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ADYERTISEMENT.

THE Letters contained in the following pages are,
generally, these which were formerly published under
the title of “Bible News ;” and “addressed to a
worthy Minister of the gospel.” Some things, how-
ever, have been omitted to give place to others which
have been deemed of more importance. But whether
this may be properly ealled an Improved Edition, the
publie will determine. )

On condition that it shall be consistent with the
will of God, under the general title now assamed, the
publiec may expeet some farther eommunications. A
series of Inquiries have, for a long time, oceupied my
attention ; and some things are nearly ready for the
press ; whieh, it is hoped, will give additional light
respecting the charaeter of the Son of God, aund the
Holy Spirit ; and also additional evidence that the
doetrine of a “Three one God” has no foundation in
the Bible ; and that it is really reproachful both to the
Holy ONE of Israel and to his ONLY SON.



iv ADVERTISEMEN®,

It was foreign from the desires of my heart to ocea-
wion any schism, tumult or clamor among professed
Christians ; and1 cannot but deeply lament that any
shings'of such a nature/ have been the! donsequence of
publishing my sentiments. It is most sincerely hop-
od, that those who have been gffended with me for
Whinking for myself and publishing the fruits of my
dnquiries, will yet allow themselves time for cool re~
JSlection and patient examination. ~ For it is confident-
ly believed, that the time is not far distant, when the
doctrine, that Christ is really God’s SON, will not, by
Christian Ministers, be elassed among “damnable her-
esies? 1 ., i . I

There are things, respecting which, I must he al-
Jowed to express some astonishment, because, when
the things are compared together, there seems to be
something of the nature of a paradox.

So far as I am informed by reports, by private let-
ters and by conversation, the sentiment that Christ ie
really God’s SON, has, above every thing else in my
Letters, been made the ground of objection among
Trinitarian Ministers. It is on this very ground that
they have taken the liberty to represent, that I have
degraded the character of Christ, that I am an Jrian,
a Socinian, and a heretic.

In my own defence, and in opposition to their views,
I exhibit evidence from Seripture, that believing in
Christ as the Sonwf God, is stated as a condition of

N



ADVERTISEMENT. v

salvation ; and that disbelief of this doetrine is what
is termed making God a tiar. 'Then, my Trinitarian
brethren, turn right about, and consider me as really
reprehensible, for so much as intimating that they do -
not “as fully as” I “do,” believe that Jesus Christ is
the BON of God.

But if they do, as fully as Ido, believe that Jesus
Christ is the SON of God, why the alarm # Why the
opposition? And why the cry of “damnable heresies 2
If believing, as I do, that Christ is really God’s Sox ;
and if, as they affirm, they do, as fully us I do, believe
that ke is the Sox of God, why are they free from the
charge of “damnable heresy 2 1s the very same senti-
ment, in them, a gospel truth, and in me a “damnable
heresy 2 And if my sentiment be degrading to Christ,
and they really believe the same, why is not their sen-
timent equally degrading to the Savior ?

They will reply, that they really believe that
Christ is the Sox of God ; but not in the sense I have
given to the terms. But can any man of candor hon-
estly say, that the sense I have given to the terms is
not the highest sense which ean possibly be given
them, eonsistent with any analogy 2. If, then, these
Ministers do really believe, that Christ is Gon’s Sox,
but not in the sense I have given to the terms ; they
must believe that he is the Sox of God in a lower sense .
of the terms. Consequently, if my sentiment be de-
grading to Christ, theirs must be still more degrading.

’ o 4* '

~



vi ADVERTISEMENT..

Moreover, as I have adopted the highest ground of
possible Sonship, if my sentiment e degrading to
Christ, he was degraded by the testimony of his apos-
tles, his own testimony, and the testimony of God, by
the voiee from heaven. For, whatever might be the
particular sense, in which these witnesses used the
term.SON, we may be confident, it was not in any sense
higher than the highest. It seems to me reasonable
fo believe, that the terms “TuE Sox or Gon,” were
designed to express either the vATURE, or the pieNI-
¥ of the Person to whom they. were applied, or BoTss
together. I have supposed that they naturally ex-.
press both his nature and his dignity ; but if in this I
have heen under a mistake, still I do not see any reom.
" for the charge of my having degraded the character
of Christ; unless he has been degraded by every
being who has called him Tue Sox or Gop:

But is it a fact, that Trinitarians do believg,as
Sfully as I do,.that Jesus is “the So~ of the Livine
Gop ?” . The term Son is indeed used in different
senses 3 hut is there any one serse of the term, in
which a Son is not a distinet Being from him who
stands related as Father 2 1f. not, then, in agreement
with every analogy, I have believed the Sox of God
to be a distinct Being from his FaTuer. Butmy
‘T'rinitarian opponents affirm, as their belief, that Gon
and n1s Sow are the same “individual Being.” 'This
theory is a manifest contradiction to every analogy of
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F.ther and Son. Can they, then, with propriety say,
that they believe, as fully as I do, that Christ is the
SON of Gop ? And by what authority are they to be
justified iw’ givilg a construction to the correlative
terms Father and Son, which has no analogy in na-
ture, or in the language of human beings ?

s N. W.
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SACRED TRUTHS.

L

PART 1,

ON THE UNITY OF GOD.

LETTER L
Introductory Statéments and Observations.

REV. SIR,

IN solemn prayer to his Father, our Divine Re.
deemer said, “This is life eternal, to know THEE, the
oxLY TRUE Gop, and Jesus CHRrisT W THO®
hast sent.” It must hence appear, that ndinquiries
€an be more justifiable nor more interesting than those
which- respect the true charaeter of the lg.ninnn and
the Sox. 8o far as we are in darkness respecting
these characters, we must necessarily be in darkness
respecting the gospel of divine grace. 'To obtain
elear and seriptural views of the FaTner, the Sox,
and the Hory SpigrT, has long been a principal object
of my study and pursuit. '

From my infancy, I was taught to believe the Atha-
nasian doctrine of three distinet co-equal and co-eternal
Persons in one God. And I do net recollect that I had
any doubts of its correctness, until several years after
T began the work of the ministry. Believing it to be
Both true and important, according ta. my ability X

s ' .
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taught it to others. But even while I taught the doe--
trine, I was often embarrassed by it both in prayer
and in preaching. In giving thanks to God for his
astonishing love, in|giving his Sox to die for our
offences, the theory has oceurred with a chilling and
confounding in&nce. These thoughts would un
avoidably rush into gy mind—Gop and his Soxare one
and the same Being ; the Sox could not in reality die
or suffer any more than the FaTaEr ; it was only a
mere man that suffered, to whom the Sox was mys-
teriously united. In my preaching, while expressing
the love of God in sparRING NoT HIS owN Son, the
same theory and the same irain of thoughts would
occur ; and, in some instances, both in prayer and in

- preaching, the influence of these thoughts has beenso
great ag, for a time, to obstruct my utterance.

Such embarrassments had a natural tendency to
excite suspicions in my mind that there must be some
defect in the theory wirvich I had adopted. But the
doctringggad been so long and so generally believed by
great divines and good people, that X almost trembled
at the thoyght of indulging my suspicions. At length
I became acquainted with the views of Dr. Watts, as
exhibited in conuection with the Memoirs of his life.
These I read with care. He supposed the Sox of God
not to be a self-existent Person, bui a human Being
created before the worlds, and intimately united to the
Father, so that in him dwelt all the fulness of the
Godhead ; and that from this union his Divinity

ssulted. His reasonings, to prove that the union
of the Man Jesus was with the Father, and not with'a
second self-existent Person, appeared to me eanclusive
and unanswerable. And as a union with the Fathep
must imply as great fulness and dignity us a union



o Onthe Unity of God. 15
with another Person just equal with the Father, I
was unable to see why his theory did not support the
Divinity of Jesus Christ in as ample a manner as the
Athanasian hypothesis. s

Another eonsideration, whiel''greatly recommended
to my aceeptance the theory of DmWatts, was this,
it freed me from those distressin@ embarrassments
which I had formerly felt in pr!yer and preaching.
For on his theory, the real Person, who is ealled the
Sox of Gob, was the real Sufferer on the eross.

Having obtained this relief to my mind, I rested
pretty quietly for several years as a believer in
Watts’s theory of the Trinity. Butmy apprehensions
and ideas were so indistinet, that I indulged no
thought of writing on the subjeet with any view to
publication, until the year 1807. In the course of
that year, my attention was in a peculiar manner
arrested by the naturalimport ef this text, “But tous
there is but one God, the Father, of whom are all
things, and we in him ; and one Lord, Jesus Christ,
by whom are all things, and we by him.”* I noted,
that in this verse the apostle was exhibiting the faith
of christians, in eontrast with the faith of heatlrens.-
In the preceding verse he had said, “For though there
be that are called gods, whether in heaven or in earth,
fas there be gods many and lords many.””) ' Such is
the faith of the heathen world. With this he con-
trasts the faith of christians, “But to us there is but
oxe Gop, the FaTuER, of whom are all things, and
we in him; and ove Lorp, JEsus Curist, by whom
are all things, and we by him.” The ideas which
sppeared to me to lie plainly on the face of this text
sere these i— ,

* 1 Cor. viii. 6.

-
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4. 'That the ome SELF-EXISTENT Gobp is one
Persow, viz. the Fataer. The apostle does not
say, But to us there is but one Ged, yet this one God
- is three Persons. His language is, “But to us there
is but one Gop, the Faraer.? ' He distinctly names
the Person who?e styles the onx Gov, and calls
him the Fatue )

2. 'That this on®God is the Fountain or Seurce
of all things—* oF whom are all things.”

3. That Jesus Christ, the one Lord, is a Person
as distinet from the Being of Gop as he is from the
Person of the Farurr. After the apostle had dis-
tinetly told who is the one God, he then proceeded to
say, “ and oxE Lorp, JEsus Curist.” As he had
mamed the one God, s0 he also named the one Lord.

4, 'That Jesus Christ, the one Lord, is the MED1-
uM or AGENT, through whom or by whom God dis-
plays his fulness in the production of events—“r2
whom are all things, end we Br HIM.”

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

But while writing for the press, it frequently oe-
eurred to my mind that the definitive and emphatical
language used in Scripture respecting the Sox of
Gop, did import a higher eharacter than is implied
in Watts’s theory—that the terms owwn Sow, oNLY
BEGOTTEN Son, &e. did import that Chbrist was the
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Sox of God in the mosat strict and proper sense of the
terms. After I had written what I intended for the
press, that idea became more and more impressed on
my mind as the natural meaning of the word of God.
But though I could not'find 'that'any ‘person had ven-
tured to advance the idea, I viewed it to be my duty
to examine the point with the utmost care.* This I

* Since the first edition of these letters satisfactory evidenes
has been obtained that many others have asserted the same
views of the Son of God which are contained in these letters.
The dispute between Arius and his opp ts had no respect to
the number of persons in deity; but simply to the derived nature
of the Son of God. Arius maintained ‘¢ that the Son was not be-
gotten of the Father, i. e. produced of his substance, but created
out of nothing.” On the contrary, the Couneil of Nice afirmed
¢ that the Son was peculiarly of the Father,being of his substance
as begotten of him.” The creed of that Council contains ne
idea of a “three one God.” The ‘“one God” is clearly repre-
sented as one Person ouly, and the Son as derived from Ged. It
was by adding to the Nicene Creed that the Couucil at Con-
stantinople made out the doctrine of a ¢ three one God.’® Dr.
Mosheim says, ‘ They gave the finishing touch to what the
Council of Nice had left imperfect, and fixed in a full and deter-
minate manner the doctrine of three persens in one God.” Vol.
I p. 426.

Mr. Milner says, “ This Council very accurately defined the
dootrine of the Trinity, and enlarging a httle the Nicene Creed,
they delivered it to us as we now have it in our communion ser-
vice.” The Macedonian heresy gave ocoasion to & niore expli-
cit representation of the third Person in the Trinity.”” Vol. II.
p. 184—5.

Dr. Lardner informs us about the “little’” which this Counei}
enlarged the Nicene creed. It was this—‘ The Lord and Giver
of life, who proceedeth fromthe Father and the Son; who with
the Father and the Son is Worshipped and glorified, who spake
by the prophets.”

This was not a very *little” to add; for the Nicene creed
qonveys no idea that the spirit is a pereon, butsimply says ¢ we-
delieve in the Hely 8pirit.”” o

z’b
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have attempted to do; and the result of my inquiries
on that point is this, that Jesus Christ is as truly the
Son~ of Gop, as Isaac was the son of Abraham ; and
that this view of the matter is essential to a due esti-
mation of the loye of (God as/displayed in the gospel
of his grace. It is also my real belief, that this view

of the subjeet will be found much better te harmonize .

with the Seriptures, and unspeakably more HoNorARY
to the FaTuer and to the Sox, than any other hy-
pothesis which has been advanced.

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

While writing on my former ground, I derlved
some consolation from the thought that my views
harmonized with the théory of Dr. Watts. I am
now.in a measure deprived of that source of .consola-
tiony but I have another whieh I esteem mueh more
important, viz. that my views now harmenize with
the most obvious and natural meaning of the language
of Gop, of CurisT, and his apesTLEs; and that if ¥
am in an error, my error has not resulted from de-
parting from the natural import of seripture language,
but from preferring that to a meaning which is foreign,

figurative, or mystical. "

"The Doctor also introduces the following concession of Bishop
Burnet—*¢ So that the Creed here called the Nicene Creed, is in-
deed the Constantinopolitan Creediiwith the additien of Filioque
by the Western church.” See first postseript to the “letter on
_the Logos.” p. 185.

Thus we have ziree Trinitarians and eze Unitarian coneurring
. in the fact that the doctrine of a 5¢ three ene God™ was not finisha
ed uutil A, D. 581.



On the Uity of God. = 19

There is one formidable objection to my vicws,
which I have to meet in the very threshold of my
eommunications on this subject. Imay therefore now
state and answer it, that the way may be opened for a
eandid hearing,.

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

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

1. I have no inclination to doubt either the piety or
the learning of these divires who have advoeated the
doctrine of three distinet Persons in one God. Many
such, I doubt not, have already been admitted into the
realms of bliss, and othersIbelieve are inthe way which
leads to the same state. Some of this class of divines
with whom I am acquainted, I esteem as the exeellent
of the earth, and as vastly my superiors in piety,
learning, and discernment. But fullibility has been
the eommon lot of Christians, as long, at least, as the
Athanasian theory has been received as the  orthodox
faith. And among all the great and good divines,
Y eannot find one who has ever given evidence of.
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infallibility. Great'and good divines, like other goed
people, have been liable to err. Nor can I find, that
Christ ever promised that he would not suffer his
church to fall into any error in sentiment respeeting
the charaeter of \the'Father, the. 8en ind the Holy
Spirit. Therefore, however improbable it may appear
to you that there is any incorrectness in the doctrine
which has been so long and so generally received, and
80 ably and abundantly advecated, the possibility that
there may be incorrectness must. he admitted. An in-
vestigation, therefore, may be highly proper and useful.

2. I would ask, Is it not a truth, that, for many
centuries, the doetrine before us has been popular—so
popular that a man must run the hazard of losing his-
reputation for piety, if he should call in question its
eorrectness? And would not sueh a state of things
naturally preclude'any general, thorough, and impar-
tial examination of the subject? Would not many,
even among good people and good ministers, be likely
to choose to take it for granted that the popular doc--
trine is true, and eontent themselves with searching
the Scriptures for texts to supportit? Such a eourse
of proceeding, I confess, I adopted for a number of
years. Such was my veneration for the eharacters of
those writers who had defended the theory, that it seem--
ed to me safe to follow them. My object, therefore, in
studying on the subject, was merely to support the
doctrine. I do not know that others have been so
deficient ; but if they have, this may be one reasom
why the doetrine has been so long and so generally
admitted. .

The proposition, which affirms that there are three
distinct Persens in one God, is surely not a Bible
proposition—I am willing to admit it as a proposition

’
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formed by goed mnen te express their views of the mean-
ing of God’s word. But wehave the Bible before us,
se well as these who formed the propesition, and
it is our duty to bring the dectrine to the Bible for ex-
amination, and not ‘merely for support.

3. De not your peeuliar sentiments, as a Hopkin- -
sian, imply a departure from doetrines which have
been considered as highly important, whieh have been
generally received for several eenturies by the most
pious Christians, and which have been advocated by
multitudes of great and good divines? Why were
you not afraid of impeaching the eharaeter of the
great Head of the chureh b adopting sentiments -in
anmranner whieh, in your ewn view, weuld imply that
he had suffered his most faithful friends for a long
time to be in an error on some important points > Why
were you not eontented to reccive for truth the theeries
of our pieus forefathers, and thus have saved yourself
the treuble of lahorious investigation, and frem the re-
proaches of those who have viewed you as departing
from doctrines whieh have long baen reeeived by the
pious and faithfal friends of Christ ? It dees not, sir,
appear, that our Hopkinsian brethren have been much
afraid of impeashing the charaeter of Christ, by
preaching and writing what they have thought to be
the truth, although, in some respects, they eoutradict-
ed theories whieh have long been received as essen-
tial doctrines of the gospel. ’

4. Iwillingly admit, that the great body of Christ’s
faithful friends have been so far united, as to adopt,
as an article of faith, a proposition which affirms three
distinct Persons in one God. But is it not a solemn
truth, that nineteen tweatieths of ‘these, who have pro-
fessed to helieve the article, have never examined the
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terms of the proposition so as to be able to tell in what
sense they believed it to be true? And have not the
great and pious divines in every age, sinee the pro-
position was adopted, been greatly divided as to “its
real import 2

Mr. Jones, and some others, have informed us, that
by the THREE PERsoONs they mean THREE DISTINCT
AcenTs.  But Dr. Hopkins says, “1t must be care-
fully observed, that when this word is applied to the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, as three dis-
tinet Persons, it does not import the same distinetion
as when applied to men.” But he does not pretend
to be able to tell what the word. dees import, as ap-
plied to the Deity. Tlere are other -ministers whe

: frankly ewn that they know not what is intended by
Persons in the proposmon.

*Dr. Watts, in bis day, said, “ The common or
scholastic explieation of the Trinity, which has been
long and universaily received, and been ecalled ortho-
dox, is, that God is but one simple, infinite, and eter-
nal Spirit: Hence it follows, that the Divine essence, '
powers, and essential properties of the Father, the
Son, and the Spirit, in the Godhead, are numerically
the very same: that it is the same numerieal eon-
sciousness, understanding, will, and power, which be- -
longs to the Father, that also belongs to the Son and .
to the Holy Spirit: and that the sacred Three. are
distinguished only by the superadded, relative proper-
ties of puternity, filiation, and precession.” .

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

If Dr. Watts gave a.true account of what had
¢ heen long and universally received” as the ortho-
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dox faith, Mr. Jones and those who agree with him
in sentiment have greatly departed from the ortho-
dox faith. 'The orthodox faith, aceording to Dr.
Watts, implied no /more|than ohe “infinite; self-exist-
ent Agent; the terms Father, Son, and Holy Ghost,
denoted “ superadded, relative properties.” Biit Mr.
Jones supposes three distinet Agents.

Some, by the three distinct Persons, have under-
stood no more than one Being acting in three distinct
offices. The same Person or Being is FATHER as
Creator, Sox as Redeemer, and HoLy GrosT as Sanc-
tifier. This may harmonize with the doetrine of
“ superadded, relative properties.”

In the eonclusion of the “ Memoirs of Dr. Waitts,”
the writer says, “If T understand the great reformer
Calvin aright, he in like manner conceived of the
Wonp and Seinit as the Wispoa and Power of the
Deity personified.* The pious Mr. Baxter adopted a
like personification.” 'The samé writer quotes from
Mr. Baxter a passage, which shows that there had
been other methods still of explaining the personality
of the Trinity.

¢ Abundance of heretics,” says Mr. Baxter, * have
troubled the church with their self-devised opinions
about the Trinity, and the Person and nature of
Christ. And I am loth to say how much many o
the orthodox bhave troubled it also, with their self-
coneeited, misguided and uncharitable zeal against
those they judged hereties. Iwould advise the reader

®* When this passage @ras quoted T had not seen Calvin’s
¢ Institutes.” He indced says things which favor the idea t
the wisdom and power of Deity are personified, for the Son *
Holy Spirit. But he satv- other things of a very different conds
plexion. See the quotamms in part IL letter IX.
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to be none of them that shall eharge with heresy all
those who say that the three Persens are Deus seip-
sum intelligens, Deus a seipso intellectus, et Deus a
. seipse amatus, (though I'am@ot-one)) nor yet those
holy men whom I have cited, and many. others, who
-expressly say that Potentia, Supientta, et JAmor,
Power, Wispom, and Love, are the Father, Son,
and Hory-Guost.” : .
Thus, sir, we may see how the great and pious di-
vines, with which God has blessed his church, have
been divided in their real opinions of the meaning of a
‘proposition which they all had adopted as an article of
Jaith. One class out of six has agreed with you in
sentiment, that by the three Persons are intended three
distinct Jgenis ; a second elass uses the term Persons
in an indefinite sense, without explanation; a third,
by three Persons, understands three offices ; the fourth
supposes one proper Person, and His Wisdom and
_Power personified for the other two Persons ; the fifth
supposes the three Persons to be three principal attri-
butes of God, Power, Wisdom, and Love ; the othersup-
poses the personality to mean no more than this, God
understanding himself, God understood by himself, and
God loving hiniself. '
Of what use, sir, to Christianity, can that propo-
sition be, which is thus variously understood by the
best divines? While there is so great a variety of
, real opinion about the import of the article, their
agreeing to adopt it as an article of faith van be ne
evidence of its correctness. But is not the disagree-
ment as to the import of the werd Person, in the pro-
osition, some evidenee that the word is improperly
$l P You cannot justly aceuse me of differing more
real opinion from those whiviave adopted this arti
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cle, than they differ from each other. And I wounld
saggest it for your serious cousideration, whether your
‘departure from the ancient orthodox faith is not in-
finitely greater than mine—yea, greater by two infini-
ties® Yousuppose thiée self-existent, infinite Agents;
1 suppese but one ; and if Dr. Watts fairly stated the
explication of the Trinity, which had ¢ been long and
universally received™ as orthodox, the ancient ortho-
doxy implied but ore infinite Agent. And with his
statement agrees all but one of the several explana-
tions whieh have héen enumerated; the personality
was evidently understood as figurative.

The evidence we have befére us, that great®and
good mén have been greatly divided on the subject of
the personality of the Trinity, may serve to ‘evinee
the propriety of the eaution given by Mr. Baxter
against indulging a eensorious spirit one towards
another. 'The more deep and mysterious the subjeet,
the more occasion we have for self-diffidence, and the
more room for the exercise of Christian candor to-
wards those who may differ from us in opinion.

The experience I have had of my own fallibility
may be considered as an admonition te me against in-
dulging a self-confident spirit respecting the correct-
ness of my present views. I have indeed been long
searching and laboring to ascertain the truth, and te
bring my views to harmonize with the meaning of the
world of God. But Iam yet far from any elaim to
infallibility. T ean hardly expeet that I shall be free
from mistakes in explaining the numerous passages of
Seripture which will naturally eome under eonsidera-
tion. But this I know, that I have no interest fo
serve by perverting or misapplying the Seriptures:

3
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It is, I hope, my aim, to act faithfally for Christ in
attempting to explain his 'word ; and with him T may
safely leave the event.

I am not insensible that I expose to penl the httle
share of reputation'\which'Dhave hitherto possessed,
by taking ground so singular and unpopular. Nor am
X at all indifferent as to the esteem and good will of

_my fathers and brethren with whom I have been in
fellowship. My esteem for them is not at all abated
by any change in my own sentiments ; and it is my
wish, to give them no occasion of offence in my manner
of writing. * It will be my duty to expose what I esteem
to be erroneous in their sentiments; but I hope to do
it in the spirit.of meekness, of candor, and of loye.
My dissenting from them in opinion is surely no rea-

* son why I should be offended with them ; and 1 am not

sensible that it is a reason why tlwy should be offend-
ed with me.” But should they view my dissent as

ground of offence, I hope they will deal with me in a

g-ospel temper, and on gospel principles, duly hearing
in mind that bitter revilings and sound reasomngs are
things of a very different nature.*

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

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

II. That Jesus Christ is God’s own Sox.

IIT. ‘That by the Holy Ghost is intended the Sulness

of God, or the egfficient, productive emanations of Di-
vine fulness. '

* Suck was my ¢ hope” when I published the first edition. I
must now say I wieh it may be 80 in future. But alas! ¢ what
is wan !”
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- In support of the first praposition, I shall, in my next
Letter, distinetly consider what is meant by the word
Person.

el § G

LETTER IL
Personality defined and illustrated:

REV. SIR,

IT has been supposed to be a very difficult thing to
ascertain in what personality consists, or what consti-
tutes personality. It may, however, be found an easy
thing to tell what is meant by the word Person, as it
is used in Scripture, and in common discourse. I will
exhibit a few instances of the use of the term in the
Seriptures. .

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

Such a mamner of using the term is ‘common in all
writings with which I am aequainted. 'We apply the
term Person to any man, or woman, to an angel, to
Jesus Christ, and to God. But we do not apply it to
any class of beings below the human race. The pro-
nouns he or she, &e. we apply to the bratal erea-
tion ; but it would be thought an impropriety of speech
to apply the term Person to the most sagacious horse
ordog. By careful observation, it will be found that
we use the personal pronouns in reference to any be-
ings which are supposed to possess animal life; but

the word Person is properly applied only to intelligenk

L]
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Beings. Inanimate objects, in figurative languaze,
are often personified; but the very idez and mode of
persomﬁeatmn implies what is intended by the word
Person, viz. an INTELLIGENT BEiNG, :

What is meant by the word Person, is just as ob-
vious to common people as what is meant by the
moon. And we have no more occasion to mqmre
what constitutes personality in order to ‘tell what is

" meant by the word Person, than we have to ascertain

the essence of the moonin order to tell what object.
is called by that name. And it is no more difficult to
asecertain what constitutes personality, than to aseer-
fain what constitutes intelligent existence. -

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

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

As one person is one intelligent Being, so two or
three Persons are two or three intelligent Beings. Seo
obvious is this to the common sense of mankind, that it
may be doubted whether any man ean form any other -
idea of two persons than that of two intelligent Beings.
If it be understood that we are speaking of human
Beings, and mention is made of two persons, it as clear-
ly eonveys the idea of two intelligent Beings, as if we
should say fwo men. - 'The same observation will ap-
ply to angels.
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Bome writers of eminence have suggested, o assert-
¢d, that Person and Being are not terms of the same
import ; and, therefore, it may imply no eontradietien,
to say, three persons in one Being or one God. But I
have pot feund that they have attempted to-explain the
difference between Person and Being. I shallnot pre-
tend that these terms are uniformly of synonymous im-
port, for the term Being may be applied to any objeet
which exists, but the term Person is applicable only to
intelligent existence. But the phrases, an intelligent
Person and an intelligent Being, may properly be con-
sidered as synonymous. If you think otherwise, he
pleased to explain the differenee:

In writing on divinity, it is highly important tAat.
we should use language aceording to its common ae-
eeptation: 'To make use of terms, of which we can
give no intelligible explanation, has no .tendency to
communieate light.. Those who make nse of terms in-
relation to God, or to-Christ, ought, at least, to.be ahle
and willing to tell their own meaning in the use of
those terms. If I say that the Father'and theSon are:
two distinet Persons, I ought to be willing to tell what
I mean by the word Person. And if I have any defi-
mite meaning to the term, it may be expeeted that, in.
some way, I can make it known. But if I have no
definite meaning to the term,. how is it possible that
another persor can tell whether he agrees or disagrees-

with me in sentiment ?
If1 only state, that I believe that the Father and the

8on are two. distinet Persons, there is, perhaps, no
Christian but will:say he believes the same. ‘But as
soon as I explain what I mean by the word Person,.
many willdissent and avow their disagreement.. - Hav~
ing thus exposed myself to their disapprebation,. by.
> : ’
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explaining my meaning, may I not be permitied to ask
what they mean by the term, that I may be able to com~
pare the two opimions.? Andoughtl to receiveitas a
satisfactory answer, if I am told that Person and Be—
ing are not the same, and that personality is somthing
whieh eannot be defined ? .

As you,.sir, profess to believe that the Father and
the Son are two persons, and yet but one intelligent
Being, I would ask whether the Father is not oneintel- .
ligent Being ? And is not the Son also an intelligent
Being? Was he not an intelligent Being whe-came in--
to the world to die for our sins © And was ke who came -
- and he who sent him one and the same intelligent
Being ? .

As you also deny the human personality of Christ,.
or that as a derived Being, he was a Person, and still
.admit that he was, in respect to his human nature, tru-
ly a Man, I would ask what addition would have been
necessary to eonstitute that Man a proper person ? If
we deny that, as a derived intelligence,. he was a Per-
son, will it not he difficult to make it appear that there
1s any such thingas personalityin Man-? Sin excepted,
whatdo we find in ourselves whieh was not found in the
Man Christ Jesus ? If we take ground respecting per-
sonality, on whieh it eannot be proved that there is any
sueh thing as a hgman Person, how shall we be able
to show that thereis any propriety in applyingthe term-
Person to the Deity ? It is a clear case, that so long
a8 we remain-ignorantof the import of theterm, we ean
never be sure that it is properly applied.-

I have not, sir; pursued this inquiry with any desire
to perplex the minds of others, or to multiply or widen.
the breaches which exist among professed Christians,
hut, if possible, te de something which may contributer
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@ gredter umanimity. Nothing, perhaps, has eontrib-
uted more to keep the subject of the Trinity involved
in obscurity, than an indefinite and unmeaning use of
the term Person. 1 will not affirm, that the definition
I have given is perfect ; but I will hope, that by frank-
ly avowing my own views, and exposing myself to the
eensure of others, I may, at least, be the occasion of
further inquiry and further light on the subject.

Permit me now, sir, to appeal from your theory to -
your enlightened common sense. Did you ever eon-
eeive of the Father and the Son as one and the same
intelligent Being ? When you thank God for the gift
of his Sox to die for us, do you not uniformly conceive
of the Father as one intelligent Being, and of the Son
as another ? From my own past experience, I may pre-
sume, that, according to your common sense, the
Father and the Son are as distinetly two intelligent
Beings, as Abraham and Isase. Of what importance
then ean it be to Christianity; to attempt to support
a theory of personality which is undefinable and -
ineffable, which does not aceord with the common ae-.
ecptation of the term Person, nor with the praetical
views even of those who adopt it? Seareely any
thing is more obvious to the common understanding
of men, than what is usually intended by the word
Persons but when the term is applied to the Deity,
they must be told that it means something which ean-

-not be explained. But if the explanation I have given -
of the meaning of the word Person shall be found te
aceord with the common sense of mankind, and with
the praetical views of Christians in relation to the
Father and Son, may I not hope to eseape the eensure
of those who profess not {o knotw what is meant b"-
Person as applied to God 2.
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It will probably be urged, that God is incompres
hensible, and that the doctrine which affirms three
persons in one God or one Being, is no more above
eur comprehension than the efernity and self-existence

. of Jehovah,

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

The ineomprehensibleness of an objeet is no reason
why we should use terms without any definite mean--
ing. Godis an incomprehensible object 5 but inusing:
the term, we may have an intelligible and definite
neaning ‘Weought, at least, to have so much mean-.
iag to the terms we use, that we' ean explain our
own meaning.

" By some good writers'it has been supposed, th&t

" . the proposition whieh affirms a plurality of Persons.

in one intelligent Being, implies no -eontradietion.
‘But I weuld ask, how is it known that it does not im-
Ply a contradiction? Can we affirm any thing of a.
propoesition any farther than we understand the terms -
Let the terms be explained, and then we stand on fair-
ground to judge whether the proposition does or does
not imply a contradietion.. But until this be done, it.
would be very improper, at least for me, to affirm any:
thing eoneerning it, one way or another. Until we.
wnderstand the term Person, we know not what is.
affirmed in the proposition: And if there be no defi—
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aite meaning to the term, he who states the propo-
sition either affirms nothing, or he affirms he knows
not what. If we think to give instruction by using
terms in an indefinite and undefinable sense, we most
eertainly miss our aim. For no person can be en-
lightened by any proposition any farther than he un-
derstands the meéaning of the terms. If then, in writ-
ing on divinity, wg use terms which are undefinable
in our own application of them, what do we better
than to darken eounsel by words without knowledge P

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

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

”
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. Thus, sir, I have attempted to establish one point
in favor of the proposltmn, that the Supreme Being,
or self-existent God, is only one Person. If the ae-
eount which has been given oflthe word Person be
eorrect, to say that the one self-existent God is three
self-existent Persons, is the same as to say that the
self-existent God is three self-existent mtelhgent Be-
- ings. And if there be a propriety in saying that the
oNE Gob is but oNE suprREME BEeing, there can be
®o propriety in saying that the one Gop is three
SELF-EXISTENT PERsons.—But there are still other
considerations which may be brought into view in
subsequent Letters. -

-d_ ) i
'LETTER IIL

__The Scripture use of ProNov~s and vERBs in relation
to God.

REV, SIR,

ALTHOUGH the definition which has been given .
“of the term Person should be admitted as correct, still
it may be thought that a definition may be given of
the ferm Gop, which will render it consistent to say
three Personsin oNE Gon. And such a definition has
been given by Mr. William Jones in his eelebrated
performance on “The Catholie doctrine of the Trini-
ty.” In page 9, he says, ““The word God, though of
the singular number, is of plural comprehension.” - In
proof of this idea he has written a distinet chapter, in
which he has evidenced boih labor and ingenuity.
And it will be admitted, that if, in the Seriptures, the
tyrm Gop be intenged te impert three self-existent:
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Persons, there is no more eontradiction in affirming
that there are three Persans in onE Gobp, than there
would be in affirming that there are three Persons in
one Council, or one Senate, or one Triumvirate.

In support of his idea, Mr. Jones has not only men-
tioned some nouns which are plural in the Hebrew,
which are 'in English translated God ; but he has
stated that there are also pronouns and verbs of the
plural number agreeing with the term God. And it
must be acknowledged that, at first view, these things
appear snuch in favor of a plurality of Persons in
God. For aceording to the establishied principles of

grammar, pronouns and verbs should agree with their .

rouns in number. It them behoves us to examine the
subject with eare and with candor.

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

The first text which he mentions is Gen. i. 26.
“And Gop said, let us make man in our image, and
after our likeness.”—In reference to this text, it may
be observed, that these pronouns do not necessarily
imply more than two Persons; nor do they neeessarily
imply that both of them were self-existent. The rep-
resentation is, that Gop spake to some other Person.
And as he created all things by his S8on Jesns Christ,
the Son was prebably the Person to whom God spake.
And all the plural pronouns which Mr. Jones has re-
lied on may be aceounted for in the same manner:

In respeet to the plural nouns which he has men-:

tioned, I shall only say, that they go as far to prove
a plurality of Gods, as they do to prove a plarality of
self-existent Persons.
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But besides nouns and pronouns, he has suggested,
that, in the Hebrew, several plural verbs and adjec-
tives are found agreeing with the noun God. 'This he
also considers as evidence that the word God implies:
a plurality of Persons. | Beiug Gvholly unaequainted
with the Hebrew language, I cannot pretend to dis-
pute the eorreetness of his statements. Some things,
however, may possibly be suggested, which may be
sufficient ground on whieh to doubt the correetness of
his mferenee.

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

2. Ifit were certain that the inspired pennen never
deviated from the rules of grammar, it would still be
possible that as many as five or six- mistakes in the
number of verbs, might be made in eopying the Old
Testament five or six thousand times. For though we
have evidence that great care was taken in eopying the
Beriptures, we have no evidence that seribes were in-
fallible. - And if, in the innumerable eopyings of the

“Old Testament prior to the art of printing, not more
than five or six verbs were changed from the singular
to the plural number, we have great reason to acknowl-
edge a superintending Providence.

Thus, sir, I have endeavored candidly to reply to
Mr. Jones’s arguments from plural prosouns and
verbs. Let it now be supposed, that instead of five
or sixz plural pronouns of doubtful relation, he had
found five or six thousund plural pronouns which obvi-
ously stand as substitutes for the names God, Lord, or
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Jehovah ; would not his argument have been at least
a thousand times more foreible than it is on the ground
be has produced ? Yea, let it be supposed that, on the
most eareful examination, he had found in the Bible
only five or six pronouns for God of the singnlar num-
ber, and those, too, of doubtfnl import; and that, on
the other hand, he had found ALt the pronouns for Ged;
of the plural number, excepting the five or six doubt-
ful instances ; would not his argument have been in-
vineible in faver of a plurality of Persons in the God-
head ? Would any man of sense, after such an ex,
hibition, ever have called in question the doetrine of
three self-existent Persons ? Confident I am, that such
an argument would have had more weight in my mind
than all -the arguments I have seen or heard in favor
of that doetrine.

Permit me then, sir, to retort the argnment from the
use of pronouns and verbs in the Bible. Exeepting
those doubtful instances of plural pronouns mentioned
by Mr. Jones, are not the pronouns for God uniformly
of the singular number ? Instead of five or six doubt-
ful eases, do we not find five or six thousand instances
in which personal pronouns of the singular number are
unqaestionably used as substitutes for the nouns Gop,
Lonp, or JEsovan P—And setting aside Mr. Jones’
exeeptions, do we not find the verbs, agreeing with the
noun Gop, uniformly of the singular number 2

When God speaks of lumself in the firgt,_ Person, he
uses the pronouns I, My or Mine, Me. When he is ad-
dressed in the second Person, the prenouns are Thou,.
Thy or Thine, Thee. When he is spoken of in-the
third Person, the pronouns are He, His, Him.—This,
you must be sensible, is the general and uniform use
of the pronouns for God, in the Old Testament and the

%
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New. It may be added, that Myself, Thyself snd
Himself, are also used as pronouns for God.

If God were THREE co-equal PEersons, it would
be very natural to expeet that we should find explieit
evidence of this in the manner of giving the law, and in
‘the prayers of saints. But when the law was given on

* Mount Sinai, God spake in the singular number, “ ¥
am the Lord thy God—thou shalt have no other Gods
before me.” And is it not, sir, a solemn fact, that in all
the prayers thronghout the Bible, in which God is ad-
dressed, that he is addressed as one individual Person ?

Moses, David, and Daniel, may be considered as
well acquainted with God. Each of them addressed
God as one Person only.

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

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

Daniel said, ¢ O Lord, hear ; O Lord, forgive ; O
Lord, hearken and do ; defer not, for THinE own sake
O my God: for Tuv city and TaHY people are called
by THY name.” .

‘We may here add, that Christ, who must be suppos-
ed to be better acquainted with God than any aneient
prophet or any modern divine, addressed the Father

/ not only as one Person, but as the “onLy TrRUE Gop.”
As the Son, he addressod the Father, and in his pray-
er he had these words,  And this is life eternal, that
they might know THEE, THE oNLY TRUE Gob, and J&-
sus CurisT whom THOU has sent.”"

I thiok, sir, I may say, without hazard, that there
is no intimation in the Bible of three self-cxistent Per-
sons in one God, either in the manner in which Divine
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esmmands were communicated, or in the prayers of
saints. But in giving commands, God uniformly made
himself known as one individual Person ; and as to an

individual Person, the prophets. and saints addressed

their prayers to God.

Moreover, in all theremarkable manifestations of
himself to mankind, God made himself known as one
Person only.—When he appeared to Adam after the
fall, he manifested himself as one Person. And in
pronouneing the ecurse upon the serpent, as one Per-
son he spake, ¢ I will put enmity between thee and the
woman. And unto the woman he said, I will greatly
multiply thy sorrow,” &e.

AsounePerson, God manifested hlmselfto Noah. “And
_God snid unto Noah, The end of all flesh is come up be-
fore Mme. And behold, Z, even I, do bring a flood upon
the earth. But with thee will Z establish my eovenant.”

In his various appearanees to Abraham, he reveal-
ed himself as only one Person.— T am thy shield and
thy exceeding great reward—J will make thy seed as

the dust of the earth—7 am the Almighty God, walk

before ME, and be thou perfeet.”

* Similar to this, was the style and manner adopted by
God in all his appearances to Abraham, Isaae, and
Jaeob.

In all the manifestations which God made of himself
to Moses aud the people of Israel, he uniformly repre-
sented himself as one Person. And thus he represent-
ed himself in kis communications to the Prophets. 1t
may alse be obeerved, that in several instances God
adopted forms of speech which not only implied a deni-
al of the existem‘c of any other Gop, but also of the
existence of any other SELF-EXI1STENT PERSON.— Bee
now that 7, even I am uE, and there is no God withi
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ME ; I kill, and I make alive ; T wound, and I he
Deut xxii, 890.— And there is no god else besides ME,

a just God and a Savior; there is none besides M. .

Look unto Mg, and, be| ye saved, -all. ye ends of the
earth; for 7 am God, and there is none else,” Isa.
xlv. 21, 22—~ Remember the former things of
old; for Jam God, and there is noneelse ; 7am Ged,
wnd there is pone like Mx.”

When God reveals himself under the title of the
Hory Oxe, or the HoLy OxE oF IsrAEL, he repre-
sents himself not only as onE Gop but as oNE Pexrsor.
¢ Thus saith the Lord, the HoLy OxE of Israel, and
his Maker, Ask ME of things to come coneerning
MY s0xs ; ard concerning the work of My hands, com-
mand ye ME.”

In eonformity to the idea which God gave of hunself,

-as being one Person only, all the sacred writers, in
speaking of God, speak of him as one Person, by using
8 personal pronoun of the singular number, as He,
His, Him, together with corresponding verbs.

The Son of God, in the course of his ministry, spake..

of God as one Person. ‘Gob so loved the world, that
EE gave n1s only begotten Son,” &c.—And the apos-
 tles uniformly spake of God as one Person only—~The
seribe who came to Christ, and received his appro-
bation as not far from the kingdom of God, in the
course of the eonversation, and in reply ‘to Christ,
said, ¢ There is oNE Gop, and there is none other bat
He.” And his remdrk was approved by Christ.
Nouns of “plural eomprehension,” such as Mr. Jopes
supposes the word Gop to be, admit the article the
before them, as the council, the senate; and the pro-
nouns, to agree with them, must be either neuter pro-
“nouns of the singular number, or masculine.pronouns

/ \
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of the plural number. Speaking ofa couneil, we either
say, It adjourned, or They adjourned—Of a senate, It
passed an act, or They passed anaet.” We do not say
of a eouneil, He adjourned ; nor of a senate, He pas-
sed an act—Nor does'a /senate or)aleouncil; speakms
in the first person, say 7 will.

In view of these observations, sir, suffer me to pre-
sent to your nutice some of the foregoing passages of
Seriptare, in a manner conformable to the Athanasian
theory. I will begin with the passage in Genesis, so
mack quoted by Athanasian writers, and eonneet with
it the following verse. The passage, to agree with
your views, should read thus :....“ And B¢ Godsaid,
Let us make man in our image, and after our like- -
ness. So Mg Godfereated man in their-own image, and
after their hikeness ; in the image of the God created
they him.”

1If the pronouns us and our are pronouns for God on-:
ly, the following pronouns should be also of the plural
number.

Upon the same prineiple, the- first eommandment
would read as follows :.... ¢ Thomlmlt have no other
gods before” us,

When God said, “ Fam Ged, and:there is none lxk&
ME,”” would ot your theory have required the follow--
ingform ?...Wz ARE THER GoD,and there is none like us.

‘Would not the words of Christ, to have eorrespond--
ed with your views, have stood thus ?....% The God so:
loved the world, that THEY gave THEIR only begouen
Son,” &e. )

"The words oftheaenbe, % There uoneGod,m&.
there is none other but Tazm,” or but 1. .

A remarkable variation would also be requisite in:
the passage in which God speaks of bimself as the:

4*



43 On the Unity of God..

. {he HoLy Oxe. “Thus saith the Lord, the Iloay

* come, concerning our sens 3 and commmg the werk

Oxe of Israel, and his Maker, Ask us of things te

of our hands, command ye vs.”

1 would furthér/suggest, whether another variation
in this text -would not render it still mere conforma-
ble to Mr. Jones’ scheme, even to the language of
Athanasians in general ? ¢ Thus saith the Lord, the
Hovry TaREE of Israel !” This, I coneeive, wouldhave
been a correct expression of your doctrine of the Trini-
ty in Unity. Under theterm Lorp or Jenovas, the
Unity would have been implied ; and under the terms
Hory TaRrYE, the Trinity would have been expressed.

Will you, sir, be pleased now to eonsider what a
great and surprizing change must be made-throughout
the Bible, in respest to the pronouns and verbs agree-
ing with God, to have the language conformable to the.
Athanasian doctrine? You eannet be insensible, that in
every instance in which a persenal pronoun of the sin-
gular number is used as a substitute for the noun God,
something is implied -eontrary to that dectrine. Of
course, & very great portion both of the Old Testament.

and the New, is, according to the natural- import of"
language, oppesed to that theory. If the dostrine of

three self-existent Persons in one Giod were troe, and of.

" guch infinite importanee -qs seems to be supposed by

o var good brethren, how. ean it be aecounted for, that

God himself, and all the saered writers, sbould souni--
formly adopt sech forms of speech -as would naturally
léad to the conclusion, that the one self-existent God.
s but one self-existent Person ?

Mzr. Jones ‘has indeed suggested the idea, that'the.
singular pronoins. and verbs are most ¢ommonly used

s agrecivg with Gled, to guard -mankizid -against the
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"ifea of mere Gods than one. But may I not, with as
mueh propriety, suggest, that they are thus us=d to
guard us against the idea of more than one self-exist-
ent Person ? or that they were thus used, that in case:
any shoald adopt the opiniow)of al plarality of self-ex--
mtent Persons, the error might be detected by the cur-.
rent and uniform language of Seripture

If it be a truth, that there are three self-existent:
Persens-in ene Geod, it is doubtless a very important
trath. Ner.is it-to be admitted, that God should eon-
stantly speak in & manner which tended to impress the
eontrary idea, to prevent our falling into the -error of
a plurality of Gods.. - Had it been a truth that there is-
but onE-Gop, and that this term is of “ plural eom-
prehension,” eomprizing' three eo-eternal Persons, it
would eertainly have been a very easy thing with God.
to have adopted language conformable to both parts of
the proposition.. The suggestion of Mr. Jones
amounts to nothing less than this, that: God made use
of language which was caleuldted to lead us into one
error, lest we should jull info another.

‘Would it not, sir, shoek the feelings of a Christian-
aadieiree, if a minister, in his prayers and preaching,.
should conform his language to the Athanasian theo-.
ry, and the established rules of grammar ? But if the -
theaory be true, ought you not to adapt your current:
language, in. prayer and preaching, to your theory 2
You rannot be insensible, that to use pronouns and’
verts of thesbzgularnumber, in relation to Ged, has a
direet tendendy to impress the minds of your hearers.
with the idea that God ia but one Person. _Aad ifyou
believe the contrary, sught younet to avoid such forms,
of speech es siaturally tend fo mislead the minds
of your hearess2 You will probably rstert the ques™
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tion, and ask, why I did not avoid sueh forms of speech’
while I was an Athanasian? T answer,I was not
aware of the inconsistemey between my common forms
of speeeh and the theory I had adopted. If this be
your case, you may/ possibly be excused in respeet to
what is past; but what will you do in time to come ?

To evade the argument resulting from the use of
singular pronouns and verbs, some will probably say,

" that each Person in the Trinity is Ged, and may say
X am God ; and that when a singular pronoun is nsed
for God, one Person only is intended. In reply, the
following questions may be asked.

1. If each Person, as a distinet. Person, may sa.y 2
am God, wilt it not follow that there are as many
Gods as Persons P

2. If there be three self-existent and eo-equal Per-

_ sons in God, can it be proper for either of the threé te
say I am Gop, and there is o Gop BEsiDES ME P
When any one Person adopts this language, does he
not naturally exclude every other Person from the dig-
nity which he elaims for himself? Suppose three Per~
sons to be united as eo-equal in one government, under
the title of King, would it be consistent for either of
those Persons to say 1 am King, and there is no King
besides Mz 2 If any one of the three should say thus,
would it not be untrue in itself, and.a contempt of the
ether Persons ?

Supposing that you are of the number of djvines
who venture to tell what is to be understood by the
word Person as applied to God, and that by three Per-

gons you mean “three Jdgents,” I wonld here suggest
some thoughts for your eonsideration.

. 'Thoese who avow, that, by three Persons, they un-
dorstand thru distinct JAgents, allow te ecagh of these.
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Agents self-existenee, independence, infinite intelli-
gence, and almighty power, as distinet Persons. Of
course, the three Persons are three infinite JAgents.
I would now wish to/be inférmed; what more would be
necessary to constitute three infinite Beings. And I
would ask you seriously to consider whether it be pos-
sible for you to form any idea of three infinite Aigents,
which does not invelve the precise ulea of three infi-
nite intelligent Beings.

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

The text we find, Acts x. 38. “How Gob anointed
Jesus or NazareTH with the HorLy GrosT and with
Power ; who went about doing good, and healing all
that were oppressed of the devil : for God was with
him.”

Here, sir, we have the Trinity fairly exhibited.
Bot what would be the representation, if by the THRER
be intended three infinite Agents 2 Would not the rep-
resentation be distinetly this, that the rzrs? INFINITE
dcene gave the varrp INFINITE AGENT to enable the
szcoND INFINITE AGENT to perform miracles 2

— W

LETTER IV.

The Language of good Writers-in favor of what they
mean to deny.

REV. SIR,
FOR the support of the doctripe, that the self-ex-
istent God is but one Person, my reliance is placed om
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the most obvmns and-natural import of Seripture lan-
. guage. It is, “however, hoped, that it will not be
" deemed i improper or unfnendly, should I avail myself
* of the reasonings, concessions, and language of Atha-
nasian writers, for a farther illustration and eonfirma-

- tion of what I esteem to be the truth. The authors,

whose writings I shall quote, are, in my opinion, de-
servedly in high estimation, as learned, discerning,
and correct writers. And no author will be quoted or
named with the least desire to provoke controversy, or
in any respect to detract from his reputation.

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

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

Yet, sir, your theory supposes that there are three
distinet self-existent and jindependent Persons, which,
if I mistake not, as fully implies three “infinite
Wisdoms,” &e. as the supposition of three infinite
Beings.
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The Dosetor preeceds.... Moreover, if we make the
impossible supposition that there are two or more in-
finite Beings, they must be perfectly alike in all re-
speets, or not. If not perfeetly alike, and without any
difference, in any respeet; thenJone or 'the/other must
‘be imperfeet 3 for absolute idffinite perfection admits
of no variation er difference : so that if any twe Be-
ings differ in any respect, they cannot be both abso-
lutely perfect ; therefore eannet both be God. But if
they are perfectly alike in'every respeet and every
thing, then they are perfectly one and the same; and
the supposition destroys itself, being a direct eontra-
Adiction.”

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

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

Dr. Emmons, in-his Diseourse on the Trinity, has
made this concession.... Did the Seripture doctrine of
the Trinity imply that three Persons are one Person,
or three Gods one God, it would necessarily involve
a contradiction.”—Yet this eorrect writer has adopt-
ed forms of speech which evidently imply -that one
Person is three Persons. Such are the following. “Gop
can, with propriéty, say, I, Thou, and He, and mean
only HimserLr.”— Nothing short of three distinet
Persons in the one undivided DErTy, can render it

-



.48 Onthe, Unity of Godll

proper for Hhu to speak of Himsrir in the fusty

.seeond, and third Persous, I, Thes, and He.”*——“And

" sothere is a eertain soMETHING in the Divine Being,
whieh renders it equally necessary that Hx should -
exist in THREE PERSONS.”

In these passages, Hr, Him,. and mex.r, -ave us-
ed ag pronouns for God or Deity. -And each of these
pronouns strictly eonveys the idea of one Peraon only.
Yet the Doctor supposed that this one Hx. or Him,
might speak of HiMsELF a8 THREE pisTINOT PER-
SONS.

Dr. Sprmg, in his Sermon on the self-exnstence of
Christ, gives the following exhortation.... “Let us then
not deny the self-existence of God, nor the universal-
ity of His existence, nor that His indivisible essepce
eomprises THREE DISTINOT PERsons.”

By the pronoun His, God is, in the first place, clear-
ly considered as but one Person; yet we are fervently

_exhorted not to deny that “His indivisible essence
comprises THREE DISTINCT PERSoNs.”

Mr. Jones stands on similar ground. He says,
¢ No sensible reason can be given, why Gop should
speak of Hamserr in the plural number, unless He
eonsists of MorE PERSONS THAN ONE.”

And thus says Dr. Hopkins, “If there he a Gon,
‘He does exist without beginning or suecession ; and

.. this is as much ahove our comprehension, as that He
exists in THREE PERSONS.”

To what, sir, are we to attribute these solecisms ?
Not ta the want of mental energy; nor to the want of
piety 5 nor to the want of secientific or grammatical

* Astonishing ! Did not the Doctor know that it was a common
thing for a man to speak of himself in the first, second and third
person?
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. Baot these worthy nten bad been eon-

versant With the Bible, and from that source had

insensibly formed the habit of usually speaking of God

15 only eme Person; but this being contrary to the

doctrine whieh they wished to support; they naturally
involved inconsisteney in their forms of speech.

A volume might be filled with such solecisms from
Athanasian writers. And indeed; sir, I very much
doubt whether you ever preached a gospel sermon, or
ever prayed five minutes, without using pronouns in
direct eontradiction to your theory.

LETTER V.
The Mystery of the Trinity in Unity unfolded.

REV. SIR,

IN a former letter, I observed to you, that Mr.
Jounes eonsidered the term God as,of “plural compre-
hension.” 1 therefore classed the noun God with
other nouns of “plural comprehension,” such as, Coun-
cil, Senate, Triumvirate, &e.—But since that time I
again perused Mr. Jones’ performance, and find that
I did not fully comprehend his meamng. As I was
reading his-remarks on 1 Cor. viii. 6. “But to us
there is but one God, the Father,” I noticed this idea,
“the one God,the Father, is the name of a nature un-
der which Christ, as God, is comprehended,” I was
at first wholly at a loss for his meaning ; it however .
won occurred to me, that he considered the term Gop,
in this case, as a general or generic term, comprehend-
ing a plurality of Persons, of one common nature ; as

Max is sometimes used for all mankind. I therefore
b
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pnrsued the inquiry, to ascertain, if possible, his real
meaning. When I came to the part of his book, en-
titled, the “Conclusion,”, my apprehgnsmn was fully
confirmed.

In page S0, he says, $*That the Persons of God are
three in number, precisely dxstmsmshed, on some oe-
casions, by the personal names Father, the Word or
Son, and Holy Spirit; and also by different offices.
That the same term is not always peculiar and proper
to the same Person ; because the words God,. Lord,
Jehovah, and Father, are sometimes applied to one
Person and sometimes to another ; while at other
times they are not personal, but gene'ral names of the
Divine nature.”

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

That the three Persons are of the same nature or
essence, he considers as proved on this ground SBe-
cause they par‘ ke in eommon of the name Jekor ak,
which’ bemg mterpreted, means the Dlyme essence 3
and what it slgmﬁes in one Person xt must a.lso sig-
mfy in the others, as trnly as the sm'rula.r name Adem,
in its appellatne capaclty, expresscs the conunon na-
ture of all mankind.”

If this be the true Athanasmn theory of the Trini-
ty, it is not so my sterious as has been enera.lly sup-
. posed ; and I suspeet, it will be_a much less difficult
task to explain’ it, than it will to reconcile it to the
sacred Seriptures, -

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

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

The whole mystery of the Tmnty in Unity, aeeord-
ing to this theory, results from the ambiguous use of
the terms Glod, Lord, Jehovah, &e. these terms being
“gometimes a.pplieil to one Person, and sometimes to
another ; while at other times they are not personal,
but zeneral names of the Divine nature.” When it is
said, there are three Persons in one: God, the word
God is used “as the name of a nature 5 and the im-
port is sxmply this, that there are three Persons of
the same Divine nature.

On this theory of the Trmxty in Unity, I would

suggest the following inquiries :=—

1. Whether there can he any reasonable objections
to the proposition, which aflirms that there arc as
many self-existent Beings as there are self-existent
Persons ? While it has been maintained that there are
three self-existent Persoms, it has been affirmed that
there is but one self-existent Being. But if the Unity
13 no more than a unity of nature, why may not each
of the Persons he consideredas a - distinet intelligent
Being, according to the natural import of the ward
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Person P When the word Max is used “as the name
of a nature,” it ‘comprises many intelligent Beings ;
as many as it does of intelligent Pevsons., Why is it
not thus with regard to that orpEr. of PERrsons in-
eluded under the “general name” Gop ?

2. If it be admitted, that, when it is stated in the
Scriptures that to us there is but ove Gob, that the
term Gob is used ‘“‘as the name of a nature” compris-
ing a plurality of Persons, what evidence ean we have
~ that the number of Persens is limited to three 2 Why
may not that order of Persons, which is denominated
by the “general name” Geop, be as great as the number
characterized by the general name Max ? —The ad-
vocates for the theory will doubtless say, that the
Scriptures mention but three Persons; but do the
Scriptures say that there are no more than three Per-
sons in God ?- The Seriptures teach us, that “there is
aoNE Gop, and -that there is none other but He.” And
if such declarations do not limit the nnmber of self-
existent Persons, the limits are not ascertained in the
Bible by any thing with which I am acquainted.

3. Will it not follow, from this hypothesis, that in
the sense that each of three Persons is called God,
there are as many distinet Gods as there are distinet
Persons P—When the term Gob is used as “the name
of a nature,” or as “a general name for the Divine
nature,” it is easy enough to see, that in this sense
there may be no more Gods than one ; but Mr. Jones
does not suppose that it is always used in this sense 3
he supposes the same name is sometimes used person-
ally, and applied “sometimes to one of the three Per-
sons, and sometimes to another.” 'This is precisely
the case with the word Man. It is sometimes used
“as the name of a nature,” comprehending the whole
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species ; yet at other times it is applied in a personal
manner, sometimes to one Person, and sometimes to
another. Jokn is a man, James is a man, Peter is a

man, &e. And when it is used in this sense, it admits

of the plural nnmber/s\and we may. (say 'thiee men, or
three hundred men ; yea, in this sense there may be as

many JMen as Persons——And in the sense in which the -

Father is God, and Christ is God, and the Holy Spirit
is God, why are there not as many Gods as Persons ?
It is a clear ease, that if each of threesPersons is one
Man, those three Persons are three Men. And analo-
gy will teach us, that if there are three Divine Per~

sons, each of whom is ene God,-then those three Per-

sons are three Gods.

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

On the whole, the hypothesis of Mr. Jones precludes
the necessity of any distinetion between Person and
Being, or intelligent Person and intelligent Being ;
aud ander the generic or general name Gop, it exhib-
its an oRDER of SUPREME and SELF-EXISTENT INTEL-
LIGENCES, to each of whom the name God may be
properly applied ; the number of this orpEer of pI-
VINE INTELLIGENCES he supposes to be but THREE ;
this, however, is only supposition ; there is no certain-
ty in the ease. The Divine nature is doubtless as ex-
tensive as human nature ; and if it inelude more than
one self-existent Person, it may be impossible for us
to see why it may not comprise as many Persons as
human nature. - And as Mr. Jones supposed that not
enly the word Gonp, but alse the word Lorp, was used
both as an “apgelldive” or general name, and also i
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a personal manner ds applicable to each of the Diviune:
Persons, the hypothesis seems to open the way for the
re-admission of ¢ Lords many, and Gods momy.”.

In speaking of -the-three Persons in the Trinity,
Dr. Emmons says)/ “Thernéis a éertain 'soMeTHING in
the Divine nature which lays a proper foundation for'
these personal distinotions. But what that some-
THING iS, can- neither he described nor conceived.
Here lies the whole mystery of the Trinity.”

Had the good Doctor understandingly and believ-
ingly read- Mr. Jones on-the subjeet, he would: deubt-
less have been able to describe that “certaim soms-
PHING,”? 88 well as Mr. Jones has dome. For the
“somMerrING® appears to be gimply this, theé Divine
noture, like humgn nature, may eomprise a- plurality
«f Persons. M el

Thus I have endeavored to- unﬁ;ld the Atlifhasian’
wmystery of the Trinity ; the business of reconeiing it
Wwith the Bible, I shall;not andertake.



PART IL

ON THE REAL DIVI.N‘ITY'.HJV‘D GLORY or
CHRIST.

LETTER L
Jesus Christ truly the Sox of God.

REV. SIR,

THE first thing which I proposed to establish was
this, that the SurreME BEING, or self-existent Gop,
is only one Person. And it is believed, that, in proof
of this proposition, something has already heen done.

My second proposition is,

That Jesus Christ is truly the Sox of God.—If the
second proposition should be supported, additional
evidence will appear in faver of the first. For ae-
eording to your theory, Jesus Christ is one of the three
self-existent Persons, and is personally the self-exist-
ent God. But should it appear that he is personally
and truly the Sox of God, it will also appear that he is
meither the self-existent God, nor a self-existent Person..
For, to a diseerning and unprejudiced mind, it must be
obvious, that it is a matural impossibility that the same
Person should be truly the self-existent God and truly
the Sox of the self-existent God~ ! 8o far as the nat-
ural import of language is to be regarded, the terms, &
self-exzstmt Son, imply a real and palpable contra-

Who 7 des buminn u,,%w 1
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diction. The term self-existent is perfectly opposed
to the term Son, and the term Son is perfeetly oppos-
ed to self-existence. . If there be any term in our lan-
goage which naturally implies derived existence, the
term Son is of this impart,,Toe affirm that a Person
is a derived self-existent Being implies no greater eon-
tradiction than to affirm that a Person is a self-exist-
ent Son. And to affirm that Jesus Christ is person-
ally the self-existent God, and at the same time truly
the' So~ of God, is precisely the same contradiction
that it would be to affirm that the Prince of Wales is
truly K'ing George the Third, and also truly the Sox
of King George the Third. -

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

The proposition, that Jesus Christ is truly Tue
So~ oF Gob, is so obvious in its natural import, and
so plainly seriptural, that many may suppose it re-
quires neither explanation nor proof. _Yet such is the
state of things in the Christian world, that both ex-
planation and proof are necessary. "For althcugh
there is no one point in which Christians are more
universally agreed than in calling Christ the So~ or
Gop, there is searcely any thing about which they are
more divided than that of the intended 1mport -of those
terms. But amidst the variety of opinions which
have been formed on the subjeet, the natural import-of
the words has been pretty uniformly rejected ; and
almost every ather possible meaning has been affixed.
to them, in preference to that which the terms natur-
ally excite. Indeed, it scems to have been generally
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taken for granted, that it is impossible with God to
have a Son. Athanasians appear to have taken this
for granted ; and finding that divine titles, divine
attributes, divine works, and divine honors, are as-
eribed to him in the Scriptures, they have set it down
as an unquestionable truth, that Christ is so far frem
being the So~ of Ged, in the natural sense of the
terms, that he is the very self-existent God ; yea, that
very Gop of whom the Seriptures declare that he is
the Son. Other denominations, taking for granted
the same principle, have pronounced the Savior to
be a mere creature, more or less dignified and endued.
And thus, on the one hand or the other, almost every
possible grade of intelligent existence and dignity has
been allowed him, excepting that which is naturally
imported by his title the Sox of Gop.

. "Two ideas are naturally suggested by the title the
Sox of Gop, viz. Divine Orjciy and Divine Dic-
NITY.

By Divine Origin, I do not mean that the Son of
Ged is a created intelligent Being ; but a Being who
properly derived his existence and his nature from
God. It has not, perhaps, heen common, to make any
distinetion between derived existence, and created ex-
istence ; but in the present case the distinetion ap-
pears very important. Adam was a created being ;
Seth derived his existence from the ereated nature of
Adam ; and therefore it is said “Adam begat a son in
his own Iikeness.” And as Seth derived his exist-
ence from the created nature of Adam, so, it is be-
lieved, that the oNLY BEGOTTEN oF THE FATHER
DERIVED His existence from the self-existent nature
of God. In dgs sense only do I mean to prove that
the Son of Godis a derived intelligence.
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The hypothesis, that Jesus Christ is truly the Sos -
of God, by properly deriving his existence and natulfe
from God, will probably, by many, be pronounced a
very great absurdity. And as, in my view, very much
is depending on' this point, you will suffer me to be:
particular in the examination. That the terms the
Son of God, as applied to Christ, do most natarally
denote that his existence and nature were derived from
Gop, will, it is believed, be granted by all judicious
and impartial inquirers. And it does not diseover the
greatest reverence for the Seriptures; nor the greatest
sense of our own fallibility, hastily to reject, as absurd,
the naturtl import of inspired language. If there be
any ground on which the hypothesis may be pronoun-
eed absurd, it must be found either in thie works or the
word of God. Bat what do we find in the works of
6od, by which it may appear, that it is absurd to sup-
pose thut God has a Son who has truly derived his ex-
istence and nature from the Father ? In examining
the works of God, we find reason to suppose that God
. has given existehee to various tribes of beings, withi
natures distinct from his own. Andis it not quite as
_ iffieult to conceive, that God should give existence to
beings by proper creation, with natures distinct from
his own, as that he should give existence to a Son
truly deriving his rature from the Father ?

We also find, that God has endued the various tribes
of creatures with a power of procreation, by which
they produee offspring in their own likeness. Why is
it not-as possible that God should possess the power of
prodacing a Sox in his own likeness, or with his own
. Wature, as that he should be able to endue his erzatures
with such a power ? May it not, then, be presumed,
that no shadow of evidence cap be produced from the
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wmorkes of God, to invalidate the hypothesis that Christ,

as the Son of God, possesses divine nature by derived:

existence ?
‘What then saith the Scripture? We may, in reply
te this question, notice several things.

1. Dr. Hopkins has said, « The Redeemer is the
Spn of God in a peculiar and appropriated sense, and
by which he is distinguished from every other person
in the universe.” The Doctor adds, “ He is mention-
ed as the Sox of God more than an hundred times in
the New Testament ; and the Father of Jesus Christ
the Son, is mentioned above two hundred and twenty
times.”

The correctness of these statements is not doubted
and on the ground of them I may say, that, according
to the na.tura.l import of words, Jesus Christ is, in the
New Testament, more than three hundred and twenty
times mentioned as & DERIVED INTELLIGENCE, &n
intelligence who has properly derived his existence
and nature from God. For in eontradistinetion to
angels and men, and to all who may be called Sons of
God by creation or adoption, Jesus Christ is defini-
tively called TuE Sox of God.

2. Ttis to be observed, that several epithets are used
as with explieit desxgn to preelude all mistake, and to
give us ancquivacal evidenee that Jesus Christ is the
Sox of God in the most striet sense of the term. He
is emphatically called God’s “own So~.” And to de-
note that God has no other Son in the sense in which
Christ is his Son, he is called God’s onLY Son. And
more fully to express the idea that he, and he only,
properly derived Lis existence and nature from God,
he is calied “the onLy BEGOTTEN Son of Gob,”
“the oNLY BEGOTTEN of the FATHER.”

\

F |
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I would here ask, whether it be possible to find terms:
which would more elearly and more emphatically
express the very thing which I undertook to prove ?
If no further evidence could be produced in favor of .
the hypothesis, it'would certainly require something
very substantial and positive to invalidate what has
been already exhibited. But additional evidence is
yet to come. What has been produced, is from the
general and current lan«'uage of the New Testament.
- We may add,

. It appears to have been one partlcular deswn
of the miracies which were wrought by Christ, te
prove that he was the Son of God; and that, as the
Son, was sent of the Father into the world.

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

"~ The aecount that the Jews sent unto John, and the
. testimony he gave, we have recorded in the first chap-
ter of thie same gospel. The testimony is this, “But
he that sent me to baptize with water, the same said
unto me, Upon whom thou shalt see the Spirit de-
scending and remaining on him, the same is he whieh
baptizeth with the Holy Ghost. And I saw and bare
record that this is the S8on of God.” .

This was the truth to whiech John testified; but
Christ stated, that the works which he did wege of
greater weight than the testimony of John. And it
is observabYe, that, as it was one design of his mira-
cles to prove that he was the Son of God, so this con-
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yiction was produeed in the minds of many upon see-
ing the miraeles which he performed.

4. Jesus Christ is the faithful and true Wltneu,
and he repeatedly affirmed, “ I am the So~ of God :*
and he also abundantly' aflirmed that'God was his
Faruaer. ‘

T am not insensible, that, on this ground, some have
supposed that Christ meant to affirm his self-existence,
independence, and co-eternity with the Father. But
sarely I ean think of no words which would have
been less ealeulated to impress such an idea on an un-
prejudiced- mind.” And had it been his design to af
firm his self-existence, and at the same time to mis-
lead the minds of his hearers, I know not of any
linguage which would have been more adapted
to such a purpose. Would any person of common
discernment and commen honesty ever think of assert-
ing that he is General Washington, or that he per-
wnally existed as early as General Washington, by
nying, I am the Sox of General Washington, and
General Washington is my Faruer ?~—But if Christ
meant to assert that he derived his existence and his
nature from God as a Sox froma FaTaer, what
langnage could have been more to his purpose than
that which he adopted ?

5. The awful display of Divine majesty and power
which were coneomitants of the crucifiction of Christ,
produced a eonviction th the minds of the centurion
and others that Jesus was the Sox of God. ¢ Now
when the centurion, and they that were with him,.
watehing Jesus, saw the earthquake, and those things
that were done, they feared greatly, saying, Truly
this was the Son of God.” And according to the
opinion of St. Paul, he was “declared to be the Sox

6 ,

’
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of God, with power, aceording te the spirit of heli-
ness, by the resurreetion from the dead.”—Rom. i. 4.

6. That Jesus Christ is the Sox of Ged was a
principal article of primitive Christian faith, and a
principal doctrine’ of - apastolie preaching.

Christ questioned his disciples thus: ¢ Whom ﬂo
men say that I, the Son of man, am? They sud,
Some say thou art John the Baptist, some Elias, and
others Jeremias, or one of the prophets. He saith
unto them, But whom say ye that I am? And Simen

Peter answered and said, Thou art the Christ, tb.e
" Box of the Livine Gop.”

Nathaniel, on becoming acquainted wnth Christ,
said unto him, “Rabbi, Thou art the Sox of God.”

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

After the ascension, when the eunuch manifested a
desire to be baptized, Philip answered, ¢ If then be-
lievest with all thine heart, thou mayest.” . The
cunueh then exhibitcd his confession of faith: «1
believe that Jesus Christ is the Sox of Ged.” And
on the ground of this profession he was baptized.

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

And the same doctrine he abundantly inculeated in
his epistles.

Dr. Hopkins has noticed, that the apostle John
“ mentioned Christ as the 8o~ of God, fifty times—
and the Father of Jesus Christ the Sen, more than
one bundred and thirty times,” in his gospel and
episties. Amd this same apostle has spoken of faith
in Christ, that he is the Son of God, as though it

'

-
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were indeed of the highest importance. “ Whosoever
shall eonféss that Jesus is the Sox of God, God dwell-
eth in him, and he iu God. He that believeth on the
Bon of God, hath the witness in himself, Whoso-
ever dénieth the Sow, the same Hath not the Father.
‘Who is he that overeometh the world, but he that
believeth that Jesus Christ is the So~ of God ?”

Here I would take the liberty to propose a few
questions. Is helieving that Jesus Christ is a mere
man or a mere creature, believing that he is the So~
of God, God’s own Sov, the oNLr 8EGor?EN of the
Father? Again, Is believing that Jesus Christ is per-
gonally the seLr-ex1seEN? Gob, believing that he is
traly the Son of God? Does it not appear, that be-
heving that Jesus Christ was the Son of God, was
the orthedox faith in the first age of Christianity ?-
But is this the faith of those who call themselves the
orthodox at the present day? _

'To believe that Christ is personally the self-existent
God, and to believe that Christ is truly the Sox or
Gob, are, in my view, very distinet things ; and T can-
not but be amazed that ideas so perfeetly distinet -
should ever have been admitted as one and the same.

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

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

. Again, at the time of the transfiguration, ¢ Behold,
a bright cloud overshadowed them; and, behold, a
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voice out of the clond, which said, This is MY 8E,
LovED Bov, in whom I am well pleased hear ye
him.”

Is it possible, sir, that any man can attend for a
moment to thenatural 'import-'of these words from
heaven, and then believe that God meant to be under-
stood as saying, This Person, who has been baptized,
" and transfigured, is the self-existent God, eo-etemal
with myself, and the samc Being ?

8. The avowed design of St. John, in wntmg t]le
bistory of Jesus Chrisy, is a proof that in his ‘view
Jesus was truly the Son of God. At the close of the
20th chapter, he says, “ And many other signs truly
- did Jesus in the presence of his diseiples, which are
not written in this book. But these are written that
ye MiGHT BELIEVE that Jesus is the CarisT, the Son
of Gon; and that believing, ye mxght have life
through his name.”

You will probably urge, that in the very first verse

of his gospel; John says, “The Word was God.”
This is true; and it is -also true, that in the same
verse, and in the next, he says, “ The Word was
witH God.” The Gog whom the Word was with,

was doubtless one God ; and unless we are to suppose -

that John meant to affirm a plurality of self-existent

Gods, he did not mean to affirm that the Worp was

God in a sense which implied personal self-existence.
Besides, the title, the Worp, or the Worp of Gop,
probably denotes that the Sox was the MEepium of
Divine manifestation ; and hence we may easily in-
fer, that it was on the ground of a conszITUTED
caaracreR that the Son is called God. John pro-
ceeds to say, that all things were made by him ; and

Paul tells us Iww—"lhat Gon created all thmgs B

Jesvs Curis2.”
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In seme future Letters, I shall more partieularly
show in what sense Christ is called God. But I may
bere observe, that the general current of John’s gos-
pel eorresponds with what he says was his object in
writing, viz. “ That'ye' might’ 's8ELievE/ that Jesus is
the Cur1sT, the Sox of God ; and that believing, ye
might have life through his name.”

In my next Letter, you may expeet still furthér
evidence that Jesus Christ is truly the Son of God'

et $ Qv

LETTER H.

ddditional evidence that Christ utrulytheSongf-
< God.

REV. SIR,

AS'introductory to the arguments whieh I am about
to urge, I would suggest to your mind the following
mpposmons

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

2. Buppose he wrote a seeond time, and filled up
those blanks with characters or words which had ne-
ver before been seen or heard by men.

8. Suppose he wrote a third time, and instead of
leaving blanks for those words, or filling them with
aunknown charaeters or terms, he, for sabbath-day,
wrofe birth-day ; and’ instead of father and mother,
wrote son and daughter : suppese also, that these:
werds had never been understoed by men to mean any

(34
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thing different from their eommon acceptation at the
present day.

Permit me new to ask, whether either *of these

_modes of writing those commands eould be eonsidered
as a revelation) of) the Divine (Will #1And would not
the mode of writing birth-day for sabbath-day, and
son and daughter for father and mother, be as likely
to mislead the minds of men, as writing in unknown
characters, or even as leaving blank spaces to be filled
up by eenjecture ?

But what, you may ask, is the obJect of these ex-
traordinary statements ? My object, sir, is this, to
evinee, that in his eommunications to us, God maust
make use of Janguage in a sense which agrees with
some analegy, or his communications can be of no nse
to mankind, any more than unknown characters, or
blanks to be filled by eonjecture.

In a connection as deeply interesting as that of giv-.
ing the law, God has made use of the terms the Son of"

' God, mr Sox, Gon’s own.SoN, THE ONLY BEGOTTEN-
So~ of God. He has represented his love to us as
being . exceedingly great, on the, following ground,
% God se leved the world, that he gave his oNLY BE-
6oTTEN Sox, that whesoever believeth in him, shonld
not perish, but have everlasting life.” ¢He that
ypared not his owx Sox, but delivered him up for us.
all.”

Such, you know, is the common representation im
the New Testament. ‘And being well aequainted with
the natural import of the terms an owx.Sow, an oNLY-
3EGoTEN Sox ; and haying an idea of thelove of a
father to an own and only son ; the seriptural repre-

. sentations of the love of God towards us become deep-.

Innterestm and affesting.
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But the Athanasian theory represents the Son of
God as personally the self-existent God, and the very
saME BEixG of whom he is'abundantly declared to
be the Sox. And on this ground, the term Sox*is
used in a semse foréign/to | every amalogy with which
the human mind is acquainted ; as foreign as it weuld
be to use birth-day for sabbath-day, or éon and daugh-
ter for father and mother. On this ground, the repre~-
sentations of God’s love, and the seheme of salvation,.
are involved in uninteHigible metaphor; and we need

- an inspired Daniel to interpret the import of the term

Sox, as mueh as Belshazzar did to interpret the enig--
matical hand-writing on the wall.. And until this in~
terpretation be given, we have no definite ground on
which to estimate the love of God in the atonement:
made for the sins of the werld. -

‘What bas.been now exhibited, is viewed as a very
weighty argument against your theory, and in favor-
of the hypothesis that Jesus- Christ is truly the Sox:
of God. @

But there is anotlier argument which, if' possible,.
is still more weighty, to which we may now attend.
You cannot be iusensible, that it is plainly and abhnd--
antly represented, in the Seriptures, that the Son of
God did really and personally suffer and die for us..
And that en this ground, both the love of God and the -

‘Jove of his Son are represented as having been mani-

fested in a very extraordimary manuer. And if the
Sox of God be truly-the Son of God, a derived intel~
ligenee, these representations may be strictly and af--
feetingly true; For on this hypothesis, the Sox of
God may be the same intelligent Being as the soul of.
fhe Man Christ Jesus whe suffered on the cross..
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But yeur theory will not, I suspeet, be found to ad-

mit, or support, any thing more than the shadow of

the suffering and death of the So~ or Gop.

‘Writers and preachers on your side of the question,
do, indeed, often speak’ of ‘the nbasement, the suffer-
ings, and death, of the Son of God, as though they
believed these things to be affecting realities, But,
after all, what is the amount of these representations,
upon your hypothesis 7 You do not conceive that the
Bon of God became united to flesh and blood as the
soul of Jesus Christ. 8o far from this, you suppose
the Son of God was personally the self-existent God ;
and instead of beeoming the soul of a human body;
you suppose he became mysteriously united to a pro-
per man, who, as distinet fromr the- Son of God, had

a true body and reasonable soul. And I think, sir;

it will be found, that on this Man your theory lays the
iniquities of us all ;—that this Man, and not the Som
of God, enllured the stripes by whieh we have healing.
For while you maintain that the Son was [krsona.lly
the only living and true God, you very consistently
affirm that “he did not suffér in the least in his Divine
nature, but altogether in his homan nature.” And

what is this but affirming that he did not suffer at all’

as the Son of God, but enly the Man Jesus suffered,
to whom the Son was united > As, on the Athanasiam
hypothesis, the JMan Christ Jesus and the human na-

dure are the same, so-the Son or self-existent God and
the Divine nature of Christ are the same. You sup--

pose the Sox as ineapable of suffering as the Father,
and that he did not in reality suffer on the eross any
more than the Father did; nor any more than either
of them suffered while Crasmer was burning at the

*
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stake. How then does it appear, that “God spared
not his own Son £

You will probably plead, that the Man Jesus was
united to the Person)of) the Son| of God; and that
Person suffered in his human nature. But, sir, as you
predicate persanality on the Son or Divine nature,
and do not allow personality to the human nature, it
will, I suspect, be diffieult for you to prove that any

* Person suffered on the cross: for the sufferings fell sim-
ply on a nature to which you do not allow personality.
As, in your view, the Son was the self-existent God,
and could not suffer in his Divine nature, 2x could not
suffer in any nature. 'The man was only an appendage
to his Person, mysteriously conneeted ; and yet so far
was the union from being very intimate or essential,
that the appendage or the Man might suffer the se-
verest agonies, and the Son or real Person be at the
same time in a state of infinite felicity.

Abrahalh’s offeting his son Isaae, has long been
considered as typical of the conduct of Ged in giving
his Son to die for us. Suppose we should add to the
seriptural aceonnt the following ideas—That Abra-
ham knew beforehand -that his son was ineapable of*
suffering, and that all the sufferings would fall on:
another man, to whom his son was mysteriously
united ; and that Isaae also understood the matter in
the same light when he eonsented to be bound and
laid upon the altar. Would not this additional ae-
count, if believed, depreciate, in our estimation, the
eonduct of Abrahim and Isaac, at the rate of ninety-
nine per eent. ?

'This illustration may serve to show how\mueh your.
hypothesis, when understood, tends to lower down our
tdeas of the greatngss of the leve of God in giving his
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Box to die for us ; and also the love and submission of
the Son in consenting to make his life an offering for
our sin.—I would, however, by no means intimate, that
yon and others, yiew,the Jeye of God in this depreciat-
ed light. For I think it probable that it is with you,
a8 I am sensible it was with myself—the plain re-
presentations of Scripture, by the help of analogy, su-
perseded the foree of theory.

It has been, and I think justly, supposed, that the
dignity of the Son of God gave value to the sufferings
of the eress. And if we eonsider the Son of God to
he what his title imports, a derived Intelligence of
Divine origin and dignity, the one by whom God
ereated the world; if we eonsider this self-same In-
telligenee as personally and really suffering the death
of the cross, we may pereeive something, in view of
which we may well exelaim, “Beheld, what manner
of love !'®

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

Yet this same Catechism teaches us to bhelieve, that
Jesus Christ was personally the self-existent God..
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1 will then ask, whether there be one partieular of
what is said respecting the humiliation of Christ,
which can possibly be true? Was the self-existent
God ever born ? Was he ever in a low condition ?
Was he ever made under the law? ' 'Did he ever
suffer the wrath of God, or the cursed death of the
eross 7 Was God ever buried P—If the self-existent
God has not passed ttirough such seenes, then the Sox
of God has not, aecording to your doetrine respeetins
the Son. - Therefore, aeceording to your theory, all
the abasement, whieh can be supported, falls on the
Man to which the Son was united : And this Man you
suppose had no existence until he was conceived in
the womb ef the virgin Mary; of course, he had ne
glory to leave, or lay aside, when he came into the
world. As he never had been rich, it was impossible
for him to become poor for our sakes. He had no op-
portunity to say, ¢ Lo, I come to do thy will, O God ;”
and so far as his humiliation consisted in “being
born, and that in a low eondition,” there was nothing
voluntary in it ; and it could be no evxdence of any
love or eondescension in him. - ?

To make out your theory of the humiliation and
abasement of the Son of God, you have to take into
view two distinet intelligent Beings ;?one of which
you affirm to be the self-existent God, and the other a
proper Man. This God, or Sen of God, you find had’
been in a state of pre-existent dignity and glory; and
he, as you suppose, was united mysteriously to a Man;
this Man was born in low circumstances, endured the
miscries of this life, and suffered death on the eross 3
and by virtue of his union to the Son of God, he was
enabled to bear a vastly greater weight of suffering
thaa he. could otherwise bave endured. '



72 On the real Divinity

‘But, sir, is this all that is intended by God’s spariNeG
wor nis owN Sox? Is this the way in which the
Sox of God BARE our sins in his ow~N Bopy on the
tree ? What, sir, was the real condition of the Sox
of God, the self-existent God, from 'the birth of the
Man Jesus till this Man rose again from the dead?
According to your theory, the Sox of God, during the

- whole of that period, was in a state of infinite glory
and felicity, and as incapable of suffering the agonies
of death as the Father. How then can it be true, that
¢ Though & Sow, yet learned he obedience by the
things which ne surFeRED P’  As it respeects the real
character of the. surrERING SAvIOoR, what is your
theory better than Socinianism enveloped in mystery P

~
et § e

LETTER IIL

No absurdity in the hypothesis that Christ is truly the
Sox of God.

REV. SIR, _

WHAT has been exhibited in the preceding Lettets,
it is hoped, will be sufficient to satisfy impartial minds
that the Seriptures afford abundant evidemee that
Jesus Christ is truly the S of God. Bat a contrary
belief has been so long and so generally prevalent, that
it may be necessary to say something farther on the
subject, with a view to show that the natural import
of the térms the Son of God, or God’s own Son, im-
plies no contradiction or absurdity.

That God is a self-existent Being, is acknowledged
by all Chmtlans and I shall freely admit, that it is
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impossible with Ged to beget or produce a seLr-Ex18T-
ENT SBon. But what have we to do with the mode of
God’s existenee, in determining whether it be possible
with him to produnee a Sen? What have we to do
with the mode of Adam’s existence, in determining
whether Seth could be his Son? Respecting Adgza,
it is said, ¢ The Lord God formed man of the dust of
the ground, and breathed inte his nostrils the breath
of life, and man became a living soul.” "And probably
Adum was a man in size or stature at his first exis-
tence. Could not Sethbe the son of Adam, unless
the mode of his having existence was the same with
Adam’s ?

‘When Adam was in existence, lie had a nature by
whieh he was distinguished from God and from an-
getls. Sueh a nature Seth derived from Adam. Self-
txistenee may be essential to the Divine nature in
God, and proper creation might be essential to the
human nature in Adam. And as human nature in
Reth might be derived from the created nature of Ad-
im, why may it not be true that Divine nature in the
Sox was derived from the self-existent nature of
Gop P

We oftén speak of Divine nature, angelic natm'e,
and human nature ; but what do we know of either, -
exeepting certain properties, attributes, or qualities ?
Are we not unable to tell what is the radical differ-
ence between &n angel and a human soul P Yet we
kelieve there is some radieal distinction. So we myy
be unable to ascertain the radical distinetion hetween
the Divine nature, and human nature, exelusive of the
lifferent modes of existence. Yet, aside from those
tttributes whieh simply respect the modes of exist-
tuce, there may be some radical difference hetween

7
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those Natures. If we suppose this diversity of natures
to result from the diversity of attributes or qualities
united, yet there may be some property, attribute, or
quality, by which one nature is distinguished from
another, and the distinguishing property of mature
may be whelly unknown to us. |

Are we not, sir, too ignorant of the nature of Gen,
to pronounce that there is nothing in his nature which
may be properly derived in the existence of an own
So~ ? It may not he necessary that every attribute of
Deity should be communieable or derivable in order
that he may have an ow~n Sox.. Among the children
of men, it is not necessary to the existence or the idea
of 8 son, that he sheuld possess all the attributes,
pruperties, or qualities of his father. Nor is it neces-
sary that he shduld possess no other attributes but such
as were possessed by his father. Among the seventy
sons of Gideon, perhaps, there were no two that per-
fectly resembled each other in their attributes, prop-
erties, or qualities ; and probably no one who was the .
perfect likeness of his father. So Jesus Christ may
have truly derived his existence and nature from God,
and yet not possess every attribute of the Father.

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

' to see why he should be called the Son or Gobp, or
’/ God’s own and onLY Sox.
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It has been said by a respectable writer, that “it is
totally inconeeivable that a derived, dependent nature,
should really possess any of those Divine perfeetions
which essentially belong to/anunderived, independent,
self-existent Being.”

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

That God does communicate knowledge, power, and
holiness, will, it is believed, be granted by most Chris-
tians. Nor may we set any limits to the degree in
which they may be communicated, unless we may limit
the Divine power of communication.

However, I have no. oceasion to maintain that
Christ did, with his existence as a Son, derive any s
attribute of Deity in the extent in whieh it is possess-
ed by God. Had he been personally self-sufficient and
all-sufficient, he would have had ne dccasion for God's
giving him the Spirit without measure.  He
might, with his existence, derive so much of the Di-
vine nature as to be truly the Sox of God ; and yet he
might be the ArmicHTY, and the BEARCHER oOF
HEARTS, by the indwelling of the Father, or the full-
ness of the Godhead. ’

When men are renewed in the temper of their
minds, they are said to be “horn of God,” to have the .

4
’
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image of God on their hearts ; and on this ground
they are denominated Sons of God. For that which
is begotten, or produeed, in them, is truly of a Divine
nature. 1t is that holiness of heart which is the glory
of the Divine charaeter. 'There is nothing more es-
sential, or more exeellent; in God, than heliness.;
this we see may be derived as the attribute of a de-
pendent being. And this holiness is precisely of the
same nature in men that it is in God. Its nature is
not changed by being derived or eommaunieated® As
that which is born of the flesh is flesh, so that which
is horn of the spirit is spirit—it is of the same holy
nature as the spirit by whieh it is preduced.

Will it be denied, that holiness is the excellenee of
all excellences in the Divine existence and eharacter ?
And if that whieh is essential te the Divine existence
may be ecommunicated or produeed as the attribute of

- a dependent agent, by what prineiples of revelation,
or philosophy, can it be aflirmed, that it is impossible
with God to produee an intelligent existence from his
own nature ? If God, from his own nature, may pro-
duce his moral image, why may he not produce his

gnatural image ? And why may not Jesus Christ be as
truly the “imMaGE oF THE 1NvisiBLE Gob,” as Seth
was the likeness of Adam ?

Holiness is as self-existent in God, as any attribute

-" of the Divine nature ; yet holiness may be produced
as the attribute of a dependent agent. And if one at-
tribute, which is self-existent in Deity, may be pro-
duced or derived, as the attribute of a dependent
agent, without any change in its nature, what evi-
dence ean we have that other attributes, properties,
or qualities, which are self existent in God, may not
be properly derived ? Yea, by what evidence can it
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be made to appear, that all the radical and essential
prineiples or properties of intelligent existenee, may
not have be en properly derived from the Divine na-
ture in the person of Gon’s owx Sown ?

From the eircamstance, that holiness) is of the same
nature in angels and men that it is in God, we may
" easily diseern that the term self-existence ought not to
be used as expressive of the nature of Divine attri-
butes, but only to express the mode of their existenee
And the same may be said of the terms eternity, in--
dependence, -and infinity. In God, holiness is self-
excistent, etérnal, independent, and infinite. But con-
sidered as the attribute of a dependent, created agent, .
an angel or a man, neither of these epithets ean be
applied. * Yet holiness may be of the same nature in
men, in angels, and in God. Why may not the same
be true respeeting other. attributes or qualities of the-
Divine natare ? ‘ » )

Some additional light may possibly be obtained, by -
attending to the idea of supernaturul or-superhuman
powers, with which God, at some times, endued hu--
man beings. Sampson, at some seasons, was weak.
like another man; but when . the Bpirit of. the
Lerd eame upon him, he was ahle to perform prodi--
gies. This supernatural strength, it appears, was

immediately derived from God. Yet while Sampson-
possessed this strength, it was truly m1s strength; and
hie was no more dépendent on God for the strength by
which he performed the wonderful things recorded of
him, than I am for the strength by which I move my
pen. : :
The prophets were endued with supernatural fore- -
knowledge, by which they were enabled to unfold the:
volume of futarity, and prediet.events not only hush-

7 h
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dreds but thousands of years before the time in whicl
the predictions were to be fulfilled.

By a baptism of the same Spirit, the apestles were
instantaneously endued, and enabled to speak in
foreign languages which they had never studied.

These supernatural powers were but occasional
properties or attributes of the several .persous who
possessed them. But while they were possessed, they
were personal properties or attributes. These pergons
were truly endued with power from on high. The
prophets forcsaw as the Spirit gave them foreknowl-
" edge ; and the apostles spake as the Spirit gave them
utterance. 'Fhis Spirit was the Spirit of Ged; ard
when it was given in an extraordinary manner, men
were enabled to do extraordinary things. When men
have been thus endued, they have pessessed extraor-
dinary portions of Divine sufficiency ; and these por-
tions of sufficiency, it appears, they possessed by a
communication of Divine fulness. Nor is there any
evidence that God might not, if he pleased, endue ev-
ery individual of the human race with the strength o
Sampson, the foreknowledge of Daniel, and the gift
of speaking all human languages : and these, if he
pleased, might he eontinued as permanent attributes
of charaeter..

From what has Been exhibited, it is pretty evident,
that created intelligences may, by the pleasure of God,
possess holiness, knowledge, and power, which are
truly of a Divine nature. May we not properly say;
that Sampson possessed an extraordinary measure of
Divine power, and that the prophets and apestles
possessed an extraordinary measure of Divine knswl-
edge ; and that all holy beings do partake of that at~
tribute which is the glory of the Divine natare 2
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If the attributes of holiness, knowledge, and power,
may be properly communieated from God to dependent
agents, and in such a manper as to become personal
properties or attributes of these agents, what proper-
ties of intelligent existence maymot bé properly deriv- -
ed from Deity, as a stream from a fountam, oras a
Sow from a Farner 2 *

The communication of these attributes, from a self-
existent to a derived agent, seems to imply something
as distinet from these attributes as the Berva who is
the -recipient of these communications. But what
that is which constitutes Beinc, distinet from such
properties or attributes, is perhaps beyond the reach of
mortal diseernment. I have not, however, made this
remark with a view to deny' the existence of Being,
as distinet from all we know of attributes or proper-
ties. The language we use, and the language of the
Bible, naturally imply a recipient or receiver of Divine
communieations ; and that Beixc does imply some-
thing more than all we know of properties, attributes,
or qualities. If any thing be communicated from one
agent to another, there must be an agent or cnpacxty
to receive such communications.

Bat if, from his own self-existent nature, or fulness,
God may communicate the attributes of knowledge,.
power, and holiness, to ereated intelligence, so that
they shall possess, in measure, these attributes asderiv-

ed excellences, what evidenee ean be found to invali-
date the hypothesis that the existence of the Sox of
God was properly derived from the Divine nature ?

Angels and saints are called sons of God ; yet Christ
is God’s ow~ and oNLY Son, the oNLY BEGOTTEN of
the Father. The primary aud radical distinction may
possibly be this : angels and saints, as created. intelli~

-
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gences, may derive from the Divine nature some attri-
butes or properties: while God’s ow~ Box may derive
not only some attributes, but his very Being or Exis-
tence from the Divine nature. Some may imagine,
that I have laboréd hard, in)this investigation, to sup-
port a self-invented theory. But this is net the ease 3
T have been laboring to support the primitive Christian
Sfaith, that Jesus Christ is rauLr #nE Son oF Gop,
God’s ow~ and onLr Son! and to reseue the plain, a-
bundant, and emphatieal language of Scripture, from
the strong prepossession of my fellow Christians.

Dr. Spring says, “The Scriptures were inspired, to
instruet common readers, by using words aeeording
to their common aceeptation, and not to confound them
by an abuse of language.”*

Had the principle advanced in this excellent remark
been understood and daly regarded, I should have had
»o occasion for a labored discussion to prove that Je-
sus Christ is truly the Sox of God. But the plain
meaning of the terms has been so involved in the laby-
rinth of controversy, and the mists of prepossession, that
it has required some fortitude to assert and some labor
to prove, that the conmeurrent testimony of Gop, of
€xrisT, and the APosTLES, i8 to be regarded as a cor-
rect expression of the truth. Yea, I have been labor-
ing to prove, that these  witnesses used * words aeeor-.
ding to their common-acceptation,” and that they did
not mean “ to confound us by an abuse of language.”

Had the plain and natural impert of language been
heretofore duly regarded, an attempt to prove that
Christ is truly the Sox of Gogd, would have been as.
needless, as an attempt to prove that Isaac Was t.rulx,
the son of Abraham:

*-Sermon on the Self-existence.of Christ.



and Glory of Christ. 8L

POSTSCRIPT.

THERE are some who predicate the Sonship of
Christ simply en the ground 'stated ‘by'the angel to
Mary, “The Holy Ghost shall eome upon thee, and the
power of the Highest shall overshadow thee : therefore
that holy thing whieh shall be born of thee, shall be
ealled the Son of God.”

That this text contains a reasen why Christ, in his
inearnate state, should be called the Bon of God, I will
wt denys; andif I were in the habit of believing
that the soul or spirit of Christ had ne pre-existence,
I should readily admit this as the primary ground on
whieh he is called the Son of Ged. But even on such an
Iypothesis, nothing could be made to appear againstthe
inpposition that his existence was truly derived from
God, in & sense by which he is distinguished from every
sther inteHigent heing. But I as fully believe that the
fon of God, as an intelligent Being, existed before the
vorld, as I believe that he now exists.

Bome will probably objeet, that it is unaceountable
and incenceivable kow God should have a Son. Baut,
you, sir, I trust, will not make the incomprehensible-
ness of the mode of Divine operation an objection to
the theory. For this hypothesis is far more consist-
ext with all we do know, than the supposition of
THREE infinite Persons in oxE intelligent BEive.
The hypothesis which I have proposed contradicts
wthing whiech we know of Persow, of Being, or of
Gop. It is doubtless repugnant to what some men
bave thought ; but it may be presumed that it is not
xpugnant to what is known by any man. Nor does
the hypothesis imply any thing more inconceivable,
maceountable, or incomprehensible, than what is im-




82 On the real Divinity

plied in the existenee of every other intelligent being
in the universe. How God exists without any canse,
and kow he could give existence to angels, or to men,
are as perfectly meoncelvable to' ug, as how he could
give existence te an own Son.. And T may ask the
objector, whether it be more ineonceivable to us how |
God could have an own Son, than it is to conceive |
how or why such a thing should be impossible with
Him ? If we are to draw our cenclusious from all we
know of God by his works and by his word, we have
surely as mueh ground to say that such a thingis
possible, as we have to say it is impossible.

. LETTER IV.
The Divine Dignity of the Sox of Ged.

REV. SIR, ‘
WHATEVER may be the apprehensions of others, |
respecting my attempt to prove that Jesus Christ is
truly the So~ of God, you may be assured, sir, that
it has been no part of my object to degrade his char-
acter. ' If it did not seem a “ light thing” to David
to be a “king’s son-in-law,” it surely ought not te
be viewed by us degrading to' Christ, to consider him
as GoD’s ow~N 4ND oNLy SoN. -—AndI shall now at-
tempt to show,
That the Son of God is truly a Person of Divine
Dignity.
No principle, perhaps, has been more universally
admitted, than this, that a sen derives dignity from
lﬂuﬁirwns parentage.

|
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The Jews, to whom Christ made his appearanee in
* the flesh, were all acquainted with this prineiple ;
and though many generations had intervened, they
still gloried in the idea that they were the deseend-
ants of the illustrious patriarch Abraham.

There is, perbaps, no nation, whether barbarous,
eivilized, or christianized, in which the prinefple is
not admitted. The sons of emperors, kiugs, and no-
blemen, are considered as deriving dignity from their
respeetive fathers. And the derived dignity of each
is according to the acknowledged dignity of his fath-
er.—But more especially is the first-born or only son
of a'king or emperor, considered as deriving royal
or imperia} dignity by royal or imperial descent. It
is indeed true, that a sen of the most renowned and
worthy king may, by vicious or disobedient conduet,
forfeit his derived dignity, and subject himself to the
displeasare of his father, and {o general infamy ; but
this forms no ground ef objection to the principle of
derived dignity. And on the same principle that a
worthy don f a worthy king derives royal dignity,
the Son of God derives Divine dignity. And on the
same prineiple that the most worthy son of the most
renowned king derives highect dignity than the son of
a common peasant, the derived dignity of the Son of
God will appear to be infinite. For his Father is in-
finitely illustrious. 'This must eertainly be the case,
unless the Son has done something by whieh he has
forfeited his elaim. Buat that he has not, we have the
highest ground of assuranee; twice by an audible
voice from. heaven, God has proclaimed his perfeet
satisfaction in his Son, by saying, * This is my be-
loved Son, in whom I am well pleased.” And we have
still farther assurance of the same thing, by the lugh
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and important offices with which God has myested
his zE20vED SoN. :

It has sometimes been the case in earthly govern—
ments, that a king’s son, who was well beloved of the
father, has been admitted, during the father’s life, to
a joint partieipation in tlie government, and invested
by the father with kingly awthority. Such was the
case with Solomon, the son of David. Solomon de-
rived his authority frem David, and by the pleasure
of David he was crowned king ; but Solomon was as
truly the king of Israel as though he had possessed
the same authority by self-existence.
. Hfitbe true, that God has an ewn and only Son, in

whom he is well pleased, it would be natural to expect
that he would delight to honer him in the highest pos-
sible manner,

Moreover, any wise and benevelent king, being about
to invest his son with kingly authority, would, were it
in his power, endue his sen with every qualification or
attribute which would be requisite to the most perfeet
and honorable execution of the office which he was

-te sustain. And sueh we may suppose would be the
pleasure of God respeeting his Son. Nor may we sap-
jpose any imsufficiency in ®tod, in respect to communi-
cating of his own infinite fulness to the Sen, in whom
he is ever well pleased. '

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

In respect to communicated folness or suﬂicneney,
we have the following declarations : “He whom God
hath sent, speaketh the words of God ; for God giveth
not the Sriri7 by measure unto him.” John iii. 34.
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“For it pleased the Father, that in him all fulnes’s
thould dwell.” Cel. i. 19.

“In him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead
hdily.” Cel. ii. 9.

Such then has been'thé pleasure of God in respeet
» enduing his Son with- Divine safficiency. If by a
portion or meeasure of the Divine Spirit, the apostles
were instantaneously endued to speak a number of
lknguages whieh they had never learned, what may
not the Son of God be able to do, who has the Spirit
without measure ? And if it hath pleased the Father
that all fulness should dwell in his Sen, we ean with
no more propriety set bounds to the sufficiency of
Christ, than to the fullness of the Godhead. ~

Thus we find one of the reasonable expectations
justified by plain and positive deelarations of Serip-
tare. .

‘We have next $o show, that God has manifested a
lisposition to honor his Sen in the highest possible

aanner. :

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

The work of creation is sometimes expressly at.
tributed to God, and sometimes as expressly attri-
buted to the Word or Son of God: and from these
representations many have argued that the Son and
God are the same Being. But it is theught that this
conelusion has been too hastily adopted. For if Gop

8
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" ham, to Isaae, to Jacob, and te Moses; and seeing

* reasons fur relinquishing the sentiment. March, 1812
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I
created all things pr Jssvs Curist,the work of ere- |
ation may, with great propriety, be attributed to either
the Father or the Son ; and yet they may be two dis-

! tinet intelligent Beings. God spake by the prophets

and what the' prophets'said, may, ‘with prapriety, be
attributed to either God or the grophets ; but it will
not hence follow that Goed and the- prophets are bui
one and the same intelligent Reing. As the prophets |
were constituted mediums and agents in foretelling
events, so Christ was the constituted Creator of &ll
things in heaven and earth.

In the next place, we may observe, that the Son was
constituted the angel of God’s presence, or the medium

. by which God appeared or manifested himself to the
- ancient patriarchs.’

‘We have many accounts of God’s appearing to Abra. |

these visible maunifestations, is "several times repre-
sented as seeing God. Yet the matter is se explained
in the New Testament, as to give us reason to suppose
that these visible manifestations of God’s presenee were
made in the Person of the Son of Ged. Foritissaid, “No
ﬁx:n hath seen God at any time; the oxLY BEGOTTEY

N, who is in the hosom of the Father, he hith de-
glared him,” or manifested him. " The Son, in those |

‘appearances, was usually denominated the angel of

the Lord* And when this angel 'was employed by
God, as tlle conddcter and guardian of the people of
Israel in” their journey from Egypt to Canaan, God
gave this solemn caution to the people, “Beware of
him, and ebey his voice ; proveoke him not : for he will

* I feelless confident that Christ was the angel of God than I
did whenl wrote these Letters.  Butl have not seen satisfactory|

s -
¢
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not pardon your transgression; for MY NAME isim
hin.” By name here may be understoed, dignity,
Juluess, and authority. And as God thus dwelt in
the Son, and manifested his |dignity, fulness, and au-
thority, through the Son, Isaiah denominates the Son
the Angel of God’s presenee—“And the angel of his
presence saved them” Aeceordingly, thoge visible
manifestations are sometimes represented as the ap-
pearance of Ged, and sometimes as the eppearance of
the angel of the Lord, or the angel of Ged: And
what was spoken on those occasions is sometimes re-
presented as spoken by Ged, and sometimes as spoken
by the angel; just as the werk of ereation is some-
times attributed to God, and sometimes to: the Son of
Ged. And as God manifested himself thus in the
perspn of his Son, so the patriarehs eonsidered God
as present in those visible manifestations.

Tam not, sir, alone, nor an original, in eonsidering
e Son of God as the Medium of Divine manifesta-
fons. Athanasian writers have done the same. Bat
is it not a manifest impropriety to consider a Being as
the Medium of his ewn manifestations ? If Christ be
truly the Sox of God, he may be truly the MEDp1uM
through whieh God manifests himself ; and may thus
be in the “form of God.” Batif he be personally
the self-existent God, he ean, with no prepriety, be_
sonsidered as the Mep1un of Divine manifestations..

Although God had, in various ways, manifested his
love to his Son prior to the incarnation, yet such was-
his love to mankind, and se important wasoursalvatien
in the view of God, that he was disposed to give his
ONLT BEGOTTEN SoN as a sacrifice for our redemption.
And although the Son of God had been highly honored
ond exalted by his Father, and had often appeared in
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the “form of God” to transaet affairs of high impor-
tance,yet such was the benevolenee and condescension
“of this Son, that he freely concurred in the Father’s
proposal for the redemptionjof man, and said, “ Lo, I
come to do thy will, 0 God.” But to accomplish this
great purpose, the Son must lay aside the form of God,
and take on himself the form of a servant—he must
- hecome inearnate, be united to a human body, and be
the “ Son of David according to the flesh.” 'Thus he
who was rich, for our sakes became poor, that we,
through his poverty, might be made rieh. And being
found in fashien as & man, he humbled lnmself and
became obedient unto death.

But such voluntary and deep abasement in the Son,

was not to pass unnoticed nor unrewarded by the Fa-

ther. And we have the most plain and unequivocal
testimony, that God did honor his Son by constituting
him a Prince and a SAvior, the Lorp oF aALL, and
the SurnEME JuDnGE of the quick and the dead.

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

Jobn the Baptist, in his testimony concerning the
Son, not only said, ¢ God giveth not the Spirit by
measure unto him;” but added, ¥ the Father loveth
the Son, and hath cive~ all things into his hand.”’~—
John iii. 35. _

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

Peter, in his impressive sermon on the day of Pente-

|

|

€ost, having stated many things from the scriptures..

’
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‘to prove that Jesns was the Christ, addressed the an-
dienee in these words, ¢ Therefore let all the house of
Tsrael know assuredly, that God hath MapE that same
Juus, whom ye have erucified, both Lorp and
Carist.”—Aects ii. 36!

In the same sermon, Peter also said, % This Jesus
lath God raised up, whereof we are witnesses. There-
fore being by the right hand of God exalted, and hav-
ing received of the Father the promise of the Holy
Ghost, he hath shed forth this which ye now see and
hear,”—Aets-ii. 32, 83.

In another address, Peter said; “ The God of Abra-
ham, and of Isaae, and of Jacob, the God of: our fa-
thers, gATH cLorIFiEDhis Sox JEsUs.”—Aects iii. 13,

And again;“the God of our fathers raised up Jesus,
vhom ye slew amd hanged on a tree: Him hath Gon
EXALTED, with his owN RIGHT HAND, to be 3 PriNcE
and a Savion, to give repentance unto Israel, and fore
giveness of sins.”—Aets v. 30, 31.

The same views of the cONSTITUTED CHARACTEK
of the Sowx as Lorp oF aLL, are, if possible,"» more
foreibly expressed by Saint Paul.

Speaking of ‘the astonishing displays of the graee
md power of God, he-says, “which he wrought in
Christ, when he raised him from: the dead, and ser
miu at his-own right hand in the heavenly places, far
shove all prineipality, and power, and might, and
#dminion, and every name which is named, not only
in this world, but alse in that which is to come : And
hath put all things under his feet, and gave him to be
the Heap:over all -things to . the -ehureh.”—Eph. i,

The same apostle, having in a most striking man-
ner represented the - astonishing condeseension and

’ 8 .. )
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deep abasement of Christ, proceeds to state the re-

" ward given to him by God—*Wherefore God also.

hath highly ExALTED HiM, and GIVEN HIM & name
which is above every name, that at the name of Jesus
every knee should'bowj(of! thingsCin heaven, and
things in earth, and things under the earth ; and that
.every tongue should: confess that Jesus Christ is
Lorp, to the glory of God the Father.”—Phik ii.
811, .

To anprejudiced minds, the passages of Seripture,
already adduced, may be sufficient to prove, that i is
hy the o1t and pLEAsURE of God, that his Bew sus-
tains the offices and hears the Divine names of Sav-
won and Lozp. Much more of the same import might
he produeed ; but these who can resist, evade, or set

., aside such plain and unambiguous testimeny as has -

heen already exhibited, might do so by a velwme of
the same kind. .

I bave yet, however, distinetly to show, that God
bas consgTrTuTED his Son the BurreEME Jupce of
the quick and dead. In proof of the point now before
us, we may begin with the testimony of Christ him-
self. As he ia the faithful and true witness, and well
scquainted with. his own echaracter, mach. relianee
may be placed on his testimony. .

It will be needless here. to introduce the numerous
deglarations which Ghrist made of his authority. as
the Jupcs of the world. All wo have to dw is to
show how he came-by this authority ; whether he pos-
sesses it as the self-existent God; or whethar he hath
been invested with this authority by the: Father.

‘When Christ had healed the impotent man, the Jews
ageused him. of profaning the Sabbath day:. In reply
fo theis. acesngtion, Jeaus saisd, “my Futher worketh
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bitherto, and I work.” - His calling God his Father,.
the Jews eonsidered as blasphemy, and sought thes
more to kill him. [t appears. prohable, that the Jews.
well understood the-printiple of derived dignity, and:
that they understood Christ'as elaiming ‘prvine p1c-
NITY by professing to be: the Sox of God.* They

- evidently understood him, as calling God his Fatller,.
in the peeuliar and proper sense.. For while they
gloried i having “one Father, even God,” they con-. -
sidered Christ as guilty of blasphemy in elaiming.the -
title of the So~ of" God. -

In reply to their aceusations, Christ gave them a-
wmore fal avcount of his eharacter and’ dignity, and
said, “Verily, verily, I say unto you, the So~ can do-
nothing of himself, but what he seeth the Father do :
for what things soever he doeth, these-also doeth the
Son likewise. For the Father loveth the -Som, and
shewetk him all' things thet himself doeth : and he-
will shew him greater works than these, that ye may
marvel. For as the Father raiseth up the dead, and’
quickeneth them, even so: the Bon quickeneth whom.
ke will. Por the Father judgeth no-man, but hath
@OMMITTBD ALL JUDGMENT UNTO THE Son; that all’
men should henor the Son, even as they honor the:
Pather.”—John v.

11 Godrhath commiTTED all judgment unto the Son,.
then ke has consTiTeTED the Son. as Judge. But:

I the common translition of Jehn v: 19, we read, * but said, .
@od. was s Pather’” Dr. Macknight says it c."tht to be  his-
proper Father”” Dr. Hopkins says  hie own praper Path.
er” Dr. Carapbell translates the whole verse thus,  For this:
veason the Jews were the more intent tc kill him, because he had
xot only broken the sabbath, but by ealling Ged pecudiariy e

»
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Christ gives a further account—*Verily, verily, I say
unto you, the hour is coming, and.now is, when the
dead shall hear the voice of the Son or Gop': and
they that hear shall live, . For as the Father hath
life in himself, so hath he civEx To THE So~ to have
life in HiMsELy ; and’ hath GIVEN HIM AUTHORITY
to MRecite judgment, because he is the Son of man.—
Y can of mine-own self do nothing : As I hear, I judge,-
and my judgment is just, because I seek not mine own-
will, but the will of the Father which hath sent-me.”
Fo those who place full confidence in Christ as a:

faithful and true witness, his testimony may “be suffi-

cient. But for the-convietion of those who may think:
that two or three witnesses are needful in the present:
ease, we may add the testimonies of Peter and Paul.
Peter,.in his sermon at the house of Cornelius, after
stating that: he and others did eat and drink with.
Christ after his resurreetion, said, “and he command--
od us to preach unto - the people, and to- testify that is-
i8 BE which i8 oRDAINED oF Gép to be the-Jupck of.
the quick and the dead.” -
Paaul, in his discourse to the people of Athens, said,.
#“and the times of this ignoranee God winked at, but.

now eommandeth all men every where to repent : Be-.

" cause he hath appointed a ddy in whieh he will judge

the world in righteousness, by that M~ whom he

_ hath orpaixEDy wheresf hehath given assuranee unter

- all men, in that he hath raised him from the dead.”

. Iseeno rational way in which these testimonies
ean be invalidated, without .impeaching the characters:

of the witnesses,

An earthly sovereign, whose will is the law of the
empire, ean, at pleasure, advance an own and only
8on to any rank or office, wlueh does not invelve &
eﬁtradwtmn..
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‘The father cannot eanse his son to rank with him=
self as to age, nor can he render the son independent
of himself in respeet to existence, dignity, or office.
But it is in the power'of’ a'king or"einpéror to confer-
on his son any office in the army, from an ensign to
that of commander in chief. He may élso, at pleas-
ure, make his son the governor of a provinee, chief
judge, or sole judge in the highest court of justice, or
vieeroy of half the empire, or even a copartner with
himself on the throne ; and in testimony of the high
esteem he” has for his son, he may place him at his
ewn right hand.

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

As an earthly sovereign may advanee his son to any
office he pleases, so he may eonfer on him whateyer -
title of dignity he may think proper. He may dig-
nify his son with the title of lord, or arch-chancellor
of the empire, lord chief justice, prince of peace,
president of the princes, or he may confer on him his
awn royal or imperial title, as king or emperor.
And in respect to several relations, he may at the
same time have various titles of dignity.

These observations present to our view something
analogous to the representations given in Scripture im
regard to God’s conduet in dignifying his only and
well-beloved S8on. The titles Lorp, Savior, and
Jupce, are titles which properly belong to Ged.
But God had a right to confer the same titles on hia
heloved Sen, and to invest him with the authority and
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sufficiency imported by these titles: . And if we may
safely rely on the testimony of Christ and his apostles
as proof, God has aetwally thus dignified his Son.—
He hath “xartEp/ lim to (el 'a Parxox and a Sav-
or”—% MapE him to be both Lorp and Carist”—
“civex him all power in heaven and earth”’—“or-:
paINED him to be the Jupek of the quick and the
dead”—“comMmrTTED all judgment unto the Son, and
GIVEN him a name whieh is ahove everyname.” And
the Scriptures afford no more evidenee that Solomon
sat on the throne of Israel, by the appointment and
pleasure of David, than they de that the Son of God

sits on the throne of_ the universe by the appomt- -

ment and pleasure of God his Futher. There are
other titles that belofig to God, whish by his pleasure:
are given to his Son.

God oftem styles himself the Hory Oxz, or ﬂw
Holy One of Israel. The title of Hely One is.alse.
given to the Son. But the Sonis plainly distingwish-
. ed frem the self-existent Hely One, by being repre-
sented as God’s Holy One, or the “Holy One of Giod.”
'To the truth, in this ease,Satan himself was constrain.
ed to bear witness. I know thee who thou art, the
Holy One of God.” The words of David, quoted by
Peter, are to the same purpose—“Neither wilt theu
suffer thine HaLz ONE to see corruption.”

The rame Jeuovan, which is often translated

Lord in the Old Testament, is a name which belongs-

, to Ged ; but by the pleasure of God this name with
some addition is given to the Sen.. ‘“‘Behold the days
ecome, saith the: Lord, that I will raise unto David a
righteous Braneh ; and a King'sball reign and pros--

- per, and shall execute judgment and justiee in the
earth, Ia his days' Judah shall be saved and Israel



.ahd Glory of Chridt.  es

shall dwell safely; and this is the name whéreby he
shall be called, Fhe Lorp [or JerovAR] our RIGHT-
XOUSKESS.”

"That the Messiah, the Son of God -in his incarnate
state, is intended in'this prophecy; theré'ean he no
reasonable ‘doubt. / And that it is on the ground of a

BONSTITUTED OHARACTER, and by .the pleasure of
Geod his Father, that he bears the name Jerovan our
RienTkoUsNESS, is sufficiently plain from the passage
quoted. It is God himself who gives the information
in the text ; and this one God tells us of a person‘or
eharacter which he would raise up, and the name by
whieh this Son should he ealled.

" The name Jehovzh being given to 'the Son, is
eopsidered by Mr. Jorres as evidence that the Son is
personally the self-existent God. But had he eompared
one of his own remarks with the words of an apostle,
he might have seen his own mistake. Mr. Jones sug-
gests, thatthe name Lonp, inthe New Testament,which

. is given to Christ, is of the same import as JerovAH

m the Old Testament. The apostle Peter says, “ Let
all the house of Israel know assuredly, that God hath
4Dk that same Jesus, whom ye have erucified, both
Lord and Christ.” If, then, Mr. Jones be eorrect in
affirming that Lord and Jehovah are terms of the
same import, and the apostle be correct in the text

just quoted; am I not authorized to say that God
hath made, or constituted, his Son Jeworam our

righteousness 7%

* Jehovah our Right Emm, l. That these signifi-
eant names, as applied to the Messiah, are no proof that he was
theliving God may appear from the following considertions, viz.

1. “Jenoval oun RiedTE0oUsNEss” is not only applied to the
Jessiah, but by the same prophet it is applied te the church ox
. [
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On similar grovnd, and by the same Divine ples-
sure, the Son had his name called Emmanuel—Won-
derful, Counsellor, the Mighty God, the everlasting
Father, and the Prince of Peace. On the very face
-of the prophecies, in’ which'thése/ names are brought
into view, it is clearly intimated, that itis by the
pleasure of God that the Son bears these titles. The
-Bon is maniféstly the subject of the predictions, and
God the author. And God says respecting his Son,
“His name shall be called Emmanuel—His name shall
be talled WonbeRFUL,” &e.

That it is by inheritance as a Son, and by the plea-
sure of the Father, that Christ hears the name Gop,
is plainly revealed in the first shapter of the epistle
to the Hebrews.  As the chapter was evidently de-
signed to give us -a eorrect and exalted viewwof the
Son of God, and the greund on which he possesses
such an exalted eharacter, and such divine titles, I
shall quote nine verses :— )
to Judah and Jerusalem—*¢ This is the name by which She shalt
be called the Lord (Jehovah) our Righteousness.” Jer. xviii. 16.

2. The name “ExMANUEL” is used three tinses in the Bible.
Tsa. vii. 14, it is applied to the son of the prophetess, probably asa
type of Christ. Matt.i. 23, it is applied to Christ, as the antitype.
But in Isa. viii. 8, itis applied tothe people of Judah, ¢ Thy land,
O Emmnanuel.” In all the -instances the word implied that God
was with that people by pecnliar favor. But sueh significant
names determine nothiug in respect to the dignity of the persons
or the people, to whom they are applied. The name Jshmael
signifies * God whe hears,” just as the name Emmanue! signifies
% God with ns.” But we do not infer that Hagar’s son was the
prayer hearing God, because the angel required her to * call his
name Ishmael” If it would be improper to infer that Hagar's
son was a person ia Deity, it is equally improper to infer this of
the Messiah, on the ground of his name Emmanuel, or Jehouwah
our Righteousnese. . -
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% God, who at sundry times and in divers manners,
spake in time past unto the fathers by the prophets,
hath in these last days spoken unto us by his Sox,
whom he hath appointed heiniof all things; by whom
also he made the worlds; who being the brightness
of his glory, and the express image of his person,
and upholding all things by the word of his power, ~
when he had by himself purged eur sins, sat down on
the right hand of the Majesty on ligh; being made
so much better than the angels, as he hath by inherit-
ance obtained a more excellent name than they.”

Before I proceed farther in the quotations, I may
make a few remarks. _

1. God in this passage js evidently spoken of as ane
distinet Person or intelligent Being, accordingly the
pronouns for God are ke, his. )

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

8. As a son is the image of his father, so the Son
of God is represented as the express image of the
Person of God. :

4. The Son is keir of all things by the appointment
of God. ,

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

6. By being truly the Son of God, and by 1NgER-
1TANCE, Christ hath ~ better name than the angels....
Being MapE so much better than the angels, as he
hath by 1NHERITANCE & more excellent name than
they....Being truly God’s ow~ Sow, he ixuERITS his
Father’s Dignity. - - ‘

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

“ For unto which of the angels said he atany time,
Thou art my Son, this day have ¥ begottén thee?

And again, I will be to him a Father, and he shall be

to me a Sen.—And again, when he bringeth in the

Jirst begotten into the world, he saith, And let all the

angels of God worship him. - And of the angels he "
saith, Who maketh his angels spirits, and his minis-

ters a flame of fire. But unto the Son he saith, Thy

throne, O God, is forever and ever: a seeptre of

rightecusness is the sceptre of thy kingdom. Theu

hast loved righteousness, and hated iniquity; there-

fore God, even thy God, hath anointed thee with the

oil of gladness, above thy felloyws.”

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

If we consider Christ as truly the Son of God,
in the sense which has been explained, and by inkeri-
tance and the pleasure of the Father possessing Di-
vine dignity and Divine titles, the whole passage
appears perfectly natural. But if we consider the Son

* Oa farther consideration, it is believed, that the “name”™

which Christ has by “inkeritance’” is Son. But still the name
€+d he possesses by the pleasure of his - God and Father”®
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as personally the self-existent and independent God,
most serious diffieulties immediately arise....Why is he
ealled God’s Sen ? Why is he uniformly spoken of in
eontradistinetion to the self-existent God ? Why is
he spoken of as kuving a Gop whe hath arointed him
with the oil of gladness above his fellows ? What God
eould thus anoint the self-existent God ?

"The passage under consideration is not the only one
in which the name God is applied to the Son. Nor is
this the only passage in whieh the Son of God is re-
presented as having a God as well as a Father. Christ
said to his disciples, “I go to my Father and to your
Father, to my God and to your God.” And in the
epistles we several times read of « the God and Fa-
ther of our Lord Jesus Christ”—and “the God of our
Lord Jesus Christ.”” As Solomon, after he was erown- -
ed, had a father and a king, so Christ, en the throne
of the universe, had a Father and a God. If Christ
had been the self-existent God, it would have been just
as proper to speak of .the God of the Father, as the
God of the Son. Butif he be truly the Son of God,
and as such sustains Divine oftices and bears Divine
‘titles, then no difficulty results from his being called
Lorp, Savior, or even God. For these titles, as
borne by the Son, do not import personal self-existence,
bat what he is as the Son of God, and by the pleasure
of his Father.

. After Solomon had been anointed king by order of
David, Jonathan reported the matter to Adenijakh, and
said, “Verily our lord, king David, hath mede Solomen
king.” And it is not improbable that this event was
typical of the conduet of God in anointing and exelt-
ing his Son. And as truly as David constituted his
. 0 Solomon to be king, so truly hath o%F leax.



100 On the real Divinity

enly Father constituted #rs Sox to be Savior,

. Lord, and God. He hath invested him with Diviae
fulness and Divine authority, and conferred on him his
own Divine names and titles. If the Son of God did .
mot possess a fulness 'adequate o his 'authority, we
might view the Divine names, as applied to him, as
kigh sounding and empty titles ; but while we are as-
sured that all power, or anthority, is given unto him in
Leaven and earth, we are also assured that it hath
pleased the Father that in him all fulness should
dwell ;” and that ¢ in him dwelleth all the fulness of
the Godhead bodily.”

When, therefore, I speak of the Son as called Se-
vior, Lord and God, on the ground of a comstituted
character, I wish to be understood as implying not
merely official character, but such a perfeet union of
the Son with the Father, that in him properly dwells
the infinite fulness and all-sufficiency of God, so that
in respect to fulness as well as authority he is one
with the Father.

‘We must suppose, that God is the best judge of the
ground on which he styled his Son God. And we
know, from the scriptures, that anointing with oil was
an appointed ceremony of induetion to office. Thus
prophets, priests, and kings, were inaugurated by the
command of God. 'The oil was an instituted type or

" emhlem of the Spirit ; and these aneient inangurations
were probably typieal of the inauguration of Christ as
the promised Messiah; on which occasion the Holy
Spirit, which had been typified by the koly oil, de-
scended and abode upon him. And in the address of
the Father to the Son, in which the Son is called God,

the eeremony of anomtmg is distinetly brought into
view, to shew that it is on the ground of a censtituted
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¢tharacter that the Son is called God—¢ Theréfore
God, even xr Gop, hath anointed thee with the oil of
gladness above thy fellows.”

John the Baptist, in his testimony coneerning the Son
o God, says, “ He whom God hath sent, speaketh the
vords of God ;” and gives this as the reason why the
words that he speaketh are the words of God, “For
God giveth not the Sp1r1r by measure unto kim.”” And
Peter, in his discourse at the house of Cornelius, men-
tions “ How God anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the
Holy Ghost and with power ;* by which we may un-
derstand, that in this anointing, the Son was endued
with Divine fulness, and invested with Divine author-:
ity

In expressing Divine commands, in foretelling events,.
md in performing miraeles, the Son of God adopted a
style of speaking, very different from that of the pro-
phets. He did not preface what he uttered with a
“Thus saith the Lord ;> but his usual style was, «I
sey unto you”— I wnll be thou elean,” &e.  On this:
ground, an argument has often been formed, in proof
of the hypothesis that Christ was personally the in-
dependent God. Inreference to this argument, I would:
usk, i

1. Was'it not to be expeeted that God’s own Son:
would adopt a style eorresponding with his dignity as.
the Son of God 2 Would you not expeet that a king’s
son should adopt a style in speaking, different from am:
erdinary ambassador P—But,

2. I would ask, whether justice has been done in-
urging the above argument ? Itis indeed a truth, that
Christ spake in-a style different nophites.
but it is also true, that no prophq was ever more par-
tiealer and eareful than Christ vlas, to let it be knowm

. o /~‘~ - .
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that he came not in his own name, but in the name of
God the Father; that the words which he spake, he
spake not of himself; and that the Father in him did
the work. How often did he deelare, in the most un-
eyuivocal manner, to this effect, 4 I-eame down frem
heaven, not to do mine own will, but the will of the
Father that sent me.”~* I proceeded forth and came
from Gep ; neither came I of myself, but he sent me.”
. =% The words that I speak, I speak not of myself.”

'If John has given us a true account, Christ distinet-
ly mentioned his being sent of the Father, nearly forty
times. How, sir, has it come to pass, that these ideas
have been so much kept out of view in wrging the ar-
gument from Christ’s peeuliar style of speaking P 1
would by no means suggest a suspicion of dishonesty ;
‘but is there not evidenee of a strong prepossession, by
which good men haye been led to overlook some things
which are of weight, and to form their arguments with-
eut due consideration ?

LETTER V.

How the Son of God became the Son of Man:
* REV. IR, .
ACCORDING to yaur theory, the Son of God be
came the Son of Man “by taking to himself a true.
. lnody and a reasoable soul,” or a proper Man. It is
iy abject to provt, that the Son of God hecame the
Son of Man by becoming himself the souvr. of a hunman:
Body. '

!
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1t has been supposed, that the Son of Gad could
not, with any propriety, - be ¢éalled a man on the hy-
pothesis I have stated. But conld he not with much
more propriety be ealled a man, if he became the
soul of & human body, than on the hypothesis that he
beeame united to a proper human soul and body or &
proper man? If the Son of God beeame united to a-
proper man, the Son and the man-were two distinet
intelligences, and the union would be properly a union
of two persons.

Besides, you say that this union does mot imply
that the divine nature beeame human nature, nor that
the human nature heeame divine nature, nor that these
two natures were mixed or blended. These positions,
if I mistake not, are precisely of the same import as
the fallewing—The Son of God did not become man,
nor did the man become the Son of God, nor were the
Bon .of God and the man mixed or blended. For so
far as I ean discern any meaning to your language, the
Son of God is the same as the divire nature of Christ,
and the man the same as the kuman nature. It will
hence appear, that the Son of God  did not becoms
a.4n,but only became united to a man.

There are a multitude of considerations and passa-.
ges of Scripture, which may be adduced in support of
the hypothesis that the Son of Ged became Man, or

. the Son of Man, by becoming the soul of a human

body. Out of many, I seleet the following:—

1. If the Man Christ Jesus had been united to a
second divine and self-existent Persen, we might rea-
sonably expect to find, that, in seme of his discourses,
he had mentioned that union. Bat in no instanee did
he intimate that he was united to any divine person
dut the Father. ‘His enion with -the Father he aften

.
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mentioned, and he affirmed that it was the Father in
him that did the work.

2. Had the Son of God become man in no other
'sense than “by taking to Himself a true body and rea-
sonable soul,” and had he been, as you suppese, per-
sonally the independent God, he could not with any
propriety have asserted his personal dependence.
For however dependént his human nature might be,
as a person he would have been independent and self-
sufficient. Yet, it is believed, we have no account of
-any other person in the Seriptures, who said sp mach
of his personal dependence as did Jesus Christ the
8on of God. In the most personal and most emphatical
manner Ke declared, I ean of mine own self do noth-
ing.” It is remarkable, that any of the friends of
Christ should think it dishonorary to him to say that
he was dependent, while he himself so constantly
affirmed his dependence on the Father. Not only did
Christ abundantly assert his personal dependenee on
the Father, but, as a Person, and as a Sox, he
prayed to the Father for himself as the Son of God.
See his solemn prayer, John xvii.

8. When angels have appeared “in the likeness
of men,” they have been denominated either angels or
men, just as the Lord Jesus is sometimes ealled the
8o~ or Gob, and sometimes the Son of Man. The
angels who appeared to Lot, in Sodom, are, in the
same narrative, several times called angels, and sev-
eral times ealled men. 'The prophet Daniel, in
speaking of the angel who appeared to him, says,
SThe Max GasrieL whom I had seen in the vision.”

Shall we, sir, accuse Moses and Daniel of great-
dmpropriety, in speaking of those personages some-
thmes a8 angels, and sometimes as men? They were:
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ealled men, because they appeared “in the likeness
of men,” that is, in an embodied state. " If a transient
or an occasional residence in bodies of human form
night be sufficient ground on which to denominate
mgels men, a permanent residcnce in a human body

might be sufficient ground on which to denominate
the Son or Gob the Son of Mun.

4. The scripture accounts of the incarnation of the
Son of God contain no intimation that he took ¢ to
himself -a ‘true body and a reasonable soul;” but the
contrary ‘is plainly suggested.—¢ The Word was
made flesh.” John i. 14.  God had sworn to David,
that of the fruit of his loins, according to the flesh,
he would raise up Christ to sit upon his throne.” Acts
il. 80.—“ Concerning his Son Jesus Christ our Lord,
who was made of the seed of David, according to the.
flesh.” Rom.i. 8. “ Whosearethe fathers, and of
“hom, as concerning tlze JSlesh, Christ came.” Rom,
iv. 5.

Why were these phrases inserted, according to the
flesh, or concerning the Jlesh, but to teach us that our
Lord is of the seed of Abraham and David ovzrac-
crding to the flesh, or in respect to the flesh 2

In the first chapter of the epistle to the Hebrews,
the writer gives us a most exalted character of the
Son of God ; and iy the second, he represents his in-
carnation. “For as much then as the children are
partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise
took part of the same.”—Again, “ Wherefore, in all
things, it behoved him to be made like unto his breth-
ren, that he might be a mereiful and faithful High
Priest in things pertaining to God, to make reconcilia-
tion for the sins of the people: For in that he him-
self hath suffered, being tempted, he.is able to sucear.
them that are tempted.”
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How, siryare the children partakers of flesh and
blood ? Is it by taking to themselves true bodies and
reasonable souls ? Is it not rather by being reasonable
souls of human hodies P, Or, by beingin an embodied
state, in union -with flesh and blood 2 1f so, then for
Curist to become like his brethren, a partaker of
flesh and blood, he must become in an embodied state,
or become the soul of a human body. Before his in-
earnation, he was not like to the seed of Abraham
in respeet to partaking of flesh and bloed; but it
behoved him so to be, that he might be a merciful
High Priest; and that by being himself subject to
those temptations which result from a union with
flesh and blood, he might kmew how to sympathize
with us, and to sueeor those who are tempted. But.
if his incarnation implied no mere than his becoming
united to a man, how was he prepared by this to be
¢“touched with the feelingy of our infirmities P*

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

5. There is abundant evidence, that the Persom,
who ealled himself the Son of Man, had pre-existence 3
but there is no evidenee that he pre-existed otherwise
than as the Son of God, or the Angel of God.

That the Son of God had pre-existence, is mot
doubted by you; auditis amazing, that it should he
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denied by any man who professes a respeet for the
oracles of God. In addition to all that is said of the
Son of God as the Creator, or the ome by whom God
aeated all things; and all that is_said of him s the
Angel of God ; and all that is said of the glory which
he bad with the.Father before the world was ; and all
that is said of his inearnation ; there are a multitude
of texts whiek naturally import his pre-existence.

His pre-existence is natarally implied in the nu-
merous passages which speak of God’s sending his
Son into the world, and of, God’s giving his Son.
The same idea is implied in all that Christ said of
his coming forth from the Father, and coming down
Jrom heaven, and. coming forth from God. Such re-
presentations naturally 1mport that he had existed
with the Father, with God, and in heaven, hefore he
was sent, or hefore he came into the world.

To the unbelieving Jews Christ said, “If God were
your Father, ye would love me : for I proceeded forth
ind ¢eme from God; neither came I of myself, but he
satme.” 'To his diseiples he said, “For the Father
himself, loveth you, because ‘ye have loved me, and
kave believed that I came out from God : I came forth
from the Father, and am come into the world: again
Ileave the world, and go to the Father.”

These passages Christ spake as the Sox or Gop;
and they plainly import two things—

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

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

Similar things Christ spake of himself as the Sox
or Ma~. On another occasion he said mueh of his
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being the bread of God which cometh down from
heaven. John vi. In this discourse he styled himself
the Son of Man. ‘Some of his disciples were dis-
pleased with what he said on this occasion. “When
Jesus knew in himself that his disciples murmured at
it, he said unto them, Doth this offend you? What,
and if ye shall see the Sox or MaAN ascend up 'wherc
HE was before 27

These several passages, compared together, plainly
import not only the pre-existence of Jesus Christ, but
the identity of the Son of God and the Son of Man.

6. The personal identity of the Sox of Gop and the
Sox of Mav is plainly implied in the declaration of
St. Paul, Eph. iv. 10. Speaking of the ascension of
Christ, he says, “ He that descended is the same also
that ascended up far above all heavens, that he might
fill all things.” You will, sir, it is believed, admit
that it was the Sox of Gop who descended, and the
Sox of Man who ascended.  And if he that descend-
ed is the same who ascended, then the Son of God and
. the Son of Man are the same. Of eourse, the Son of
God became the Son of Man by becoming the sopl of
human body.

?. You will grant that it was the Son of Man, or
the Man Christ Jesus, who died on the eross, who
was raised from the dead, and exalted at the right
hand of God. But all these things are distinetly and
abundantly affirmed of Christ as the Son of God, or
as our Lord and Savior. I have no dceagion to pro-
dnee any passages of Scripture to preve that these
things are said of Christ as the Son of Man, but I
may produce some passages to show that these same
things are affirmed of God’s own Son, by whom he
made the worlds, and the one who is now our Lord
and Savior.

’
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“He that spared not his own Son.” Rom. viii. 32.
“Concerning his Sov Jesvs Curisy ovr Lorp,
which was made of the seed of David, according te
the flesh, and declared to be the Son or Gob with
prwer, according to the/spirit of ) holiness, by the res-
urrection from the dead.” Rom., i, 8, 4.—“Who rais-
o up Jesvs our Lorp from the dead.” Rom. iv. 24.
‘‘And God hath both raised up the Lozn, and will
also raise us up by his own power.” 1 Cor. vi. 14—
“Wait for his Sox from heaven, whom £ raised from
the dead.” 1 Thes. i. 10.—~“Now the God of peace,
that brought again from the dead our Lorp JEsus,
that GREAT SuEPHERD of the sheep.” Heb. xiii. 2c.

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

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

Respeeting this same So~ our Lord, David said,
“the Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou on my right
band fill I make thy foes thy footstool.” Of the same
Son of God it is said, “when nE had by HiMsELF
purged our sins, saf down on the right hand of the
Magzeser on high.” Heb, i. 8.—But after this Son
had become united to the body which God had pre-
pared, he was often called a man, or the Son of man.
Therefore the same writer says, “but Tis MAN, after
he had offered one sacrifice for sins forever, sat .
down on the right hand of God.” Heb. x, 12.

. 10
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8. Additional evidenee of the identity of the Son of -

God and the S8on of Man, may appear from what is
said of Christ as the Lord and the Son, the Root and
the @'sprmg of David.

It was the beli€f\ofIthé Jews, founded on propheey,
that the Messian should be the Son of David.—
“Wlhile the Pharisees were gathered together, Jesus
asked thom, saying, What think ye of Christ? Whose
son is he'? They say unto him, The son of David.
He saith unto them, How then doth David in spirit
call him Lord, saying, The Lord said unto my Lerd,
8it thon un my right hand till I make thine enemies
thy footstoel ? If David then eall him Lord, how is
he his son ?* Matt. xxii. 4145,

This, sir, was to the Pharisees an unanswerable
question; nor do 1 see that any rational answer can
be given to it on your theory. For the question plain-
ly supposes the Lord of David and the Son of David
to be but one intelligent Being. But your hypathe-
sis would be, that the Lord of David was united to a
»4n who was the Son or Darip. But could the
Lord of David be thus the Son of David ? No, sir,
the Lord of David would be one person, and the son
of David another. | But if the Lord of David became
the soul of a body which was of the seed of David,
then would Christ be both Davids Sor and David’s
Lord.

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

You will observe, that in this passage, Christ
speaks in a personal manner, and as one individual
intelligence. He does not say, 7 am the Roor of
David, and the man united to me is the OFFspriNe
of David. But as one, and only one intelligence,
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he says, “I am the Roor and the OrrsrriNG of .

David.” , ‘

9. In exhibiting a contrast between Adam and
Christ, the apostle Paul\says, t‘the first/man is of the
earth earthy, the seeond man is the Lord from heaven.”
What is here asserted of Christ, accords with his
numerous declarations that he came down from heav-
en, and came forth from God. The apostle does not
sy that the second man was united to the Lord from
keaven ; bat, the second man 1s the Lord from heav-
a. Suppose, sir, that Daniel had said in some of his
writings, The man whom I saw in the vision was Ga-
briel from heaven ; what idea would his words have
sugzested 7 Would you not have supposed that Ga-
briel appeared in an embodied state, or in the likeness
of aman ? You will be pleased to dnswer the ques-
tion, and make the applieation.

10. Christ stated to his disciples this question,’

“Whom do men say that I, the Son of Man, am’?”
They answered. He then stated another, “Whom say
yethat 7 am P Peter replied, “Thou art the Christ,
the Son of the living God.”’—This answer Christ ap-
proved im the most decided menner. And you will be
pleased, sir, to notice the definite inanner in which
the question was proposed and answered. Christ,
calling himself the Son of Man, demands their opin-
ion eoncerning him. 'The answer is as definite as the
question, “Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living
God.” 'Therefore the Son of JMan is the Son of the
living God. 'The Son of God was not united to the
Son of Man ; but the Son of God beeame the Son of
Man by becoming the soul of a human body. ' "Thus
the second man was the Lord from heaven.

)

{
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POSTSCRIPT.

MR. Caleb Alexander,inhis remarks on Mr. Em-
lyn, has taken ground different from yours. He says,
““Christ is properly a complex Person. He has a
distinct human personality and a distinet Divine per-
sonality—and yet so united as to make a complex Per-
son. Christ has a proper Divine intelligence and a
proper human intelligence.” p. 57. He also states,
- that Christ is called the Son of God in reference to
his humanity—*‘his lowest capacity and character’—
That he is called the Son of God, becanse his ¢ hu-
man nature was created by an immediate act.” p.
43, 44

These positions are contradieted by Dr. Hopkins,
in a very decided manner. And if I mistake not,
they are contradicted by the general tenor of the gos-
pel. Those whe may have adopted the hypothesis
of Mr. Alexander, will be likely to suppose that my
labor has been in vain in attempting to prove that the
Son of God and the Son of Man mean the same intel-
ligence. For this they would have admitted without
proof.

Though I respeet Mr. Alexmder, T canmot say that
I am any better pleased with his theory than I am
with yours. But asI do not learn that his views have
been generally a.dopted, shall say but little respeet-
ing them.

In respect to personality, I must think that he
takes more correet ground than Dr. Hopkins : for if
it be true, that in Christ a Divine Person is united to
a proper man, no reason can be given why they should
not be copsidered as twa Persons. But will it not
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plainly result from Mr. Alexander’s theory, that He
who died for our offences was strictly & human Person,
and no more than a man ? That Person might indeed
bethe Son of God in his sense of the terms ; for in
his view the Son of God was no more than'a man—a
man united to a Divine Person. But why is this man
elled God’s own and only Son, the only begotten of
the Father P—He was “created by an immediate act,”
sgys Mr. Alexander. And so was Adam; and. so,
probably, were the angels. How then is Christ God’s
oxLY Son ? Why is it represented as so great a dis-
play of God’s love, to give such a Son to die for us ?
If there be any great display of Divine love on his
theory, must it not be found in this, that Ged aceept-
edihe obedience unto death, of one man, as an atone-
ment for the sins of the whole world ? As much
might, perhaps, be said, had Moses died for the sins
of the world. -

But if Christ be called the Sox of God in respeet
te his “lowest capacity and eharaeter,” why did =
sever speak of his having'a higher character than
that of thie Son of God? How came the Jews to ac-
euse Christ of blasphemy, for saying that he was the
Son of God ? Would the Jews ever have thought of
aeeusing him of blasphemy for saying that he was
“ereated by an immediate det ? or for saying, in the
same sense that Adam was, I am the Son of God ?
Christ received worship as the So~ or Gop ; was it .
o the groupd that he was “created by an immediate
det ?*

10*
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LETTER VI

The preceding doctrines all implied in Philippians ii.
FoLdq

REYV. SIR, -

NO portion of Seripture has, perhaps, been more
abundantly quoted, nor more fully relied on, by Ath-
anssian writers, than Philippians ii. 6. This text,
therefore, with six other verses in cobuection, I shall
attempt to examine. - And I flatter myself that you

[

will be convinced that the Athanasian theory eam

have no support from this passage; and that, in it,is
fairly implied several of the propositions whieh I
have aimed to establish. -

The verses to be considered are the following :—

5. “Let this mind be in yon, which was also in
Christ Jesus 3

6. Who being in the form of God, thought it. nat
robbery to be equal with Ged: -

%. But made himself of no reputation, and teok
wpon him the forra of a servant, and was made in the
likeness of men: -

8. And being found in fashion as a man, he hum-
bled himself, and beeame obedient unte death, even
the death of the eross,

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

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

11. And that every tongue should confess that Jesus

- ®hirist is Lord, to the glory of Ged the Father.”

|

|
|
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In the preceding verses, the apostle had, in the
most affectionate manner, exhorted Christians to hu-
mility, eondescension, and benevelenee. To enforee
his exhortation, he urged the example of Jesus Christ,
who was rich, and/yet for/sursakes beeame poor;
and the glorious reward which God bestowed on him
for what he had done and suffered. To exhibit the
example of Christ in a just and striking light, he dis-
tinetly brought into view his state of godlike splen-
dor and majesty before his incarnation ; who being in
the rorm of God, thought it not robbery to be equal
with God.

The Son’s being in the rorm opGon, most proba-
bly refers to the glory he- had with the Father before
the world was, the glory that he had in God’s ereat-
ing all things by him, aud the glovy that he had as the
Angel of God’s presence.

But as this verse is so much relied on in support of
the doctrine that the So~ is personally the self-exist-
ent God, it behoves me to be the more particular in'

" the examination. It is not, for me, easy to discern

any thing in the sixth verse, nor in the whole connees
tion, which has the least appearauce of favoring that
idea, unless it be found in the import of the word
equal—*¢ thought it not robbery to be equal with God.”
The argument is simply this, No Person but the self-
existent God ean be equal with the self-existent God 3
therefore the Son is the self-existent God. And the
utmost that ean possibly be meant, in any case, by the
word equal, is insisted on as the only possible mean-
ing of the term ; and that too-in the face of the nat-
wral import both of the text itself and the eonnection,
For it is urged that the Son is absolutely, essentially,

sad independently xouar with God. And this eom~
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struction of the term seems to be urged with as much
eenfidence as though the word had never been, lnd
never could be, used in a qualified sense.

Baut, sir, is it a truth that the word equal always im-
Pplies absolute equality'in'the persons or things which
are said to be equal ? Does it always imply equality
in every respect 7—And do we not often use the term
in regm'd to two persons who are supposed to be un-
equal in several respeets 7 When we say of a som,
that he is equal v .th his fath#r, do we ever mean that
he has existed as long as his father ? or that he and
his father are but one being 2 May not a son be as
vich as his fatherpand yet have derived all his riehes
from his -father? Might not Solomen be equal to
David in authority, though he derived all his authori-
ty frem David ?

1t is, sir, no robbery for a king’s son to think ef
himself aceording to the authority or dignity whieh
his father has given him.—Pavid said, as it is sup-
pesed, respecting Ahithephel his eounsellor, ¢ But it
was thou, a man, mine egual, my guide, and my ac-
gquaintanee.” Do you, sir, suppose, that these words
imply that Ahithophel was, in all respects, David’s
equal P If David bad said, “a man my companion,”
would not this term have expressed about the same
idea as the word equal 2 Why then sheuld you be so
very pesitive, thut the term egual, as wsed by the
spestle, must mean an absolute equality, even a co-
olernity of God and his Sen P

Let us notice another text which evidently respeets
Jesus Christ: « Awake, O sword, against my shep-
herd, and agaiust the man that is my fellow.” May
it not be reasonably supposed, that fellow in :this text
menns the same as egual in-the ether ?
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But the very text in dispute, may perhaps be found
to eontain sufficient .evidence that Christ is mot the
self-exisient God; and that God and Christ are as
distinetly two Beings'as/duy other father axnd son.
. “Who being in the form of God”—Is not Christ
evidently spoken of in contradistinetion to God ? If
he be a Person in contradistinetion to the self-existent
God, he is certainly not the self-existent God, unless
there be more Gads than ome. If the apestie had
been speaking of the Father, and had said of him,
“Whe heing in the form of God, thought it not reb-
bery to be equal with God,” would not such a repre-
sentation of the Father have been a manifest “impro-
priety ? But if the Son be the self-existent God, such
language with respeot to the Father would be as pro-
per as in respect to the Sen.
By the form of God, we may understand the same
ts the simililwde or image of- God—Christ is declared
to be “the image of the invisible Geod”—*‘the express
imageof his Person.” But dees not every body know
that a Person and the image of his Person are dis-
linet ohjects P and that it is impossible that any Per-
son should be the image of himself? Seth was the
image of Adam; but he was not Adam, nor was
Adam and Seth the same heingi—It is, hewever,
true, that an image often bears the name of the Per-
son represented.. So Christ, by the pleasure of God,
often bears the Divine Names of his Father.

If, by the term God, be intended three Persens, as
Mr. Jones suggests, then for Christ to be in the form
of God, he must be in the form of three Persons.

‘The terms, also, equal with God, plainly impert
that Christ is- a Person distinet from God. Twe
Persons are here compared together, one of them is
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Gop, the other is the Son of God ; and of the Sonm it
is asserted, in some sense, that he is equal with God.
If 1 were to say that Solomon thought it no robbery
to be equal with)David))would you suppose that ¥
meant to assert that Solomon and David were but one
and the same Being ?*

. Besides, in the conneetion of the text, the Sen is
represented as a Being so distinet from God, that he
eould obey and die, and after that be exalted by God,
and have a name given him, which is above evéry name,
Now, sir, if there be, no more Geds then one, as you
readily admit, and if Christ be personally the self-
existent God, I wish to be informed by what Gon
Christ was exalted ? Or, on what ground it ean be said
‘that Gop exalted nim ?

* May I not safely conclude, that this text is so far
from supporting the Athanasian doctrine, that it fairly
nnphes that Gobp is ounly one Person, and that Christ
is truly God’s Son ?

My next business will be to show how the passage
of Seripture, which has been quoted, supports the
doctrine that the Son of God hecame Man, by beecom-
ing the soul of a human body.

* 8ince writing these remarks, I examined Dr. Doddridge’s
Family Expositor. The phrase ¢ eqal with God,” he does not
admit as a correct translation. Acoording to him, the text should
be read, * thought it not robbery’to be as God.”” The Greek
phrase is 02 ©sw, and the Doctor cays, * the proper Greck
phrase for equal with God, is wroy v ©s.”” And these sre the
words used by Johu, in stating the aecusation of the Jews againet
Christ—John v. 18, ¢ making himself egnal with God.”

Buta late learned T'rinitarian writer has approved the follow-
ing translation of the text, * Who being in the form of God, did
not cagerly grasp at the resemblanee to Ged.” ¢ Thix,” says the
writer, * canvcys the true sense of the original.”” Eclectic Re-
view of the *“ Lmproved Version."
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The passage teaches us, that Jesus Christ, who was
in the rorM or Gop, made niMsELF of no reputation,
and took on uiM the form of a servant, and was made
in the likeness oj‘ men, and was found in fashion as &
man.

Be pleased, sir, to observe the correspondence be-
tween this representation and ether palsages of Serip-
tire—“The Word was made flesh, and dwelt among
us”—*God sending his own Son in the likeness of sin-
ful flesh”—*In all things it behoved him to be made
like ‘unto his brethren”—“Forasmueh then as the
children are partakers of flesh and bleod, he also him-
self took part of the same.” Does pot the natural im-
port of all these passages, whether severally or collee-
tively eonsidered, convey the idea that the Son of God
became Man by becoming the soul of -2 human body ?
Can yon pereeive the least intimation in any of these
passages, of any soul but that of the Son of God ?

Had it been recorded in the hible, that Satan, or the
angel Gabriel, for a number of years, was made in the
likeness of men, and was found in fashion as a man,
vhat idea would such a representation excite in your

nind ? If Satan were the person, sheuld you imagine
that he dwelt in a man ? or, that he merely assumed a
human body ? ’

You will be pleased to observe, that the text does
not say that the Son of God was united to a Man ; but
was “made in the likeness of men.” It does not say
tke Son of God was found in a man, but was “ found

in fashion as « Man.” And what can be intended by
aun unembodied spirit’s being made in the likeness of
men, but his becoming in an embodied state ? And what
is it to be found in fashion-as « man, but to be found
Like a man with soul and body united ? If it were com-
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mon among men to have two intelligent spirits united
to one bhody, then might the Son of God be made in the
likeness of men, by “taking to himself a true body and
reasonable soul.”” But if it has never been kmown
among men that two intelligent spirits' were united to
one body, then for the Son of God to he made in the
likeness of men, and to be found in fashion as a Man,
he must beecome the soul of & human body. And I
would propoese it for your mest serious consideration,
whether the Athanasian theory, of the incarration of
the Sen of God, does net eome nearer to the serlpmral
view of possession, than it does to the scnptunl view
of incarnation.

I do not, sir, mention this comparison with any
view to make light of the subjeet, or to ridicule your
theory ; but to enforee an examination. And is there
net much more evidence, that, in a ease of possession, '
Satan took ¢ to himself a true body and a reasonable
soul,” than that Christ did se by incarnation? Be-
sides, in a case of possession, it is easy to comceive
that the Man might suffer, and even die, and yet Sa-
tan be not at all affected by the sufferings and death
- of the Man: and just se you suppese that the Man

Christ Jesus might suffer and die without any pain to
the Son of God.
In respect to what eonstitutes & Man in the present
state, what more do we know than this, that an intel-
- ligent spirit is united to a human body, so as to eon-
stitute one Persen? While one affirms that the souls
. of men are properly produced by ordinary generation,
the same as the body, another will affirm that the soul
or spirit is the immediate work of God, and united to
the body in a state of embryo. And these two, per-
baps, wili unite in confidently affirming, that Christ
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esuld, with no prepriety, be called a Man, if his sonl
had pre-existed as the Son of God. Bunt if a true
body’and reasonable soul united, will constitate a man,
isit not unsafe for us.to affirm that the Son of God
could not become a Man/hy /hecoming the 'rational soul
of a human bedy 2

I I have not misunderstood him, Dr. Emmons dif
fers from Dr. Hopkins, and supposes that the souls of
men are not propagated like their bodies ; but are the
inmediate work of Ged, and by him united to bodies.
To this hypothesis I do not ohjeet; I am ignorant on’
the subject. But I.do not see how the Doetor, or any
who agree with him, can reasonably say that, on
my hypothesis, Mary was not properly the mother of
a son. For if the Son of God were united to a body
in the woemb of Mary, and horn of her, he was, accord-
ing to Br. Emmons’ hypethesis, as truly the son of
Mary as Seth was the son of Eve. And it is just as
eoreeivable that a pre-existent spirit should be united
to an infant body, as a spirit formed at the very mo-
nent of union.

The portion of Seripture whieh we have under eon-
sideration, fairly supports another idea upon which X
have insisted, viz. That the Soy or &op was the
real sufferer on the cross. He who had been in the
Jorm of God, when found in fashion as a Man, hum-
bled himself, and hecame obedient unto death,. even
the death of the cross.

On your hypothesis, the Son of God was truly and
personally the self-existent God. T ask then, Did the
w#lf-existent God become obedient unto death, even the
death of the cross 2 If he did, who supported the
miverse during that event? And who raised ‘nrx
from the dead 2

o1
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But you will say, that it was the Man Jesus, te
) whom the Son was ynited, who hecame obedient unto
death. But does the apostle say any snch thing?
The obedience unto death he attributes .to the same
Tntelligenee who had been in the roru of God. For
the Son of God to suffer, and for a Man to suffer to
whom the Son was united, are as distinct ideas as any
two which can be named. And what trace of the
latter idea do you find in the apostle’s destnptlon ?

. The idea, that it was truly the Son of God whe
obeyed, suffered, and died, and not another intelligent
being to whom he was united, is plainly asserted in
other passages of seripture—‘ Though ‘a Sox, yet
learned uE obedience by the things wlneh HE SUFFER-
£D”—% Who his ow~ sELF bare our sins in his own
body on the tree”— We are rec¢onciled to God by the
death of #1s Son”— But now once in the end of the
world hath he appeared to put away sin by the sacri-
Jice of HIMSELF,”

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

I cannot, sir, but feel most deeply interested, whem °

T happen to touch on. this point : and'I hardly know
when, where, or how to dismiss it. It cannot be ad-
mitted, that God is chargeable with any imposition on
mankind. And yet, what, short of an imposition,
would it be for him to pretend that he has so loved the
world as to give his oNLY BEGoTTEN Sox to suffer an
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ignominious death for our redemption, if at the same
time this Son was so spared, as your theory implies ?
S0 spared, that all the sufferings of the eross were en-
dured by a Man to whom the Son was united; and
the Bon himself as freefrom pain and death as though
there were no suech thing as suffering and death in the
universe. No possible union between the Son of God
ind a Man could render it proper to call the sufferings
and death of the Man the sufferings and death of the
8Son, if it be true that the Sow did not suffer nor die.
And on this hypothesis, the sufferings of the Man might
as well be called the safferings of Gabriel, or the suf-
ferings of God the Futher, us the sufferings of the Son
of God. Must the sun be darkened, must the rocks
be rent, -must the earth quake, and nature be thrown
into convulsions, while the S8on of Gop suffers and
‘dies on the cross ? Must the angels show so deep an
interest in that scene, and must all the world be called
on to behold with wonder and astonishment, the height,
and depth, the length, and the breadth, of the love of
God, as displayed in that event?' Must all the re-
deemed of the Lord unite in songs of everlasting praise
to the Sox of Gop, because he hath loved them and
redeemed them to God by 1ss own BLoop ? And can
it, after all, be made to appear that the Son of God
suffered not at all, unless it were by proxy or substi-
tute 2
May it not, sir, be fairly inferred from your theory,
that instead of the Son of God’s dying ¥or us, that
the Mun Jesus died for the Son of God 2 If the Son
of God had covenanted with the Father to’lay down
his life for us, but instead of bearing the suffering
himself, united himself to another intelligent being,
and eaused the sufferings wholly to fall on that Man,
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did not.the Man die for him2 And to whom, sir, are
we indebted for the redemption purchased on the
cross P 'To the real sufferer, or to the one who  suf
fered not in the least ?’?, Teo the Jlan Jesus, or to the
Sox or Gop ? A

Most gladly, sir, would I recall every syllable X

ever uttered in support of a theory so opposite to the
natural import of seripture language, so degrading
to the love of God, and so dishonorary to the Lord of
glory.
There is another point stated in the passage, viz.
that the high official character whieh the Son of God
sustains as Lord of the universe, is the result of God’s
pleasure, and not any thing which the Son possessed
as a self-existent or independent Being. Having
stated the abasement of the Son, his obedience unto
-death, the apostle says,

“Wherefore Gop hath highly exalted mim, and
GIVEN HIM & name which is above every name ; that
at the name of Jesus every knee should how, of things
in heaven, and things in earth, and things under the
earth; and thatevery tongue should eunfess that Jesus
Chnst is Lord to the glory of God the Father.”

Is it, sir, in the power of language to give a more
full idea of & CONSTITUTED OHARACTER, or of DELE-
GATED AUTHORITY, than is given in these words of
the apostle ? Is not the representation perfect and
unequivocal, that the same Being who was once in the
rorM oF Gop, then in fashion as a man, ‘who humbled
himself and became obedient unto death, was, in con-
sequence of that abasement, exalted by the self-
existent God, to suypreme and universal dominion ?
Did not the apostle mean to be understood as repre-
senting evtraordinary and real changes of condition
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in Jesus Christ the Sox of God ? Did he not mean to
represent that the first change of condition was a vol-
untary act on the part of Jesus Christ, that he volun-
tarily deseended from the rorMm or Gop to the form
o a servent, and voluntarily became obedient unto

death ? Jf this change of condition was not real and . '

voluntary on the part of the Son of Ged, why is he
eshibited as an example of humility, condescension,
nd benevolence ? Why are we required to let this
mind be in us which was also in Christ Jesus ? But if
the Son of God was really the subject of this change of
eondition, if he did really and truly suffer and die, can:
he be the Son of God in your sense of the terms? In
other words, ean he be the self-existent God ?

In regard to the second great change of condition—
Did not the apostle mean to represent, that for the
suffering of death, the Son of God was rewarded by
his Father with transcendent dignity and glory ? Did
Je not mean to represent, that the very identical intel-
ligent Being, who hung in agony, who prayed, who
Yed and died on the cross, was.exalted by God as Lorp
or aLL ? But if the real sufferer on the eross was thus
txalted by God, then, aceording to your own: views,
he eould not be the self-existent God; for you cannot
admit that the self-existent Person may either be the
subject of death or of delegated authority. 'The self-. -
existent God eould no more be raised to the throne of
the universe, than he could suffer death on the cross.

As Athanasian writers have found it neeessary, or
eonvenient, on-their theory, to attribute all that is said
of the obedience, the suffering and death, of the Sox
of God, to: the human nature, or the man Jesus, to
whom they suppose the Son of God was united ; so, .’
on. the other hand, they have found it convenient, or-

1*
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necessary, to attribute what is stated in the Scriptures
respecting the exaltation of the Son of God, te the
same man or human=mature. As they have perceived
that it must\be improper to attribute real abasement,
suffering and deatk, to the ‘self-existent God, so it ap-
pears they have pereeived that it is equally improper
to suppose a self-existent Person should be capable of
deriving or receiving either fulness or authority from
. any other Person. And as they have supposed the Per-
. son who is ealled the Sox of God, to be the self-exist-
ent God, so they have found it necessary to the suppart
of that theory to attach to this Person a proper man,
capable of obedience, suffering, and death, and also of
receiving communicated fulness and authority.

Aceording to Mr. Jones, and other writers, it was
the man Jesus, in contradistinetion to the Sor of God,
who received the 8pirit without measure—to the man
was given the name which is above every name-—it
was the man who was ordained of God to be the Judge
of the quick and the dead—and the man who was

- anointed with the oil of gladness above his fellows. ,

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

1. If the Son of God were seMf-existent and inde-
pendent, and the man or human nature but an appen-
dage to a self-existent Person, what oceasion conld
there be of any eommumnications from the Father to
-that man or human nature ? If) as a Sox, that Person.
were the independent God, as a Person he possessed

- ‘independent fulness and authority ; and ne additien
or aceession to his fulness or authority eould possibhly
ke made by the Father. .

. 2. If the Son of God, as.such, were possessed of in-
J&hyendent and infinite fulness and authority, and.in
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addition to this the Father gave the human nature of
the So~ the Spirit without measure, and all power in
‘heaven and earth, will it not appear that the same
Person was possessed, in a; twofold sense, of infinite
fulness aud authority ? :
3. If the Son of God were united to 3 proper man,
" and that man, in contradistinetion to the Son of God,
was endued by the Father with all the fulness of the
Godhead, and invested with all power in heaven and
earth, what is the office or business of your supposed
second self-existent Person ? It is believed, sir, thet
you cannot make it appear that the man Christ Jesus
received anysupport, fulness or authority, or even ben-
efit from any Divine Person but the Father—As a de-
rived intelligence, all he reeeived was from the Father:

ut
4. If the man Christ Jesus may be the recipient of

the Spirit without measure, of all the fulness of God 3
if he may be exalted with God’s own right band, and’
made a Prince and a SAvIOR, and the JunGE of the
quick and- the dead ; I would ask what evidence you
kave of the existence of a seeond Person in union with
God, distinét from the soul of that Manx whe was theg.
Lowp from heaven ? _

‘B, I it was,in fact the Man Jesus who was the suh-
Jeot: of all the abasement, suffering, and death, which
was endared for our sakes; and if it was the Man
who has been the subject of all the exaltation which
is iw the Seriptures attributed to the Son of Geod ; is
there not abundant evidence that the Man Christys) ¥
Jesus and the Son Of God are identically the same ine)p s
telligent Being ? And that the Son of g;:d beeame the _wsuto-
Man Christ Jesus by beconilng the soul of a humaw.
body ? o
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You may think, sir, that I ought to notice that all
Athanasian writers do-not agree with Mr. Jones, that
it was the human nature of Christ, or the Man merely,
who is represented as, receiving fulness and authority
from the Father. I am sensible, indeed, that there is
another opinion advanced by some writers of great
reapectablllty ; and it is to me a matter of regtet, that
I have oceasion to bring it into view : for, if it be
possible, it is to me more inconsistent than the opinion
of Mr. Jones.—The opinion referred to is of this im-
port, That the representations in Seripture, respeeting
the derived fulness and authority of the Sox, result
from the covenant of redemption, in which a mutual
agreement was entered into by the THREE self-exist-
ent and co-eternal Persoxs, respecting the part which
each should perform in the work of redemption.

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

“The second Person was engaged to become incar-
nate, to do and to suffer all that was necessary for the
salvation of men. The Father promised, that on his
¢onsenting to take upon him the character and work
of a Mediator and Redeemer, he should be every way
furnished and assisted to go through with the work s

* that he should have power to save an elect number of

mankind, and form a church and kingdom mest per-
fect and glorious : In order to accomplish this, all
things, all power in heaven and earth, should be given
to him, till the work of redemptmn is completed.”

The Doctor observes again,

“The blessed Trinity, in the one God, may be con-
sidered as a most exalted, , happy, and glorious society
or family, uniting in the plan of Divine operations,
especially in accomplishing the work of redemption..
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In this, each one has his part to perform,. accord-
ing to a most wise, matual regulation or agreement,
vhich may be called a covenant. In performing these
teveral parts of this'work, one-aets-as 'superior, and
wnother as inferior ; or one acts under another, and by
his anthority, as appointed or sent by him. 'This, by
divines, is called the eeconomy of the work of re-
femption. Acoording to this economy, the Son, the
Redeemer, acts under the Father, and by his will and
ppointment, and in this respeet takes an inferior
part; and in this sense he is supposed to speak, when
hesays, the Father is greater than 1.

I confess to yeu, sir, that I eammot but be amazed
ud grieved to find sue‘h representations in the writ-
ings of so great and so good a man as Dr. Hopkins. -
[ am amnzed, beeause I must suppose that he was so
blinded by theory as not to pay due attention to the
import of what he wrote. And I am grieved, that a
aan so eminent should do so much to expose Chris-
tianity to the ridicule of unbelievers.

“A glorious society or family ’—A family of
what ? Not of men ; not of angels., What then P A
family of self-existent and independent Persons, each
of whom, as & distinct Person, the Doctor supposed
to be Gop. And if we pay any regard to the natural”
import of language, what are we to denominate this:*
family, short of a family of Gods ? I very well know
that the Doetor denied the idea of a plurality of Gods ;
or would I intimate the contrary ; and I most sin-
terely wish that-all his reasonings and representations
lad been consistent with that denial. But, far from
this, he has not only undertaken to prove that each of
these self-existent Persons is- God, but in the very pas-
' sages under consideration he represents these Persons

’Xs vl
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as properly distinct Beings, as distinet Beings as my
three angels in heaven. They can .enter into cove-
mant with each other—each ean have a distinct part
assigned him--‘6né/ ean be ‘superior; and anether act
under him, or by his order—one can send the othenon
the most important business; and what more than all
this, I beseech you, would bd requisite to eomstitute
them three as distinct beings as Peter, James, and
John.,

But the most extraordinary of all these represents-
tions are the engagements of the Father to the Son—
“The Father promised, that on his consenting to take
upen him the charaeter and work of a Mediator and
Redeemer, he should be every way furnished and as-
sisted to go through the work; that he should have
power to save an eleet number of mankind—In order
to accomplish this, el things, all power in heaven and
earth, should be GiIvEN to HiM, until redemption
completed.”

Be pleased,-sir, to keep in mmd that the Doetor
was writing about two self-existent, independent, and
all-sufficient Persons. Was it possible that he should
suppose that an indépendent person ever hecame de-
pendent 2 Did the independent God ever cease for a
moment to be independent ? If the supposed self-ex-
istent Son did not become a dependent agent by incar-
nation, what could be the ground or_occasion of the
_ Father’s promises that he should be furnished and as-
sisted, and have all things, all power in heaven and
earth, ctveN To HiM P I am not, sir, meaning to deny,
or to doubt, the faet respecting the existence of these
promises of the Father to the Son. The Doctor has
proved the existence of these promises of assistance
_ -and support in the connection of the paragraphs quote
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ed. But my question is, Why we\re these promises
wmade ? They were either needful, or they were nat.
Fo say they were niade, and yet-not needful, would be
imputing to God .a kind of trifling which would be
degrading o a wise‘and good man. " But if they were
needful, it must be on-one or other of ‘these grounds,
, "viz. either the Son was eriginally dependent on the
Father by inearnation; or he became dependant by
inearnation. That he was originally dependent, you
and the Doctor positively deny. What ground them
have you left but this, that a self-existent ang inde-
pendent Person became dependent by imcarnation?
X see no possible ground but this whieh you ean take,
urless you prefer to reduce the solemn transaetions in
the covenant of redemption to a mere show.

But can you, 8ir, believe that an independent person
ever became dependent ? If you maintain this poesi-
tion, it must be at the expense of another which you
Bave wished to maintain, viz..the absolute immuia-
hility of the Son of God.

For an independent person to become dependent, is, -
Tsuspect, as great a chamge as was ever experienced
by any ereature; and as great as for a man to be
changed from eExTITY to NON-ExTITY. But this is
not all—if yon support the hypothesis that the Sox
beeame dependent by incarnation, you must do it at
the expense of the immutability of God. If it be as
you suppose, that the revealed God was three inde-
pendent Persons, and one of those Persons has beecome
a dependent Agent, Deity has been changed, and has”
ceased to be three independent Persons in’ one God.

Will you, sir, think of evading these objections, or
solving thege difficulties, by saying that the Son did
not really become dependent, but only apparently, by
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becoming united to a dependent mature? This, my
friend, will inerease the difficulties, by representing

the part acted by the Son as not real, bat only in

' appearance, as well as the part acted by the Father.
On this hypothesis, the' Son-"would put-on the appear-
ance of needing his Father’s support, when in faet he
did not need it—-he would put on the appearance
of obeying the Father, when in fact he did not obey ;
and of suffering and dying, when in fact he did nei-
ther die nor suffer.

Will you say that the engagements of the Father
to the Son were of this tenor, that he would support
the human nature to which the Son should be united ?
I so0, I ask what need had the Son of this? Was he
not personally suffieient for the support of his humau
nature? Again, I ask, if the engagements of the
Father to.the Son were, that he would support the Mun
to whom the So~ sheuld be united, what part had the

Sox to perform? Was it not simply this, that he -

should appear to beecome dependent by becoming united
to the Man, and the Fatlier would furnish, assist, and
enable the Mk to do the whole business of obeying and
suffering ? And is this, sir, the ground of our obli-
gations to the Sow or Gon? Is this the ground on
which the redeemed of the Lord sing “Worthy is the
Lamb that was slain 2 .

It is, sir, painful to me thus to expose the theory I
once attempted to maintain, and-which has been advo-
eated by some of the greatest and best of men. ButI
view it to be a duty which I owe to God, and to his Son
who has given himselffor us. And while I sipcerely
lament that the representations of Dr. Hopkins, on
which I have remarked, are to be found in the writ-
ings of a man so justly esteemed, it affords me abun-
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dant joy that the Bible itself is not chargeable with
such inconsistent representations.

As 1 uvaderstand the Scriptures, the promises of the
Father were made to/one who wasintruthand reality
the Sox of God—to one who ever was dependent on
the Father, who ever felt his dependence, and was
ever willing to acknowledge it—one who could pray
with propriety and sincerity while in the flesh; and
in view of his dependence, in view of the covenant of
redemption, and in view of the syfferings he was
about to endure, he eould lift up his eyes to heaven,
and say, “Father, the hour is eome, glorify TuY Sox,
that Tay Son may also glorify TaER: as thou hast
GIVEN HIM POWER over all flesh, that he should give
eternal life to as many as thou hast given him: And
this is life eternal, to know THEE, the oNLY TRUE
Gop, and Jesus Curist whom THou hast sent. I
bave glorified thee en the earth ; I have finished the -
wirk which thou gavest me to do. And new, O
Father, ‘glorify thou me with thine own self, with the .
glory which I had with thee before the world was.”

To a Son who ceuld, in sincerity, make such a
prayer, the Father might, with perfeet propriety and
sicerity, make promises of assistance, of support, of
power, and exaltation. On this ground, the covenant
transactions between the Father and the Sen may
appear solemn and affecting realities ; and likewise
all the subsequent proceedings on the part ef the
Fatuer, and on the part of the Sox. With this
view, also, agree all the predictions respeeting what
the Son should do and suffer; all the promises of
Divine assistance and support ; all that is said by
Chxist of himself, of his dependenee, his derived ful-
ness and authority ; and all that is said by the apostles

) . 1 z 4 -
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respecting the fulness of the Deity dwelling in him;
and of the power and authority which Christ received
of God as Savior, Judge,and Lord of all. 'We have
no oceasion for\any forced orCiunnatural eonstruction
of any of these numerous passages of Seripture; nor
have we any eccasion to frame and invent hypotheses
which contradict the plain lmport of Seripture lan- 1
guage, and finally mvolve us in contradnctmn a.nd ‘
absurdity.

Is it not, sir, a truth, that the personal self-exist-
ence of the Son of God has been too hastily estab-
lished as an article of Christian fajth P—established
as an article of such unquestionable truth and infinite
importance, that every opposing passage of Séripture
must be made to bend to it, or break before it ? And
that too while the general tenor of Scripture language
and Scripture representations are, according to the
most natural import of werds, direetly opposed to the
idea ? Yea, with a view to.glorify Christ with the
attributes of personal self-existence and independence,
bave not hypotheses been formed whish imply a sac-
rifice of the solemn realities of the covenant of re-
demption, and of the obedience and death of the
So~ oF Gop?2 And in attempting to support this one
doctrine, have not the plainest and most simple repre-
sentations of Scripture, and even the whole gospel
scheme, been involved in mystery and obscurity ?
Surely, sir, before we allow any doctrine such a share
of importance, we ought, at least, seriously to inquire
whether it be founded in the word of God.

As the doctrine of the personal self-existence of the
Son of God has long been a popular doctrine, have we
not on that ground received it as true, and made it
our business to support the doctrine before we exam-
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ined it by the light of God’s word # And instead of
meking the Scriptures a sTaNDARD by which to
mensure the doctrive, have we not been in the habit
of making the doctrine a sr4¥p4rp by which te
musure the Scriptures @

Will you, sir, still urge that Christ cannot be a
Divine Person’ unless he be self-existent ? By what

’

Mot oo

asthority, or by what agalogy, will you be able to Lk L'j,” A

sipport sach an objection ? Nothing more was neces-
ary to constitute Seth a human person, than being
the sox of a humar person. And if God be a Divine
Person, his own Son must be a Ditgne Person. Ac-
cording to every analogy in nature, to affirm that Jesus
Christ is God’s own, Son implies that he is a PErson

TRULY DiviNg.

— @

LETTER VII
Divive Honors due to the Son or' Goo.

REV. SIR,
THAT the Son of God is to be regarded as an ob-
Jeet of Divine HonoRs, is so plain from the Serip-
tures, that it seems extraordinary that it should ever
have been denied by any one who has almitted the
Bible as a rule of faith and practice.—In support of
the idea, we may note several things—

1. We have express declarations of the will of God.
“Tbe Father judgeth no man, but hath committed all
Jjudgment to the Son, that all men should noxor the
Son even as they honor the Father.” 'This is a suf-
ficient warrant for men to give DivINE nonors te
the Sox of God. Angels have their warrant also ; for

Heield,.
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“When he bringeth in his oxLY BEGOTTEN inte the
world, be saith, Let all the angels of~God worsm1r
niM.”’—And we have another passage which amounts
to a warrant both for men and angeh “Wherefore
God hath highly/exalted himl, and given him a name
which is above every name, that at the wame or
Jesus every knee should bow, of things in heaven, and
things in earth, and things under the earth.”

2. We have the example of saints on earth and

saints in heaven. In respect to saints om earth, we -

not enly have many individual instances recorded, bt
the great body of Christians in the apdstolie age were
vharacterized as “those who call on the name of the
Lord Jesus.” 'That both angels and swints in glery
pay Divine honors to the Son of Geod, is represented
by John in the account he gives of his visions: “And
1beheld, and I heard the voice of many angels round
about the throne, and the. beasts and the elders ; and
the number of them was ten thousand times ten thou-
sand, and thousands of thousands, saying with a load
voiee, WoRTHY IS THE LAMB THAT was sLAIN, to
receive power, and riches, and wisdom, and strength,
and honor, and glory, and.blessing : And every crea-
ture which is in heaven, and on the earth, and under
«he earth, and such as are in the sea, and all that are
in them, heard I, saying, Blessing, and honor, and
alory, and power, be unto him that sitteth -on the
throne, and unto the Lams, forever and ever.”

To those who regard the Seriptures as of Divine
authority, the things which have already been noted
may be considered as sufficient to autherize us to pay
Divine honors to the Son of God ; even if we should
be unable to investigate the grounds of the Divine
direetions, and of the examples of saints and angels.
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¥t may, however, be desirable that we should obtain
elear view of the reasons why such honors are to be
given to Jesus Christ.—We may therefore observe,

4. That Divine honors are due to the Son of God,
on the principle of derived dignity. ‘He'is God’s own
Shn, his First-begotien, his only begotten Son ; and he
bath, by inkeritance, a more excellent name than the
angels. On the same principle that an own and only
son of a rightful king is te be regarde 1 and honored
= & royal person, Bivine honors are due to the Son
of -God..

2. The Son of God is worﬂxy of Divine honors, on
the ground of his Divine fulness ; for it hath pleased -
the Father- that in: him all fulness should dwell. That
fulness -which Christ possesses by the pleasure of the
Fither, is really Christ’s fulness ; and it is as exeel-
Ient considered ‘as the fulness of Christ, as it is con-
sidered as the fulness of the Father. The-self-exist.
enee of God does not imply that he was the cause of
hii own existence or his own fulress. And God is, in
truth, no more the cause of his own fulness than Christ-
is the cause of the Divine fulness which dwells in
him by the pleasure of God. If, therefore,.the: ful-
néss there is in God be a proper ground on which te
give nu Divine honors, the fulness there is in Christ
ie a reasoh why we should honor the Son as we honor
the Father—that is, so far as Divine fulness is the
ground of Divine honors.

. 8. The Son of God is worthy of Divine honots, on
the ground of his- Divine offices. It is a dictate of rea--
son and revelation,. that official character should he
respected and honored,. And the higher the office any:
person sustains by right, the greater are- the honors-
which are due on the ground of official charaeter..
“’
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The official character of a general demands higher
honors than that of a corporal—the official eharaeter
of the president of the United States demands higher
honors than that. of an ordinary eivil magistrate.
And on the same principle, Divine honors are due to
the Box ef God: for his nffices are traly Ditine.
The offiees of Savior, JudGE, and Lorp oF ALz, are
as traly Divine offiees as any offices sustained by God
the Father. And if there be any reason to give Di-
vine honors to God in view of his Dnvme offices, there
is the same reason to give Divine Honors to the Son of
Glod: for the Bon haa not obtained these oftices by
violence or usurpation, hut by the pleasure of God,
who had an unquestionable right te bestow them
And if he truly possess these. offices by the gift of
the Father, so far as offitial. character may he a
ground of Divixe nowors, Christ is as worthy of
Divine horors as though he had possessed the same
dffices by self-existence. Therefore, on the ground of
official character, we may hounor the Son as we honor
the Father. '

4. The Son of God 18 worthy of DiviNe - HONOBRS,
qn the ground of Divine works. Creation is a Di-
vine work ; and by him were all things ereated. . Up-
holding and governing the world is a Divine work ;
#nd he upholdeth all things by the word of his.:pow-
er;* and heis Lord of all. Salvation is & Divine

* Heb. i. 3. Tn his Family Expesitor, Dr. Doddridge expresses
the opinion, that the phrase “kis power” intends the power of the
Father ; and the construction of the sentence is in favor of his
epinion. But this is no objeetion to the idea, that the powee, by
which the world is upheld, isalso truly Christ’s power. Itis the
power of Gud, originally and independently, and the power of
Chrint by ;he pleasure of the Father:
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work 3 and God hath exalted him to be a Prixce and
a Savior—The price of redemption he has person-
ally paid ; and he is made head over all things to the
.¢hurch. Judging the world is a Divine work ; and .
the Father hath committed all judgmentunto the Son.

I is indeed e truth, that God does all these things
by his Son ; but the Son is the real agent or daer of
these thmss, as truly as Paul was the author of the
epistles to Timothy.

Itis a principle of reason and commeon sense, as
well as of revelation, that great and exeellent works
are a proper ground of honor. When the elders of
the Jews came to Christ to request favor in behalf of
the centurion, whose servant was sick, in commenda-
tion of the centurion the elders said, That, “he is
worthy for whom he should de this; for he loveth our
nation, and hath built us a synagogue.® What
honers have heen paid to Washington, on the ground
not only of the important offices he snstained, but on
the ground of the impertant works, he performed !
Now, if more honor has been diie to Washington on
the greund of his works, than has been due to the
meanest soldier in his army, or the meanest peasant
in eommunity, Divine honors are due to Christ on the
ground of his Divine works. A greater than Wash-
ington is here ; one who has done greater things ; one
who hath loved our race, and hailt us & world, and
filled it with the fruits of kis kindness ; yea, one whe
hath so loved us as to give kimself, his own life, for
our redemption. But God raised him from the dead,
and “exalted’ him with his own right hand.” Ged
viewed him worthy of Divine honors, on the ground of
what he had done, “wherefore God hath highly exalt-
_ed him, and given him a name above every mame, that
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at the name of Jesus every kenee should bow.” Ifit was
not improper for God to place the Son on his own right
hand, it is not improper for us to pay Divine konors te
his name.

From the evidenee we' have'in the sacred writings,
that Divine honors are to be paid to the Sen of God,
it has been inferred, that the Son is personally the
self-existent God. And so confident have some heen
that this inference is infallibly eorreet, that they have
ventured, on the supposition it be not so, to implicate
the Christian world in a eharge of gross idolatry, and
the God of truth in a charge of self-contradietion and
meomnstency Is not this, sir, for. fallible ereatures,
earrying things to a -great length ? And does it not
imply such a degree of confidence in the correetness-of
their own understandings, as none should possess until
they arrive to that state where they shall see as they
shall be seen, and know as they shall be known ?

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

- But,. sir, be pleased to admit, for one moment, the-
possibility that Christ is just such a Person and ehar-.
-aeter as I have supposed him to be—truly the Sox of
the Livive Gop, God’s own and oxLY Sen—a Son in.
whom it hath pleased the Father that all fulness.
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should dwell—one truly united to Deity, and by God’
invested with the Divine offices of Savior, Lord, and
Judge: What but IHvine honors are due to his name ? |
What says analogy P—By David’s pleasure; we
behold Solomon placed’'on’the’ throne of Israel ; and
we see the friends of David and of Solomon giving
him the honors which were due to thé son of David
wd king of Ferhel. We also see the Sov or Gon,
“for the suffering of death, crowned with glory and
honor,” seated oh the right hand of the Majesty on
high, exalfed by God, as Lord of all ; and shall we
pronounce it idolatry to pay him Divine honors as the
Sov or Gop, and the constituted Lorp of the uni-
verse ? Or shafl we arraign the conduet of God, and
pronounce it absurd for him thus to exalt his oww
Son?2
But what saith thé Scriptures P When they repre-
sent Christ as an object of Divine honors, do they not
wiformly represent him as a Person as distinct from
Gop as he is from the FaTuer ? Is there one instanee
in whieh he ts represented as the self.existent God,
ard on that ground worshipped P—In regard to those
declarations of the Divine will respecting the honor-
ing of Chrrist, or the wershipping of Christ, is Be not
in the plainest manner distinguished from the self-
existent God ? “All judgment was coMMITTED unto
HiM by the Faruer, that all men should honor the.
Son as they honor the FaTauer. Was he not a Be-
ing distinet from the one who committed all judgment
unto him? In the connection, he calls that Being his
Father ; and Peter says, that Christ commanded his
disciples to preach and to testify that it is He who is
ordained of God to be the Judge of the quick and the
dead. Therefore, when hie is honoved as the Judge,
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he is honored as one ordained of God. He is then, in

" this ease, plainly distinguished from Geod. It was

God also who brought him inte the world, as the
OKLY BEGOTTEN, and said, “Let all the angels of
God worship nrm”/ It was®God dlso/ who “exalted
him ;” and God gave him the name which is above
every name, that at the name of Jesus every knee
should bow. In all these eases, the Son is as elearly
distinguished from God, as Solomon is, in any plaee,
distinguished from David.

As there is no declaration lmporung that Christ
should be worshipped or honored as beipg personally
the self-existent God, we may perhaps find, that, in
the examples of worshipping Chriat, he was honored
or worshipped as a Being distinct from God. When

_he had stilled the tempest, they that were in the ship

eame and worshipped him, saying, “Of a truth thea
art the Son of God.” And in several initances he
was worshipped under this title. By the weman of
Canaan he was worshipped as the Lord, the Son of
David. Can any person of candor -and discernment
suppuse, that in either of these cases he was consid-
ered as personally the self-existent God? The terms
they used eertainly import no such thing. To be the
Sox of God, and to be the self-exjstent Gop, are ideas
as distinet as David and the Sor of David. The an-
gels were not required to worship him as the self-ex-
istent God ; but the self-existent God required them to
worship Christ as the-only begotten Son of God.
When John, in the Revelations, gives us such a strik-

ing representation of the worship or Divine honers

paid by all the angels and saints te Christ as the
Laums or Gop, the Lamg, in the representations, is
elearly distinguished from God as another intelligent
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Being—as one who had heen sLa1x—as oNx who had
redeemed us to Goo by hisblood.  No one, it is hop-
ed, will pretend, that God, the self-existent, was ever
slein ; yet when Divine honors were paid the Lams,
the angels and the redeemed of the Lerd said, “Wor-
thy is the Lamb that was slain, to receive power, and
riches, and wisdom, and strength, and honor, and
glory, and blessing.” :

There is not, perhaps, a more striking representa-
tion of Divine honors paid to the Son of God, in any
part of the Bible, than those which are given by John
in the Revelations ; yet all those honors were paid te
one who could say, “I am He that liveth, and wasm
dead, and, behold, I live forevermore ;* and to one /7wa
whom the worshippers considered as having beem
slein. ‘Then, as true as it is that God was never
personally dead, so true it is that Jesus Christ may
receive divine honors as an intelligent Being, person-
ally distinct from God.

It may not be amiss here to notice an extraordinary
idea suggested by Mr. Jones, in regard to the Lamz.
8peaking upon these words, “Thou wast slain, and
hast redeemed us {p God by thy blood,” and feeling
the impropriety of supposing that God suffered and
died, he informs us that by the Lamb is intended “the
Messiah’s humanity.” [p. 82.] That the title Lans
includes the Messiah’s humanity, is not denied; but
that the term Lams means the Messiah’s humanity in
contradistinetion to his own proper nature as the Sox
or Gop, may not be admitted. If the name Lamb
mean the ¢“Messiab’s humanity” in the sense sug-
gested by Mr. Jones, we may properly substitute the
terms “Messiak’s humanity” whenever the word Lamb
is used ag denoting Christ. -

1
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Let us then make use of the substitute in the con~
nection from which Mr. Jones selected the text.

«And I beheld, and lo, in the midst of the throne—
stood the “Messiah’s humanity)” @s/it. had been slain,
having seven horns and seven eyes, which are the
seven spirits of God: And he came and took the
book—And when he had taken the book, the four
beasts and the four and twentj' elders fell down be-
fore the “Messiah’s humanity”—and they sung a new
song, saying, Thou art worthy to take the book, and
to open the seals thereof; for thou wast slain, &e.—
Worthy is the “Messigh’s humanity” that was slain,
to receive power, &e.—Blessing, and honer, and pow-
er, unto him that sitteth on .the throne, and to the
“Messiah’s humanity” forever and ever.” Rev. eh. v.

To such absurdlty, sir, are great and good men some-
times reduced, in attempting to support a theory i in
opposition to the plain import of seripture language.
Had Mr. Jones duly regarded the natural meaning of’
the terms the Son of God,and believed that he wasmade

in the likeness of men by becoming the soul of § human

* body, that he really suffered and died on the cross as
the antitype of the paschal Lamb, he might then have

considered the Lams, seen by John, as the Messiak

himself, and not the “Messiah’s humanity.”” But if an
Atharasian writer may so construe the names of the
Son of God, as implicitly to represent all the heaven-
ly hosts as worshipping the ¢ Messiah’s humanity,”
may I not escape censure in regard to the hypothesis
that God hath exalted his own Son, and constituted
him an object of Divine honors 2

What! you may say, are we to havé two Gods?
No, sir; my object is to prove that we bave but oneé
self-existent God, by proying that, in the view of God,
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of angels, and of saints in glory, the Sox of Ged is an
objeet of Divine worship ; not indeed, on the ground
of self-existenee, but on the ground of his dignity as
Gol’s own and only Son, and the ccmstituted Lord
aud Sgvior of the world.

But, sir, let it be distinctly understood, and never
forgotten, that while we thus honor the Sox of God,
we honor the FaTugr also. Christ taught his disei-
ples this doetrine, He that reeeiveth me, reeeiveth him
that sent me ; and he that despiseth me, despiseth him
that sent me. And when he taught the Jews that the
“Father hath committed all judgment unto the Son,
that all men may honor the Son even as they honor the
Father,” he subjoined, “He that konoreth not the Son,
honoreth ot the Futher that sent him.” And when
Paul stated to the Philippians how God had exalted
kis Son, and given him a name ahove every name,
that every knee should bow to the name of Jesus, he
let them know that the Divine honers to be paid te
Christ were “to the glory of God the Father.”

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

If we honor the So~ on the ground of the Father’s
requirement, we thus honor the Father.

If we honor the Son on the principle of derived dig-
%ty as the Son or Gob, the character of the Father
is the primary ground of the honors paid to the Son.

If we pay Divine honors to Christ on this ground,
that “in him dwelleth all the fuluess of the God-
tead,” we honor the fulness of the Father, as truly as
vhen the persen of the Father is immediuately honored.

If we bonor the Son on the ground of his official

tharacter and the Divine authority be possesses by the
13
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pleasure of the Father, as the constituted Savior,
Lord, and Judge of the world, it is not only the au-
thority of the Sox, but the FATHER’S AUTHORITY 1N
Him, which we honor and adore.

If we honor him on 'the ground 'of his Divine works
as Creator and Lord, the FaTuer 1N nim does the
work.

If we honor the Son on the ground of his abasement,
suffering, and death, for our sakes, we are at the same
time to remember, that “Gop so loved the word, that
HE GAVE his oNLY BEGOTTEN Son”—and that it is
“yxto Gop” that the Son hath redeemed us by his
Blood.

Therefore, in every point of vxew, and on ev
- ground, the Divine honors which are paid to the Sox
" are “fo the glary of God the Father.”

Is it not, sir, surprizing, that Clmstlan writers
should have been so unguarded as to assert, that if
' Jesus Christ be not personally and truly the self-ex-
istent God, then the Christian chureh in all ages Lave
been guilty of “gross idolatry ;> and that the religion
of Christ “is so far from destroying idolatry, that it
is only a more refined and dangerous species-of it 2
If such writers have incautiously implieated them-
selves in a charge of idolatry, it is hoped they will
not blame me for that. To accase them of idolatry,
or to view them as guilty of it, is far from me. For
though the correctness of their views, in respect to
the ground on which Divine honors are due to the
Son of God, is doubted, yet in my view they have not
given him more honor than is due to his name. They
may have, indeed, in support of their theory, said
things respecting the personal self-existenee and in-
dependence of the Son of God, which are more thay
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are true; but it is doubted whether any Christian on l , ’
ea?

earth, in his devotional views and feelings, ever as-
eribed so much real excellency and glory to Christ,
as are properly due to his nanie;
If you, sir, entertain the idea, that my views of the
real excellency, glory, and love of Christ, have been
lowered down by adopting the present theory, be as-
sured that the very reverse of your apprehensions is
the truth. 'While supporting your theory, and speak-
ing conformably to it, my language imported ideas re-
specting Christ which now appear incorreet. But it
is one thing to adopt forms of speech of high import,
and another to have distinct and impressive ideas of
redl majesty, dignity, and glory. And while formerly
using language which imported the self-existence and
independence of Christ, my ideas respecting his great-
ness and glory, as a distinet Person from the Father,
were very confused and indistinet.” For it was im-
pessible for me to form a definite idea of what eonld
be meant by Person, on the theory of three Persons in
one God or one Being. The Son ‘of God, as united
to the man or human nature of Christ, was to me a
cartain something, about which the terms self-exist-
ence and independence were used by mé as by others,
but of which no definite idea was eonceived, any more
than of that in bodies whieh is called the prineiple or
power of attraction; excepting when, by the aid of
analogy, the Son of God was viewed as a distimet in-
telligent Being. But as this was contrary to the
theory, when that oeeurred my mind was necessarily
confused. But on the present theory, the natural im-
port of Scripture language, in view of analogies, af-
fords me ideas of the majesty, the glory, the dignity,
and the love of Christ, far more distinct, exalted, and,
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mpressive, than any which ever eatered my mmh.
. Athauasian greund.

Here it may be proper to motice more particularly
the self-contradietion and inconsisteney, in whieh it
has beem anpposed God must be involved if' his Son be
not self-existent—The parts of the supposed conira-
sietion are of the following tener, viz.

On the one hand, God has positively prehibited-the.
wership of idols, or any god but himself. He has
said, ‘1 am God, and there is none.else. Thou shalt
haye no other gods hefore me.” “I amn the Lord, the¢
is my name, and my glory I will net give te another,
meither my praise to graven images.” e

On the other hand, God said respeeting his Son,
“Let all the angels of God worship him”—Amd he
has given him a name above every name, that at the
name of Jesus every kunee should bow.

In view of such passages, it has heen inferved that
Christ is personally the same God who has made these
deeclarations, or there must be a vcentradiction. ‘To
show that neither of these inferences is eerrect, is the
design of the following ebservations.

4. If Jesus Christ be traly the Sox ef the self-ex-
MGod,heuneitheragmm image, an idol, nor
 false god. , . . Henoe,

2. A prohibitien respecting the worship of graven
images, or idols, or false gods, amounts to no prohibi-
tion of paying Divine honors te the Son of God, as
the Son of God, or the constituted Lord of the unmi-
verse. 'Therefore,

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

I
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T} may still be thought, that if the Son be not the.
self-existent God, but has been exalted by God as an
shject of Divine honors, then God has given his glory
to anather, contrary to his own word. It may there-
fore be observed,

%. For Ged to give his glory to another, in the sense

of the text alluded to, must imply doing something
respecting another or autherizing semething to be
dene respecting another, whieh is dishonorary to him-
self. 'To glorify another, or to eause another to be
glorified, in a mamner which contributes to his own
glory, is perfectly consistent with his declaration that
e will not give his glory to another. To make out,
then, that there is so mueh as the shadow of a eontra<
dietion in the case, it must be made to appear, that
tapay Divine henors to the Son of God, as the 8on
* or Gop, and the one in whom the Father is ever well
pleased, is dishonorary te the Father. But to prove
this, will be a task which probably very fow will ven.
tare to undertake.

By those who have urged this supposed contradie-
tion, has it not been taken for granted, that the Sen
of God may be a distinct Person frem God the Fath-
er, and yet the self-same Being 2 And should this,
sir, be taken for granted ? But if it be, still the texts.
which they rely upon for the support of the supposed
contradiction, do as fally import a prohibition of Di~
vine homors te any other Person but the one who
made the declarations, as to any other Being. In
those texts God dees not represent himself as. three
Persons, but as one individual Person—“I am God, .
and there is none else—Thou shalt have no other
gods before me—1 am the Lord, and my glory I wilk
pot give to another”—Therofore,ifm W

‘8’
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amount to a prohibition of paying Divine henors to-
the Son of God, as being truly the Sox of God, they

equally prohibit paying Divine honors to the Sen

considered as a distinct Person from the Father,
whether self-existent |ormot, ‘The self-same Person

is represented as saying at one time, I am the kord,

and my glory I will not give to another—At another
time he says respecting the Person who is ealled his
only begotten Son, “Liet all.the angels of God wership

him.” And, if these passages would involve a con-
tradiction on the hypothesis that the Sonis a Person

truly per1vED from the Father, they invelve pre-

eisely the same contradiction on the hypothesis that

the Son is a self-existent Person pisrince from:the

Father. : : C

Having thus endeavored to show, from the, Serip-
tures, that Divine honors are due to the Sen of Ged,
and the grounds on which they are due, and also to
efviate what has been viewed hy some as insurmount-
able objections to the theory, you will suffer me now
to appeal to your own conscience, and ask, whether
my views of the hongrs due to the Son of Ged do mot
harmonize with your awn practical views and feelings,
and with yeur usual forms of speech in prayer.and
praise?  Reflections on my own former views and
feelings, and observations in regard to the prayers of
my Athanasian brethren, encourage me to de this.

In respeet to. my own experience, adopting the
present theory has given mo oecasion to vary my
forms of speech from what was natural and ussal
with me before, in regard to the Son of God. And
jtis observed, that the prayers of my Athanasiem
brethren, so far as the Son is mentioned, agree with
my present views; excepting when they, appear ta-
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wish to introduee some particular expressions to com-
municate or support their partieular theory. It muy
‘not then be amiss to class myself with you and them,
and observe how we pray.

We occasionally address petmons to Christ as the
Son of God, the Lord of all, the Redeemer of our
souls, or the Heud of the church. We sometimes

* distinetly thank him for his kindness and merey in-
laying down his life for our redemption; and for the
benefits we reeeive through his mediation and atone~
ment. But in this particular, perhaps we are gen-
erally deficient; and much less frequently bring the
Bon into view ia our prayers than weuld he proper. .
In our aseriptions of praise, at the elose of our
prayers, we frequently and properly mention the
Father and the Son as two distinet Persons, or intel-
Eigent Beings. :

But #n general, we address our prayers to Gop as
one distinet Person and Being. We bless the name
of this oxe Gop for his kindness and love in giving

kis own Son to die for our offences. And the forms
of speech which we use clearly eonvey the idea that
God is one distinet intelligent Being, and his Son
another; as distinct as any other Father and Son.
We beseech God to bestow favors through the media-
tion and atonement of his Son, We plead with Ged-
on the ground of what his S8on has done and suffered
forus. ‘We adore God for having exalted his Son as
Lorbp of all, and making him Heap over all thin'
to the church. And, in eonformity to the language
of Soripture, we make use of thousands of expressions
which denote as cleara distinction between Gop and
#1s foN, as are ever made betweem Al *bam and

~:
o
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And, however, incousistent such a distinction may
be with the Athanasian theery, it-is a distinetion to
which we are naturally led by our intimacy with the
language of the Bible. And these forms of speech are,
it is thought, a correct expression of the habitual and
practical views even of Athanasians themselves, in
their devotionul exereises. Believing this to be the
ease, and that it is consistent with the .manner in
which Divine honors are paid to the Son of Ged by
saints and angels in heaven, who can believe that the

Christian ehurch have heen guilty of “idolatry” in the

homage they have paid to the “L aus of God ?*

In considering him as the self-existent God, it is
thought my brethren have been under a mistake ; bat
not in considering him as an ebject of Divine honors s
nor is it apprehended that in their habitual and devo-
tional feelings they have ascribed more honor than is
due to his name. And so far as they have fallen
short of believing, feeling, and acknowledging the aw-
ful realities of the personal abasement, suffering and
death, of the Sox of God, so far they have, in my

opinion, in ene partieular, fallen short of giving him

due praise.

The ten times ten thousand, and the thousands of
thousands, who were observed by John as paying hon-
ors to the Bon of God, did not say, Werthy is the
Lamb who united himself to a man that was slain 3

nor did they say, Wort:v{ is the “Messiah’s humamty” .

t was slain : but, «

in, to receive,” &e.
In a preceding verse, the redeemed do nmot say,
‘Theu art worthy to take the book, and to loese the
seven seals-thereof ; for the man to whom thou wast
pnited was slgin : but, “Thou art werthy=for rses

orthy is the Laus, that was

[ I §
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w4s? sL4IN, and hast redeemed us to God by TaY
blood.” :

Must it not, sir, appear on_ your hypothesis, either
that Divine honors' were puid to the “/Messiah’s hu~
manity,” or that the gelf-existent Gop was personally
slain 2 As you will deny both these positions, let me
ask, how ean you consistently join the song of the re-
deemed, till Yyou renounee your theory ? Can you ever,
consistently, say, Worthy is the Lama thet was
SLAIN §

POSTSCRIPT TO LETTER VII.

80 far as I have had opportunity to be acquainted -
with the views of others, it has been, in general, pre-
fessedly eonceded by Atliua.smns, by Arians, and by
Becimians, that there can be but one objeet of Divine
bonors 5 and that if Christ be not personally the self-
existent Ged, to worship, or to pray to him, must be
wdolatry. .

But, sir, are not Gon, and the Sox at his right
hand, two distinet objeets P Are mot Gop, and the
Lawus, two distinct objeets P 'When God said respeet-
ing his Son, “Let all the angels of God worship arxu,”
is the meaning the same as though he had said, Let
all the angels of God worship M ? Suppose an earth-
1y king should exalt his own son, snd give him the
right hand as a eo-partner with him on the throne,
and require all his subjects to “bow the knee” and
pay royal honors to the son ; would not the father and
the son be still two distinet objeets ? And have we not .
reason to believe, that it is in allusion to such events
that we have it represented in the Secripture, that
God hath exalted n1s Sox with his own right Iumd 2

e
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If God has, in very deed, given all things into the
hands of the Son, and exalted him to be Lord of - all,
ean it be idolatry to worship him according to the
rank assigned him' by 'God’?" Can'it“be improper or
eriminal to pray “to him who is thus able to help us,
and to praise and thank him for what ke is, and for
what he has done for our sakes P

"When you say that it must be ldolatry to worship
or pray to Christ, unless he he the self-existent God,
do you not implicitly accuse God of establishing idol-
atry 2 For the Divine honors to be paid to the Son
are instituted by God. Besides, do you not arbitrari-
ly attach ideas to the terms worship and prayer, which
do not neccessarily or naturally belong to them'? viz.
That worship and prayer imply, that the objeet wop-
shipped and addressed is acknowledged to be person-
ally the self-existent God, by him who worships.or

. prays.

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

Shall it, sir, be deemed consistent for a poor male-
faetor to bow the knee to one whom the people have
exalied as PRESIDENT of the United States, and sup-
plicate favor ? And shall it be deemed a crime to
_ make supplication to HiM whom Gop hath exalted

* with his own right hand, to be a Prince and a Savior,
to give repentance and remission of sing ? It is mot
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indeed proper to pray to the president as to the self-
existent God ; but it is proper to address ‘petitions to _
him, and to pay homage to him according to his rank
or dignity. - Nor is it in my view proper, in address-
ing prayers to Christ, to consider him as the self-
existent God. Yet it is proper to pray to him, and to
worship him as Lorp oF ALL ; as a Being whom God
hath seen fit to “zxare with his own right hand ;»
and as one in whom God, by all his fulness, dwells.

And how, sir, can we be in subjection to God, un-
less we cheerfully “bow the knee” to the Sox, and ac-
knowledge him to be “Lozb, to the glory of God the
Father 2” The worship paid to the Son is called Di-
tire ; not because it is divinely required ; but because
in my view the Sox is a Divine Person ; a Person of
Divine Origin and Dignity, of Divine Fulness and
Huthority. ' o

If you, sir, are surprized to' find me thu§ approving
the idea of paying Divine honors to two distinct ob-
Jects, will you not be still more surprized, should it be
demonstrated, that, on your theory, Divine hono.rs must
be paid to three distinct objects 2

Your theory supposes three self-existent Persons or
dgents ; and each of these three distinct Agents you
eonsider as an object of Divine worship.  As you dis-
avow the idea of three Gods, it would be ungenerous
to aceuse you of worshipping three distinct Gods.
But, that you profess to worship three distin.ct objects,
as God, how ean youin truth deny? Is not every
distinct persgn or agent a distinct object of eontem-
plation . And are not three distinct persons as clearly
three distinct objects as three trees? Ts it possible
for you, or any other man, to form an idea of three
distinct persons which-does not include three distinct
objects 2 e
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Tt has, sir, been urged; on your side of the question,
that we can easily eonceive of the FurnEr as one
distinct Person, of the Sox as another distinct Person,
and of the Horr Gros? as a third distinct Persom s
and the difficulty is, to conceive how these thres dis-
tinct Persons-ean be hut one Being, or one God. This

part of the hypothesis is acknowledged to be mysteri- -

" ous and totally inconceivable.  Your worship, there-
fore, must be paid to the three Persons as to three dis-
tinct objects ; for if you worship the three persons

“at all, you must wership them aceording to your
ceneeptions, and not according to what you do not
conceive. If you have no conception of the THrEE,
otherwise than as three distinct Persons, you ¢an have
no cenception of them otherwise than as three distinct
objects:

From my own experience as an Athanasian, suffer
me to appeal, sir, to your eonscience, whether you ever
did ceneeive of the"Father and the Son otherwise than
as two distinct objeets. 'When you address the Father,

and ask favors threugh the mediation of his Son,do you

not conceive of the Father and the Son as two distinct
objeets ? And do you not eonsider yourself as address-
ing one of the distinet objeets, and not the other 2 When
you address a prayer directly to the Sow, as the Hean
of the eburch, do 'you not conceive xim as an object
distinct from the FaTuer ? And when you consider
the three Persons as one Glod, do you not eonsider them
s being as distinctly rHREE 0BYECTS 85 THREE MRM-
BERS of onE Counoir P Moreover, do you not love the
Son of Ged as a distinct object from the Father, and
the Father as a distinct object from the Son ? If you
speak of the three Persons as three objects, if you con-
e of them as three objects, and if yeu love them as
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three distinct objects, is it net undeniable that you
worship them as three objects 2

If you say that worshipping one of the TurEE is
worshipping the whole, why are you not satisfied with
the worship of Socinians'? ' They profeéss' to worship
one of the three, as possessing all possible perfection.
But with this you are not satisfied. And why not?
Because, in your view, the other two- Persons are ne-
glected and treated with dishonor. The other two
Persons, you say, are worthy of the same honors as tke
Father. And dees it not appear from this, that you
consider three distinct objects as worthy of Divine
bonors ? Besides, is it not a common thing for writers
and preachers to take pains to prove that each of the
three Persons are worthy of egual honors ? And are
they not fond of using expressions of this import in
prayer ? Is it not, then, evident, that they do consider
the three distinct Persons as three distinct objects 2
When we have but one objeet in view, we do not say
equal honors are due to that object; it is, then, in view
of theee distinct objects that they say that equal honors
are due to the Father, the Son and the Holy Ghost.
And every time they say this, they implicitly say there
are three distinct objects equally worthy of Divine
HONORS.

Now, sir, is it not clearly evinced that your theory
does imply the worship of three distinct objects 4s
Gop ? Yet to fix upen you the charge of worshipping
three Gods, is- not in my heart; doubtless while you
wirship-the three distinet objects, you do it conscien-
tiusly, believing that in some mysterious, inconceiva-

' bl manner, these three distinet objects are so united
| asto be but ome God. Sueh was the case with me,
ud sueh it is believed is the case with yow.
14

- A=
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Suppose a venerable eouncil, composed of A, B, and

C, by whose benevolence you have been benefitted—
You address te them a letter of gratitude—In the first

place you address them as one body er council ; then
you distinetly thank /,-as moederator, for proposing
the plan; you thank B, as an advocafe, who has
exposed himself to insuke *r your sake; you thank
C, for some special cgeney in carryimg into effeet the
result of eouncil—You then econclude with an aserip-
tion of equal thanks te 4, B, and C, as one council.
Let me ask, have you not distinctly addressed tlree
distinct objects 2 -

Is it not, then, in vain to pretend that you worship

but one object, while you, in your prayers, distinctly
name ?HREE, and thank each for some disfinct agency?

- LETTER VIIL

The two theories compared, in respeet to Christ, con-
sidered as o SuFFERER on the cross, as the Sa rior
of the world, and the Lorp of the universe.

REV. SIR,

PERHAPS it may be useful to enter into 2 more
eritical examination of your theory, as it respects the
character of n1M by whom the atonement was made
for the sins of the world.

For the purpose of examination, let lt be admitted
as true, that the Father and the Son are two sel-ex-
istent and eo-equal Persons, avd that the incarnation
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of the Son implies his union to such a proper Man as
you suppose Jesus of Nazareth to have been. Let us
in the mext place make the supposition, that the Man
Jesus had been united to'the Father instéad of the Son,
in as strict a manner as it is possible that Ged and
Man should be united. If the Father be equal to the
Somn, a union of the Man to the Father would imply
presisely the same dignity as a union with the Son.
Then suppose, that in that state of union with the
Father, the AMan Jesus had suffered on the crosss”
weuld not his sufferings bave been of preeisely the
same value as an atonement, as in the ease of his saf-
fering in union with the second Person? This, it is
presumed, you wiil not deny.

Permit me now to ask, whether the sxfferéngs and
death of that Men, could, with any propriety, be call--
ed the sufferings and death of Gop the Kather ? Maure-.
over, as on your theory the value f the sufferings of
the eross results not from the dignity of the real suf-
ferer, but from the dignity of the PErsox to whom the
Man was united, we will farther suppose, that this
Man, in a state of union with the Father, was called
the Son of God ; would not the atonement for the sius
of the world have been preeisely the same that it is
on your hypothesis ? The surrerer would be precise-
1y the same, and the Person with whom the Man was
united would be of precisely the same dignity. ~ And,
on this supposition, would there not he a far greater
propriety in saying that the Son of God died for us,
than there is on yours ? If that Man united with the
Father should be called the Son of God, and did really
lay down his life for us, it might then be a truth that a
Son of God did die for us. But on your theory, what
propriety could there be in such a representation, any
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farther than the Man is considered as the Son of God ¢
But as you consider the Son of God as having com-
plete existence, and even se(f-e:mstence, distinct frem
the Man, the inearnation implied a uniion of two intel:
ligent Beings, as properly so as Gabriel and Adam.
The first of these “‘suffered not in the least,” but on
the Mar was laid the iniquities of us all.

‘What then, sir, is the difference in the character of *
him who really bore our sins in his own body en the
tree, considered on your theory, or on the Socinian
theory ? You may indeed suppose the Man to be more
intimately united to God, than is supposed by Socin-
ians. But the second self-existent Person, or even a
pre-existent Son of God, suffered no more aceording
to your theory than according to theirs. The suffer-
ings, on both theories, were all really endured by a
proper Man, whose first existenee began less than for-
ty years before his death ; a man who never liad pos-
sessed even the shadow of pre-existent dignity, riches,
or glory, and who was in no higher sense the Son of
God, than Abraham or Moses. You may indeed say,
that “the Man Jesus was united to the Person’of the
8on of God;” but this very assertion implies that the-
Son and the Man were two distinet intelligences ; and
that the Man was not truly the Son of God, but anoth-
or intelligent being united to the Son of God.

Suffer me now, sir, in an impartial manner, to ex-
hibit in contrast, the different theories we have adopt-
ed as they respect the character of Him who was really
slain for us, and whe bore our sins in his own bedy on
the tree.

On your part the case sta,nds thus, The sufferings
of the cross were whelly endured by a Man, who
was somehow mysterionaly umited to a second self-
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existent Person, whom you call the.Son of God. Yet
this Person you eall the Son of God, endured no share
in the sufferings of the eross; the Man only suffered
and died. This real sufferér| had) never enjoyed one
moment of pre-existent dignity or glory.- He knew
nothing what it was to be in the Father’s bosom
and as he never had been rich, he knew nothing what
it was to become poor, in amy ather semse tham is
known by other poor children who are born inte the
world. His “being born, and that in & low eondition,”
was a matter to which he had never consented. He
lived, indeed, a life perfectly exemplary, and died a
death truly distressing. . But this Sor, to whom you
suppose this Men was united, was so far from sharing
a part in the suffering of the cross, that he only ena-
bled the Man to bear a greater portion of sufferings
than he would otherwise have been able to endure.
But can this circumstance be eonsidered as any real
Javor to the Man? 1Indeed, sir, can you see that this
Man ever received the least benefit from a union with
your supposed self-existent Son, from. the time he was
born in the manger, to the moment he expired on the
eross ? 8o far as the inspired writings have informed
me, this Man derived all the henefits which he did
derive, from God the Father. And why should it be
thought to contribute greatly to the dignity ef this -
Man to be united to a Person from whom he derived
»e manner of assistanee or support, unless it were te
enable him to endure a greater portion of real syffer~
ngs?

On the other hypothesis, the sufferer on the eross
was 8 very different character—He was truly the Son
of the living God, had long been in the bosom ef tife

4
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Father before the foundations of the earth were laid.
“as one brought up with him, and wae daily his de-
light.” He was highly henored by the Father in
the great work of creation; for Ged created all things
by him. In him it pleased the Father that all falness
should dwell. He was as intimately united to the
Father, as it is pessible the JMan Jesus should be, on
your theory, to a second self-existent Person. He
was honored by the Father as the Angel of his pres-
enee on the most solemn and ipteresting occasions,
and was truly in the roru oF Gop: for he was the
“rmaae of the invisible God.” But while in this-
state of pre-existent glory, he beheld our perishing
state ; he saw that the blood of bulls and of goats was
not sufficient to take away sin; and he said to his
Father, “Saerifice and offering thou wouldst net, but a
BoDY hast thon prepared me”—“I.0, I come to do thy
will, O God.”” He laid aside the rorM oF Gop, and
voluntarily became united to the body which God had
prepared, and was thus “made in the likeness of men.*
And being found in fashion as a man, he hambled
‘himsel’ and became obedient unto death, even the
death of the eress.”” Such, sir, is the Lamb of God
whoe takcth away the sin of the world. Thisis the
eharacter, in view of wlueh, ten thousand times ten
thousand tongues sing, Worthy is the Lamb thet was
slain.
Having thus earried out the two aecounts, let us
cast them up, that we may clearly see the -disparity.
- As you cannot deny that as much dignity may be de~
vived from-a union with the one God, the Fatker, s
from a union with a seeend self-existent Person ;
vespest to-the -characterof the real sufferer, the case-
;will stand thus s .
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On your part, the sufferer is a Man with such dig-

nity as he may derive from a union with a second self-
existent Person.
- On my part, the sufferer is that glonous Sow, by
whom God created all things in heaven and earth,
possessing all the dignity which ean result from the
most perfect union with the one Ged, the Father.

The difference, then, in the character of the suffer-
or, is, at least, as great as all the difference between
the congtituted Creator of heaven and earth, and the
wmere Man or human nature of your Messiak.

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

We are perfectly agreed in one pomt, viz. That
there is but one infinite self-existent God. In yeur
view, this infinite God consists of three self-existent
Persons ; in my view, the one infinite God is but one
Person.. 'The one Person, then, on my theory, must
be equal to the three Persons of your theory, in regard
to fulness and syfficiency. In your view, one of the
three Persons is united io the Man or human nature,.
and this self-existent Person and the Mon are the
Savior and Lovd of all—In my view, the Sevior and
Lord of all is the Son of the living God, and by na-
ture “the brightaess of the Fasher’s glory, and the
express image of his Persen;” so united to the ome
infinite God, that in him dwells, not merely ene of
three Pemns,lmtalltkefadma qftheGoM
badtly‘
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As, in your view, the Deity eonsists of three distingt
Persons, each possessing independent fulness ; and as
but one of these Persons is supposed to be united te
the Man Jesus ; inguiry might e made; whether your
theory does not naturally suggest the idea, that there
is but’one third of the fulness of God implied in the
oharacter of our Lord and Savier Jesus Chiist. But
it is needless to urge this. And ap the ground already
stated, the matter is submitted to every impartial
mind, whether the character of the Lord Jesus does

" met appear vastly more impressive and glorious on the
theory now proposed, than on the Athanasian hype-
thesis.

It may possibly be urged by some, that if Christ
derived his existence from God, as a Son from a Fath-
er, he must be as incapable of suffering as the Father.
"This conclusion is not admitted as resulting from the
premises. But it would sooner be admitted that it is
possible with Gop ta render himself eapable of suffer-
ing by union with a human body, than that the Sox
of God did not suffer on the cross. My knowledge of
the nature of Gop and his 8Bonw is all derived from
the Bible. 'This informs me, that Christ is Gop
own Son; and that “though he were a Son; yet
learned e obedience by the things whieh nz sus-
rErED.” And who is so well skilled in the philoso-
Phy of Divine Nuture, as to be able to contradiet this
testimony in either particular ? Is it not more safe for
us to receive the Divine testimony as stated .in the
Beriptures, than to reject it by philosephizing on un~

- pevealed properties of Divise NaTure ¥

How often, sir, have our brethrem, on your side,
urged our ignorance of the Divine NATuURE, as &
reason why we should not reject revealed doctrinds
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eoncerning God and his Son? Yet, have not the same
brethren, on the ground of their supposed bnewledge
of the Divine NaTurs, implicitly denied and ex-
plained away two'of the' 'plainest truths' which are
eontainéd in the Bible? Are there, sir, dny two pro-
positions more clearly affirmed in the Scriptures, than

these, viz. That Jesus Christ is God’s Sons and, that

the Son of Ged suffered and died on the cross? Yet
how many millions of pages have been written; and
how many millions of sermons have been preached,

to prove that Jesus Christ is so far from being pro-
perly the Sox of God, that he is the very Gop, the
vEry Brine, whose Sow the Seriptures declare him
- tobe! Yea, the vEry BEinc who proclaimed from
heaven, “This is my beloved Son !> And have not
the numerous, plain, and unequivocal representations
of Scripture, respeeting the sufferings and deatk of
the Sox of God, been so explained away as to imply
no more than that a Man or mere human nature suf-
fered and died, to whom the Son of God was mysteri-
ously united ? And what is all this, sir, short of phi-
losophizing upon Divine NATURE, and drawing con-
clusions at an extraordinary rate? Would Gabriel
himself pretend to so much knowledge of Divine:
NaTure as thus to contradict DIVINE REVELA-
TION P .

Though I may have been accused of being “foo
mathematical for the Bible,” yet it is my desire never
to be so philosophical ad to prefer my awn deductions-
from fancied properties of the Divine NATURE, to
the most explicit declarations of the word of God.
But while thus disapproving the conduet of my breth-
ren, the Monitor within whispers, Such kas been thy
own inconsistency : and perhaps, as great inconsis—

-
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teney, in some other point, still lurks undiscovered—
«Let him that thinketh he standeth take heed lest he
fall.”* : ’

® Either while asléep or awake, the following scene has some-
times been presented to my imagination—

The writer of these Letters is called before an Ecclesiastical
Council to answer to a charge of hereay. The sceusers with
solemn formality, present against him the following articles of
charge :

1. He has publicly taught, That Jesus Christ is the Sox of God,
God®s owx Sow.

S. He has also taught, That the Sox of God did really suffer
on the cross, for the sins of the world. )

The Council inquire of the accused in what sense he under-
stands those propositions.

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

The result follows—

“This Council are of opinion, that the said accused is guilty of
hereey. For though in some mysterious sense, Christ is called
the SeN of God, yet he ir not the Son of God according to the
common acceptation of the term Son - so far from this, he is per-
sonally the enly trve God ; yea, “Jesus is that God, desides
whom there iz no other.””® And though it be represented in the
Scriptares, that the Sox of God suffered ; yet as he is personally
the immutable God, it was smposeible that ux should really suf-
Jer. The Man or human nature suffered, which was united to
the Person of the Son of God : The sufferings, therefore, are
called the sufferings of the Son of God. It is in our vigw infinite-
ly degrading to Christ, to say, that he is properly and truly the
8Sox of God; or to say, that Hz did really suffer the death of
the cross.’—Thus far the result.

It has, however, been intimated to me, that some of our breth-
ren are prepared to evade all I have written on the sufferings of
the Son of God, by saying that they ever professed to believe
that Christ is the Son of God, and that he suffered on the cross.
I have, sir, simed honestly to state the real ditference of senti-
ment between us on those two points. If, in any respect, I have

* Mr. Jones—page 2.
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'\’_ POSTSCRIPT.

SINCE writing the foregoing Letter, it has oceur-
red to me, that there is one mode of illustrating and
supporting the dignity of the sufferer, which has been
adopted by some Athanasians, that has not been
partieularly censidered. As a woman of low rank s
exalted by marriage to a worthy prince or potentate,
g0 it has been supposed that the Man Jesus or the
human nature was exalted by union with the Sox or
Gopn. Upon this hypothesis, let it be observed,

4. When this ground is taken, the dignity of the
real sufferer is supposed to result simply from umnion
with a Person of infinite dignity. The queen, after -
marriage, takes rank from her royal hushand : so it is
supposed that the Man Jesus is exalted by union with
the Sox oF Gop. Itis true, that the king and queen,
in a certain sense, are one ; but not in such a sense that
the obedience or the death of the queen might be prop-
erly cousidered as the obedience or the death of the king.
And if a king for a certain purpose, had engaged to
obey and to die, his becoming married te a woman of
low rank, and causing her to die instead of himself,
would not be esteemed very honorable conduet. ‘

2. The Scripture representation is, that the Sox or
Gobp did really abase bimself, and become poer, for

misapprehended your thieory, I shall rejoiee in being corrected.
And if indeed you do believe that Christ is zruly the Son of God,
and that BE really suffered on the cross, I shll be happy ia being
informed that there is no ground of controversy between us. But
if T have not mistaken your theory, it is believed that you have
tao much generosity of soul and uprightness of heart, to attempt
to evade the foree of truth by a mere guibbic upon words.
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our gsakes. But on the hypothesis now before us, the
scene is changed—Instead of abgsing himself, and
taking on him the form of a servant, he took o him-
self one who waematurally in the form of a servant,
and exalted the Man instead of labasing himself—In-
stead of being “made in the likeness of men,” he rais-
ed a man to thelikeness or dignity of God—Instead of
dying himself, he caused the Man to die to whom he
was united..

Ii seems to have been the gemeral idea, that the .

Son of God became ynited to the Man or human na-
ture, that he might be in a situation to obey and to
suffer. And yet, on your theory, it was just as im-
possible that ke should obey and suffer afier the unien
as it was hefore. Dr. Hopkins expressly says, that
“this personal union of the Divine nature, or of God
the second Person in the Godhead, with the human
nature, does not cause or suppose any ehange in the
former ; all the change, or that is changeable, is im
the human nature.” [System, vol. L. p. 414.]—By the
& Divine nature, or God the second Person in the God-
head,” the Doector meant the Sox oF Gon. The Som
of God, therefore, experienced no change, either in
becoming united to the Man or human nature, nor in
. consequence of this union—He was then in precisely
the same situation in regard to obedience and syffering
after the union, that he was before. What then, sir,
has the Sox or Gop either done of suffered for our
salvation ? And why will you pretend that he beeame
united to & Man that he might obey and suffer ?

8. If a mere Man, by virtue of a union with the
8on of God, might derive such dignity as to atone for
the sins -of the werld, it is evident that the same dig-
nity might result from the same mysterious union be-
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tweer' the same Man and the Father. And as the

 Man Christ Jesus never spake of his union witha pe-
cond Divine Person, hut ofter spake of his unien with
the Father, the probability wonld be much in favor of
the idea that his union was with the Father.—If,
then, the Socinians woald enly add to their theory the
idea of a mysterious union between the Man Christ
Jesas and God the Father, what weunld be the differ-
ence between your Savier and theirs ? It is not inmy
power to discern that there would be.se muoh as oné
shade of difference. The Man Jesus, considered sep-
arately frem his union with the Deity, is perhaps
as great on their theory as on yours ; nor will you
pretend that the Son is greater than the Father. If
the Socinians would only amnex that one idea to their
theory, it dees not appear that you would have the
least ground to dispute with them about the greatness:
of the Savior, however much you might dispute
about the number of seLy-exisTENT PERsons.—Be
net, sir, offended at this comparison : my &im here is
simply to urge you to inquiry, and to a thomgh ex¥
amination of yeur own thoory '

g
LETTER IX.

#n modern Trinitarian views of the Son of God, with
the general dzssmnce respecting thrée Persons in
one God,

REV. SIR,

SINCE the publication of the preseeding letters, X
bave found that a great partmn of our Trinitavian
brethren entertain an opinin very | dxﬁerentﬁnm yours;

1¥
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"and from what has, for ages, been called the orthodox

faith. They indeed agree with you that Gdd is three,
Persons ; yet they say, that the second Person in the
Crinity was not originally or by nature, the Son of
God ; but that he is called the Son of God on the
“ground of a constitited character,” or that hé be-
came the Son of God by incarnation, &e. &e. ~ Thisy
you know, is a flat contradiction to the opinicn of
those who were reputed orthodox in former ages.
Yet these modern Trinitarians elaim to be eonsidered
as the orthodox of the present day ; nor have I beem
able tesdiscover much inclination in you, or those who
agree with you, to dispute their cloim. Before I pub-
lished my letters to you, I was aware that this novel
‘opinion had been adopted by some of - qur brethren ;
but I supposed the number not (o be great.  So far as
it respects the Sonship of Christ, they make the same
objections to your views that they do to mine ; and if
their objections to my views are of any weight, they
are of equal weight against yours. Nearly a year
ago I addressed a private letter to one of the most
respeotable of our brethren who had taken that ground.
It is possible that the letter might have miscarried; it is
aertain I have received no reply. Report says, it was
the opinion of that hrother, that it was best for the
Clergy to let the sentiments I addressed to you ‘die
of themselves a natural death,” rather than to he at
the trouble of refuting them. He might think the
samein regard to what was eontained in my letter to
Jhim. T shall, therefore, give you a copy of the letter
that the whole may live or “die” tegether. The per-
son to whom the letter was addressed is one for whom
I heve entertained  a great respeet, and I addressed
him aceordingly, in the following manner i
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. “REV. SIR,
) «THE high rank you sustain in the Christian world,
invelves a proportionate degree of responsibility, and
renders it exeeedingly, important, that the sentiments
You publish should aceord with the unerring standard.
Although we enterdain different opinions of the char-
aeter of Christ, in this, I presume, we are agreed, °
that no sentiments can be of higher. importance in
divinity than those which represent his eharacter in a *
trae light. If, therefore, I am in an error in my
views of Christ, it is of great importance that I should
be convinced. And if you are in an error, it is of
much greater importance: that you sheuld be conving.-
ed, as your influence is more extensive than mine. As
it respects us, individually considered, the importance
may be eqial ; but as it respeets the pnbhe, the dis-
parity is great..

“Lately I have re-examined yonr discourses on the
“Trinity,” and. “On the testimeny of Christ to his
own Divinity.” I shall now submit some things to
your serions consideration ; hoping ‘that, if I have
mistaken your views, you will kindly eorreet my mis-
takes ; and, on the other hand,if ¥ shall show that -
your theory is dishonorary to Christ, that you will -
eandidly retract what is erroneous. For I eonside: it
as_a faet, that it was not your design to degrade the
charaeter of Christ, and that yon have too mueh re-
gard to his glory to sacrificeit to your own.

“In your sermon on the “Testimony of Christ to kis
own Dnvxmty,” you say, that “he ealled himself the
Son Qf God,” and also called “God his Father,” and
that by each of these he meant “to assert his Divin~
ity.” 'This I esteem as correet; for if he was proper,
ly the Son of God, he was properly a Divine Persot
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But in your sermon-“on the Trinity,” have you net
given up this testimony in faver of the Divinity of

- Christ ? Yeu say that “each of the Divine Persons
takes his peeuliar neme. from. the peculior office he
sustains in the eeonomy of redemption. 'The first Per-
son assumes the nameof Father, beeause he is by offiee
the Creator, or duthor of all things; and espeeially of
ke -human nature of Christ. 'The seeond Person as-
sumes the name of Son and Word, by virtae of hisin-
earnation and mediatorial eonduet.” Henee you infer

that “there seems to be no just foundatien for the

doctrine-of the eternal generation of the Son,” and “to
suppose that the San, in respect to his Divine nature,
was begotten of the Father, and that the Hely Ghest
proceeded from the: concurrence of the Father and
the Son, is to suppose that & Trinity of persous is not
founded in the Divine nature, but merely in.the Bi-
vine Wilk* You add, “This epinion sets the Son as far
below the Father as a ereature is below the Creater.”

“Acecording to these passages God is the Father
only of the human nature of Christ, and the human ne-
ture of Christ only is the Son of God.

“We have next to consider what you mean hy the
“hamanity of Christ.” You say “he asserted his.hu-
manity on the just foundation ef having a trae bedy
and a reasonable soul united in the same mapner as
‘the soul and hody are united in other men.” By the
“reasonable soul” you mean a human soul. Accord-
, ingly you add, “If he had a human seul united with a
human body, then he may be as properly denominated
a man as any ef his progenitors whose names are
‘mentioned in the first chapter of Matthew.”

“Thus, for the human nature of Christ we have as
proper a man as Jdreham. Of thin man God was
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the “Creator or Author” by & miraeuléus eaneeption.
On this ground only is God the Fuzher of Christ. Of
this man God is the Futher, and this man only is the
Son of God.

“Baut you suppose that, this man was united to the
seeond Person in the Trinity, which Person was not
by nature the Som of God. But how united ?. You
oheerve, “It is easy to say what is not meant by it. If
does not mean that the human nature was made Di-
vine nature—Nor, en the other haud, that his Divine
nature was made human nalure”—nor “that his two
natures were mixt or blended together.”

“gtill then we have nothing but a mere man for the:
8on of God. For God was the Father of the human
nature only. The seeend Divine Person, who was
6'od, was not: the 8sn of God ; nor was he made hu-
man nature or even-“mixt or blended” with the man
of which God was the: Father. Censequently, the
8en of God: was. originally of no higher nature than:
David; nor did. he beecome of Divine nature by his.
unjon with the second Person; nor.were-the two na--
-tures so much ag “mixt or blended together.” As,on
your hypothesis, the two natures-are God and man,.
and as it is the .max only of which you suppose God’
to be. the Father, we ean have as distinet a view of
your Son of Ged as:we ean of JAdam or David. And’
Be is-a being of preeisely the same wature. What
then. has become of Christ’s: “Testimeny to his own.
Divinity * You have taught: that he means to assert
his Divinity by ealling himself the Son of Ged; bug.
eould he have so meant' with your views-of his own
Sonship ? Didi he mean- to-gesert his Diviuity by as-
serting that his: humanity was the Son of Ged? I
the Jews had supposed M hemeant tht God wan:

E

¥
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his Father in no other sense than ai the “Creator er
Aauthor of his haman nature,” would they have ae-
cused him of blasphemy? With all his prejudices
against Christ, I should not fear to submit the ques-
tion now before/ us\ to the High Priest himself;, whe
abjured Jesus by the living God to tell whether he
was the Sor of God. . : -

“Let us, sir, on your hypothesis, state the aceusa- -

tion made to Pilate, “we have a law, and by our law
he ought to die, because he”® said that God was his
Father, the “Creator or Author of his human nature.”
Can you admit that this was the import of the aceu-
sation ? If not, we maust suppose, that he meant, and
was understood to mean, something by his Sonship very
different from your explanatign. :
“Do not the following things fairly result from your
premises P viz. . :
" 4. That the Son of God, as such, is a mere eren-
ture, and by matare a proper human being. -
“2. That the Son of God, as such, not only had a
* dbeginning, but a beginning of recent date. And mo
Jonger ago than the days of Herod ? »
“3. That if the Son of God be oir Mediator, we
"Rave precisely a Socinian Mediator ? )

“g. That the astonishing love of God in our re-
demption, eonsists in this, that he “spared not” a pro--
per man miraculously begoiten, but freely delivered-
him up for us all. “Sparing not his own Son” is the
Aighest ground on which the love of God is ever re--

- presented. But what is thiz Son, on your theory, but
. & mere man?
_“s. 'That the Son who sifteth on the right hand of
“the Majesty on high, whom all the angels are requir~
d to worship, and to whom every knee must how, is,
by rature, guly & man 2 ~
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- €g. That the Son, whom the “Father showeth alt
things whieh himself doeth,” and whom he hath “or-
dained to be the Judge of the living and the dead,” is,
by nature, of no higher dignity than David, or Sol-
omon? ’ L 3

* If the hypothesis that\the Son, in respeet to his -
divine nature, was begotten of the Father, “sets the-
Bon as far below the Father as a creature is below
the Creator,” to what depths has your hypothesis-
sunk the Sox oy Gon! Howlow, compared with the
natoral meaning of Bible language ? “Yet having one
Son, his well beloved, he sent him last of all, saying,
They will reverence My Son.” “He who spared not.
his own Son,” &e. How different from-the import of
the language used by the Couieil of Nice in opposi-
fion to the views of Arius, “The Son was peeuliarly
of the Father, being of his substance as begotten of
him.” -

“I do not, I cannot, believe, that you meant to say-
any thing dishonorary to Christ. But when we dew.
part from the natural mearing of Seripture language:
we fall into the regions of conjeeture; and in those:
regions we- are liable to be bewildered, and to say-
things which will not- bear examination. But ean-
you, my dear sir; e willing that such views of the-
Son of God should be handed down to-posterity sane-.
tioned and .impressed by the weight of your eharae-
ter? When posterity shall inquire what the Lord
Jesus is, on your theory, distinct from the Gop of our
Lord Jesus Christ, will they not find that he is the.
same as on the Seeinian theory ? -as: properly a man-
a8 David, and 10 more than a mere human being

“T hope, sir, you will not eonsider me as acting am-

“wnfriendly part in this address.. If I kuow my ews.
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heart, I write with the feelings of cordial friendship
and respect ; and with a desire that trutk may be
thoroughly investigated. It has been my aim not te
depart from the golden rule; but to do as I would
that you and others should do|untome;, And not-
withstanding our diversity of sestiment, I ean heartily
subscribe, o
. Your affeetionate friend and hrother, .
- “N, W.

¢P.8. In your Sermens you represent that the
phrases “These three are one,” “I and my Father are
one,” mean “ one Geod, one Divine Being.” Bat will
the Greek text admit the word God after the word:
“one?” 1If not, by what authority may we add it 2
‘When Christ prayed that all his followers, with him-
self and the Father, might be one, even as He and the
Father are one, did he pray that all the redeemed, with
himself and the Father, might become “one Geod, one
Divine Being?”

“Acoording to Mr. Milner, the Conneil of Nice-
resulted in opposition to the views of Arius, “Thst
the Bon was pegiliarly of the Futher, being of hig
substance as begotten of him:” And with this the
Nicene Creed perfeetly harmonizes, so far as I ean
understand the meaning ef their langusge. No idea
is suggested that the Father and Son are’'the same-
Being ; but Beings of the same Rature as Father sund.
Bon. But in subsequent Couneils an addition was.
made, by which the Father and Son were represented .
a8 two distinet Persons in the same Being. Still.
they endeavered to maintain the relotion of Father
and Son.; and eonsidered the Sew as ineffably begot-
ths of the Fathar, When we. come down te the tinte
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ofthe Westminster Assembly, we find that venerabls
body maintaining lioth pasts of what soe helieve to bo
a contradiction. They not enly deelared their helief
of the doctrine of three Persons in ome Ged, but they
stated also that “It is preper to the Father to begef
the Son, and to the Son to be begotten of the Father.”
They did not, therefors, meax to give up the relation .
of Father and Son by affirming the doetrine of thres.
distinct Persens in one God. .

. % Peneciving, os you imagined, a sontradietion in
their theory, you have beldly exploded one part of
the contradietion that you might maintain the other.
Viewing the doctrine of three independent Persons in
ene God as of more. importance than the naturgl velas
tien of Father and Son, you have, without muek
spparent reluetance, made a sacrifice of the natural
relation of Father and Son, that you might consist-
ently support the doetrine of three Persons in one
God.

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

“The true state of the case appears to be this,—
We haye both departed from the former Trinitarian
deetrine, on the supposition that it implied a plain
eontradietion. You have chosen to defend one part of
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_ the contradiction, and I the other. By thus departing:
from the theory of those who went before us, one of us
has probably approached nearer to the simplicity of

the gospel, and the, other departed to a greater dis-
Jtance. Being equally sensible of an incomsisteney inm.

the opinions of our fathers, and having taken opposite-

sides of their supposed contradietion, it would perhaps.
be proper, that we should carefully examine the op-
posite hypotheses by comparing each with the serip-
tures, to see which harmonizes best with the most ob-
vious meaning of the gospel.

- “If the gospel plainly teaches that God is three
Lersons, and that Jesus Christ is one of those Persons,
then my hypothesis of preper Father and Son is un-
questionably erroneous. 1f, on the other hand, the gospel
clearly represents the natural relation of Father and
Son between God and Jesus Christ, then your hypoth-
esis of three persons in one God is obviously errone-
ous. These things are stated on the supposition that
we are correct.in the opinion that these two hypothe-
ses are inconsistent with each other.

“Let, then, a man of integrity and discernment, who
has never heard any thing of the disputes about the
character of Christ, nor seen our New Testament, take.
that precious book, and read it through with care and
impartiality; which hypothesis weuld, he most nata-
rally diseover, yours or mine ? ln what sermon or
discourse of Christ or his apostles would he find God
represented as three Persons? But how often would
he find God represented as the Father of Christ, and
Christ as the Son of God? On what ground would
he find Divine love represented in our redemptmn P
‘Where would he find it represented on this ground,
that God is three Persous, and that one of those Per~

»
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wons became united to ¢« men? But would he find

" amy diffieulty in discovering that ¢ God so loved the

world that he gave his only begotten Sox to be a pro-
pitiation for our sins??,, (What,would he think on

finding, that Christ so commponly, in speaking of God,’

used this familiar language—ny father 2> What

wauld he suppose Christ megnt by speaking so much :
of his Father’s serding him, loving him, teaching him, . i
commanding him, committing all Judgment to him, ’
delwermg all things into his hand, gzmng him all

power in heaven and earth? And of his eoming not to 1
do his own will ; eoming from God and going to God 2 |
Would the impartial inquirer suppose by any of

these, or any other of Christ’s representations, that

God was three Persons, and that the Son was one of

the three ? Would he not, in fact, find, that God has

spoken of Christ, and eonducted toviza.rds him as we

shonld naturally expect he would do, if Christ were his

own Son? Would he not also find, that Christ has

spoken of God, and condueted towards God, as we

might reasonably expeet he would do, if God were his

own Father? 1f the impartial reader would find no
declaration in the Bible expressing the doetrine that

Geod is threedistinet Persons; but should find the gospel

full of representations agreeing with the hypothesis

of the natural relation of Father and Son, between -

God and Jesus Christ; which part of the contradiction

would he adopt, yours.or mine 2”

In writing, sir, to ooy brother, it was my aim te
make an honest comparison of the things he had put-
lished. YetI believed it to be possible that T might
misapprehend his meaning, and, of course, make in-

.arreet deductions. On this aceount I requested that
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vould kindly eometmy mistakes, if, in any thing,
ad misapprehended his meaming. Whether he
ight it wonld be too great condescemsion in min
orreet my mistakes, or whether he was aware that
tould not mend the matter by any explanation
th he eould give, you mnst determine for yourself.
» however, possible that he might have good rea-
for not replying, which have net come to my
wledge.
his writer seems to have been aware, that, in his
anations of the Trinity and of the Sonship of
ist, he had departed from the faith of former Trin-
ans. Thas he writes—Many have supposed that
Son, the second person in the Trinity, is, in some
terious manner, begotien of the Father.” '
his “many” ineluded not only the Westminster
'mbly ef Divines, with all their adherents, but the
neil of Nice and a multitude which ne man can
ber. 1Itis true indeed that the Couneil of Nice
not suppose God to be three persons ; but they
osed Christ to be “by nature the Son of God ;”—u
the substance of the Father as begotten of him.*?
this epinion our good brother ‘has censured as
ng “the Son as far below the Father as a creature
low the Creator.” If this censtre be just, it falls
all its weight on your hypothesis ; and the great
of Trinitarians of past ages are represented
itertaining a belief which “sets the Son as far
v the Father as a creature is below the Crea-
” .
dvin you will admit as an orthodox Trinitarian.
18 attend for a moment to his testimony.
Ve indeed do.confess that the Mediator who was
of the Virgin is properly the Son of Ged. For

o ¢ ottt
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Christ, in that he is man, eould not he the mirror of
the inestimable favor of Ged, unless this dignity were
given him to be, and to be ealled, the only begotien
Sor’ of God. But inthe mean:while the definition of
the ehurch standeth firmly established that he is coun-
ted the Son of God, because he being the Worp be-
gotten of the Father before oll worlds, did, by hypos-
tatieal union, take upon him the nature of man.”—
Calvin’s Insti. p. 228

“Servetus, and other such frantrc men would haye
it, that Christ who appeared in the flesh is the Son
of God, because out of the flesh he eould not be called
by that name.”—We grant indeed that Christ is, in
the flesh of man, called the Son, but not as the faith-
ful are, that is, by adoption and grace; but the frue
and natural, and, therefore, the only Son, that by this
mark he may be discerned from all others. For God
vouchsafeth to give the name of his sons to us who
are regenerate inte .a new life; but the name of the
true and only begotten Son he giveth to Christ only. .
Hew ean he be the only Son among so many brethren,
but because he possesseth that by nature which we
pessess by gift P’—p. 224.

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

.Thus -you may see that the orthodoxy of Calvin
did not gecure him from the censure of holding am
’ 16
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opinion whieh “sets the Son as far below the Father
s a creature is below the Creator.”

I am aware that passages might be quoted from
Calvin which eould ot ieasily be reconciled to those
which have been now exhibifed. But Calvin is not
the only ‘Trinitarian who has advanced, and attempt-
ed to support, contradictory hypotheses.

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

Mr. Brown, who was with youvin sentiment, in his
Diectionary of the Bible, under the word “Christ,” has
passed as severe a censure on the hypothesis of our
brother as he has on yours. He says, “To pretend
that Christ is called the only begotten Son of God,
because God sent him as our Mediator, or because of
his miraculous conception by vhe Virgin, is not only
groundless aud absuvd, but even blasphemous.”

Thus Trinitarian writers contradict and condemn
one another; and if Trinitarians are: the anly good
people, “who then can be saved

P. 8. The great diversity which has prevailed in
the Christian world on the subject of the-Trinity,
‘may be in some degree understood from the following
extracts from a note in Ben JMordecai’s Letterss vol. I:
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page 153, annexed to this sentence: “the Christians

have never agreed upon the scuse of the propositions
they disputed about.”

Cyril and Athanasiys define a PErsoN to be “Essen-

tia eum suis quibusdam proprietatibus, ab iis quee sunt *

ejusdem speciei numero differens.” Cuadworth, p. 603.

Dr. Waterland allows Person and Intelligent Being
to be the same. p. 350. Reply to Dr. Waterland’s
Defenee, 3:'2.

Mpr. Locke defines person to be a thinking, intelli-
gent being, that has reason and reflection, and éan
eonsider itself as itself. [Deddridge says, “the word
person commonly signifies one single, intelligent, vol-
untary agent, or conscious being; and this we choose
to call the philosophical sense of the word: but in g
political sense it may express the different relations
supported by the same philosophical persom; v.q.
the same-man may be father, husband,” &e. and after-
wards says, “If it be inquired in what sense the word
person is used in the proposition, {respeeting the
three Persons in' the Godhead,) we answer, it must at
least be true in a political sense, yet cannot amount
to so much as a philosophicdl personality, unless we
allow a plurality of Gods.”—So that Doddridge was
enly a modal Trinitarian.]

The Greek: fathers said there were thiee Hypostar
ses ; which the Latins rejected as signifying three
generical substances, and accused the Greeks of Ari-
anism. ~ The Latins used the word person (persona) 3
the Greeks rejected that as signifying no real, but
only a modal distinction, and accused the Latins of
Sabellianism. Athanasius summoned a eouncil upon
it to quiet the division; and it was found they were
both of the same epinion, and only differed about

-
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words ; upon which the Synod decreed, that thence-
forth the Greek liyj-estasis and the F.atin persona
should be taken in the same sense, to mean particular
substance. But the schoolmen have confeunded the
subject more than'ever, by explaining hypostasis to
signify a person distinguished from the substance s
in which sense it is used by the Romish chureh, but
was never used before, and is utterly unintelligible.

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

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

A learned controvertist says, the distinction is

- something less than model, and greater than real.

Dr. South makes the Persons to be internal rela-
tions of the one substance of the Deity to itself.

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

Zuanchy says, a Person is nothing but the Divine

" essence, distinguished, and as it were individuated

by a certain personal property.

Junius thinks, the Persons are distinguished from
the “essence in notion only; ratione tantum; ab in-
vicem reali distinctione : But really distinguished.

Lud. Capellus says, non re, sed ratione.

Mr. Baxter says, he is past doubt, there is in God
a trinity of essential, formal, inadequate eonceptions
or primalities ; viz. vital, active power, intelleet, and
will. Baxter’s Works, vol. 1. p. 132.

Dr. Doddridge gives the following:—Mr. Howe
seems to suppose that there are three distinet, eternal
spirits, or distinet, intelligent' hypostases ; which, on




and Glory of Christ. 185

aceount of their cansent, affection, and mutual self-
consciousness, may be called the one God.

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

Bp. Pearson, with whom Bp. Bull and Dr. Owen
also agree, is of opinion, that though the Father
is the fountain of the Deity, the whole Divine nature
is communicated from the Father to the Son, and
from both to the Spirit; yet so as that the Father
anl Son are not separate, mor separable from the
Divinity, but do still exist in it, and are most inti-
mately united to'it.

Dr. WatTs maintained one supreme God dwellmg
in the human nature of Christ, which he supposes teo
. have existed the first of all ereatures ; and speaks of
the Divine Logos, as the wisdom of God, and the
Holy Spirit as the divine power, or the influence and -
effect of it; which he says is a scriptural person ;
i.e. spoken of figuratively in Scnpture, under per-
sonal characters.
~ Others, to avoid the mconvemence of defining, say

in general, that there are :

Three Differences ; as Dr, Tillotson :

Three Diversities ; as Bp. Burnet :

Three Soméwhats ; as Dr. Wallis :

"Three Subsistences ; as JArchbishop Secker.

8t. Augustine being asked what the three are, says,
Human learning is scanty, and affords not terms to »
express it; ’tis therefore answered, “three persoms,
not as if that was to the purpose, but somewhat must
be said, and we must not be silent.” Aug. de Trin,
L 5. c.0.

16%
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The word Ousyrios, or cansubstantial, was ne more
determinate than the word Person. It was rejeeted
by the eighty fathers who condemned Paulus Samo-
satenus, as Sabellian ; and within fifty years was
made the test of orthodoxy. 1. It was understood by
the JAthanasians to/signify the xamekind of substanee
as are the trunk and the branches and leaves of a
tree; or the sun, its light, and derivative light; yet
so existing, as that the second and third should de-
pend on its original; as the light upon the sun. 2.
By Gregory J\ yssen, Cyril, &e. it was understood to
mean the same kind of substance existing indepen-
dently ; as three men. 3. By the Montanists, it was
understood that the Son and Spiriteexisted as parts
of the Divine substance. 4. By the Sabellians, as
enc and the same identical whole substance. 5. By
Eusebius, merely that the Son was nct of the substance
of the creatures ; dividing all substance into created
and divine. 6. By the Lateran Couneil, in a sense, if
intelligible, very little, if at all, different from the Sa-
bellians, and the ancient opinion of Samosatenus.

N4rurk is another technical term, much used in the
dispute between the ®Eutychians and Nestorians ; and
the meaning of it is as uncertain. De Rodon, a learn-
od Frenchman, says, it is taken in nine senses; and
Mr. Rickard Baxter says, “the sense was not agreed
-on before they disputed the matter.” Ch. His. p. 98.

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

Nestorius believed the Divine and haman nature of
Christ were united, non hypostasi, sed hahitudine.

Futyches was condemned] for aﬂirmmg.. that Christ
Bttt arn b, o0t o (e gnteres wernapin A
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Dioscurus-said, that Christ is of two matures, but
not that he is or has two natures. The Eutychians
said, he was ex duabus naturis ; others, in duabus na-
turis: and Cyril reproves MNestorius for asserting
only an union secundum personam, and not secundum
naturam : and one of Quintianus’ anathemas was, If
any say, God Man, and not God and Man, let him be
accursed. Baxter’s Ch. Hist. 120, &e. &e.

There is much more in the note from which this is
extracted, on the other questions to which this subjeet
gave rise ; and however difticult it may seem to have
been orthodox in the days of the Nestorians, it would
appear hy the following extract from the pious and
orthodox B«slxop Be‘vendge, that the diffieulty is in
uo degree diminished in our days.

“We are now to consider the order of those persons
in the Trinity deseribed in the words before us, Matt.
xxviii. 419. First, the Father, and then the Son, and
then the Holy Ghost ; cvery one of which is really.
and truly God ; and yet they are all but one real and
true God. A mystery, which we are all bound to be-.

lieve, but yet must have a great eare how we speakof ity

it being both easy and dangerous to mistake in expres-
sing so mysterious & truth as this is. If we think of
it, how hard is it to.imagine: one numerieally Divine
. nature inmore than one and the same. Divine person 2
Or, three Divine persons in no more than one and the
same Divine nature ? If we speak of it, how hard is it
to find out words to express it ? If I say, the Father,
Son, and Holy Ghost be three, and every one distinet-
ly God, it is true ; but if I say they be three, and
every one a distinet God, it is false. I may say, the
Divine'persons are dxstmct in the Divine nature ; but k.
eau: M say, that 11 2 Plvine nature is div ded into the.
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Divine persons.” .1 may say, God the Father is one
God, and the Son is one God, and the Holy Ghost is
one God, but I cannot say, that the ¥ather is one God,
and the Son another God, and the Holy Ghost a third
God. 1 may say, the Father begat another who is
God; yet I cannot/say, thatheCbegat another God.
And from the Father and the Son proceedeth another
who is God ; yet I cannot say, from the Father and
the Son proceedeth another God. For all this while,
though their pature bie the same, their persons are
distinet ; and though their persons be distinet, yet
still their nature is the same. So that, though the
Fatherbe the first person in the Godhead, the Son the
second, the Holy Ghost the third ; yet,the Father is
not the first, the Son a second, and the Holy Ghost a
third Ged. So hard a thing is it to word so great a
mystery aright ; or fo fit so high a truth with expres-
sions suitable and proper to it, without going one way
or another from it.” Bishop Beveridge’s Private
Thoughts, part ii. p. 48, 49.

The same Bishop adds a few pages farther on—
“This is the principal, if not the only charaecteristical
note whereby te distinguish a Christian from another
man ; yea, from a Turk ; for this is the chief thing
that the Turks both in their Koran and other writings
upbraid Christians for, even heeause they believe a
T'rinity of persons in the Divine nature. For which
eause they frequently say, they are people that believe
God hath companions ; so that, take away this article
of our Christian faith, and what depends upon it, and
there would be but little difference between a Christian
and a Turk.”

How different the language of the admirable Jeremy
Teaylor! “He that goes about to speak of and to under--
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stand the mysterious Trinity, and does it by words and
names of man’s invention, or by such which signify
contingently, if he reckon this mystery hy the mythol-
ogy of numbers, by the cabala of letters, by the dis-
tinetions of the school, and by the weak 1mventions of
disputing people ; if he only talks of essences and
existences, hypostases and persomalities, distinctions
without difference, and priority in co-equalities, and
unity in pluralities, and of superior predicates of ne
larger extent than the inferior subjects, he may amuse
himself, and find his understanding will be like St.
Peter’s upon the mount of Tabor at the transfigura-
tion : he may build three tabernaeles in his head, and
talk something he knows not what.—But the good

. man that feels the power of the -Father, and he to
whom the Son is become wisdom, righteousness, saneti-
fication and redemption, he in whose heart the love of
the Spirit of God i8 spread abroad, to whom God hath
communieated the Holy Spirit, the Comforter ; this
man, thoagh he understands nothing of that which is
unintelligible, yet he only understands the mysterious-
ness of the Holy Trinity.”. Taylor’s Suppl Sermons,
pot



PART III.

) § G

-ON THE CHARACTER OF THE HOLF
SPIRIT.

" LETTER L

By the Holy Spirit is intended the same as the fulness
« of God. -

. REV. SIR, )

HAVING stated to yon .y views of the Father
and the Son, the charaeter of the Holy Spirit will
now be considered. On this point the oracles of God
are our only guide ; and to their dietates it behoves us

_ to submit witireverenee.

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

If your views of the Holy Spirit are accordmg te
truth, certainly there can be nothing for me to gain by
advaneing and advocating a different hypotbesxs
unless it may be for my advantnge to expose myself
to censure and reproach,

On the other hand, if my views are twcordmf-
truth, it is as important for you, as it is for me, to
understand and adinit them.
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Your having so great a majority of the Christian
world on your side, is not sufficient to secure to you
the approbation of God. Be entreated to keep these
things in mind, while, you; read| and-reflect on the
important subject now before us.

From what you have already seen on the character of
God and his'Son, you have doubtless concluded, that in
my view the Holy Spirit is not a self-existent Person.
You will now see, that in my view the Holy Spirit is
comprehended in the self-existence of Jehovah, but-
without distinct personality. 'The terms Holy Spirit,
or Holy Ghost, as used in Scripture, do not appear to
me intended to express another Person besides the Fa--
ther and the Son; yet, to my understanding, these
erms convey an idea of that which'is of no less estima-
tion. It is that in God, by which he is able to do good
and communicate, either immediately, or through the

" instrumentality of other agents.

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

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

" be fairly established’ by comparing Seripture with
Seriptare.

My ideas of the Spirit may be better understood by

8 little attention to some Seripture metaphors.~God is

.
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represented by the metaphor of the natural Sun. “The
Lord God is a Sux.” Then the rays of light and
heat, whieh emanate or proceed from the sun, are an
emblem of the “Holy Spirit which proceedeth from the
Father.””” Like the rays of the sun, these Divine em-
anations of the fulness of God, illuminale, quicken,
invigorate, and fructify. '

God is also represented as a Fountain of living wa-

"ters. If we consider the Fountain as in the earth,
then the effusions or streams which proceed frem the
Fountain may represent the Holy Spirit. But if we
eonsider the Fountain as a fountain of vapor in the

-air, then the showers of rain or dew will properly re-
present the emanations of Divine fulness.

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

Before an attempt to explain these texts of Seripture
which have been supposed to import that the Spirit of
God is a distinct Person from the Father and the Son,
it may be well to exhibit a part of the eonsiderations
which have had influence on my mind in favor of glv-
ing up that opinion.

1. It has appeared to me inconsistent to suppose _
that the Spirit should be both a self-e'xistent Persge
and the Spirit of a Person ; yet the Spirit is spoken
of as the Spirit of a Person twenty times to its being
once spoken of as though it were a distinet Person.

There are indeed several instanees in which the Holy
Spirit is personified or spoken of as it would be nat-
ural to speak of a Person; but the number of these’
instances is much less than was expected previous to
inquiry. And it is observable that the spirit or soul
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of man is also personified in the Bible, and spoken of
as though it were something distinet from the man;
or as though the man and his spirit were two persons.
Instances of this are perhaps nearly as numerous as
the instanees in which the Spirit of Ged is personified.
But it ought to be distinetly noted, that when we have
beecome habituated to the sentiment that by the Holy
Spirit is intended a Persop, the idea of a Person will
immediately arise in otr minds, upon hearing or see-
ing the words Holy Spirit or Holy Ghost. So if we
had been faught from our infaney that the natural sun
is a person, then we should think of it as such when-
ever it should come into view. This may account for
its having been supposed that there is mueh in the
Seriptures in favor of the distinet personahty of the

Holy Spirit. -

* In general, thronghout the Bible, the Holy Spmt is
spoken of as the spirit of a person, just as we speak
of the spirit of man as the spirit of a person; and in
the same manner as the sacred writers speak of the
attributes of God; not as distinet Persons, but as -
something of a Person, or in a Person, or belonging
to 8 Person. The inspired writers speak of the Spirit
of Man, the Spirit of God, the Spirit of the Lord, -
the Wisdom of God, the Power of God, the Goodness
of God, and the Will of God.

We may aso observe, that when God spea.ks of the
8pirit, he says, ‘“my Spirit,” just as he says, “my
Power,” “my Goodness,” &e. These and similar
forms of speech, respeeting the Holy Spirit, are very
numerous in the Bible, and they naturally convey the
idea that the Spirit of God is not a distinet Person,
but the Spirit of a Person; as naturally as the forms
of speech respecting Wisdom, Power, and Goodness,

. 17
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eonvey the idea that they are afiributes of a Person,
and not so many distinct Persons.

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

It the Holy Spirit be a self-existent: Persen distinet
from the Father, it is doubtless an.important trath,
and one which we should not expect would have been
unrevealed until the taking place of the gospel dis-
pensation. Yet may it not be s2id with safety, that
there is no more evidence in the Old Testament of the
distinct personality of the Holy Spirit, than there is
of the distinet persanality of the Power of God, or
the Kunowledge of God, or the Goodness of God ? For,
as before observed, the Spirit is uniformly spoken of
as somelhmg belonn'mg to God, and not as a distinet
Person.

The phrases “the Spmt of Geod,” “the Spirit of the
Lord,” “my Spirit,” “thy Spirit,” “his Spirit,” are
the usual. phrases by which the Mely Spirit is repre-
sented in-the Old Testament. The terws, “the Holy
(xhost,” are not, I think, to he found in it. The terms,
doly Spirit, are found three times; and in each of
thosc instances it is spoken of as the spirit of a per-
son, and not as being a self-existent Person. “Take
not thy Haly Spirit from me.” ¢“And vexed his Holy
Spirit”-—“And put kis Holy Spirit within himn.” "Un-
less, then, the saints under the Old Testament had
some evidenee which has not come to us, was it pos-
sible that they should believe that hy the Spirit of
God, or the Holy Spirit, was intended an mdepemlent
Person co-eternal with the Father ?
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The manner of representing the Holy Spirit in the
Old Testament is eommon in the New.—We often

read, in the New Testament, of the “Spirit of God,” '

the “Spirit of the Lord 5° we also read of the “Spirit
of the Father,” and “his Holy Spirit.”

Some writers, if I have not misunderstood them,
bhave been disposed to- make a distinction between
. what they call “the personal Spipit,”” and the Spirit
of God or the emanations of Divime fulness; but X
bave not been able to find any ground for this distine-
tion. That which is calted the 3pirit of God, or the
Bpirit of the Lord, in one place, is called the Holy
Ghost in another. In the propheey of Isaiah, wo
have several predietiens respecting- the Son of God,
and his being endued with the Spirit of the Lord
“J hdve put my Spirit apon him”--“The Spirit of
the Lord God .is upon me,” &e. These predietions
were fulfilled on the day of Christ)s baptism, when
the Holy Ghost descended upon him. Matthew says,

%“the Spirit of God deseended :” Mark aud John sim- -

ply say, “the Spirit descended ;> but Luke, in giving
tiie same account, says, “the Holy Ghost deseended.”
From these passages it is evident, that “the Spirit,”
“the Spirit of the Lord,” “the Spirit of God,” and
“the Holy Ghost,’”” mean the same thing. Moreover,
when the Holy Ghost was given to the apostles in

such an extruordinary manner, on the day of Pente~ -

cost, Peter in his sermon said, “This is that which
was spoken of by the prophet Joel, And it siiall eome
to pass in the last days, saith God, that I will pour
out of my Spirit upon all flesh.””

There is another elass of parallel texts which may
help us te some correet ideas of the Holy Spirit.
‘When Christ sent forth his disciples te preach, ke
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forewarned them that they should be brought before
_governors and kings for bis sake. “But,” said he,
~when they deliver you up, take no thought how or
what ye shall speak ; for it shall be given you in that
same hour what'ye shall'speak’:' for it is not ye that
" speak, but the Spirit of your Father which speaketh
in you.” [Matt. x. 19, 20,] This is Matthew’s re-
presentation.—Mark expresses the same: thing thus,
, “For it is not ye that speak, but the Holy Ghost,”
[ Mark xiii. 11.]—Luke says, “For the Holy Ghost
shall teach you in the same hour what ye ought to
say.” [xii. 12.] And Luke,in another plaee, repeats
this, or a similar promise of Christ, in these words,
“For I will give you a mouth, and wisdom, which all
your adversaries shall not be able to gainsay ner re-
sist.” [ch. xxi. 45.] From these several passages
compared, it clearly appears, that the Spirit of the
_ Father, and the Holy Ghost, are the same thing; that
the Spirit of the Father speaking in them, the Holy
Ghost’s speaking, the IIuly Ghust’s teaching them
what they ought to speak, and Christ’s giving them
a mouth and wisdom, are all of the same import ; and
that the sum of the promise to the apostles was, that
they should be endued with supernatural su_ﬂicmccy or
assistance on such occasions.

2. That the Holy Spirit, or the Spirit of GoJ is
sot a distinet Person, may appear from a number of
« other terms which are used as synonymous.

'The breath of the Lord is used as synonymous with
the Spirit of the Lord. The wicked are represented
as consumed both by the “breath of the Lord,” and by

~ the “Spirit of the Lord”—¢“By the blast of God they
perish, and by the breath of his mouth are they eon-
uned” “And then shall that wicked be revealed
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whom the Lord shall.consume with the Spirit of his
mouth.” Moreover, as an emblem of giving the
Spirit, Christ breathed on his disciples, and said,
“Regeive ye the Heoly Ghost.** :

The uanp of the Lord and the Sexrrr of the Lord
‘are used as synonymous, “So the Serrit of the Lord
lifted me up, and took me away—but the nanp of the
Lord wasstrong upon me”—<“By his Spirit he hath
garnished the heavens; his hand hath formed the
erooked serpent”—“The heavens are the work of thy
hand”— “And the hand of the Lord was with them,
and a great multitude believed and turned to the
Lord » :

" The finger of God and the Spirit of God are sy-
nonymous. “By his "Spirit he hdth garnished the-
"heavens”—“T consider the heavens the work of thy
fingers”—%Bat if I cast out devils by the Spirit of
Go, then the kingdom of God is eome unto you”—
“Bufif I with tlne finger of God cast out devils, no:
doabt the kingdom of God is come upon you.”

Can it be viewed as proper or respectful to speak
of one sgelf-existent Person as the breath, the hand,
ar the finger, of another co-equal Person ?

As the arm, the hand, or the finger of a person, 8"
subordinate to his will, so the Spirit of God is uni-
.farmly represented as subordinate to the will of God,

: And as any thing which is done by the hand of a man,
is done by the man, so any thing whieh is done by the-
Spirit of God, is done by God. Aceordingly, in the- -

* Seriptures, the same things are at one time attributed:

* The Spirsit of thé Lord, and the breath of the Lord are the
same in the original. Is the breatk of the Lord a Persen? N
»ot, neither is the Spirit of the Lord or the Holy Spirit..
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to God, and at another to the Spirit of God, or the
Holy Spirit.

8. The metaphors made use of in Seripture to re-
present the Spirit, the act of giving or sendingethe
Spirit, and the”'descent "of ‘the-‘Spirit, are clearly
against the opinion that the Spirit is a distinct Persom.
Water is the metaphor most frequently used to repre-
sent the Spirit ; and the act of sending or giving the
Spirit is represented by pouring out, shedding forth,
sprinkling, washing, or baptizing ; and the descent
of the Spirit is compared to the descent. of rain
and dew.

Giving the Spirit is also compared to giving water
to drink, and to anointirg with oil. And ia reference
to the impression the Spmt makes on the hearts of
yaints, it is compared to ink.

Can you, sir, suppose, that these metaphors and
representations properly apply to a Person, or tp the
act of sending a self-existent Person? Pouring out
and sprinkling are perhaps the most comman meta-
phors to represent the aet of sending the Holy Spirit 5
and what metaphors could you invent moré lmproper
to represent the act of sending a Persond 1Itis Gop.
‘who says, “I will pour out my Spirit.” And if you
say by Gop is ‘meant only one of three self-existent
Persons, will you also say that one self-existent Person

" promises that he will pour out another self-existent

Person?

Permit me, sir,to ask, what do you mean when yo
pray to God to pour out his Spirit? Do you mean ta
ask one self-existent Person to pour out anether? Do
you not mean to ask God to make a gracious display
of his fulness for the production of seme 1mpormut
effaeta ?

2
S
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“When you speak of a great out-pouring eof the

. Bpirit of God, do you mean to represent that one self-

-

-existent Person has made a great out-pouring of an-
other .co-equal Person? Do you not mean that God
has made a great display of liis power, wisdom, and
goodness, upon the hearts and minds of men? It is
presumea you will admit that the latter is your meax-.
ing. - And it is a eomforting thought that my views of -
the Spirit net only aceord with the natural import of
Seripture language, but with what appears to be the
real views of God’s people in their prayers for the
Spirit.

4. The Spirit of God is spoken of in the Seriptures.
as something whieh may be given by measure, or with-
out measure : and when communiecated or displayed
by measure, we may speak of a residue.

After John the Baptist had seen the emblem of the.
descent of the Holy Spirit upon the Son of God, he
-not only bare reeord that He is the Son of God, but
also that “He whom Geod hath sent,speaketh the.
words of Gad ; for God giveth not the Spirit by mea-.
sure unto him.” In this verse, the Son’s having the
Spirit without measure} is given as the reason why
the words which be speaketh are the words of God.

As the 8on of God had the Spirit not by measure,
20 he had it in a manner that he could communicate
it to others; therefore John further testified, “Thia
is He, or the same is He, which baptizeth with the
Holy Ghost.” But while the SBom had the Spirit-
without measure, the apostles and gaints had it by, -
wmeasure.,

. The prophet Malachi, in bearing testimony against:
the conduct of the Jews in putting away their wives,
Brings into view the wise conduct of God im ereation).
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in making but one woman for one man—<“And did mot
he make one ? yet had he the residue of the Spirit.”
The idea intended to be communicated appears to be
_ this, that God did net neglect to make more than one
woman for one man through anyCdefeet of wisdom,
power, or goodness. Had it been best, he was all-
sufficient to have made more, and would have done it.
Does not, then, this text plainly suggest, that by the
Spirit is intended the fulness or all-sufficiency of God P
Aud do not the phrases, the Spirit by measure, and the
residue of the S}nrzt, naturally oppose the opinion that
by the Spirit is intended a distinet and independent
Person ?

As infinite wisdom saw fit not to place me on-a level
with you, and most of my brethren in the ministry,
in respect to the advantages of a learned education,
you may thiuk it improper for me to suggest any argu-
ment from the Greek language respecting the Holy
Spirit. But not pretending to much knowledge of that
language, permit me to ask a few questions. Are not¢
ithe articles and pronouns in the Greek language,
"agreeing with the terms Holy Spirit, uniformly of the
neuter gender ? And are not the articles and pronouns
agreeing with the Father and Son, of the masculine
gender? And what is the ground of this dlstmetmn,;

if the Spirit be a proper Person ?
Tn reply to these questions, it has been said, that the

noun, Spirit, is of the neuter gender; and the geniue

of the Greek language requires, of course, that the ar-
ticles and pronouns should be of the neuter gender.
All this is easily believed ; nor is it seen that, in this-
respect, the genius of the Greek language differs froin
‘our own, But why, sir, is the noun neuter ? And how
&id you know that it was neuter, but by the nenter at.
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ticles and pronouns ? Had masculine articles and pro-
nouns been uniformly used throughout the New Tes-
ment, as agreeing with the noun, Spirit, would you
ever have known or, thought that the noun was oi the
neuter gender ?

In some instances, the translators gave us the pro-

_Douns, agreeing with the Spirit, in the neuter gender,
accordme- to the Greek—“The Spirit itself beareth
witness thh our Spirit.”—“The Spirit itself maketh
intercession for us.”’—Instead of ttse{f, they might
have said hzmself, as well as to have given us ke, his,
him, for it, zts, &e. And if they had as umﬂ)rmly
given us the pronouns in the neuter, as they are so in
‘the Greek, the appearance of the Spirit’s being a dis-
tinet Person would have been nearly excluded from
the Bible, And we should have as much reason to
‘'suppose that by “eur Spirits”. are intended- Persons
distinet from ourselves, as that by the “Spirit of God”
is intended a Person distinet from the Father. This
“probably would havé been completely the case, unless
“we should have had some source of information, by
“which ‘we should have been able to correct the natur-

_al import of ipspired language.

" This subject of the pronouns is not introduced as
having had any influence in forming my opinion of the
Holy Spirit. It was formed previous to any informa-
tion on this p-trllcular Yet, in my view, this eircum-
stance corroborates that opinion, and is worthy of the .
most serious attention.

No person, in conversation thh me, has pretended

‘to deny the faet, that the pronouns in Greek for the
Spirit are of the neuter gender ; and no one has given
me any satnsf’actory reason why they should be trans-
latzd as personal promouns of ‘the maseuline gender.

[
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It is, however, possible, that you, er some other per-
son, may yet do it ; but until it is done, you will allow
we 'to consider the argument in view, as of greaf
weight against the persondlity of the Holy Spirit. '

-—‘f“—
LETTER II.

Bome passages considered, which have been supposed
" %o support the Personalily of the Holy Spirit.

REYV. SIR,

IT may be proper now to pay some attention to
those passages of Scripture, which have been sappos-
ed most certainly to imply the distinet -personality of
the Holy Spirit.

1 Cor. ii. 10.  “The Spirit searcheth all thmgs,
yea thedeep things of God.”

" 'This passage has much of the hppearance of ﬁwor-
ing the personality of the Spirit. - But if we candidly
nttend to the following verse, this appearance may
disappear—*“For what man knoweth the things of a
man, save the spirit of man that is in him ? Even so,
the things of God knoweth no man, but the Spirit of
God.” Tt is obvious, that the Spirit of God is here
represented as bearing the same relation to God, as
the spirit of a man does to the man. Bat as a man
and his spirit are but one person, so God and his Spir-
it are represented as one Person. ‘

Mr. Jones has quoted.the last of these.verses, tg
prove, in opposition to Arians, that the Spirit of God
is essentially God, as truly so as the spirit of man is

. essentially man. This ltext does indeed afford a con-
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elusive argument against the Arian hypothesis ; but it

also affords an argument equally cenclusive against

the hypothesis of Mr. Jones. It is on the ground of

the comparison or parallel exhibited in the text, that

" Mr. Jounes shows this text to be oppesed to the Arian
scheme ; and on the same ground it is as clearly op-
posed to his own, unless he would undertake te say
that a man and his spirit are two persons. If he could
make this appear to be true, then he might well ar-
gue that God and his Spirit are also two Persons.

Aets v. 3. “But Peter said, Ananias, why hath
Satan filled thine heart to lie unto the Holy Ghest

Peter and other apostles hall been filled with the
Holy Spirit in & remarkable manuner ; and it was
doubtless by the Spirit of Ged that Peter was. enabled
to discern the deceit and falsehood of Ananias. His
lymg, therefore, was really lying to the Holy Spirit.
Ananias had been, a witness, of the wonderful things
which God liad done, and that the apostles had done,
by the Holy Spirit, or in consequence of being “endu-
ed with power from.on high,” and for him, in lhe face
of those manifestations of Divine goodness, wisdom,
and power,to "eome forward with a lie or deceitful
pretence tp the apestles, was truly to “tempt the Spir-
it of the Lord,”. or to tempt the Lord to display the

- same power in his destruction, that had been dlsplay—
-ed for the salvation of others.

Heb. iii. 7. “Wherefore, as .le Holy Ghost saith,
"Wo-day if ye will hear his voiee.’

We have many iustances in Scnpture, in whieh it
is represented that the Holy Spirit spake, said, &ec.
‘The words of Peter will explain the matter—<Holy
men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy

\
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Ghost.” [2 Peter i. 21.] God by his Spirit or fulness
taught them what “they ought to speak.”

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

This passage has often been urged with considerable
sonfidenee as a proof that there are three self-exist-
ent Persons in God, and that the Holy Spirit is one of
those Persons. But a little attention to the natural.
import of the passage may be sufficient to show that.
neither of these ideas are implied. We may note—

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

2. The text does mot say, ‘“communion with the
Holy Ghost,” as though the Spirit were a Person ;
but “‘communion of the Holy Ghost,” as though the
Spirit were something to be received. We have a
similar phraseology, 4 Cor. x. 16. “The cup of
blessing which we bless, is it not the communion of
the blood of Christ 2> Neither the cup nor the blood
of Christ is a person ; but a benefit, of which we may

be the thankful partakers. The import of the bene-
diction may be this, May you experience the grace of
our Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God, by being
made thankful partakers of the Holy Spmt, to saneti-
fy, to teach, to suppart, and to.comfort you forever.

The phrase “fellowship of the Spirit,” is the same
in the original as communion of the Spirit. This by

aPoole’s Continuators is explained to mean, communion
among saints in the “grace of the Spirit.” [Phil-
ii. 1.] :

‘In our Savior’s affectionate dxscourse with his dis-

ciples before his passion, for their comfort and sup.
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port, he promised them the Hely Spirit under the title:
of the Comforter. 'The substance of what he said in
that discourse, respeeting the chamber of the Spirit,
shall here be brought into view: -

“And I will praysthe Father, and he shall give yon

another Comforter, that hé may abide with you for-
. ever, even the Spirit of truth.” [John xiv. 16, 17.)
“But the Comforter, which is the Hely Ghost,
whom the Father will send in my name, he shall teach
you all things, and bring to your remembrance all
things whatsoever I have said unto you.” [John °
xiv. 26.] ¢

¢But when the Comforter is come, whom I will sepd
unto you from the Father, even.the Spirit of truth
which proceedeth from the Father, he shall testify of

me.” [John xv.46.]

“If I'go not away, the Comforter will not come un-
to you 3 butif 1 depart, I will send him unto you; and
when he is come, he will reprove the world of sin, of -

" righteousness, and of judgment.” [John xvi. 7, 8.}

% When he; the Spirit of truth, is eome, he will
guide you into all truth, for he shall not speak of him-
self ; but whatsoever he shall hear, that shall he
speak : And he will show you things to.come. He
shall glorify me, for he shall®receive of mine, and
shall show it unto you.” [John xvi. 13.] '

Had we no other passages of Seripture, by which to
determine the character of the Holy Spirit, we should
mest nafurally be led to the conclusion that the Holy
Spirit is a distinct Person. Yet, it may be asked,
should we conclude that the Spirif is a Person inde-’
pendent aud equal with the Father ? For throughoué
the whole deseription, is not the Spirit represented a
sbordinate to the will of the Father ?

18
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In these passages, sir, we may eontemplate the Holy
8pirit as properly personified under another naine, for
the same reason that we personify the natural sun
when we wish to give a striking and impressive view
of its glory, utility, and importamee. And yet there
seems to have been parficular eare taken that our

- minds should not be misled by the personification. If
you, sir, will be at the trouble of removing from these
verses the masculine pronouns, and write neuter pro-
nouns in their room, so far as the original will justify
sueh a change, you may find the personifieation far
less strong than it is in our translation. - After you
have made this change in the pronouns, you will not
find the Spirit more strongly personified, than the
spirit or soul of man is often personified, or spoken
of, as a distinet person from the man. Thus the
Psalmist addresses his soul, “Why art thou cast down,
O my soul? Why art thou disquieted within me ?
Hope thou in God,” &e. The rich fool is represented
as addressing his soul as it would be natural to ad-
dress another person—I will say (o .my soul; Soul,
thou hast goods laid up for many years, take thine
ease, eat, drink, and be merry.”

Moreover, there are several things said of the Com-
forter, which nafurally snggest the idea that it is not a
Person, but an emanation of the Divine fulness, which
is intended. 'When Christ had named the Comforter,
he immediately explained—the Spirit of truth ; which
naturally suggests the idea, that Wwhat he was speak-
ing of was an efficient influence or emanation from
that God who is truth. Besides, he said, “T'he Holy
Ghost which proceedeth trom the Father;” and tlis
Ys the precise idea of e:anation. But it does not com-
port with the idea, that the Spirit is an independent
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person, co-equal with the Father. There is, howev-
ery still mere decisive evidence to be produced.

These graeious promises of the Comnforter- were
renewed to the apostles aftenChristhad risen from
the dead ; -and in renewing the promxses, the personifi-
cation was wholly omitted.

In giving the aceount of what Christ said to }us apos-
tles between the resurreetion and aseension, Luke in
his gospel states, that Christ said to them, ‘“And he-
hold, I send the promiSE of my Father upon you ; but
tarry ye at Jer”usalem until ye be ENDUED WITH POW-
ER FROM ON HIGH.”—Luke xxiv. 49. :

In the introduetion to the Aets of the Apostles, .
Luke brings the same thing again into view, but in a
different form. After mentioning that Christ “show-
ed himself alive after his passion, by many infallible
proofs,bemrv seen of the apostles forty days,and speak-
ing of things pertammg to thé kingdom of God,” he
adds, “And being assembied together with them, com-
manded them that they should not depart from Jeru-
salem, but wait for the promise of the Father, which,
saith he, ye have heard of me. For Jobn truly baptiz-
ed with water, but ye shall be baptized with the Holy
Ghost not many days henee.”

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

Inthese several aceounts there is an obvious refer-
ence to the prior promise of the Comforter ; and these
passages serve to explain the import of that promise.’l
To be end.ed with power from on high, to be baptized
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with the Holy Ghost, and to have the Comforter sent
unto them, are all the same thing. The substanee of
the whole was this, that they should be endued with
supernatural powersy supernatural. fortitude, super-
natural support, asststance, and comfort ; and thus be
prepared to go forth Tn the name of Christ to preach
the gospel, and to confirm their doctrines by signs
and wonders or ineontestible miracles.

And it may be worthy of particular notice, that the
Holy Spirit is represented as something-~ with whick
the apostles should be baptized, as John baptized with
water. “John truly baptized wirn iwater, but ye

“shall be baptzzed wirn the Holy Ghost.” 'The Hovry
8pirIT, in the baptism which the apostles were to
receive, answers to the waTzn in the baptism admin-
istered by John. And unless we may suppose that the

_water in John’s baptism was an agent, we may net
suppose the Holy Spirit to be an agent in the baptism
received by the apostles.*

The premise of Christ was fulfilled ;- for “when the
day of Pentecost was fully come, the apostles were
all' with one accord in one place. And suddenly
there came a sound from heaven, as of a rushing
mighty wind, and it filled all the house where they
were sitting, And there- appearea unto them eloven
tongues, like as of fire, and it sat on each of them. -
And they were all filled with the Holy Ghost, and

* As the metaphor of water is abundantly used to represent
the Holy Spirit, baptizing with the Holy Spirit harmonizes with
" that metaphor ; the same as pouring out, shedding forth, sprink-
ting, &c. In the New Testament, six times we have the repre-
sentation of baptizing with the Holy Spirit. But where shall
we find o7te instanee in which the Holy Spirit is represented an
an Jgent or .ﬂdmmwtrator in baptizing ?
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Began to sPeak with other tongues as the sznt glwc
them utterance.”

Thas, sir, was Clirist’s promise of the Comforier
fulfilled ; the apostles were baptized wirn the Holy
Spirit ; they were endued with power from on high ;
and as the first fruits of this pgwer they spake lan-
guages that they had never studied or learned ; and
they spake as the Spirit gave them utterance.

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

“This Jesus hath God raised up, whereof we all are
witnesges. -Therefore being by the right hand of God -
exalted, and having received of the Father the prom-
ise of the _Holy Ghost, he hath suED rorTH this which
ye now see and hear.” '

As the Holy Spirit in this baptism answered to the.
water in John’s baptism, and as Christ himself had
become the administrator of this baptism, Peter with
great propriety said, “He hath shed forth this which
ye now see and hear” <

Thus evident it is, that, in Peter’s view, the Holy,
Ghost is something which may be shed forth by the
Box of God to whom the Spirit had been given not by
measure ; by him, in whom it had pleased the Father
that all fulness should dwell. Thesame view of the Holy-
Spirit is given by Paul, in his epistle to Titus—<Aec-
cording to hig merey, he saved us by the washing of
regeneration, and renewing of the Holy Ghost, whish
he shed on us abundantly through Jesus Christ our
Savior.” [Titus iii. 5, 6.]

Ifby the Holy Spirit be meant the falness of God,
or an efficient emanation of Divine fulness, the word:
gbed may, very properly be used to express the mannes-

E Chy ' !
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of its being given or sent. But who will say that this
is a proper term by which to express the act of giving
or sending a Person? And if we may believe that the
apostles undérstood the promise of “the Comforter,
whieh is the Heoly Ghost;}-may we not believe that
the Holy Spirit is not a Person distinet from the Fa-
ther and the Son ?

Thus, sir, it has been my endeavor to explain what~

Christ intended by the. Comforter, by making the
Scriptures their own interpreter. Yon will not, it is
hoped, see any sophistry in my reasonings npon this
particular. And if not, it is believed you must, at legst,
very strongly doubt the correctness of .any theory
which supposes the Holy Spirit to be a Person. For
in no other instance is the Spirit so strongly personifi-
¢d as under the name of the Comforter.

- Matt. xxviii. 19, and 1 John v. 7, will be duly noticed.
in Part IV,

T B
LETTER 1L

Other considerations, to show, that by the Holy Spirit
: is not intended a distinct Person.

REV. SIR,
HAVING endeavored faithfully to examine most of
those passages of Scripture which have the greatest
appearance of favoring yonr views of the Holy Spirit,
and believing it has been shown that they are perfect-
Jy eonsistent with my own without any forced eod~
struetion, some farther considerations, which have hag
great weight om my migd against the hypothesis, that
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the Spirit is a distinet and self-existent Person, wilt
now be added.

1. Much is said in the Scriptures of the mutual,
love hetween, the Fatuer and the Son, and the dis~
position of each \ta/hignor the others but where shall
‘we find the least intimation ef any love an the part
of the Father or the Son towards the Holy Spirit as
a Person ? or on the part of the Holy Spirit towards
either the Father or the Son? Yet if the Spirit be a

" Person, as distinet from the Father and the Son, as
the Son is from the Father, should we not have rea-
sgn to expeot the.same. evidence of mutual love in the

one case as, in the other ? And since the evidence of

" mutual love between the Father and the.Son is so
sbundant in the Scriptures, and no mention is made

of any love between the Father and the Spirit, nor
between the Son and - the Spirit, bave we- not streng
ground to believe that the. Spu‘xt is not a distinet

Person P

2. We have mueh said in the Seriptures. of‘ the love.
of the Father towards mankind, and also of the love
of the Son; hut what is said of the love of the Spirit
towards our ruined race ? Not a word.
~& We are required to love the Father, and to love.
the Son, as two distinet Persons ; but where do you
find any requirement to lpve the Spirit as a Persop
distinet from the Father or the Son? Not in the

Bible.. . :

4. We have both precept and example for worslup-.

ping the Father and the Son, as two distinet Persons ;
but have.we either preecept or example in the Serip-

tures for paying Divine homage te the Spirit s 8.

Person ¥ :
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5. We have an account, in the visions of John, of.
the throne of God and of the Lamb’ but does John
make any mention ef the throne of the Holy Spirit ?
Or is thereany intimation in the Bible, that the Spmt,
as a Person, has a'thronein'heaven’?' -/ .

* Now, sir, on the supposition that the Spiritis a
Person eo-equal with God the Father, how will yon
be able to account for these distinctions, or these
omissions, in the sacred Seriptares ? If we could find
the same evidence of mutual love between the Father
and the Holy Spirit, as between the Father and the
Bon; and the same evidence that the Spirit, as a Per:
gon, loves mankind, as that the Father and the Son .
do;* or if we could find such evidence in favor of
loving and honoring the Spirit as a distinct Person,
as for leving and honoring the Father and the Son;
it might seem presumptuous to eall in question the
_personality of the Spirit. But since the Scriptures
are silent in all these important respects, suffer me to
dissent from your epinion ; and to take the Seriptures
for my guide in preferenee to any human theory.

6. Though 8t. John had no vision of the Holy
Spirit as personally seated on the throne, he had a
vision of the enthroned Lamb of God, as having seven
horns and seven eyes, which are the seven Spirits of
God. These seven Spirits of God have been under-

\

* It may be said, that “the love of the Spirit” is onee ‘men=~
‘tioned by St. Paul, Rom. xv. 80. But it is needless to give am
exposition of my own, to show that the passage does not reprea
sent the Spirit s a Person loving. ‘It may suffice to copy the
. exposition of Mr. Poole’s Continwators, who were Athalasiam
writers—‘And for the love of the Spirit”—q. d. “If you love
¢the Spirit of God ; or rather if the grace of love be wrought i
Jou by the Spirit, show it.in this thing.™
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#tood by some Athanasian expositors to be the same
as the Holy Spirit. This appears to be eorreet. But
that an individual Person should be called the seven
Spirits of God, miist'appear very unnataral ; but it
by the Holy Spirit be intended the Divine fulness or
sufficiency, this may well enough be called the seven
Bpirits of God in reference to its perfeetion and mani-
fold operation. ;: In a text, several times quoted, we
read, with respeet to the Son, that “God giveth not
the fiffirit by measure unto him ;” and, in the paseage ,
‘Bow. hefore us, we find Christ represented as having
seven horns "and seven eyes, which are the seven
8pirits of God. Horns are understood ta be an em-
blem of power, and eyes of wisdom.  'Then the seven
horns and seven eyes denote the perfect fulness of
Christ,-and his all-sufficiency to open the book, and
to loose the seals, or to direet and govern the affairs
of the universe. Inview of this plenitude of wisdom *
and power, with which the Son was endued, and his
taking the book and opening the seals, all that stood
about the throne “sung a new song, saying, Thou art
worthy to take the book, and to open the seals there-
of 5 for thou wast slain, and hast redeemed ugto God
by thy blood, out of every kindred, and tongue, and
people, and- nation,”’—Let us, my dear brother, go
and do likewise.

Here it may not be amiss to suggest some serious
questions for your comnsideration, with a request that
you would weigh them in an even balanee.

1. If the Holy Spirit be a distinet Person, co-equal
with the Father, is he wot in the Seriptures exhibited
in a manner which appears degrading, and truly un-
accountable ; as bearing the s relation to God aé -
an aflribute ; or as the hand ov finger of Ged; as
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being constantly subject to the control or the will of
another Person: never exhibited as a distinct objeet
of worship or of love ; never addressed in prayer as
a Person, either by the samts, or-byJesus Christ,
though the Father was often addressed ?

2. If you, and these with you in sentiment, de
really view the Holy Spirit as.a distinet Person equal
with the Father, are you not justly ehargeable with
want of respeet, yea with disrespect, towards -the
Holy Spirit ? How seldom do we hear the Spirigguen-.
tioned in prayer, otherwise than as somcthing which
is subordinate to the will of God, which may be giv-.
en, sent, or poured out, for our ‘benefit? At the elose
of your prayers, you often mention the Spirit, as
though you thoubht it to be a Person ; but this is fre-
quently the only instance in which, through the whole
course of a prayer, there is the least intimation that
the Spirit is viewed as a- Person. . But if, in your
view, the Seriptures do really authorize the belief
that the Holy Spirit is a distinet Person, and of equal
dignity with the Father, how will you be able to ad-
swer for your ineonsistency in treating the. Father
with sq. much more respect than you do the Holy,
Spitit P%as not the Holy Spirit reasen to accuse you
of partiality 2 But in vindication of your conduect,
you may say, and that with great propriety, that the
Holy Spirit is not so much as named as a Person in
any prayer recorded in the Bible; and that we are
not required to address prayers to the Spirit as a dis-
tinct Person. But, sir, if you have such ample ground
on which you may justify your apparent neﬂ'lect of
the Spirit, have you not reason to examine the grounds
of your faith? Doesﬁ not the very ground on which
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you would justify your eonduct, afford reason to doubt
the correctness of your theory ?

8. Do not your habitual, practical, and devotionals
views of the Father,'the 'Son, and'thé-Hely Spirit,
harmonize mueh better with my present theory, than
they do with your own ? This may seem to you an
extraordinary question; but it is proposed, sir, with
considerable confidence, that, on due reflection, if you
answer it at all, it must be in the affirmative. My
confidenee in this matter results partly from experi-
-€hee, and partly from observation. When you ap-
proach the throne of grace, and pour out your vpart
before God without any studied respect to theory, de
you not address God as one Persor only 2 Do you not
use the terms God, and Father, as perfectly synony-
mous 2 When you thank Gop for the manifestation of
‘his love, in sending his dear Son to die for our offences,
do you not natarally consider the Son as a Being prop-
erly distinct from the Father, naturally subordinate to
the Father, but exalted with the Father’s right hand ?

“When you pray to God that he would pour out nrs
Hovrr Seirir, is not this your real prayer, that God
would make a display of his power, wisdom, and love,
for the production of some desirable effect 7 Do you
not mrean to ask for some efficient, productive emana-
tion of his fulness ? If, in your halitual and devotion-
al views, the Spirit were a distinet Person, co-equal
with the Father, would it not be more natural for you,
in praying for the Spirit, to address your petitions
directly to the Holy Spirit, than to pray-the Father
to send or pour out n1s Spirir 2 L ces it not then ap-
pear that your devotional and habit"al views are con-
formable to the theory I have adopted, and in opposi-
tion to your own ? How then will you be able to vindi-
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vate your conduct before God, from a charge of incon-
sistency, in supporting a theory which is repugnant to
your own habitual and devotional views, or in indulg-
ing habitual and devotional viewsOwhich are repug-
nant to the theory whieh you profess to believe ? And
permit me to ask, which does God consider the real’.
sentiments of your heart, those which you gxpress in
advocating your theory, or these which you habitually
and naturally express in your daily prayers to him ?

It is, sir, most sensibly felt, that the theagies, pre-
possessions, and learning, of the Christian world, are .
at present not on my side. But no small consolation
is derived, by considering the general tenor and nat-
ural import of Bible language very elearly in favor of
zach part of the theory set forth in the foregeing Let-
ters. It is also consoling to eonsider the language of
Christian devotion in such agreement with my views,
that whatever- may be objected against them, may,
with equal propriety, be objected against the most de-
vout feelings and language of my brethren. And as
long as these things shall appear so mueh on my side,
nothing can deprive me of the pleasing expectation
that the theory, now exposed to public view, will be
found substantially correet, approved of God, and that
which the whole family of Christ will ultimately re--
ceive, and rejoice in forever.



PART IV.

S} By

AN EXAMINATION OF DPIFFICULT PAS-
SAGES OF SCRIPTURE.

LE'l‘TER L
.. Rules of Interpretatwn stated and applied.

REV. SIR,

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

Rule I. “The Secriptures were inspired, to instruet
common readers, 'by using words according to their
tommon acceptation, and net to confound them by an
abuse of language.” = .

The language in which this rule is expressed, is
borrowed from Dr. Spring’s sermon on the self-exis-
tence of Christ, and is applied to the many thousands
of texts in which personal pronouns of the singular
Fumher are used as substitutes for the nouns Gon,
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Lorp Gop, &ec. and the inferenee is, that God is one
Person only. '

The same rule is applied to the numerous texts in
which Christ is representéd as the Soxn of God, God’s
owx and onLy Sow;/ and the inference)is, that Christ
is not the self-existent God, but the Sox of the self-
existent Geod.

Rule 11. The terms used in Revelation must be un-
derstood in a sense corresponding mth some analogy
known to men.

According to this rule, also, it ic inferred, that the
Son of God cannot he a self-existent Person. It is
likewise concluded, that there are no passages of
Seripture which were designed to teach us that three
Persons are but one intelligent Being ; nor that there
may be two intelligent Beings in one Person. As
extraordinary as it may seem, both of these eontra-.
dietory hypotheses pertain to your theory. God you
suppose to be three distinet Persors; and yet but one
intelligent Being. You also suppose that Christ is
both God and a Man united in one Person. This, it
is thought, amounts preeisely to the hypothesis of two
intelligent Beings in one Person. Is it not, sir, extra-
ordinary, that great and good men should adept two
hypotheses so manifestly eontradictory, while neither
of them can be supported by Scripture, sior illustrated
by any analegy in nature ?

But did not Christ say, I and my FATHER are oNE?P
Yes, sir; but he never said, I and my Father are
but one intelligent Being. Nor have we any analogy
whieh can justify such an interpretation of the words.
There are many senses in which a Father and a Son
may be one, hesides that of one Being. And in no
other case, in which the words are used by a Son,

\
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should we have the least suspicion that this is the in-
tended import. God and Christ may be of one nature
as a Father and Son; they may be one in affeetion,
in interest, and in operationl; they may alsosbe one in
respect to fulness and authority, as has been already
noted and explained.

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

Rule ITI. So far as the Secriptures may mterpret
themselves, by comparmg Scripture with Seripture,
such interpretation is to be preferred to mfy human
hypethesis.

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

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

" T'he prophecies respeeting the Messmh were prob-
ably originally written for the eomfort and benefit- of
the good people among the Israelites or Jews; at

¥
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least, this may be supposed to be one principal object
of the predictions. 1In the prophecies, the promised
Messiah was called by various mames, and some of
them were Divine'names, ¢rnames of Divine import.
He was not only ealled David, and David the King,
but it was predicted that his name should be called
Euxmanuer, Woxperrur, CounNseLLOR, the Mica-
7Y Gop, the EvERrLASTING FATHER, and the Prince
or PrAck.

If we would know how a Jew would be likely to
understand these names or titles, we shordd consider a
custom which was eommon among the Jews, viz. that
of giving significant naes to persons, places, altars, &e.
At the close of our great Bibles we have a table of the
names used in the Old Testament, with their several
significations. If you will examine this table, you
will find that ether Persons had Divine names, besides
the Messiah.—~See a few of these names, with their
signification—Eliashib, the God of conversion—Eli-

Jah, God the Lord, or the strong Lord— Eliphalet, the
God of deliverance—Elisha, the salvation of God—
Lemuel, God with them, or him. They also gave Di-
vine names, or names of Divine import, to places and
altars—Jehovah-jireh, the Lord will see or provide—
Jehovah-Nissi, the Lord my Banner—El-elohe-Israel,
God, the God of Israel.

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

Accustomed as the Jews were to believe in one God
enly, and to speak of that God as only one Person ;
aecustomed as tlty were to the use of significant
names of high import; would it not have been un
speakably more natural for them to understand the
names of the Messiah as significant, importing some
such ideas as I have mentioned, than to suppose that
the So~ to be born was the vErYy Gop who had prom-
ised. to sexp miM into the world

The prophet did not say the Sow shall B2 Emman-
uel, but “they shall call his name Emmanuel,” He"

, did not say, the Son shall & the Mighty God and Ev-

erlasting Father, but “his name shall be called,” &e.
And this phraseology was probably used with direct
reference to the custom of the Jews in giving signifi-
sant names. And the Son’s having the Divine names .
thus given him by the spirit of propheey, is no proof’
19* .

4
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that he is personally the self-éxistent God, any more
than his being called David, or David the King, is a
proof that-he was personally David the son of Jesse.

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

el $ G .
.LETTER II.
4 fifth Rule of Interpretatwn stated and applied;

REV. SIR,

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

.Rule V. Partitular pkrases, terms, and epithets,
are to be understood in a sense which is consistent with
the general tenor of the gospel, and the character of
the objects te which they are applied.

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

4. 'That be is truly the Son of God.

2. 'That he obeyed, suffered, and died, to open the
‘way for our salvatiom
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These.two points are not only supported by the gen-
eral tenot of the gospel, but they appear to be essential:
to the gospel plan of salvation. If we deny these, do
we not in effect deny the gospel ? If we deny these, do
we not make God a/liar/2 '

If these are points unquestionably revealed, and
supported by the general tenor of the gospel, then all
the particular phrases, terms and epithets, used in re<
spect to the Son of Goed, are to be understood in a sense
which is eonsistent with these leading truths of the
gospel.

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

"~ Johnx. 48. “I have power to lay it down, and I
have power to take it again. This commandment have
I reeeived of my Fatlier.”

If, in any instance, the £.n of God said any thing
which imperted that he had independent power, this is
the mstanee—-But Christ did not say, “I have inde-
pendent power.”—Besides, it is believed, that in this
ease_the word power is the same as authority. And
this authority or this commandment Christ says he re-
ceived of his Father. - We may add, the resurrection
of Christ from the dead is abundantly and explieitly
attributed to God in distinetion from the Sop—“God
raised miu from the dead.”

Mieah v. 2. “Whose goings forth have been from
-of old, from everlasting.”

-
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Whatever existed before the world, may be said to -
be of old, from everlasting. In the eighth ehapter of
Proverhs, Wisdom, or Christ under the,name of Wis-
dom, is represented as using language similar to that
in the text before'ussléTheLord 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.” But Wisdom adds, “When there
* were no depths, I was brought forth”—Before the
hills,was I brought forth—“Then I was by him as one
brought up with him, and I was daily his delight”—
Brought up with him as a Son with a Father ;. and as
a Son, was daily his delight. 'The Son was from ev-
erlasting, as he was brought forth before there were
either depths or hills.

Rev. i. 17. “Iam the First and the Last.”

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

In view of these texts, Mr. Jones forms this arga-
 ment—“There is no God besides him who is the First

and the Last; but Jesus Christ is the First and the
Last: therefore, besides Jesus Christ there is no
God.” If this be fair reasoning, we may draw an-
other conelusion, viz. “The Gop and FaTuer of our
Lorp Jesus Carist,” is not Gop. Is it not amaz-
ing, that Mr. Jones should reason in such a manner ?
In several instances, his eonclusions as fully exclude
the Faruer from being Gop, as it is possible that
language should do it.

In Isaiah, God did not say, Besides us there is na
God ; but, “Besides e there is no “2ed.” His words,
therefore, as fully exclude every othex Person as every
ather Leing.
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‘When Christ said, “I am the First and the Last,”
he immediately added, “I am he that liveth, and was
dead.”” He is therefore to be considered as the First
and the Last in a sense’ which'is consistent with his
having been pEap. 'There are several senses in
which Christ may style himself “the Firsat and the
Last”—He may be so called 3s the constituted Head
and Chief of ereation ; and as in his glory, as well as
the glory of the Father, all things will terminate—
He may be so called as the Juthor and Finisher of
faith ; or, as a Son, he may bear the Divine tiiles of
his Father. '

Heb. xiii. 8. “Jesus Christ, the same yesterday,
and to-day, and forever.”

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

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

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

This text was quoted from Psalm cii. and there
was used in an address to Gode This circumstance
is worthy of note, and in my view, is the only diffi<

-
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culty presented by the text. 'Why were words, which
were first addressed to God, quoted and applied to the
Son? Perhaps you will inot find me able to answer
the question ; but if so, it will not hence follow that
it is gnanswerable.

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

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

You suppose the text imports absolute immutability.
But, sir, was it no change in the Son of God to pass
from the form of God to the form of a servant? Was

*
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it no change to die, ‘and to be raised again from the
dead? Is he now, at the Father’s right hand, in all
respects the same that he was when he eried with a
loud voice, “My God, my Ged, why hast thou for-
saken me 7

Permit me, sir, to ask, whether the Greek word
avres, which in the text is translated same, is any

where in the New Testament used as importing ab-
- solute immutability, unless it be in the two texts
which I have been last considering? If the clause
had been translated “But thou art HE;’ meaning ug
with peculiar emphasis and distinetion, would it not
have been a literal and eorrect translation ?

But let the translation be .as it is, only let the word
same be understood jn a sense which will not contra-
diet the gospel -of Divine Love~—It is my choice teo
believe that God has “spared not his own Son;” and
. mot to believe that he made a mere show of so loving
the world, when he did net in reality. It affords me
far greater satisfaction to believe that the Son of God .
was capable of personally doing and suffering ac-
cording to the representations of Scripture, than I
could find in believing that there is a want of
striet trath and simplicity .in the gospel representa-
tiows of Divine Love.
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LETTER 11I.
Other texts considered.

. REV. SIR,

SOME texts on which Mr. William Jones has
placed great relianee, may now be introduced.

John iii. 20. ¢“He that hath the Bride, is the
Bridegroom.” .

Isaiah liv. 5. “Thy Maker is thy husband, the
Lord of Hosts is his name.”
" Mr, Jones says, “TFhe church, which is the Bride,
can no more have two Husbands, than Chrlst can

have two churches.”
" Whatever diffieulty may be involved in the idea of
two Husbands to the chureh, the difficulty eannet be
diminished by supposing a greater number. Yet Mr.
Jones’ theory plainly supposes three distinct Persons,
or agents, each of whom is the Husband of the chureh.

The truth is, that there is in no other sense two
Husbands to the church, than there are two Creators,
Saviors, or Lords. As Gop creates and saves by his
Sox, so by his Son he shows the kindness of a Hus-
ban¥l to the church. "The Sox is the constituted Cre-
olor, Savior, and Lord ; so he is the constituted Head
and Bridegroom of the church. Aceordingly, “The
kingdom of heaven is like unto a cextain King, who
made a marriage for nis Son.” '

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

That Christ is, in this text, called God, will not be
positively denied. But if he be, we may reasonably
suppose that it is in the same sense that the Father
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ealls him God, in his address, Heb. i. 8, 9—that is, on
the ground of a constituted character. 8See Part II.
Letter IV.—But it is my prevailing opinion, that the
latter clause of this text ought to be understood as an

expression of gratitude and praise to God, the Father, .

for giving his Son to come in the flesh, and exalting
him as Lord over all ;. and that the-verb be is under«
steod in the original, and should be supplied in the
translation, so as t# have the elause read, “God be
blessed forever. Amen.” The verh be, you know, is
often understood in the Greek, and oftan supplied in
the translation;* and it is 8o several times between
the words blessed and 6od. "By eomparing the Greek
word in this text, with other texts in whieh it is trans-
lated blessed, it appears to me clearly to import grati-
tude and preise ;1 and such exclamations of gratitude
and praise to God, are common in the writings of the
apostle Paul.  You will be pleased to examine and
judge for yourself. As it respeets the point in ques-
fion, it is to me a matter of perfect indifferency in
which of the two senses the text is anderstood.

2 Cor. v. 19. “God was in Christ, reconeiling the
world to himself.” ‘ :

Mr. Jones says, “Were there no other passage of
Heriptare to be found, this alone is sufficient to over-
throw'the whole doctrine of JArianism.”’—However
true this observation may be as it respects Jrianism,

®* See Lukei. 68. 2 Cor. viij. 16.~ix. 15, Eph. i. 2, 3.—iii.
21. Rom. vi. 17. .

+ Was not our word eulozize, from the Greek word, in this
text, which is translated blessed 2 And if it were common te
speak of eulogizing God, might not the sense of the text be thus
expressed, Whose are the fathers, and of . whom, as concerning
¥he flesh, Christ came, who is over all, God &¢ eulogized forever.
Amea ! .

20
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the text will be found perfectly harmonious with my
views. God is evidently spoken of as one Person
only ; and Christ as another Person distinct from
Gop. “Gop was in Christ reconciling the world to
niMsELE.” . Himself is  a proper pronoun for one
Person, and Gop is the antecedent. 'This one Person
ealled Gop, was in another Person called Curist, If
Christ were himself God, and, as Mr. Jones affirms,
the only true God, let me be informed what God was
in Christ. . .
+ Inremarking on this very text, Mr. Jones says, “the
wotd Gop, though of the singular number, is of plural
comprehension ; and he explains himself to mean that
it comprises three Persons. 'The import of the text
would then be, that three Persons called God, were 1x
Curisr, reconciling the world to himself. It may he
asked, ought not the prenoun to be themselves 2 Be-
sides, if by God he meant three Persons, Christ is a
Jourth Person, and. not one of the three included in the
mame Gop. The same-would be true of the phrase,
“the Son of God.” )

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

even in his Son Jesus Christ. '['his is the true God, -

and eternal life.”

. 'Wilth great confidence, this text has been urged as
an infallible proof that Jesus Christ is personally the
true and self-existent God. But let us, sir, examine
impartially, and take the conneection into view—*‘And
we know that we are of ‘Gop, and the whole world
lieth in wickedness. And we kuow that the Sox of
Gobp is eome, and hath given us an understanding that
we may know Hry that 1s TRUE ; and we are in mIm
that 1s TRUE, even in yis Son Jesus Christ. This is
the Truz Gon, and eternal life.”
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Bometimes the sense of a passage is rendered ob-
scure by the repetition of pronouns ; and it is ever safe
to substitute the nouns for the promouns. Letusde -
so in regard to this 20th yersé.; The apostle had men-
tioned Gop, in the preceding verse. He goes on tfo
_say, “And we know that the Sow of Gob is eome, and
hath given us an understanding, tltat- we may know
Gop that is true ; dnd we are 1v. Gop that is true,
even in Gop’s Son Jesus Christ, 'This is the Trus
Gop, and eternal life.”

Now, it may be asked, whiek of the two is ealled
the “True Gop” in the last sentence, he that is rep--
resented as the TRUE Gov repeatedly in the proded-
ing part of the verse, or the Son of the TrRue Gop
who had come to give us an understanding that we
might know Gop that is true 2 Unless we are to be-
lieve that John meant to teach us that there are more-
true Gods than one, we must suppose the TRuE Gop
in the last sentence is the same Person as the Trur
Gobp in the preceding sentence, of whom CuRrIsT was.
the Sox.

Christ, in his prayer to the Father, whom he styled
" the onLY TRUE Gop, said, “I have manifested thy
name to the men thou gavest me out of the werld.”
"This perfeetly agrees with John’s account, that “the
Sox of God is come, and hath given us an understand-
ing, that we may know Him that is true.” As Christ
was in the flesh ; as the only true God was in Christ ;
and as the business of the Sox was to give us an un-
derstanding of him that is true, or to manifest the
TRUE Gon ; ; so Gop was manifested -in the flesh.
[1 Tim. iii. 16.]

Isa. viii. 13, 14. “Sanctify the Loxrp or Ifosts
himself ; and let Him be your fear, and let Him be-

s x
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your dread. And Hk shall be for a Sanetuary : but
for a stone of stumbling and for a rock of offence to
beth the houses of Israel.”

4 Peterii. 7,8,/ %The 8toxne whieh the builders
disallowed, the same is made the head of the eorner,
and a stone of stumbling and a rock of offence.”

From these two texts, compared, Mr. Jones draws
this eonelusion, “Christ is the Lord of Hosts himself.
. 'That by the Lord of Hosts is here meant the self-
existent God,.is admitted. It is also admitted, that,
in the text quoted from Peter, Christis called the stone
of stumbling-and roek of offence. Isaiah says of the
Lord of Hosts, that “he shall be for a sione of stum-
Bling,?’ &e. But how shall he be thus ? By some act
of his providence, or some manifestation of himseif.
The event proved that'the act or manifestation pre-
dieted was that of sending his Son in the likeness of sin-
Jul flesh. As God thus manifested himself in the Per-
son of his Son, He beeame a store of stumbling, that
is, ke did that at which his people stumbled.. Andat
the same time, his Son-was a stumbling bloek or stone
of stambling. Aeccordingly, by the same prophet
God said, “Behold I LAY in Zion a STo~E, 2 TRIED
STONE, 8 PRECIOUS CORNRR SToNE.” [Isa. xxviii.
46.] This text is also quoted in the New Testament,
and applied to Christ. 'This precious-corner stone

was a stone of stumbling and rock of qoffence » This .

_ BTonE was LAID in Zion by the Lord of Hosts Him-
sELF; and by this AcT of u1s PROVIDENCE, HE beecame
a sToNE of stumblipng to the unbelieving of ¢ both the
houses of Israel.” .

Psalm Ixxviii. 56. “They tempted and provoked
the Most Hien Gop.”

1 Cor. x. 9. “Neither let us tempt Curisr, as some
of them also tempted.”
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“Therefore,” says Mr. Jones, “CHrisT is the MosT
Hicu Gop.”

Christ said to his disciples, “He that despiseth ME,
despiseth nrm that sext ME.” On the same ground
we may say, he that TeMETED CHRIST, 01 the JAngel
of God’s Presence, TeMprEp Gop. But if we must
hence infer, that God and Christ are the same Person
or Being, what will be the inference from these words
of Christ, “He that despiseth vou, despiseth mE ?”
Must we not infer, that Christ and his apostles are
the same Person or Being 2

In Rom. x. 19—24, we read, “First, Moses saith,
I will provoke you to jealousy by them that are no

- people. But Esaias is very bold and saith, I was
found .of them that [sought me not. But to Israel
he gaith, All day long have Istretehed forth my hands
to a disobedient and gainsaying people.” But if we
look inte the Old Testament, we find that all these
things were said by Jerovam, the Gop or IsraEL.
Moreover, we read, “As for Saul, he made havoek of
the chureh, entering into every house, and haling men
and women, committed them to prison.” -But Christ
considered this as persecuting himself; and said to
lum, “Saul, Saul, why perseeutest thou me?’ Now,
sir, if it were safe to follow Mr. Jones in his method
of drawing conelugjons, it might be inferred that Moses
and Isaiah were the Gop or IsRAEL, yea, “the LorDn
or Hosts mimseL¥,” and that the men and wopen,
persecuted by Saul, were CHRIST BIMSELF.

Ifa King has an own Son, whom he delights to hon-
¢r, and who is united with him in government, what-
ever the King does by his Sow, may be properly at-
tributed to either the Father, or the Son : And the
dwnspect shown to the Son may be considered as dis-

m’l
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‘respect to both the Father and the Son. Had these
" ideas been duly considered and applied by Mr. Jones.
a great part of his inferences and conclusions would
probably have never appeared in print. But by dis:e-
garding such analogies, he compelled the BisLE to
speak his mind.

et @

LETTER V.

The Son of God not the same Person as the God of
Israel.

REV. SIR,

MUCH time and labor have heen expemled and
much ingenuity displayed, in attempts to prove that
Jesus Christ is the very Person who is ealled the God
of Abrahant, and the God of Israel, in the Old Testa-
ment. That he was the JAngel of God, and the Medi-
um of Divine manifestations, has been already admit-
ted ; but that’the Jngel of God and the God of Israel
mean the same Person, is not admitted. For the
phrase the Angel of God as clearly presents to the
mind two distinct Beings, qne of which is sent by the
other, ns the phrase the JMessenger of David. Be-
sides, the Gosl of Israel said respecting this Angel,
“‘Beware of him, provoke him not, for he will not par-
don your {ransgressions ; for mx name is in arm.”” In
these words, the God of Israel is, in the mest decided
manner, distinguished from the Angel of his Presence,
as another Bemv or Agent. '

That the Son of”- God is not the same Person as Lhe
God of Abraham, or the God of Israel, may appeax:
from the following eonsiderations :
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1. It was the God of Israel who gave the promise

. of the Messiah. He never promised that he would

be the Messiah; but the Messiah was to be a Son
whom the God of Israel was to raise up.

2. The title given to Christas|the Son of God, wilk
naturally lead us to the same conclusion. It was the
God of Israel who proclaimed from heaven respecting
the Messiah, “This is my beloved Son.” As Christ
was made known to the Jews as the Son of God,
would they not naturally be led to eonclude, that if

-he were the Son of any God, he was the Son of the-

God of Israel 2 And if you, sir, suppose that he is
the very Person whe was called the God of Israel,
please to informi me of what God he was the Son.

Will it not follow inevitably from your hypothesis, -

either that Christ was not the Sown or Gob, or that
the God of Israel was the So~ of some orHER Gon?2

3, We have the most decided testimony, both of
Christ and his apostles, that the Person who is called
the God of Abreham and the God of Israel, was the
Fatuer of Curist., In John viii. 54, we have the
testimony of Christ himgelf—“Jesus answered, 1f L
honor myself, my honor is nothing ; it is my FaTuer
that honoreth me, of whom ye say that Hz is your
Gop.” What God, sir, did the Jews say was their
God? Was it not the God of Israel 2 If so, then the
God of Israel was the Father of Christ. And is nat
this testimony of Christ sufficient to overbalance all
the arguments on your side of the question ? Andun-
less you can persnade yourself, that Christ might be
both the Father and the Son of HimMsELF, must yon

not either relinquish your hypothesis, or call in ques-.

tion his veracity 2
Moreover, from. this portion of Christ’s testimony,
we may learn, that when he spake of Gop, he meank
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his FaTuER 3 and when he spake of his FaoTuEr, he
meant the Gop oF IsraEL. Therefore, whenever he
spake of Gob, or his FATHER, his language implied
that he himself was not the Person who had been
called the God of Israel,

Let us now listen to the language of Peter, Acts
iii. 13. “The God of Abraham, and of Isaae, and of
Jacob, the God of our fathers, hath glorified 2is Son
Jesus.” 'This testimony is too plain to need any
comment. S

Paul, in his address to the dispersed Israelites,
whom he found at Antioch in Pisidia, said, “The Gop
of this people of Israel chose our fathers, and exalted
the people where they dwelt as strangers in the land
of Egypt.” He then rehearsed a number of events
between that period and the days of David ; and hav-
ing mentioned David as a man “after God’s own
heart,” he added, “Of this man’s seed hath God,
according to his promise, ra1seEp unto Israel a
Savior, JEsus.” [Aects xiii. 23.]

In the first verse of the epistle to the Hebrews, we
read that “Gop, who at sundry times and in divers
manners spake in time past unto the fathers, by the
prophets, hath in -these last days spoken to us BY

“u1s Box.” Was it not the God of Israel who spake
by the prophets? 1If so, Christ was the Soxof the
Gop oF IsrAEL. .

- In support of the idea now before us, a very consid-

_ erable part of the New Testament might be quoted ;
for at the very foundation of the gospel this idea is
laid, that Jesus Christ is the Sox of the God of-Israel 3
and this idea runs through the writings of the evan-
gelists, and the sermons and epistles of the apostles.
The matter is so clearly and so abundantly expressed;
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that it is-amazing that any ene, acquainted with the
Scriptures, sifould ever entertain the idea that Jesuvs
CurisT was the very Person who had been called the
God of Israel. |
In regard to the texts which have been relied on te
prove that Christ is the very Person who was called
the God of Israel, it may be observed, that. the most
of them would be-easily explained, and the argument
set aside, by only making a proper distinction between
the Axeni of God as-the Meptom of Divine mani-
Jestation, and the Gop who was manifesied throngh
‘that Medium ;. or by enly observing .that whatever
#Bod does by Christ, may be properly attributed either
- to God or his Son. Many of the principal’ texts of”
this elass have been already examined; and it is
hoped encugh has been said to convinee you, that the
hypothesis that Christ is the Person who is called the
Gobp or IsraeL, is withont any solid foundation in the
Bible. But the circumstanee, that this hypothesis
has been so long and so generally admitted by pious
- Christians, may be considered as evidence that it has
had advoeates 'who were esteemed eminent for piety
and ability. For it is difficult to eonceive, how any
~thing short of distinguished eminence of character in
" its advocates could ever have given currency'and pop-
ularity to an opinion so manifestly repugnant-to the
express declarations of Curist and bis apostles, and
to the general tenor of the gospel.

If you, sir, shonld be disposed to say, that you never
implicitly denied that Christ is the Sox of God, let
me ask, Is not an affempt to prove that Christ is the
very Person who is called the God of Israel, an implicit
denial that he is the Son of God P - Would not a seri-
ous attempt to prove that Isaac was the very person

¢
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who was ealled Abrabam, imply a demal that Isase
was the Son of Abrabarh ?

POSTSCRIPT.

" NO one thing relating to this subject has astonished
me more than the attempts of ministers to prove that
Jesus Christ is the very Person called the “God of .
Israel.” With just the same reason, and show of
argument, yon might attempt to prove that he is the
very Person called “God the Fatler.” Any argu-
ment by which you attempt to prove that Jesus Christ .
is the Person called the God of Israel is of the same
weight to prove that he is God the Father. This
circumstance, if duly eonsidered, may give you reasen
to suspect that absurdity or sophistry is implied in all
such arguments.

In Isa. xliii. 14, the Holy ONE says, ¢I am the
Lord, and besides me there is no Savior;” and as
Jesus Christ is ealled our “Lord and Savier,” you
infer, that Jesus Christ is the Holy ONE of Israel,
who said, “Beside me there is no Savior.” 'This is
one of your strongest arguments. ‘

Now all you here wish to prove is, that Jesus Christ
is a Person in the one God; hut if your argument
proves any thing, it will prove that Jesus Christ is
the God and Father of himself, or that God the Father
is not 2 Savior. For the Holy ONE' did not say,
besides us there is no Savior, but ¢ besides me there is
no Savior.” Yet we have as full evidence that the
title Savior originally belongs to God the Father, as
we have that he is the SuprEME BEING, or the “God
of Israel.”

Besides, in your argument, a principle is assumed
by which we can as fairly prove more than three
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Persons in Deity as we can prove that Christ is a
Person of the one God. As the Holy ONE said,
“hesides me there is no Savior,” you assume the prin-
oiple, that each Person to;whom the Seriptures give the
title of Savior must be a Person of Deity; and as
this title is given to Christ, you'infer that he is the
living Ged. _

Butin 2 ngs xiii, 5, we rend that the “Lord .
gave Israel a Savior.” You will not pr etend that this
Savior was either the Father, the Son, or the Holy
Spirit. In Neb. ix. 27, we find the Jews confessing
that when their forefathers were in affliction, the Lord
gave “them Saviors who saved them out of the hands
of their enemies.” Neither. the number nor-the names
of these Saviors are given in the connection ; but there
was aplurality of them, and we may probably find
their names in the history of the Judges. But are we
to admit that Othuiel, Ehud, Gideon, &e. &ec. are Per-
sons of Deity ? If not, your argument fails.

You may indeed reply, that we are expressly told,
that these were Saviors whem the Lorp gave or raised

“up. 'Thisis true ; and it is good evidence that these
persons were not the Deity or Persons in the one God.
But we are no less plainly told, that “God raised unto
Israel a Savior Jesus 5 “Him hath God exalted with
his own right hand to be a Prince and a Savior ;* and
that “the FATHE.R sent the. Son te be the Savior of
the world.”

How then are we to reconcile the idea of a plurality
of Saviors with the declaration of the high und lofty
ONE, “besides me there is no Savior P’ He is the
only independent Savior. He saved Israel by raising

-ap dependent Saviors ; and he saves sinners by send-
ing his Son to be the Savior of the world,
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Thus fallasious, and thus easily answered, are all
the arguments to prove that Jesus Christ is the very
Person ealled the God of Israel. They either prove
too much, or they proye nothing,

LETTER VI
On A Johnv.7,8.

REV. SIR,

IN the first edition of my letters to you, I admitted,
a8 genuine, 1 John v. 7, and endeavored to show that
it contained nothing inconsistent with my own views.
T was not then ignorant of the faet that the gerucne-
ness of the text had been denied; but I had not seen
the evidence of its being spurious. Since that time, I
have seen evidence which, I think, must be sufficient
to satisfy any mind which is free from prepossessions.
To admit the text, and remark upon it as genuine,
after such conviction, would be little better than to
countenance forgery Instead, therefore, of again
admitting the text, I shall exhibit the evidence by
which I was convineed that it was an umwarranted
interpolation. As the evidence will be taken frem a
“Trinitarian author, it is hoped that it will be satis-
factory to you and many others.

The writer of the “Eclectic Review” of the “Im-
proved Version,” and of “Griesbach’s Greek Testa-
ment,” decidedly approves of the omission of the text
in those works, and says, “It is foond in no Greek
MS. aneient or recent, except one to which we shall
presently advert; in no ancient version, being infer-
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polated only in the later transeripts of the Vulgate.
Not one of the Greck fathers recognizes it, though
many of them eolleet every species and shadow of
argument down to the\most allegorical and shoek-
ingly ridiculous, in favor of the doctrine of the Trinity;
though they often eite the words immediately con-
tiguous hoth before and after; and though with im.
mense labor and arf they extract from the next words
the very sense which this passage has, in following
times, been adduced to furnish. Of the Latin fathers
not one has quoted ity till Eusebius of Lyons, in.the
- middle of the fifth century ; and in his works there is
-much reason to believe that it has been interpolated.
Under these circumstances, we are unspeakably
ashamed, that any modern divines should have con-
tended for retaining a passage so indisputably spus
rious.”

This, sir, is the decision of one on your own side
of the question; and one who has given evidence that
he possesses both learmnv and candor. In comnection
with the text which has now been given up, I intro-
dueed the following verse, “And there are three that
bear witness in earth, the spirit, the water, and the
blood, and these three agreg in one.”  Upon this text
I made some observations to prepate the way for a
right understanding of the passage contained in the
npostles’ eommisgion. But as considerable was then
said, which has no immediate conrection with the
main subjeet of inqairy, I shall here give only the

* Jeading thoughts as they relate to the imstitution of
baptism.

By the Spirit is understoed those Mmmumcatmns
of the Holy Spirit which have been given for the con-
firmation of the truths of the.gospel, and the gromotion

24 sO0
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of the Christian religion. By the water and the blood’
which bear withess, is supposed to be meant baptism
and the Lord’s supper, as instituted memorials of the
inguguration and the|dedth of the/Messiah,

The sabbath, circumcision, and the passover were
respectively memarials of extraordinary events. 'The
Lord’s day is kept as a memorial of the resurrection
of the Son of God ; and the Lord’s supper as an insti-
tuted memorial of his death. 1t is, therefore, reason-
able to suppose that baptism is, also, an instituted
memorial of some extraordinary event. When our
Savior was baptized by John, he was inducted into
office, the Spirit descended and abode upon him, and
God from on high proclaimed, “This is my beloved
Son, in whom I am well pleased.” No event, prior

_ to this, had been more worthy of a perpetual memorial.
But of this event we have no memorial unless it be
that of Christian baptism. Nor is there any event
but this, of which baptism ean naturally be suppoesed
the memorial. Therefore, as by analogy we are led
to believe that baptism is a memerial of some inter-
¢sting event, and as no other event can be so naturally
supposed {o be the one, it is beliéved that it was insti-
tuted as the memorial of the Messiah’s induction to
office, when he was baptized withwater,endued with the
Spirit, and announced to the world as the Son of God.
It was on this occasion that “God anointed Jesus of
Nazareth with the Holy Ghost.” Accordmgly, in
instituting the memorial, the God who anointed, the
Son who was the subject of the anointing, and the
Hely Spirit, with which the Father anointed the Sen,
ave all hrought to view.
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LETTER VIL
The Apostles’ commission considered.

REV. SIR, :
- THE language of the Apostles’ commission, Matt.
. XXviil. 18, 19, shall now bg considered. ’

“And Jesus came and spake unto them, saying, AIl

power is given unto me in heaven and in earth. Geo
ye, therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the
Holy Ghost.” ’
. 'That the text, as it stands in our translation, does
very naturally suggest the idea of baptizing by the
enihority of three Persons, is admitted ; and of course
it suggests the idea that the Holy Spirit is a Person.
But when this view of the text is urged, as the only
possible meaning, there is perhaps one thing overlook-
ed, which ought to be considered ; and some things
taken for granted, which require proqf that is not ea-
sily obtained.

In the verse already queted, lmmedmtely preceding
the one so much relied on, Christ had said, “All pow-
er is given unto me in heaven and earth.” And what -
is here asserted appears to be overlooked. It was,
sir, on this very ground, that he added, “Go ye, there-
fore, into all the world,” &e. Now, if Ofrist had all
authority in heaven and earth, kis authority must have
been sufticient for baptizing in his own name, without
connecting any othér.—Nor does it appear very nat-
ural to suppose that.Christ would say to this effeet, E
have all.authority s go ve, therefore, and baptize by
the joint authority of myself and two ether Persons.,
And has it not been also tao much overlooked, that we.
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have no example for baptizing in any other name than
that of the L.rd Jesus? If it be a matter of so much
moment as has been supposed, that baptism sheuld be
administered in the name of | three - Persons, is it not
spmewhat extraordinary that we are not able to find
so much as one example of the apostles to support the
practice ?'

But perhaps some things are taken for granted as.

well as overlooked. The things which seem to have
* heen taken for granted, that require proof, are theso—
1. That the preposition, which is translated iny,
does not mean into, to, for, or unto— )
2. That the word name, unquestionably means ay.
thority—
3. That the design of Christ, in the passage, was ta
- show the authority by whick baptism is to be adminis«
tered, and not the END for which it is to be adminis-
“tered. ‘ ' .
" Respecting the Greek preposition e, you are
doubtless sensible that this is much more frequently

- transhated into, to, or for, than it is in. And had -
either of those words begn used in the text instead of °

~in, this would have entirely preeluded the idea of bap-
tizing by the authority of three Persons.
. And the word riame is abundantly used in the Serip-
tures, as of the same import as the word character :
"it is also used for renown, glory, or praise ; and it is
sometimes used as of similar import with the word
memorial. 1In one or other of these senses the word
i3 used much more frequently than as importing au-
thority. - .
Itis, sir, my present opinién of the words in- dis-
pute, that it was the design of Christ to express the
OBJECT or END for which, and mot teh auTHoRITY
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by which, baptism is to be administered ; and that the
preposition would be more properly translated so as
to read “to the name,” or “for the name,” than “in
the name.”

Some reasons or analogiessto justify, this explana-
tion or eonstruction of the text, may now be stated.

1. 'This eonstruction agrees with the character of
the Holy Spirit, as already illustrated from the general
and natural import of Seripture language.

2. This construetion corresponds with dea that
baptism is a standing witness and memoMal in the
charch, that the Son of God .came by water, and was
publicly inaugurated, endued, and announced, as the
promised Messiah, the Son of God,

3. Itagrees wnth the frequent use of the word name,
a8 signifying renown, glory, praise, or memorial.

‘When monuments are erected, or memorials. insti-
tuted, to perpetuate the memory of illustrious charac-
ters, or illustrious events, renown, glory, and praise,
are the object of these memorials. 'When memorials
are instituted to perpetuate the memory of remarkable
and distinguishing events of Divine provxdence, they
are designed for the renown, glory, and praise of God.

4. When, in the New Tegtament, a:y thing is said
to be done, or required to be done, for a witness, for
a sign, for a testimony, for & memorial, or to the
glory, or to the praise of God, this same preposition,
us, is used, and translated for or to. And can one.
instanee to the contrary be found in the New Testa-
ment ? )

Thus, sir, you have before you some of the analo-~
gies which at least seem to justify me in supposing,
that it was the design of Christ, in the apostles’ com-
mission, to express the xxp for which, and pet merge

ur
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ly the autnoriTy by which, baptism is to be admin--

istered. The aurmority by trhich, is indeed ex-

pressed in the introductory words, “All power is

given unto me in heaven and earth; go ye, therefore;>
but the clause in/dispute [Appearstome not designed
to re-express the authority, but to show the exp for
which baptism was instituted.

Can you, sir, produce such analogies in support of
the common construetion of this passage ? Can you
produce o&malogy from the Bible which will justify
you in saying that this text requires us to baptize by
the authority of the Holy Spirit as a distinct Person 2

If the construction now given of the passage should

- be admitted and adopted, it would occasion no change
in the form of words to be used in baptizing, but
simply thatof dsing to,-or for, or unto, instead of in..
The adoption would however, open a dcor for much
to bz pertinently and profitably said, respeeting that
momentous event in which the promised Messiah was-
publiely imaugurated, endued, and announced to the
world as the Sox or Gop; and the grace and glory-
which was displayed on that memorable oceasion.
~ In this inauguration we may contemplate a fulfl-
ent of what liad been promised and predicted, and
3;50 of what had been typified in the manner in which
prophets,; priests, and Kings, had been inveésted with
their respective offices. 'The holy oil was poured on
the heids of prophets and kings, as an emblem of
the Ifoly Spirit, with which the Messiah was to be
endued. Aaron was -first washed with water, and-
then had the oil of consecration poured on his bead,
s the Son of God was first washed or baptized, and:
then endued with the Spirit of God. If we may
¢onnect, in one view, the Old and the New Testameng’
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forms of inauguration or ordination; in that event
we may behold the Messiah condescending to come
. to John, his herald, to be washed with water as Aaron
was 3 then we behold him making his own ordination
prayer ; and what/is)still)imore august;) we may be-
hold the ErerNaL FaTrER performing the solemn-
rites of laying on of hauds, and giving the Right
Hand of Fellowship—He first sent down his Holy
_ Spirit, which is often represented as his Hand ; this
" abode on the Son; then, with an aundible voice, God
proclaimed, in the ears of attending angels and men,.
“THis 1s MY BELOVED Sov, 1v wHoM I AM wELL.
PLEASED.” « A scene more august, and more expres-
sive of GrRAcE and cLORY, had. perhaps never been.
" seen in heaven nar earth..

POSTSCRIPT.

LET it be distinetly understood, that the opinien;
that baptism was instituted as a memorial of the in--
auguration of the Messiah, is not viewed by me as
essential to the main theory respeeting the Father,
Son, and Holy Ghost. The opinior resulted from a
serious inquiry into the meaning of €Christ’s coming
by water, and of the water’s bearing iwitness. It is
proposed, for examination, as that which appears to
me probably true. But the main things had in view
.do not depend on the correciness of that opinion.
Various reasons may be given for the use of the terms

Holy Spirit, in the apostles’ commission, which do-

not imply the personality of the Spirit. But what,

sir, if no such reason eould be given by me, or by

yourself ? Shall one clause of a text, of doubtful im-
port, be admitted as proof ef a fuct, in opposition te-
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the general fenor of plain and inspired representa-
tions 2 More, it is believed, than two hundred times,
the Holy Spirit of God is brought into view in the
Seripturcs, in a manner which clearly eonveys the
idea, that, by the Spirit, a self-existent Person is nof
intended. And shall one, two or three texts, whieh
seem to favor your opinion, be allowed more weight
than two hundred others which are clearly in opposi-
tion 2 Suppose, sir, that after long and laborious in-
quiry, I could obtain no satisfaetory exposition of the
disputed clause in the apostles’ commission, which
would accord with my present views of the Holy
Spirit ; and on that ground should give up the whole
theory, and return to your doctrine of the Trinity 3
what then would be my situation? I must cease ta
reflect, or must take into view-the numerous texts
which naturally oppose your idea of the Spirit, with
the multitude which are opposed to the self-existence
of the Son of God, and the many thousands which
distinctly represent God as one Person only. On the
whole, then, instead of one perplexing text, I should
have to encounter many thousands, each of which,
acecording to the natural import of Janguage, would
be opposed to the doctrine that I should profess to
believe. If you will show me how those numerous
classes of texts can be fairly reconciled to your doce
trine, and how the representations of.DiviNE Love
in the gospel ean be consistent with your views of the
Son of God, you will easily reclaim me from my sup-
posed error. For whatever may have been your views
of my feelings or my motives, this is a faet, that it is far
“ from being a pleasant thing to me to be obliged to
dissent in opinion from such a multitude of werthy
tharacters,
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There is one consideration which will probably
have influence against the admission of the sentiments
of these Letters, viz. That the writer ‘is a person ob-
scurely situated, of private|-education, and unpromis-
ing advantages. All this may, in truth, be said. But
sometimes God has “chosen” weak and unpromising
instruments to carry on his work, “that no flesh should
glory in his presence.” Besides, if “the Seriptures
were inspired to instruet common readers, by using
-words according to their common acceptation,” it is
possible that a person, under all my disadvantages,
may investigate the truth, by making the Seriptures
-his only guide. 1t has been no part of my object te

Jnvend a NEw THEORY. My aim has been to investir
-gate, represent, and support, such sentiments as are
revealed in the BisLE, admitting -words to be nsed
“aceording to their eommen acceptation,” eomparing
Scripture with Secripture. If, on due examination, it
shall be found that any sentiment, in these Letters,
may be properly aseribed to me as the author, let it
be rejeeted. But you will allow, that sentiments, of

- which God is the Author, should not be rejeeted, who-

- ever may be the writer. “Can there any good thing
come out of Nazareth?” This, you will remember,
was a question which onee arose in the mind of an
“Israelite indeed ;” and, perhaps, on the same ground,”
. thousands of others, to their own ruin, rejected the
Savior oF THE worLD. On no better ground, it may

= .be, that thousands will reject the sENTIMENTS con-
tained in these Letters, even if they are sanctioned
by the oracLES oF Gop. '
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LETTER VII.

Conclusion.

REV. SIR,

THIS series of Letters has alreudy been extended
beyond my original design. It -shall now be closed.
I am not insensible, that publishing my views exposes
me to attacks from ‘every denomimation of professing
Christians. Yet no man ean have less desire to be
engaged in public controversy. But being not my
own, it would be wrong to suppress what to me ap-
pears honorary to Christ, for the sake of private ease,
quiet, er popularity.

Freedom has been used in examining your opinions,.
.and the opinions of others ; but, at the same time, it
has heen an objeet of my eare to ecultivate, in my
heart, feelings of tenderness and respect for my fellow
Christians of different opinions. In writing, it has
been my aim not to wound ‘your feelings, or the feel--
ings of any other man. While writing this last Let-
ter of the series, my conseience bears me witness,
that net one sentence in the whole has been dictated
by the feelings of displeasure against any one of my
fellow creatures.

These Letters are addressed to YOU, in hope, thatif
there must be an opponent, it may be one who is able
and willing to investigate ; and one who has learned
of Him who was meek and lowly in heart. This be-
ing your character, should you see cause to amswer
my Lectters, you will look thoroughly and prayerfully
into the subject, and not write at random. You will
not shelter yourself under the popularity of your own
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‘theory, and on that ground think yourselfjustified in
treating with contempt the views of your friend.—
You will not sneer at arguments which you cannot
refute by fair reasoning ;Hnor)substitute sarcastic and
eensorious declamation, for argument. You will net
misrepresent my real views, for the sake of having
something before you whieh you ean easily refute. But
if you view me in an error, you will pity and pray for
me; and, in the spirit of meekness and love, you will
-endeavor to show me my mistakes and errors. And
you will write as one who expeets to give account.
And if T am in an error, be assured, sir, that it is my
cordial desire that you may be enabled to detect it,
" and to set it before me, and before the world,ina
eonvineing light. )

You will readily perceive, that there may be mis-
takes in explaining some particular texts, and yet the
theory may be eorrect. In attempting to explain se
many texts, it is very possible that there are instances
of incorrectness. For one so fallible, it is enough to
say, that my labor has been to investigate the real
truth, without perverting or misapplying the Serip-
tures ; and that it has been my sincere desire to make
“the theory sguare with the Scriptures as a Divine
STANDARD, and not to make the Scriptures bend to
the theory.

Should you thmk it to be your duty to express your
disapprobation of the theory, by way of a REview
in some periodical work, you will give an impartial
wepresentation of my real sentiments, that these who
read the Review may have some opportunity to judge
as to the correctness of the opinion you may express.

After you shall have written your objections by
way of Review, be pleased to turn to John xvii. and
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review the prayer of the Son of God; examine llie
natural import of every sentence distinctly ; then ask
yourself these questions—Does not every sentence in
this prayer perfectly/\ harmonize withthe) sentiments
against which I have heen writing P—Yea, does not
this prayer elearly contain the principal sentiments
which the writer of the Letters has aimed to éstab
lish P—If he had forged a prayer for the Bon of God,
in support of his own theory, could he have written
any thing more to his purpose than that which really
proceeded from the lips of Christ P—Are not, then,
my objections to his views as really ohjeetions to the
sentiments contained in the prayer of the Son of God P
. And may that DiviNe Lorp, in whom is our hepe,
lead us to a more perfect knowledge of himself; and
grant, that not only you and I, but all. who may read
these Letters, may experience the truth of the dee-
laration which he made in his prayer to tl.e Father,
“And this is life eternal, to know THEE the owrLy
- TRUE Gop, and Jesus Curist whom thou hast sext.”
And while it shall be our lot to differ in sentiment,
let us daily unite in the prayer of Christ, that we all
may be one, evén-as He and the FATHER 42F oNE.
Adieu. -
: NOAH WORCESTER.

WATSON £/ BANGS, PRINTERS,
¥y STATE-STREET, BOSTON.
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