” of binding men’s consciences and
denying them the right of private judgment. 'The
first is {o adopt articles of faith. and the second is to
eompel them to subscri;nf thom. .. Butas this Jast,
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which is indispenably necessary fo constitute the of-
fence, is not recognized in the charge, it is altogether
futile.”” p. 85, 86.

This isn very plausible representation of his cause,
it must be confessed; butl am prepared to show it to
be an incoerrect one. Itis notstrictly nccessary to
compel people to subseribemen-made articles, in or-
der for them to bind their consciences; asthey may
operate to that eflect after they have conscientiously
subscribed them. Nine cases in ten, converts, when
they first profess religion, have not so far matured
controverted sentiments in religion, as-to adopt a con-
scientious view of them. Even if they have done
this, their bounds are now set as soon as they have
set their names to the men-made code. It is-virtually
said, ¢ thus far sholl thou go and wo further.”” Whe
then does not see, that their beliet is restricted to
what is expressed in the articles to which they have:
subscribed ? If their minds should change, to what
they might conscientiously consider a move perfect
knowledge of the truth, they are liabie to be deait
with for heresy, and excluded from church eommun-
ion, and thus be cxposcd to denunciations and dis-
grace.  And there is no doulit in my mind, but that
wmany through fear, bave thus sirained their minds to
constantly consent to what tliey would gladly have
had otherwise.

There have been a number of iustances, to my
knowledge, among diflerent denominations, in which
conscientious - christians have had to cxjpose them-

_selves to be dealt with for heresy, .and have an ex-
communication put upon them, or groan under a re-

striction of privilege, on the very subject of debate

Jdn thiswork. Somc have holdly preferred the former
-while spme have timidly submiited to the latter. '
. Instances have been, where a vote has been taken

-in I\;Ieﬂ‘sodist classes, that all who believed that Jesus
'Sll:l‘lsxsn ll'xc 'veilr):(;od,' would manifest it by rising
. part and gometimes the greatest part kept
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their seats; in consequence of which their names
were dashed from the cluss paper, by the preacher
present.  Frequently the most pious and spiritual
have been among the number thus thrustout. The
were then denounced as heretics, by those wit
whom they had stood in fellowship; and why? be-
- cause they were honest people, and would not deny
what they conscientiously believed. Should this state~
ment be questioned, I am prepared to inform the pub-
lic where such occurrences have transpired.

I have already noticed in another port of this work,
a circumstance recorded iithe Methodist minates,
that a preacher was expelled their conncction, for re-
Jjecting the second article of’ their discipline.* A num-
ber of others have shared a similar fatc in this part of
the country. Several preachers in that connection,
who had become convinced that the doctrine of the
Trinity is unseriptural, freely acknowledged their
chaage, and.requested a dismission from the Metho-
dist eonnection, but it was not granted them. 'They
were pronounced heretical, though no other accusa-
tion was brought, than that they rejected the doc-
trine of the 'T'rinity and Epviscopacy, ov the arbitrary
power of the Methodist bishops. ~ Not being permit-
ted peaccably to withdraw, they requested that they
might be tricd by the scriptures, and thus have the
means of vindicating themselves; but this was not
granted. ‘They were arraigned by the Methodist dis-
cipline as offenders; stretched on this iron bedstead,
they were found too long and were cut off. These
things are well known in this section of country.

It is not by way of retaliation on Mr. L. for his un-
‘fecling declamations aguinst us, that I make these
statements: for it is .no pleasure to me to dwell on
chureh diflicultics, but it isin my own defencelam
constrained to doit. 1le declaims againstus because

* Joseph Sampson, of the Philadelphia conference. Sec
the Methodist Minutes for 1816,
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we are unwilling to Jhave any other creed than the
scriptures, and insists that all should adopt other ar-
ticles of faith. We insist that the scriptures do not
warrant us to do it; and contend that the rule already
given is pafect, without an additional one. If itis

not binding conscience for a man to profess, and even

have to preach what he does notbelieve, or otherwise
be ezpelied. and be denominated a heretic, I know not
what can do it.

.The more I examine men-made creeds, the more I
see the impropriety of them. After they have said
all, they generally insist upon the following : ¢ that
the scriptures are the only, and sufficient rule of faith
and practice.”” Why then add to them? Is not an
only and sufhaient rule already complete without addi-
tions? Inthe fifth article of the Methodist discipline
1 find the following judicious sentiment enforced:
¢t The holy scriptures contain all things necessary to
salvation: so that whatever is notread therein, nor may
be proved thereby, is not to be required of any man,
that it should be believed as an articie . of faith, or be
thought requisite or necessary to salvation.”” Among
the general rules of the Methodist societies, it is thus
stated : *‘ These are the general rules of our socie-
ties : all which we are taught of God to observe, even
in his written word, which is the only rule, and the suf-

Sficient rule both of our fuith and practice.”” I might ea-
. sily multiply similar quotations, but I forbear to en-
large. But how inconsistént the practice, to incul-
cate the principle that the seriptures are ‘“ the only
rule, and the sufficient rule,”” and then strenuously urge
an additional rule! When will people be consistent
with their profession ?

. Were it my whole business to vindicate our prac-
tice of ‘adopting the scriptures as our only rule of
faith and practice, in doing it I should adopt the very
lqng_uage which I have quoted from the Methodist
discipline : that the seriptures are *‘ the only rule and
the sufferent rule, both of onr faith und practice.” 1
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lawp to govern 1t, but has given onc which James calls
““the perfect law of liberty.”” 1f the gospel dispensa-
tion aflord a perfect law, all other laws to govern the
church are superfluous. Whatever is perfect, needs no
addition to ‘render it so; consequently the perfect law
of liberty, nceds nothing added to it, to be a sure
guide, and to make us wise unto salvation, through
faith in Christ Jesus.

‘The popish asseriion, that the Bible cannot he un-
derstood hy common people, but should be explained
by the learned, is a mere deception. The essential
rule of faith aad praectice, is sufficiently plain in the
scriptures, that he who runs may read, and * way-
faring men, though fools, need not err therein.”” One
important eause, in my opinion, for so much division in
sentiment, is the want of sirict adherence to scrip-
ture. lnstead of taking the scriptures for their ‘“‘only
rule, and sufficient rule of faith and practice,”” many
have submitted to men’s cxplanations of seripture
for their rule. Thus they have forsaken the fount-
ain of living waters, and hewn out to themselves cis-
terns, broken cisterns that can hold no water.

Suppose the inhabitants of several towns in the
state of New-York should adopt the principle, that
our constitution is not sufliciently plain to be under-
stood by common people. Suppose each of those towns
should resort to the expedient of choosing certain del-
egates Lo compose a council or body politic, who should
form out a general explanation of our constitution,
=0 that common people could know what it means.
They, after setting a lengh of time, form up certain
arficles of belief for the people of their town to sub-
mit to, relative to what-the con:tit ition means. What
would be the consequence of this modeot'prchdurc ?
Would not the people then submit to the opinions of
their council, instead of the constitution itself? And
would not this course of proceedings be likely to
have the dangerous tendency of selting varions towos
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by ths ears, as badly as differcnl denominations of
" christians are at the present day 7 N
Who will .dare to say the Bible is not a sufficient
rule of faith and practice? Perhaps my opponent
may say, no one who professesthe christian religion.
Butis it not virtually saying it is not a sufficient rule,
to urge men-made creeds in addition to the Bible?
And even reproach those who cannot conscientiously
adoptthem 7 What point is there of either faith or
ractice, contained in the scriptures, which needs to
e enlarged on? What difficulty can arise in the
church, but what the scriplures afford us a rule to
settle it by? Until I am convinced that the serip-
tures are imperfect, and that men-made articles of
faith are not worse than useless, I shall continue to
exhort the disciples to *‘stand fast in the liberty
wherewith Christ hath made us free, and be not
again entangled with the yoke of bondege.”” Gal. v. 1.
Against other denominations uniting with us in
worship, Mr. L. has raised his warning voice. After
reproaching us for extending the hand of fellowship
to all christians, he remarks: “Therc is nothing
more important which separates us from deists and
Mahomedans, than what they [the Christians,] have
preferred as points of separation between them and
us.”’ p. 95. On the next page he observes, ¢ so im-
poriant are the points of dilference which separate
us. And if, under these circumstances, they can
worship with us, 1 eanuot with them, I wish they
woull never propose it, for the éxcess of their licen-
tiousness, in this pariicular, is such a picture
of human depravity, degraded to the lowest ex-
treme, that it cannot but afflict every sincere man.”
As Mr. L undoubtedly would not be understood,
that he would forbid our worshipping the Lord God
and the  Lamb with Trinitarians, where we should
happen in a congregation with them; what he evi-
dently means is, that ‘Trinitarians ought not to admit
us to the communicn with them:~On'this point thea
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he would be understood, that he would as freely
commune with Mahomedans and deists, as with pro-
fessed christians who do not believe in the doctrine
of the Trinity. 'This gives a view atonce of the ex-
tent of his charity; and on what he founds his fel-
lowship. ‘T'hough the conduct of professors may be
ever so godly and sincere, yet if they do not acknowl-
edge Trinity, Mr. L. would as frcely commune with
deists, as with them. O! heaven born charity where
hast thou fled!

Who has authorized Mr. L. to make the doctrine of
the Trinity, the fest of christian fellowship and com.
munion? [s it impossible for a person to be a chris-
tian, and not be a 'I'rinitarian?  Have not many been
bern of the Spirit, who never so much as entertained
a thought that God is three persons, or that the Son
of God was the very and eternal God himself? Wheo
then has constituted Trinitarians the judges of hearts
and given them a right to say who are the most pure
and pious christians, whether themselves or others?
Buch pharasaicul boasting, in my opinion, justly lays
them under censure with those to whom Jesus once
spake a parable: ‘‘that they trusted in themselves,
that they were righteous and despised others.”” I
have never allowed myseif to call in question the pi-
ety of Trinitarians, nor am I now disposed to do it;
but ‘their perpetual proclamations, of the piety of
their own party, do not, in my epinion, add one cubit
to their stature,

Mr. L. acknowledges, that he believes there are
sincere christians among us; but thatthey are de-
ceived, and yet he could as freely eommune with de-
ists or Mahomedans, as with them; because they do
not believe the doctrine of the Trinity. Is this the
extent of Tripitarian love? Is this their ¢ mantle ¢f
charity 2 O ¢ tell it nof in Gath.” .

Mr. L's remarks on this particular, the more as-
tonished me, beeause his discipline even autho_rxzea
his eommuning with unregenerato persons:ic This as-
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sertion may be questioned, but if it is not correot the
Methodist discipline, as well as their practice, ought
to be corrected. It is well known that a great part
of the members in the Methodist connection, make no

- pretensions to having received a change of heart.
’;'hey were only received as seekers, on their manifest-
ing a desire for religion, and are kept in society six
months, if their morals continue good. During this
time, it is enforced in the discipline, and urged by the
preachers among other duties, for them to statedly
come tothe communion. These facts Mr. L. cannot
deny. Yes, he can even commune with those who do
not think they have ever experienced regeperation,
if they are only Trinitarian Methodists; yet he
would as freely commune with dcists, as with profess-
ed christians, if they happen to dissent from the doc-
trine of the Trinity.

Though Mr. L. has acknowledged that there may
be christians who are not Trinitarians, yet this avails
nothing with him, in respeect to fellowship. It is not
christians he is in search of, but it is Trinitarians.
But I would ask, does not God own and blees chris-
tians, whether they be Trinitarians or not? Does
not God commune with all christians? And what
christian is there who cannot commune with all
whom God -communes with? Who that possesses
the temper of Christ, but can fellowship all who have
the fellowship of the Father and the Son ? Christiabs,
Iappeal to you, what is the test of Christian fellowship
and communion? Is it not the love of God in the soul?

If there be any principle injurious to the peace of
the church, and detrimental to the reception of pure
holiness of heart, it is the uncharitable sentiment that
?ehgnon consists more in correctnees of opinion, than
in love to God and our neighbor. What would it avail
Mr.. L. though hissentimentbe everso correct, without
gxolmess of heart? The same question may be asked
lsl;aeapecg to me. Would it hot be more tolerable for

om, in the day of judgment, then for.us, if we
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d1d not possess something more than porrectness of
sentiment? May it not be possible that even the
devils have correct notions of God and Christ? Yet
will these entitle them to salvation? Is anadmission
then to church fellowship and communion on earth,
to be predicated on more strict principles, than ati-
tle to the joys of heaven?

How many there are, who make their own creeds
the test of all their fellewship and communion, All
the evidences the dissenting brother can give of his
acceptance with God, avail nothing. The unfeeling
bigot can yet virtually say to him, *‘ stand by thou ig-
norant Gentile, I am more holy than thou. Iam right,
and thou art wrong—God has given me a better un-
derstanding than he has thee.  Stand off thou heretic,
I am orthodoz, and thou art heterodoz.”” 1If Mr. L. can
here see his picture, one object at least, will be an-
swered by the above remarks.

Mr. L. expresses a hope that we will never pro-
pose to worship with Aim, for, he says, ¢‘if they can
worship with us, I cannot with them. I hope they
will never propose it.”” For one, 1 will assure Mr.
L. that I shall not propose communion with him at
present; for if he could commune with me, I could
not with him, under present existing circumstances;
not till he retracts some of his unfeeling, censorious,
and unchristianlike statements. Let him acknowl-
edge that he has wilfully aimed to stigmatize a body
of prefessing Christians. Let him confess his mis-
representations and hard sayings. Lethim beseech
God to forgive him; and then let him manifest marks
ot Christian humility. Let him remember, that
though he may contend ever so strenuously for his
sentiments, the}' will avail him nothing without
COhristian love. It is far more important to possess
the temper of Clrist, than evea the most correct views
of his personal dignity.

Notwithstanding the Son of God has expressly
commanded, ‘‘ judge not, that ye be notjtidged,” yet 4
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Mr. L hes presumed to do it, in respect to those who
do not believe in'the doctrine of the Trinity. He
says, ‘ on account of the want of candor and sincer-
ity in these people, I judge them to be enemies to
the christian cause ; and seriously admonish all who
have any regard for piely and the salvation of their
- souls, while their Christian benevolence may prompt
them to treat their persons with the eivility of men,
not to unite with them in their worship, nor patron-
ize a cause soevidently designed to destroy the wor-
ship of the true God.”” p. 97, 98.

How serious Mr. L. was while writing the above
paragraph, or whether he was serious at all, must yet
remain a question. IHowever, had he said, ‘‘ I madly
admonish,” instead of I scriously admonish,”” he
would have expressed himself more in accordance
with the spririt he so plainly breathes: for the para-
graph looks to me more like the production of a mad-
man, than of a scrious one. He can judge his reli-
gious opponents in respeet to the Trinity, to be cne-
mies to the Christian cause, as much as though the
Christian cause wholly depended upon the doctrine
of the 'Trinity. Iecan warn all who have any regard
for piety, or the salvation of their souls, to beware of
them. 'Though he can deal out his hardestinvectives
against those who dissent from him, one consolation
remains, that he does the worst in his power, being
restrieted by the laws of our land, 'Thanks to God
for civil, as well as religious liberty.

‘“ They increase my conviction,’’ says Mr. L. ¢‘that
with all their pretended fidelity in the scriptures, they
are, in reality, infidels, and use the Bible only to de-
ceive the people.”” p. 132.  What it is that conviets Mr.
L..that we are infidels and use the scriptures to de-
ceive the people, I know not: Do infidels teach that
the Bible is truc? Do infidels teach that Jesus was
the divine Son of_' God? Do they insist that men
. must be born again, or be miserable?-* Do they urge



235

falth and repentance, as requisite to salvation? They
do not. Yet the very people which Mr. L. judges to .
be infidels, and enemies to the Christian cause, teach
these very things. On what then does he found his-
Judgment ?

Such are the impressions which this very charitabls
writer, would wish to make on the minds of hisread-
ers; and such impressions, probably he has made on
the minds of many. But from my soul I abhor such
language, and sooner would I have doomed my hand
to the flames, than to have employed it thus to stigma-
tize and reproach a denomination of Christians. By
such unhallowed means the church hasbeen keptina
state of anti-christian warfare, for fourteen hundred
years. 'Though Mr. L, can, contrary to the express
command of Christ, judge and condemn us in his own
narrow mind, we have yet one consolation left, that
he is not appointed Judge of all the earth.

I could easily’ multiply sithilar quotations, butI for-
bear to enlarge; indeed his book abounds with censo-
rious invectives against all who do not believe in the
doctrine of the Trinity. From reading his perform-
ance, I am led to conclude, that he has vainly en-
deavored to accomplish that by declamation, which he
feared he conld not by fair argument, which is an ef-
fort too frequentily made by Trinitarians. Mr. L. in
the preface to his work, says. ‘I am not conscious
of having indulgedin any undue severity towards my
antagonists.” I know not what he would call undue
severity. He has judged us to be infidels, and enemies
to the Christien cause, and has admonished people to
shun us assuch; and asserts that we have no regard

for the scriptures, but only use them to deceive the people.

Is not this severity ? and how much more of it ought
Mr. L. to_ use, before he would pronounce it *‘ undue
severity®’ May I be permitted to ask, are such things
" the fruils of love? Indeed, if such are the fruits of
Trinitarian love, we have good cause to entrest them
that they would love us no more.
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Mr. L's work was particularly intended as o reply
to a work written by Elder F. Plummer, entitled
“'The Mystery Revealed.”” That work was first
published in 1812, and was a series of letters partic-
ularly directed to Mr. L.* Mr. L’s publication, how-
ever, did not appear till six years afierwards. The
reasons which he assigns for this delay was, that he
could not obtain permission of the methodist con-
ference to publish, though he made a number of re-
quests. And it further appears, that in order to ob-
tain that liberty of his superiors, he had 1o alter and
expunge a considerable. However, had his request
been denied till he had altered and ezpunged a consid-
erable more, it would have been to the honor of the
methodist body; and had he expunged the whole, by
committing itto the flames, it would have been to his
own honor. -

Why ought we as a people, {0 be thus stigmatized
and reproached? We contend for'holiness of heart, and
urge it in our lives and conversation. Webelieve in
a religion that may be enjoyed and manifested ; and
that without holiness no man shall see the Lord. As
preachers, our grand business is to persuade men to
be reconciled to God. In doing this, we urge repent-
ance and faith in the most persuasive terms.. And
that our preaching has been instrumental of the con-
version of souls to God, our opposers themseclves
know. The many powerful reformations that have
succeeded our labors, must evince to every one not
wholly blind, that the gospel we preach comes ‘‘not
in word only, but in power, and in the Holy Ghost,
and in much assurance.”” Not unto us, but unto
God and the Lamb, be all the glory. .

Mr. L. is a methodist preacher; and the methodists
ought to be the last people to raise the arm of oppres-
sion against dissenting Christians, Buta few years
since, thcy well knew what it was to endure such

® 14 bas sinoe undergons anothes ediion
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kind of treatment themselves, and I regret that the
have so soon forgptten the wormwouod and the ga
They are now fast treading in the tracks of their
predecessors, and I would to God they would be sea-
sonably apprised of their degencracy.

There are, however, honorable exceptions to be
made among them, of both preachers and .people.
With many of the methodists, my acquaintance has
been sweet, and with such I feel myself bound by the
strongest ties ot fellowship. . T'he above remarks are
only intended for such as are of Mr. Luckey’s cast.
Of such, I find too many, particularly among the
preachers. Reports as false as they were unfavora-
ble, have been carried from circuit to circuit. With
such, Trinity is their God, and the Christian scet the
object of their animadversions. Indeed, if 1 were to
judge by the conduct of some, they have labored with
more zeal to effect the downfall of the people who call
themselves Clhristians, than they have to overthrow
the devil’s kingdom, by persuading sinners te repent.
Whether or no this has not been the case, may be a
matter worthy of serious enquiry, by some individu-
als atleast. If these remarks may in the least excite
such inquiry, my object in making them will be an-
swered; for I call God to witness, that I wish the
methodists well in well doing and holy living.

CONCLUSION.

It is now time to bring this book to a close. The
principal arguments I have to adduce, are already be-
fore the reader. Those who are accustomed to think
Jor themselves, are earnestly requested to weigh them
with candor; but from those who make it a practice
to pay others to think for them, I can scarcely expect a
candid perusal. .

From passages already quoted in the course of thie
work, we are assured of the following things : That
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God has a son—that God gave his Son—that God raised
his Son from the dead—that God gave his Son all pow-
er in heaven and inm earth—that God has ezalted his
Son at his own right hand—and that God will judge
the world by his Son. We are also assured, that Jesus
Christ has @ Father—that he is the Son of God—that
he was with God before the foundation of the world
~—that he proceeded forth and came from God—that he
was begotten of God—that he came to do the will of
God—that he prayed to God—that he ascended to God—
that he sits at the right hand ¢of God—that he is a me-
diator between God and men—that he will deliver up the
kingdom fo God, and become subject to God.

All these expressions are plain and definite, nor do
I think the tcnor of scripture destroys or renders
their meaning obscure. Yet in order to vindicate the
Trinitarian system, there is not one of these expres-
sions, but must be wrested from their literal reading.
And from this view, I may venture te say, that ifall
the passages I have quoted in proof of the system {
vindicate, must be explained in a sense coutrary te
every analogy in language, it is in vain to appeal to
the seriptures for a decision on the point in debate.

As a conscientious christian, I am constrained to
bzlieve, and cssert the wnity of Ged, and the yroper
Sonship of Jesus Christ.  In view of seripture de-
clarations on the point in debate, I cannot be a Trin-
itarian.

In expressing my views, I have aimed to d¢ it in
the spirit of tenderness.  Indced had I written in the
spirit of illiberulity so generally manifested by Trini-
tarians, I should have serious causc to regret that I
had written atall. Somc of the Trinitarian clergy,
have, without warrant from scripture, made a belief
in their doctrine, cssential {0 communion with them.
Many parents, from imbibing such principles, trans-
fuse these unfeeling prejudices into the minds of their
children, and cause them to grow up prepared to des-
Pise the most amiable characters, it they happen to
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be found among dissenters from the mysterious doctrine.
What better can they expect of chiidren, who hear
their parents and their ministers, frequently thundering
ont the vengeance of heaven against all who dissent
from their supposed mystery. But is there not a pos-
sibility that those very thunderers, may feel what they
have so unmercifully dealt out to others? ¢ Condemn
not, and ye shall not be condemned. With the same
measure that ye mete, it shall be measured to you
again.”’ ¢ Tather forgive them, for they know not
what they do.”’ :

It is indeed, my hope and belief, that God will
be more merciful to many Trinitarians thanthey have
been to theirdissenting brethren; for should he think
proper to try them by their own standard, their situa-
tion must be extremely dangerous.  Should God even
insist on a belief in the doctrine of the Trinily from
them, as a term of admission to the joys of heaven,
ns they have made a term of admission to the privi-
leges of the chureh on carth, ean it be expected he
will admit of the belief of it in tweaty different ways,
completely contradictory to ecachother? When ILhear
a person say he believes in the doctrine of the Trinity,
I know not in what scnse he understands the term;
so various are Trinitarian views. 1f the doctrine
then be absolutely essential to salvation, in wWhat
sense must a man believe in it, in order to escape the
anger of the Judge? .

Ifthere be any doctrine, the belief of which is rep-
resented as essentinl to salvation, itis this, that Jesus

.is the Son of God. Johninterrogates thus: ‘“ whois
‘he that overcometh the world, but he that believeth
that Jesus is the Son ofGod?”’ He also aflirms that
‘ whosoever shall counfess that Jesus is the Son of
God, God dwelleth in him and he in God.”” John the
baptist ““saw and bare record that he is the Son of
"God.” And the same John further says: *¢He that
believeth on the Son hath everlasting life, and he'that
belicveth not the Son, shall not sec life, but the wrath
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of God abideth on him.” And the Son testified of
himself, sayving, ‘I am the Son of God.”” And he
also declared himself to be ¢ the only begotten Son of
God.”” WhenlI seriously attend to such passages, I
cannot but shudder in view of the contempt which
cerfain persons have shown to the idea that Christ is
properly God’s own Son.

But those who are now disposed to treat the doc-
trine with indignation and contempt, would do well
to remember that they are not the first who have
treated it in this manner. This is the very doctrine
for which the Jews accused the 8avior of men with -
blasphemy, and adjudged him worthy of death. In
accusing him to Pilate, they said, ‘“ we have a law,
and by our law he ought to die, because he made him-
selfthe Son of God.””  Will any one say that-the Jews
understood Christ as affirming that he was the self
existent God? Letit be remembered that the high
priest adjured him by the living God, to tell whether
he was the Christ, the Son of God, or the Son of the
blessed—and his answer was ‘‘ Iam.”

With respect to those who have felt disposed to
traduce and destroy my character, because I have
taught that Jesus is properly the Son of God, I wish
them to remember that one infinitely more worthy
than I am, has been condemned as deserving death for
affirming the same doctrine. The honors of this
world [ do not eovet, and its censures I fear but lit
tle. TrurtH is what I aim to vindicate. As an advo
cate for truth, I voluntarily expose myeself to the ma-
lignity of my enemies, believing that for the worst
they can say or do respecting me, they may find an
example in the Jewish sanhedrim. -

_And I would humbly entreat the prayers of Chris-
tians to God for me, that I may be enabled in meek-
ness and humility to imitate the example of the first

person who suffered for teaching that Jesus Crrist 18
THE Sox or Gob.

&



APPENDIX.

TWO LETTERS TO ELDER ELIAS LEE.

LETTER 1.

Sir :—Your pawphlet which you had the goodness
to send me, containing remarks on a work entitled
¢ The True Messiakin Scripture Light”” has been duly
received. I have endeavored togive ita careful read-
ing, and shall now bring your principal arguments to
the unerring standard of truth, for examination. My
manner of expression is plain, therefore let not plain

words offend you, ncither think me your enemy be-’

cause I tell you the truth.

In your pamphlet, page 7, you join issue with me,
that *‘Christ is the proper Sonof God,” and say, you are
¢ willing to risk the whole controversy on this one
turning point.””  You then very correctly state on the
same page, ‘‘ by a proper son, is always understood a
natural, or real son, in distinction from an adopted son,
or a son in a figurative sense.”” By this Iunderstand
wou to mean that a pioper son is one begotten and brought

© forth according to the rules of generation. In this
¢¢ thou hast well said,”” and had you continued to ad-
vance forward by this rule, you would have for ever
Iefi behind you, the mysterious doctrine for which you
contend in other parts of your book; and entered o
field of gospel consistency, brightening before you as
you advanced. But instead of this, after establishing
the position that Christ is the proper Son of God, in
the fullest sense of the term you maken strange ret-
rogragde. Yourimmediate'argument is, that he is scjf-
cxistent and etemal-—that}?e was not really begotten;

A
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in a word that he is none other than the very God that
he is declared to be the Son of! | and your book is fill-
ed up with arguments to this amount. I cannot, sir,
but express my utter astonishment, that you should
acknowledge one of the most important truths in the
plainest definite manner, and then proceed immediate-
ly to overthrow it, in as plain unequivocal terms. In
what sense can any being be a proper or real son, and
yet his father not have existed prior to him. In what
sense can any being be a proper, or rcal son, and yet
be the very identical being that he is the son of? " If
Jesus Christ be the very and eternal God, as you labor
to prove, he is sonto no being whatever; neither can
he constitute any part of « son, to either God or man.
How then, sir, can you reconcile your first acknowl-
edgemeft, that Jesus Christ is the 51roper or real Son
of God, with what you aflerwards endeavored to
maintain viz: thatheis in reality the very Ged him-
self? The two sentiments are as foreign frem each
‘other as light is from darkness, and cannct be recon-
ciled. As well might you attempt to weid iron and
wood together.

By the above, sir, it will be plainly discovered, that
you have wholly departed from the ** turning point,”
on which you agreed to risk the whole controversy.
This, however, is notall.. In attempting to maintain
thatthe Son of God is self-existent, while the serip-
tures declare he was bogotten, you are driven to admit,
in indirect terms, what at first you condenined, viz :
that he is only ason in a figuraticcsense.  Yeour words
are a8 follows, page 13.—¢* Every class of Unitarians,
so far as my knowledge extends, come out against
the eternity of it [Christ’s nature, or being] by over-
straining the figurativeapplication ofthe word begotten.”
Now, sir, as the term begotten is un important term,
when relating to a son, we will venture to rest its
meaning, with the kind of son we have occasion {o
speak of. When we speak of a figurative son, we will
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say he was only figuratively begotten ; but when we
speak of a proper or real son, we will say he was pro-
perly or reallz begotten. You will now, sir, please to
remember that the ¢‘ turning point’’ of the controver-
sy is, thatJesus Christ is the proper, or real Son of God.
Can he be the proper, or real Son of God, and yet be
only figuratively begotten ?  If he was properly, or really
begotten, in what sense can'he be self-existen* 7 Some-
how, sir, here appears to be an absurdity in your sys

tem, too obvious to escape your notice.

- You attempt to bewilder yourreaders with the idea,
that the word begotten, chn applied to the Son of
God in the scriptures, relates particularly to his res-
urrection. That this may be the case in Rev. i. 5,1
shall not attempt to dispute; but isit the case in ev-
ery instance in scripture? Is it so with regard to
Heb. i. 67 When he [God] bringeth in the first-be-
gotten into the world, he saith, and let all the angels
of God worship him.”” Does not this text have par-
ticular allusion to the time when the Son of God was
born in Bethlehem? Il you still contend that he was
only figuratively begottcn, you may as well enlarge
your figure a little, and say he was only figuratively
brought into the world.

But that the fact may be more clearly understood,
that you hold Christ to be a son only in a figurative
sense, I will follow you a little further on this point.
In page 27, and onward, you say considerable of a
certain system of economy, which the Bible says no-
thing about. Your system of cconomy, if I am ena-
bled to understand you, is this : That the eternal God,
though butone being, arranged a plan for the salva-
tion of men, as though he were three distinct persons.
That hc acts the several parts of these persons (which
are called Father Son and Holy Ghost,) literally himself
—That in acting the part of Father, he assumes asu-
periority over the other {wo. In acting the part of
Sen, he assumes a quite inferior and subordinate sta-

A
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tion, so as to say ** my Father is greater than I, and

in acling the part of Holy Ghost, he assumes a sub-

ordinate station to the other two. Hence you would

have us understand that every thing said in seripture,

which expresses 'subordinatron in the Son of God,

such as his praying to God, his having all power giv-

en to him, his delivering up the kingdom to God, and”
his mediating between God and men; must be inter-

preted strictly according to the above described sys-

tem of economy. So then, indeed, this is quite a dis-

covery! But how came you to find out that God has

formed such a system of economy? You have nct

told us, and surely the Bible says not a word about it.

Will you be so good, sir, as to inform us how you

obtained your information of such a system, and per-

haps othcrs may be encouraged to goin search of
more light. .

Now, what is all this but a mere visionary scheme,
without the least pretension to reality? I will ven-
ture further, sir; what is it but 1o represent the plan
of salvation when acted out, to be only a mere farce?
The best we could say of such a system, would be to
call it figurative. The Father would be only figura-
tively so; the Son, such only in a figuratlive sense—
the same of the Holy Ghost; and neitherof them dis-
tinet, or personal inreality. ,

Ts this the way and manner you would have people
understand Clrist to be the proper, or real Son of' God?
and is this the light in which you would represent
¢ the God and Father of our Lotd Jesus Christ?”
Give me leave to tell you, sir, that when you ack-
nowledged Jesus Christ o be the proper, or real Son
of God, you forever closed the door against playing
such a farce as this an the public mind.

I am convinced, sir, that the prin¢ipal arguments
which‘you advance against my views of Christ’s pro-
per sonship, are founded in the misconception you
have formed of my real ideas. By wresting from



s C 245

their intended meaning, certain expressions found in
the work you controvert,* some of your arguments as
they stand at present, arc preity well calculatedto
blind the superficial reader, as well as to please such
as desire only to glance at one side of the question.
Letus however, sir, advance with ecandor, and with
prayerful hearts to a closer view of the subject. In
the work entitled ¢ The True Messiah in Seripture
Light,”” I asserted Christ to be the proper Son of God,
and as such, a distinet being from his Father—that he
proceeded from God and from the Virgin, and conse-
quently partook of both, as a real son of both—that
the Word was made flesh, &e. I stated these facts
as warranled from seripture, that they were not fig-
urative, nor visionary, but real-—and so I still insist.
You several times quote my words, that Christ par-
took of'his Father, ns well as of his Mother. Youthen
siate the nature of God to be eternal, self-existent and
immutable; from which premise you seem to con-
tend, that it God has a proper Son, Lorn of the Vir-
gin Mary, this Son must be equally eternal, self-exis-
tent and immutable, as himself. I confess I do not
see any force to =uch an argument; and I now ap-
peal to you as an honest man hefore God, do you sce
any yourself? As [acknowledge the word to preeeed
from God, (even before the world was,) you contend
that if it really was made flesh, (as John declares it
was, John i. 14,y the nature ot God must have been
changed.  This you state, page 10, to be an ¢¢ absur-
dity which appears in this aflair, that God has redue-
ed and changed his own nature.”” Now, sir, what
can be your object in this kind of reasoning, but
merely to bewilder your readers? Is it not a fact

B

* [nseveral instances the quotations which Mr. Lee makes
from my writing are mutilated and unfairly represented.  Ilis
readers will therefore be on their guard,
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sbundantly declared in scripture, that Christ is the
Son of God, and the son of Mary? Then what will
avail o thousand arguments to prove he is not so?
Could not the very God have a proper son, and yet re- .
main God distinet from his Son, as fully as a man eould
bave a son, and yet remain a whole man distinet from
the son he had begotten? Could not the Son of God
partake of his Father, and yet God remain unchanged
as much as any son ceuld partake of his Father, with-
out producing an absolute change in his parent. This
is just what L have contended for. Admit this sir, and
then acknowledge Christ to be the Son of' God, and
the son of Mary, and what have you accomplished by
all your routine of argument? -

Your remark in page 14, is very unbeeoming your
age and station. ‘‘They think the Almighty was
oncelike a young man, whe coming o maturity, mar-
ried a wife, and had a son, and is going on with his
atlairs, like the world of mankind.’”’” This sir, is a low
irreligious cant, thrown out for the want of argument,
and deserves only to be treated as such. It would
have come with much better grace from a professed
infide!, than from one who professes to be a minister
of Christ. Your remark in page 26, is calculated to
exeite a smile, even on the rugged face of controver-
‘sy. Of my views you state, ‘* all his reasoning is as
if one should say to him, you are necither the son of
your father, nor the son of your mother; you are on-
ly the half-son of each, and therefore have ne right to
call yourselfthe son of either.”” Permit me to ask you
Mr. Lee, do you believe 1 am the real son of my fa-
ther, and also of my mother? Anddoyou thinkTam
only one proper son of them both, or do you really
think Tam two whole and complete sons, somehow
mysteriously united in one person ? Indeed sir, I think
such a specimen of your reasoning faculty, is truly
laughable.

However, sir, this remark affords a tolerable index
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of Christ’s Incarnation according to Trinitarian views.
‘This doétrine I find asserted in different parts of your
hook, although your arguments on the subject atford
nothing peculinrly new. The Trinitarian doctrine of
incarnation, is briefly this : That Christ possesses two
whole and complete natures--human and divine. That
in his human nature, he was truly and properly a man
possessing a human body and reasonable soul;”’ and
that in his divine nature, he is the very and eternal
God, Inthe work which you controvert, I exhibited

my views in plain terms, in relation to the two-na-
ture scheme, and rejected it for reasons which I still
think conclusive. 1. The doctrine is no where taught
in the scriptures. Inno passage of scripture are we
told that Jesus Christ is properly a man, and at the
same time, the very and eternal God. 2. This would

destroy the idea of Christ’s being the proper or real
Son ofy God; as it would be the height of absurdity,

to say a proper son, is the very being that he is said
to be the son of. 3. The doctrine teaches that Christ
is two whole and distinct persons. In his buman ra-
ture this doctrine teaches that he isreally a man, pos-
sessing a human body, and a reasonable soul ; which
must be as much asone person. In his divine nature,

he is declared (o be the very and eternal God, which
must at least be as much as one personmore. Now,

sir, putting the two together, what have you but a
Christ composed of two whole and distinct persons?
{t is true, you deny this charge in your book, but what
avails the denial of a fact as plain as the sun at noon-
day? Remove these difficulties out of the way sir, if
vou ean, but remember something more is needed
than your mere denials or affirmations to doiit.

This doctrine sir, is in truth, calculated to weaken
our sympathies for the sufferings of Christ. His hu-
man. nature was all that could sufter, as Trinitarians
allow. Compare this with that of his divine nature,
or what Trinitarians call most properly himself, and it
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will measure no more than a single hair of the head
to the whole body orthan adrop to the ocean. At
the very time of thesufferings of his humanity on the
eross, he was the happiest being in the Universe; yea,
as happy as the infinite. God could be; so that his
pains compared with his felicity, were nothing. When
yeu tell us the Son of God suflered and died, what do
we find in your system? All it teaches is that a mere
man suflered. Is thisall we are tounderstand by God’s
so loving the world, as to give his Son to die for us?
Isthis the wonderful stoop of Leaven for the salvation
of man? Alas sir, was I made to believe this was
all, Ishould feel compelled to write upon it ICHABOD,
¢“the glory is departed!”’ .

Ihave already exceeded my intended limits. Tn my
next, Ishall notice your arguments on this part of the
subject. Inthe mean time, believe me,

Yours respectfully, D. MILLARD.

LETTER II.

Str—Your views rolative to Christ’s expiating sin in bis own
person, appear to me rather noveland stiange, as well as wholl
unsupported by seripture. After remarking in page 25, ¢“ thatall
the sins of a multitude of peaple which no man can number were
laid upon Christ,” you then proceeded o state, * that the nature
of God within, supported the sacrifice in suffering to that ama-
zing degree, as to enable it to bear in a short period of time, all
the evils arising from a display of the penalty of the law in the
execution of it, equal to what the display of it would have been, if
it had been executed upon all that multitude to all eternity. Thus
Christ in his own person, expiated sin.” Now sir, if your views
on this point be correct, I see not why you have not established
the universal salvation of all men. The aposile Paul declares,
that ¢ Christ by the grace of God tasted death for every man'’—
¢ that he died for all,” and ¢ that he gave himself a ransom for
all.” Do you sir, asfully believe this, as the apostle expresscs
it? 1f so, sir, your doctrine must bs, that Christ in his own per-
:;):;::};mted thesins of the whole human family without the least
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# However, as you have been careful not to-acknowledge that
Christ died for all men, you most probably adopt the high Cal-
vinistic scheme, that Christ died for only a part of the human
family. But sir, this only rcnders your schemethe more ocious,
and is in fact adircet contradiction of scripture. Thereisno fact
more positively revealed in the Bible, than that Christ died for
all men, without exception. Can you sir, believe, there are
milions of your feliow men, for whom Christ did not die ; and
who are, consequently, wholly destitute of the means of grace ?
Does God call on such to repent and believe in his Son that they
may besaved, when no meansof salvation is provided for them?
Did God enter into a covenant with his Son, to redecm only a
part of the buman family, and purposc the remainder to perish
without a gleam of hope or mercy ? Will the Judge in the great
day of accounts,say to such,* I calied but ye refused, I stretch-
ed out my hand and ye disregarded,” when he had purposed
they should not hear, that they should not regard or be saved ?
Can you sir, believe all this of him who has sworn, he has *“ no
pleasure in the death of the wicked, but had rather they would
turnand iive.””  Sooner, far sooner,'let my name be blotted from
among the living on earth, than I should thus impeach the char-
acter of Jehovah.

Your representation of God snpporting human nature to suf-
fer in a few houis, as much pain as all the damned in hell put
together, will sutfer to all eternity, is a mere phantom, an iliu-
sion, without one shadow of proof, consistency, or even neces-
sity, Were this the case, why the necessity of repentance aud
faith?  Will it not be well to remember that notwithstanding
Christ has died for all tmen, yet he has not repented for one in-
dividual, nor believed for one, and that sin must be repented of,
befure it has forgiveness 7 I have thought proper to foliow you
through this part of your book, because I think your arguments
in this place, manifest in distinguished colors, the weakness and
absurdity of your system. You attach abundant meritto a sac=
rifice which 13 only human; by concluding that a mere human
sacrifice atoned for all the human beings who will finaliy Le sa-
ved? Verily, sir, your statements on this part of the subject,
nced much of that proof, of which they aro wholly destitute.

Your remarks on certain passages of scripture, show the con-
fused state of your mind. In page 26 youstate, * Mr. M. ccn-
tends warmly for the delegated power, or as he_chooses to call
it, the power given to Jesus Christ, aud complains of some peo-
ple who he says, ¢ veciferate their invectives against it. Who
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those people are I know not, but understand T'rinitarians believe
as much in delegated power as does Mr. M. himself. They on-
ly object to the substitution of this power, in the place of natu-
ral power, with a design to impeach the latter.” “That Trinta-
rians have denied that power was delegated to Jesus Christ, I
think you cannot be as ignorant as you pretend to be. In my
wark which you controvert, and in connection with the very pas-
sage_which you object to, I quoted the words of Mr. Harmon,
a T'rinitarian, that it would not answer to say power was del-
egated to Christ.,” Tn bishop M’Kendry’s sermon on the doc-
trine of the Trinity, nearly the same words are expressed, as
well as in other Trinitarian writings. Are you sir, so ignorant
of Trinitarian argumentg, as to render you honest in this case ?
I must, however, give you much credit for acknowledging that
power was delegales to the Son of God. This is, indeed, ad-
vancing in part to the truth as it is in Jesus, and I entreat you
not again to retrograde from it. But you say, Trinitarians ob-
ject to the substitution of this power in the place of his natural
power. Sothen hereit is. You contend that Jesus Christ is the
very and eternal God—omaipotent ; and-will you have the gocd-
ness to inform me if you can, what power can be delegated to
Omnipotence ? 'What delegated power can we substitute in the
room of Omnipotence? On page 27, you state, ¢ delegated pow-
eris founded in economy, and signifies the transfer of proper
and lawful authority, from one to another, for the transaction of
some kind of business ; and hence always implies two or more
artics in the case.,” This sir, is acknowledging well for a
rinitarian, and it is astonighing to me, that you do not see
the force of your arguments turned dirécily against yourself.
You have acknowledged a transfer of power from one party to
another, and admit that a delegation’of power always implies a
transfer from one to another. Now, Christ said, ¢ all power is
given unto me in heaven and in earth,” do you admit that this
inplies as much as ¢ two parties in the case 7! If so, do not two
parties imply as much as two individual beings? What could be
more repugnant to common sense, than to say, one being is two
parties, or that two parfies are no more than one being 7 If all
power was given to Christ, as he declarcs it was, there must
bave been some one to have given it to him; and consequently a
period priorto his having received all power, which could not be
said of the self-cxistent God.
This subject is brought to view in 1 Cor. xv. 24, and onward,
where the apostle speaks of Christ delivering up the kingdom
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to Glod, and becoming subject to him. Your attempt to evade
the force of this passage ; as well as that of several others, is
wholly futile and visionary. Your remark is as follows: but at
“thoend,” 1. e. the end of the economy, the Son will deliver up
the kingdom to God, even the Father and be subject to him.” p.
29. Wik regard to your system of cconomy, which you so fre-
quently name in your book, I have shown in my former letter
that it is a mere religious firce, no where named in scripture,
and it is truly surprising to me, that you should so frequently avail

ourselt of this mode of argnment, with a seeming confidence in
us infallibility. What you term a system of economy is only a
small addition to the two nature scheme, and bears a strong re-
semblance to what in your preface you term, ¢ a nose of wax,
which may be turned any way.” .

You continue, ¢ on this su{jcct Mr. M. again asks, if Christ
be the very God, who will he deliver up the kingdom t0 ? Who
will put al{things under him ? Who will he become subject to?”?
You then add;  We have already given asufficientanswer, to
this kind of reasoning, and shall have no further occasien to no-
tice it as such, untilitis proved that the natare of God hasbeen
changed ; for it depends wholly upon that question.” Why does
it depend upon that question Mr. Lee? and whohas taugzt you
that the nature of God has been changed? ¢ Thou shalt notbear
false witness against thy neighbor,” is an old command, which
you may do well to remember. In what part of your book have
yougiven a sufficient answerto that kind of reasoring 2 You will
recollect youare laboring to prove Jesus Christ to be the very
and e'ernal God, for which rcason I ask, who will the very and
eternal God deliver up thekingdom to? and who will he become
subject to? The questions sir, yet stare you in fair view. They
demand an answer—they deserve something better than the
sncering language you have subjoined to them,

Your comment on Mark xiii. 32, relative to Christ’s not know-
ing when a certain day would be, is probably the best you had
to give ; butit isto be deeply regretted that your system could
afford nothing better on tle occasion. Your wordsare as follows:
¢ the text is strictly economical, aud in my view, only means,
that it does not belong to Christ or to his office to give out the «
knowledge of that day, but to the Father,” p. 36. Can yousir,
asan houest man, dispense with plain scripture testimony after
this manner! When Jesus said “of that day and that hour, know-
eth-no man, no not the angels, neither the Son, but my Father
only,” did he only mean thatit did not belong to him to tell of that

|
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day, although he knew perfectly well when it would be? Veris
ly, sir, if you can manage scripture after this sort, you are pre-
parcd to meet any arguinent whatever, and prove just what you
please. [ {cel myseif bound to state that L firmly believe no per-
son of common sense, possessing an honest heart, can be satis-
fied with your comment on this text j and shall, therefore, leave
it to speai foritself. In page 30, you disallow the idea that the
human nature of Christ prayed to his divine nature, as some T'ri-
nitarians have asserted ; and of course you are driven to indi-
rectly admit that the very God prayed to himself! However, in
page 31, you say, “be might in somne iustances prayed as a mere
man;” but you immediaiely conclude that Le most generally pray-
ed as the'very God. In this respect you say, “stll he liveth to
make iatercession for hissaints, & will continue to pray for them,
untilthey are all inheavea.” Now doesitappear reasonable, that
the very God is praying in heaven, and intcrceding with himself?
No person can read your remarks on this point and not understand
this to be your sentunent  But what shall I think of your hon-
esty sir, when in page 83, you state as follows : ¢these conclu-
sions, the self-cxistent God prays tc the  relf~existent God;
Christ prays to himself; Gud wediaies with God, and such like,
which Mr. M. has drawn from the Trinitarianscheme, are more
properly founded in his own.” Why are they more probablv
founded in my own, Mr Lee, when I have ever declared such
u position to be manifestly absurd ? Have you not just acknowl-
edged the sentiment that Christ prays and mediates as God 7
‘Why then would you shift your absurdities on me ? In page 24,
speaking of God, and a mediator between God and men, you
state, “nothing can be more evident than that the same God,
sustains bo'h of thesc characters; theone separately from, and
the other in the mediator.” How unreasonable, as well as un-
scriptural, is tlis statement! Paul declares, “there is one God,
and one mediator between God and men.” Now sir, with what
shadow of propricty can you affirm that the very God is a medi-
ator between God and men? A mediator can never be one of
the parties that he mediates betweer, but is always a middie
person. 'When you see that it is BETWEEN God and men,
that there is a mediator, you will see things as they are.

In page 37, you comment at length on Coll. ii. 9. “Inh'm
dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily, and object to y
views that the two expressions of scripture,*‘fulness of God,”
and ““fulness of the Godhead,” mean the same, However, %ou
have brought no proof that I am incorrect, and I still feel a con-



2353

fidence in my present views, finding them in unison with
those of several able commen*ors on this text. The
apostle ‘prayed that ““the fulne$® of God,” or the spirit,
might fill his brethren. Eph. iii. 19. So it dwellsin Christ
wlithout measure, as it flows through him to all his disci-
ples.

In page 38 you declare beyond a doubt, that Christ is
the only true God, but forget totell us who the Jesus
Christ 18, whom the only true God sent.  Jesus said in
praying to his Father, ‘this is life eternal, that they
might know thee the only true God, and Jesus Christ
whom thou hast sent.” John xvii. 3.

In page 31, you give us a specimen of your reasoning,
which I deem very unreasonable, to prove that God is

- three distinct persons; but youadduce nothing very new,
neither do you remove one obj-ction out of the way of
your system. You have not quoted a passage of scrip-
ture to prove there are three persons in the Godhead. I
will now, sir, ask you, if you know that God is as much
as three persons, how do you know he is no more than
three? If you can prove God is more than ene person,
what authority bave youto limit him to the exact numbex
of three? Since we rcad “of the seven spirits of God,”
may it not be as possible that God isscven or ten persons
as that he is three? and by the same rule may he not be
more than everf ten persons ? In this way you might very
easily enumerate as many distinct persons in God, as the
Hindoos have of deities that they worship. Think of
these remarks sit as you may, but 1 must state with bold-
ness, that it shocks my ind to view the indefinite sense
in which the doctrine of the Trinity involves the being of
that God whom we worship,

Itis a fact, God is always spoken of, and addressed,
asone persononly. All the prayers and songs of praise,
contained in the Bible, mention God as ounly one person.
How sir, can you account for this, if he is three distinct
persons? The Jews as a people have been, and still are
taught to believe in the Old Testament part of the Bible;
and why do they not know of the doctrine that God is
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three pergons ? If God is three persons now, he ever was
the same; and if itis % necessary to believe and teach
that Ged is three persons, it was equally so in Old Testa-
ment times. Why then is it that the Jews have no knowl-
edge of any such doctrine? or were the prophetsmore de-
ficient in teaching important truths, than men are now a
days? The Jews as a people, protest ugainst the doctrine
of the Trinity, and to enforce a belief of it on them, in
order to christianize them, is onlf' a stumbling block be-
fore Israel. In vain do you tell them that the God of
Abraham, is three persons. In vain do you teach them,
that their expected Messiah is the very God they worship.
They cannot, they will not believe it. .

. You have labored at some length, to prove my views of
christian liberty dangerous, and contrary to gospel rule, in
which attempt you have clearly manifested the illiberality
of your own views, as well as to give a wrong coloring to
ours. You intimate that it matters but little with the
Christians, what our members believe, provided they only
attempt to prove their doctrinc from scripture. Thisisa
great mistake ; we reject every doctrine calculated to fos-
ter sin, or lead to licentiousness. On this principle, we do
not fear to “live and let live—to think and let think.” We
dare not set up our judgment as a standard for the faith of
others in every respect. You represent that a diversity of
sentiment existswminong us, but you must have forgotten
that the same may be said of your own people. Among
the Baptists are Calvinists, Arminians, Trinitarians and
Unitariaps—some who believe Christ died for all men, and
some who think he died for the elect only; and you ap-
pear from your book, to be one of the latter number. That
these different sentiments do exist among your denomin-
ation, I know, and am prepared to further substantiate it,
if required. Why then condemn others for thie ver things
which are allowed among your own people ? Wedo insist
ontherights of conscience. We dareto ferlowship allwhom
God fellowships-receive and commune with all whom God
receives and communes with. This however, you pro-
nounce “an indifference to error.” You state in pege 4,
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‘sthere are certainly capital errors lying between Unitari-
ans and Trinitarians, and to dap‘nine which are the far-
therest from truth, we need only to determine which are
the most indifferent to error.”” This language connected
with the whole tenor of ‘yl'our book, speaks loudly in favor
of coercive measures, with a design to monopolize the faith
of others. Because the Christians do not denounce an-
athemas, on all who differ with them, as Trinitarians are
apt to do, you pronounce their clemency and liberality a
proof that they are under “capital errors,’ and by capital
errors, you would probably be understood to mean dam-
nable errors. Such is your mantle of charity !

John Calvin, the founder of the heart-chilling doctrine
whieh you teach, you will probably say was not indifferent
to error, for he pronounced such to be dogs as rejected
his relentless doctrine of fate. He also caused Michael
Servetus to be roasted on a fire made of green fuel, for re-
jecting the doctrine of the Tripity. 1 Rome has not
been indifferent to error, but has pu ath more than
fifty millions for heresy, and aninvete to supposed er-
ror, has probably caused the heathen world to put to
death a still greater nutnber. The yery principle of your
denunciations has in other instances produced bloodshed
and death; and the principal difference is that you are lim-
ited, while some others have not been. Persecution,
whether by declamation and reproach, & by fire and faz-

ot, originates from the same principle, and the only dif-

erence is in the extent of it, Now the groundton which
you accuse the Christians with-an indifference §o eprar is
because they refuse to resort to either, but fellowship all
as our brethren whom we have evidence God owns as his
children, This sir, is the only consistent ground for un-
ion among the Lord’s people.

1 must now for the present take my leave of you, as the
length of this letter already renders it necessary for me to
draw it to a close. In the brief examination which I have
passed of your book, I have discharged a duty which I
felt incumbent on me. Much more might be said, but 1
will assure you sir, that when you remoye the, objections 1
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have already brought agairist your doctrine, I will endeav-
or to present you with agether list. Tshall forbear to make
any remarks on that part of your pamphlet which relates
to Mr H. Grew’s publication, as he is of age, and has an-
swered you for himself in a candid and conclusive manner.
I take my leave of yousir, with an earnest desire that you
may be convinced of your errors,-and renounce them.
Strive sir, in all you say and do, to possess the spirit of
Christ, that you may be truly his. And O, may the light
of truth shine uninterruptedly into your heart and mind.
May the spirit of the ever living God lead us out of all
error, ahd guide us safe to heaven and immortality, that
with all thé redeemed of the Lord, we may join the cv-
erlasting song of praise to hir that sitteth on the throne,
dnd to the Lamb that was slain.——Adicu.

DAVID MILLARD.
Ti'est Blooinfield, N. ¥. Aug. 18, 1825.

PASSAGES OF SCRIPTURE EXPLAINED IN THE FOREGOING

© WORK.
Passages. Page.| Passages, Page.
Gen. i. 26 101 John xxi. 17 186
Job xxxiii. 4 75| Acts v. 3 71
Prov. viii, 17--30 98| ¢ =xx.28 187
Isa. ix. 6 . 140{ Rom. viii. 26 74
¢ xli.g ¥ 164] « w27 75
o xlin, 11 147) «¢ ix. 5 175
Jer. xxiii. § *144|Puilii. 5; 6 176
Matt, iv.% 162|Coll, i. 16 156
“ " xviil, B0 153| ¢ .9 178
¢ xxviii, 19 801 Tim.iii. 16 179
Mark ii, 10 15211 Pet.ii. 7,8 182
Johni. 1 1042 Pet. i. 21 79
“ .8 156(31 John v. 7 . 13
“ v, 23 163] « w29 183
¢ xiv. 9,10 172| Jude 25 149
€ xx.28 185| Rev, xxii. 13 145

ERrraTA.—Page 64, fourth line from top, dele ¢ Be.”
.. Page 167, tenth line from top, for * As much as Mr.” read
b As much as 1r Mr.”
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