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LETTER L -
- INTRODUCTORY OBSERVATIONS.
DEAR SIR, L N

. When I first read your late work, purporting to be
“asecond edition” of your former, it was my decided 6=
pinion that it carried its own cobfutation with it, and
_therefore did not deserve, an answer. Especially, as my~
reply  to your first “Address” remained unanswered, and
which virtually answers even your second, although you
83y, it is“considerably enlarged:®  From these considera-
tions, aided probalily byihe influehce of that indolent in~
difference, and culpable nieutrality, which courtsself-indul
gence, while others are expe_cted to lift up the standar@
againstthe enomy’ I’ had monclided tg ek you pass with-
out notgice." Tt %'n& doubt, the cpinioiiof many that your-
- ‘miserable performance does not deserve an answer, espe-
cially, as every argument which it contains has beeny
repeatedly refuted. I have, however, lately concludeck
that they judged more correctly, who thought that every
the weakest reasonings should be exposed, lest they might;
beimagined to be strong; and that even the most hackneyed
arsuments should be replied, to, lest they might be con-
‘¢elved to be new. Your having likewise assumed to your .
self the title of Elder of the “Christian Church;” and the
‘guardianship, as it would seem, of the Christian body ix:
the' states of Ohio, Kentncky and Tennesee; togethe y

. With'the lofty-appearance of a Biblical critic,—all combine
vestow upon your labors by association a consequence
wmc‘}. (barely) rescues them from present neglect, though,
certain it must be, it cannot operate to secure them frong

SO

¢

f“‘““e oblivion," .

e Cour attack being made upon those doctrineg of the
lighian faith, which T conceive to be fundamental, I holg

. 'My duty to expose the weakness of your reasoning, ang
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to bear my testimony aloud, against your doctrine. Be-
tween daty to God and to his church, and respect for. man,
it were criminal to hesitate. The task, indeed, is not
without its difficulty. “To seize what is fugitive: to fix
that,which is ever in the act of change: to chain down the
Proteus to one form, and to catch his likeness ere he has
shifted to apother:—this is certainly a work not easily to
be accommplistied.” " T'iope I shall be credited, when I de-
clare, that I conscientiously believe your sentiments to
be of such a heretical stamp and pernicious {endency as
to requiré only to Le phimasked in order to be put’down.
. "To this object, my efforts shall be dirccted: and so anx-
ious'am I'to effect this point, which in such'a case I con-
ceive Yo be vital, that'it'is highly probable I shall expose
mysclf'to'those imputations which are generally cast upon
the fberality and the palitenéss of the writer, who scru-
ples nof to press hignye-truthsiseredirect manner and with-
out compromise. I amiiprdpdred:to submit to ‘whatever
consequences may follow, so 1 have the good forturie to ac-
complish this ebjeots: Those:pernicious sophistries which
are’ opposed. so the “Yundairrdntal teythie of: Christianity,
should be trehted in'"an tndisguised and positive manner.
The gentle reader may be indifferent to truth or error; the
soft Divine, the” downy Doctorand the courtly Controver-
sialist, may combat the most flagitious ténets with sérénity ¢
or maintain’ the imost awful of religious traths in 'a way .
that misleads the uawary reader into an opinion of their
making’ but' little impression on” the 'writer’s”own heart’;
but I readily’ acknowledge, Fam not one of those oppésers
f 'what' [ ‘believe to “be “damnable doctrines, who 'can
reason” withiout earnesthess, and confite without warmth.
To'the good Lord I pray, in the mean time, that I'may be
oreserved frémisuch expressions of fiery resentment and vir--
tlent invective that too often find theéir way into 'writings
of controversialists, d finished' specimén of “which the/pub-
ic' have lately séen, in your angry lettér to'the Rév. John
R." Moreland. . ' TR
The work that we now have under considération ‘pre=
ents itself to the “world, as 'a “second edition” of your:
<Address” to those churches” ovér which you presifte, ag -
their ecclesiastical head, andonl y learned-cHampion. The‘jy,_
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swallow down your writings, it seems, with great avidity,
and after going through a seven years process of digestion,
they cry to their Elder again for more, which to him is.so
gratifying that he speedily sends forth another portion,
““‘corragted,” in its quality; to make it more palatable; .
and “considerably enlarged” in its quantity, that they may
be more amply supplied. As. for your. corrections, they .
are so few and inconsiderable, that it appears scarcely
* worth the name to call your book a- corrected edition 3
ouly a few expressions age silently omitted, which exposed
the weakness of your argumeut, and rendered you liable
to the merited censure of a candid reader, as well as just
animadversions of a literary opporient. Your enlargements,
I was glad to see for several reasons. You are less disguis-
_edr error, the higher it rises, and the more it accumulates,
the more likely it is to fall by its own weight; and more-~
over, our reproach is measurably taken ‘away, by either
- the acknowledgements, or silence, of many of your adhe<
- rents, who accused us.of slander and misrepresentationg
when we charged their leaders with holding such errorse
_ In attempting to expose the fallacy of yeur sentiments
“and the weakness of your arguments, I shall considex~
-myself at liberty to make a free use of your former pro<-
ductions; without” wholly confining myself to your secon@-
edition. I plead justification here from your own decla<’
- ration, on the fourth page of your introduction. It isin
these words: “Yet I amnot conscious that. the sentiments
in general expressed in my former publications are at va~ "
riance with any expressed im thisz.” Some things “were
written wunguardedly, in language not sufficiently plain
" to convey my real meaning:” but this difficalty only
- seems to affect “opposing bretherns” for “(o many,” you
add, “the language is sufficiently definite and conveys the
the meaning I designed.” To “atlach those errors to a
man which he has pubbely disclaimed; and hold him up
to-public -execration for an expression or sentiment whicly
he bps relinquished,” you say “argues a# want of candor
and*christian honesty.”” Tt does: Bat the implication
comes with an jll grace from you, who inform us, that
Your former publications contain no sentiments “at vari=
euce with any expressed in this.” What sentiments h'@_ve .
. GO : "
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you “relinquished?”’” What “errors” have you “publickiy
disclaimed?”. Nohe. ~Shall we find it in these words: “If
in-my first publications I have written any thing contra-
ry tothis book, I' cordially relinquish them.” No: for you
express yourself with ambiguity and uncertainty: “If I
have wrilten,”%&c. Aund in the very nextsentence declare:
“Yet T am not conscious that the sentiments in general
expressed in my former publications are at variance with

any expressed in this.” The whole statement appears.to _

cxhibit an entire lack of that explicitness; frankness,and
unhesttating ingenousness, which every honest man, when

convinced that he has erred, desiresto avow, and openly

tq manifest. Here we havean intimation of errors disclaim--
ed,and yet there are none acknowledged; of things writ-
ten unguardedly, and in language not sufficiently plain,
and yet plain ecnough too ta express your real meaning;
and of sentiments relinquished, and yet none are positive-
ly disavowed. - > ' o
“In this edition,” you say, “I bave brought to view :
some of the doctrines of my brethren, who oppose us.
T have taken them, not from individual authors, but from
their own professed ‘creeds and standards.” Traly, sir,
there is not a single fundamental doctrine of our creed,
whether expressed in our confession of faith, or in our

bibles, against which you have not levelled ®ll your .

artillery, and industricusly endeavoured to-demolish the:
only foundation of our hope.. You need not say, “in this
edition:” for seven years ago, .without provocation, when
no pen was stirring against you, and when the most of us
thought that you had sunkinto oblivion among the hills of
Tennesee, you was there plotting, and writing. a book of"
more than a hundred pages, in which you raked together
a large portion of the filth of ancient heresies, which you
industriously scaftered. over the states of Tennesce, Ken-
tucky and Ohio; and with which, you expected to prostrate
those obnoxious creeds and standards, which would not yield

to your “simple views,” your expanded charity, and which,

Yike Mordecia in the gate, greatly intercepted your march

in the high road of happinéss and reformation. Pray, sir, -

who commenced this literary contest? this “war of words,”.
s you are pleased to term-it? (Let your “Two Letters

T i B
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-on Atonement,” ‘published seventeen years wgo; answer
this, question.. Who, without provocation from any litera-
ry oppouent whatever, renewed hostilities, after- publish-
~ing . to the world, that he “never expected to appear

agdin as a writer in public?”  Your “Address” published

seven years ago will dictate the answer.  Now, for the
hero of a party, a man of war, to set up such a piteous
imoan, such &4 ¢omplaining of abuse and ill ‘treatment,
from ‘bigots, and untempered zealots, as youn have done in.
your prefatory address, which follows your introduction;;
really exhibjits an- unmanly aspect; and bears the. charac-
teristic marks of peurility and cowardice. In this re-
view, it will be seen, whether it is trae that you have ta-
" ken these’ doctrines, which you have attempted to exposey
from “creeds and standards” only, or whether you haves
not ih your great zeal to complete the work of destructiong
invented doctrines, and made sentiments for your oppo—
nents to your own liking, and better ‘adapted to youm~
rpose, being more flexible, and promising a speedie x

‘triumph over them’ than over those stubborn creeds ancy

confessions, which have stood the shock of ages; and thex

imbecile attacks of enemies of every description. ‘
. That this may not appear a grouudless ccusure, takes
the following instance out of many: You make u¥§ to say~_

“that God has not lost his right to command, though
. we have lost our right to obey.” (p. 84.) I challenge
you to produce out of any book but your own, especially~
. any. writlen by those- whom you': oppose, such a sentj_
ment as® hiere charged upon us in the latter member og
‘the quotation.” Such a gross, uncouth declaration, yovy
_ never heard suggested by any minister; or any enlighten<,

- ed member of our ¢hurch, diring the whole period o g

your connection with them. ' And you will find it iy
no ackriowledged creed or staridard wpon earth. Tha
‘man, by reason of his unhofiness and enmity. of Leart
“has no spiritual capacity for any holy exercise (which we be. >
lieve saving faith o be,) and that by reason of a tota 3
waut of holy dispusition of heart he is moratly unable fo obey,

God, aré truths we firmly believe. But.who ever dream_
¢d, much léss said, that because of man’s state of deprav-(
ity, angd consequent ‘moral inéaz)acjty, that therefore hiy
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moral oBliga:ion or right to obey God .was lost. The

rebel angels will ever be unable to love and obey God;—

devils cannot love ; but, surely, no man in his senses will .

say, they aré not under-obligation :to love and obey; be-
cause their ‘rebellious enmity is the very cause of their

inability, -

Other instances of a similar complexion, eqdally fala-

cious, and censurable, appear throughout your book; the
most of which shall be noticed, in their proper places.
You may call this, “strictures on trifles, disregarded by

the more intelligent,” as often as you please: straws are

trifles, but they show which way. the wind blows; and if
we should forfeit our standing among the intelligent in
your estimation, by stricturing on your errors, false cri-
ticisms, and misrepresentations, yet I trust we shall have

courage enough not to be frightened from our duty, by such

a menacing proscription. o :
I' have entered upon this work with great reluctance..
There is no pleasure _in being under the necessity of re-

e
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butting at almost every step, the sophistries and misrepres: =

sentations of an unfair and disingenuous antagonist. It -

cannot be.done honestly and plainly, without incurring

the censure of illiberality and hostility. No man can .
wade after you through the muddy swamp of false theol- .

ogy, erroneous criticism, illnatured invective, ungenerous.

insinuations, and unfounded misrepresentations of the doc-

trines-and sentiments of your opponents, without having

some unpleasant feeling, and without being implicated by ,'

the unthinking and injudicious with some unjustifiable im-
) utation. I have without hesitation, and without feeling
personal animosity, endeavoured to expose your errors

on divinity, and yoﬁr‘ defects as a writer; a liberty Iallow -

to others with regard to myself, if they think proper. The = .

lack: of literary leisure and opportunity, as well as com~'

petent . talent, has, T'have no doubt, rendered my work

more defective in point of matter and style than it other-

wisz would have been. In this controversy nothing new - '
as to evidence or argument has been advanced on ei--
ther side; nor indeed can there be; for the subject has .

been exhausted long ago. It appears new toithose -only

X

who have not had opportwuity-or inclination to attend -
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{o'the Eobtraversy. T yrite Hlerefore, notfor fame:—not
" for pleasufe;—-not for Your gonviction, or the copversion
of your devofed Tollowers. ﬁ%l}t' for ‘the edification of the
"','.Bpﬂy}f'.qf " Christ; the establishment . of .the. wavering ‘and
‘unsettled; and to intercept if possible the'progress of the
"Arian and Socinian heresies. 'I'mighta)co ad(l,qto‘t;qrﬁp'_{ly'
with, the earnest request of some o ;my ministerial breth~
‘ren, 'and otfiers from various quarters: and likewise to re-

‘deem” a_ pledge, ‘which a friend of the catse_made Tor

*me to 'th’e('pu‘Bfit, by issuing a prospectiis Wimﬁix’t"x‘by'
knowledge, concurrence, or appidbation. -

. '; ’ ) “-g

- LETTER 'IL :

‘THE TRINITY. - .

. You ‘algiledge tat, when CLuthSr, CAivia,
Jand others, 'miade ‘a_bold 'stand ‘against the <corfuptions
-+ jof the church, the Lord, ‘prospered their labors;—that
light ‘began to dawn, 'and pure religion began to revive
‘and‘smile upon the benighted world.” This is'an acknowl-
‘edgement not very favorable to your ‘Cauise; because, it
Jis 'well kiown that these reformers taught the Very dogs-
trines you are’ endéavoring to destroy.  This 1 need not
“undertake'to’prove, for you darely cannot dény ft. “Thi
-Lord wonderfully ‘preserved thien, ‘and ‘prospered ‘their
labors.”  Yes, that is ‘the fact. God owned his ‘trithy
“andthe truth 'made the peédple free. 'The reformation
“todk'place in the sixteent ‘<gejnt'u'r{. And it is retiarka—
“ble'that “all ‘the “¢hurchies in Chtistendsim, which cast offf
~ ‘the ‘délusionis of "Pdpéry, ‘still rétairied the Woctrine Of the
Tritiity as a Yundamental ‘article "of the- Christian faith_
_However they. might differ from’ezsch dther in smaller'mat<
“ters,'they "4l perfectly hatmonizdd in this one:principle o
"The confession of the' Helvétic, the Frerich, the Belgic, the
‘Eniglish, thie Scotéh, ‘the Polish, the Saxon, the Boheimi<
in, "the Germian charches, the churchies 'of ‘the _Swedes
*ind Daies, besides ‘the different denominations of dissen~
tets in'England: ‘These all agreed, that the -doctrine ok

»
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the Trinity is not only scriptural, but fundamental in chris
tianity. And moreover, if the truth of this doctrine de- "
~pended upon historical evidence of the fact that the an-
cient fathers, astheyare commonly called, and the suc-
cessors of the apostles, believed the doctrine, as Trinitari-
ans now do; the question is at once settled beyond fair de- -
bate by Milner, Simpson, and Horsely, in their patient: re-
searches, and faithful extracts from the writings of the first
ages. of Christianity. Butas we are'not on this ground,
we shall apply to the law and the testimony for the es-
tablisbment of the Trinity. :
And here I am met at the first step, with an old hackni-
ed objection: “The word Trinity is not found in the Bi-
ble.” And pray, sir, where will you find the word Unity
in the bible employed to express the nature and modus ex-
sstendi of the Godhead? The poverty of human language
in expressing any thing relative to the divine nature,
compels us to express our notion of the divine simplicity
by the term unity. And this word by all anti-trinitarians
is triumphantly used not only in all theif arguments,. but
likewise gives name ta a large portion of them who style
- themselves Unitarians; without suspicion of difficuty, or
dread of falling into mystery, which they so lavishly use’
in a way of scoff and banter against their opponents. - “In
- truth, Jehovah, as it respects his pure existence, isno ob-
ject of number, but above number; because nnmber implies
limitation. 'To bis'understanding, or, which is the same
thing, to his being, there is no number. Ps. 147. 5. (marg.)
But when he reveals himself acting for salvation, then only
he gives us to undertsand, that this simplicity exists ina -
personality perfectly compatible with it, ahd that this per-
sonality isengaged in a covenant of offices under the name
of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, to accomplish a work,
which shall be the admiration, contemplation, and delight
of all created intelligences forever.” ‘ .
I know, as.well as you, that the words Trinity, Incarna-
¢#ton, Essence, and such like, are not to be found in the Bi
ble; but I also know, that the truths, to which these words
relate, and which we design to express by them, are not on-
1y to be found there, but are the very sumn and substance of
that book. Without any breach of charity it may be affirm-.
.

i



The. Trinity. R § ;
ad, that the objegtion is raised merely. far “cavillation.,
‘When men lack strength of argument, they are driven to
thig pitiful shift to.get rid of an opponent they are not able
to refute. You appear.to' me.to have had more need for
‘this kind of objection, than any writer of similar preten-
sions; that ever came ander my inspection. ,

" We-are not afraid-to acknowledge- that “the word
‘Trinity is not found in the Bible.” But we fearlessly avow
that the truth conveyed by that term s ta be found there.
The Greek word Trias, or Trinity, was introduced into.
the church in the second century, to express the threefold
personality, or- triune appellation of the Godhead. This _
and- the terms before mentioned were employed by the fa- -
thers of the church in opposition to various heretics for a
clearer or more full and definite expression. of their doc-
trines, and have been very properly retained to this day.
While there are.false prophets, and seducing spirits in the _

- world, who, having departed from the faith,are industrious-

1y employed in disseminating damnable heresies, denying
the Lord that bought them; the orthodox christian may
safely adopt this as-a watchword, whereby he may be dis~
tinguished from an enemy of the Truth. As the use of
all terms is;to communicate knowledge, and as these terms
convey the notion .of the truths we wish to set forth, we

shall disregard the quibble about their not being found

in the Bible, -and use them whenever we have occasion
for them. If we are to be. confiued to,terms of scripiure.
entirely, it will be absolutely necessary to use the scrip-
tore only in the two languages of Hebrew and Greek, in_
which they ware originally written,otherwise the objection,
ifof any force at all, lies against every translation in the
world, and renders your own performance of little account,
seeing you have used many words and phrases not'to be.

-found ia the Bible. o

As I.desire to. write for common edification, .though
with'litﬂe hopes of your conviction, I shall endeavour, te-
fore I enter fully intothe subject, to show what we under<
stand by the terms, trinity, person, . essence, mystery, &c.as
gommonly eriployed in this controversy.. - - .

_By.the word. essence, we: mean the Divine Nature, thes
Theton, the, Theotes, the Godhead, which is sclf-caistent, unde~
N R \

rY e : ~
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rived, and efernal.  In this divine nature or essence there_
is fotind, docordibe to' thb Bodk"of REVATition, s AfeSrofd
personality, With pérsoral properties dnd persinal’chdfadier 8
ctibed 16 each, ah@' wh'dre called Father; 'Son Hiid FR
Ghist;'and’ we' call‘ these, “Three Diving Persohs; who Hp,
propriate o tHemsélves the fhicommunicable rimie o' ¢i¢he
Jehovah. These twd'‘ptifciplés’ laid togethery which* -
must-be equally true; if the’ authority of revélation & %o,

be regarded, may ‘be’ niade’to harmonize with fﬂe’ﬁnsefwés;’,f

R
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and all other parts of the sacred volime, by conceiving

that' the - iifioriginated -éssénce* is"an “inseparable “undsy“of

three ¢oeqiral and coessentiul'subsisterices, ‘which, beyord
the low ideas of*human' compositivn ‘or' ¢omparison, die’as
distinguishable Trindty, -A-plurality in unfyy-is' mferable"
fiom' that-noted passage in “Deut{+6.- 4. wiich Unitidrians:
triuthphantly oppose:to' thé doctrine’of the “Frinity < Bhe*
Lord ourGod is one-Liord = which in the original 1§ Fehd
vah our Elshiin is-oné Jetiovah. ‘+Heré'the ‘word:Jekovah'
denotes the' incommunicable essetice § dnd ithe word: Edehin'
implies: a personalplurality'in that essence.” ‘Asthe former;:

name relates'to the divine incommunicable nature of the’

Deity, so'the latter charagterizes himas the moral-gevefnot<
of the: worlds - They “are-frequently joined togetherirrgrs -
der to shew, ‘that though-the essence be-one and" the per=
sons three, they aré reciprocally pledged-in‘every promises+
and-in every covenant engagementy tevealed- to:mans: Lrée
~By the word persors; when applied:to the-Godliead, ‘we:
do riot understand, -some seperate-existences of a -differenss.

nature ; but-united personal distinetions:in the same nature? -

The termspersor and’ essence:ares neither siynonimous nos-

convertible; and therefore-it-is acting a-very-disingénuouse.

part in-ouf adversaries: to-corfound them, and then-make::.
us say, there-are-three €ssencés and-consequently: threée<
Gods: - We think:we:-have spoken-plainly when«we havee

said that, “though each person-be of the-essence; yet-the:

three: together do-constitute FHE ESSENCE ;- whick:is insepa-:

rably connected -with each of the persons ‘in.willing: ande
acting in the-cconomy of manjs rédemptiom, . euivis s sidt
~--Tir.our. contemplations. on this ;geeat subject; the distine--
‘tion between a hurian:and-adivine persortought tobe pany

ticularly: -attended - to;  ds:- deinssome measure ffee
)» e e e (i < e b T B Qe Bl
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-.the mind. from. perplexity, and.save a. great deal of time
and unnecessary-debate. Peter, James_and John, were
-theee persons, but they. were separated -from each other;
they had only.the same %ind of nature, which is generally
called a common specific-pature; but not.the same indivi-

)d_'{.‘?ls nature with another person.. They were likewise

;@8 many beingsas they were persons, each one having hisown

- proper being, separate and distinet from all other persons or

" ‘beings of human kind. - But-none: of these things are ap+
Plicable to the divine persons in- the Godhead; for sthey,

.“however distinguished by their personal charagters, and pro-
pertes, .are never separated, ag Having the same divine
€ssence or nature. And moreover, this nature is the
-same individual nature of the persons in the Godhead, and
~because _the Divine Being or “essence is but one, there-
fore the Godhead: of the #ather, Son and Holy- Ghost, is
_the veny samé; and this is what we understand when we:
say, there-are three-persons in the Godhead of, the same
sabstance; equal in power and glory, and do constitute the
only living and-true God. But why should we be obliged
to.explain ourselves 5o often on this subject-? -We repeat
it again,.that we use the word person and such like terms,
merely: from-the poverty of language; merely to desig-
-nate our:belief-of a'rea] distinction in the Godhead, and.
‘pot to describe-or explain how three are one and one three, .
but-to express our, beliefof the fact which revelation has dis-

.covered and ought never to be.combated with the “voice-.
of Reason” which  you have set up to clamor against- it.
It is one thing to be assured of a truth, another to answer -
all<the difficulties that encounter it. - You are ‘well as-

<pured -of the underived existence of the Deity, but when you:
Wil give me an affirmative definition or descripticn of that
existence, I will pledge myself to furnish you with one, of

the-modus * existend:- of the personal distinctions in-the Di~ -

. vine Essence. : Try the -¢femity o God by the same rule,

_and what can-you.do with-it?. “What is.the eternity of
God? - You answer by telling -me that there never was a
time; when he did nat exist, and 'never can be one, when
he will not exist. True; but then what was time, before
the: planetary system, which measures it, had an existence ;.

, - @0d what will #ime be, when these heavens and this earth

- . . ; v
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shall be blotted out? Besides, passing over this-difficulty -
about time, you have only given a negative description of
God’s eternity; you deny certain things of him, and ‘then'*
aver that he’is efernal. - Yet because you'cannot affirma- '
tively describe'eternity, you would not refuse to believe ‘
that God:is efernal.. Why then should I*reject the belief o
‘of "a distinction in the Godhead because I cannot affirma:
~ tively define it?” (Stewart’s Letters to- C,hannip"g; Pp. 37).
- You bave laboured hard, and so.likewise has your Uni-
tarian brother Thomas Smith in a late production against
_Trinitarians, to shew that a trinity of persons in the God-
head is subversive of the doctrine of the Divine Unity; and
-therefore untrue. But not only have you failed in giving
a'true representation of our views of that subject, but you
‘have also failed in being able to tell us'what the divine

- Unity is, about which you can talk and preach and ‘write
so familiarly. You never can do it. It is,? says the

“writer last quoted, “a clear point I think that the Unity

* of God cannot be proved without revelation. It may per-
‘haps be rendered faintly probable. Then you depend-on

““Scripture proof, for ‘the establishment of this doctrine.

" But have. the Scriptures any where told us ‘what the di- -
vine Unity 7s? - Will you produce the passage. The one-
-ness of God. they assert: But this they assert always,.in
“opposition to the idols of - the heathen—the polytheism . of
“the " Gentiles—the gods - superior and inferior, which
they worshipped. In ‘no other -sense have the -Sciip-
‘tures defined the oneness of the-Deity. What then
is oncness, -in the uncreated, infinite, eternal™Being?- Tn -

--creatéd and finite objects ‘we have "a distinct perception
of what we mean by it. " But can created objects be just and,’
adequafe representatives of the uncredted one? Familar
" as the assertion is, in‘your ‘conversation and in your set-

"~ mans, that God is one; can you-give me any definition of
 this oneness, except-a negative one? - That-is; you deny. |
~plurality of it; you say God-is bat one,and-not two, or

.-mores Stll Task; in what does the divine Unity con-
sist? ‘Has-not God different and various faculties, and

 powers? - Ishe fot. almighty, omniscient, 6mnipresent, ho-

: 1y; just and-good?- Does he not act differently; i. e. vari-

~‘otisly, in the ratural and in the ‘moral- world? , Does his

r <
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-anity consist, - then, appropriately in his essence? Buf
what s the essence of God? -And how can you assert that
= his unity consists-appropriately in this, unless. you know -
.what his essence is, and whether oneness can be any bef-:

ter predicated of this, than of his attributes? .= .

: 'ﬁ"‘.&gﬁqur; ansyver to-all this is; ‘the nature of God is be-
yond my reach; I cannot defing it. -Fapproach to'a defi--
nition of the divine Unity only by negatives.” Thatis, you

- deny the numerical plurality of God; or you say there

- ‘are-not two or more essemces, omnisciences, omnipotences, .
&c. But here all investigation is at- an end. Is it pos-
sible to show, what constitates the internal nature of the
divine essence, or attributes; or how they ‘are related to;
-each others or what internal distinctions exist? .Ahout
all this, revelation says not one word; certainly the book
of nature gives no instruction concerning if. Thg asser-
-tion then, that God is one, can never be fairly understood.
‘as meaning any thing more, than that he is numerically
one; ire. it simply denies polytheism,,and never can reach -
‘beyond. this. But how does this prove,. or how can it
- prove, that there- may not be, or that there are- not dis-

. tinetions in the Godhead, either in regard to attributes,
-or essence, the naturé of which is unknown to us, and the
existence of which is to be proved by the authority of the
Scriptures only?” .-

~ “When Upitarians, therefore, inquire, what that dis-
tinetion in the Godhead is, in which we believe; we an-
swer, that we do not profess to understand what it is; -we
do not undertake to define ‘it affirmatively. We can ap-

~ proximate to a definition of it, only by negatives. We

“.deny that the Father is, in all respects, the same as the
“Son; and that the Holy Spirit is; in all respects, the same
"as either the Father or the Son. We rest the fact, that a
distinction exists, solely upon the basis of revelation. 1In

. .,fginpip‘le'then, what more difficulty lies in the way of be-
_lieving,in a threefold .distinction of the Godhead, than be-
.liev;ng in the divine Unity.” (Stewart’s Letters, p. p.45,

46. . Y

I have given the above quotation, not. only because.of

its sterling worth, but likewise that it may be seen, what

we mean when we assert that the doctrine jn question. is
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a mystéry, It will alao show the'mistakenr zes te
reasoners of the present day, who in their Tage I
fy every: doctrine of revelation ‘by theories, fat 0"
reduce the mystery of its doctrines by “the voi 51‘
son,” afford a specimen of the effrontery of that [fe |
ignorarice, which is ignorant even of its own wan R R

ledge. -With an .air of ipsult you tell us (p. : 18).. that
“Mystery is one of the names of the whore of Babylon,
written in large letters on her ‘forehead.” You ‘forgdt
this, when at the bottom of your 26th page, bemg pressed
with a difficulty, you: come forward and say: “Should any
ask how it 'is that the Father in: all his fulliess dwelleth
in the Son? I reply in Paul’s words, “Great-is the miys
téry of godliness, God ‘was manifest in the flesh:® - Thiy |
i$ quite a handsome manceuvre to, get rid . of the mark’of
the whore, by slipping..in Paul hetween-you ‘and. danger,
while poor Trinitarians have no refuge whatever, because
they modestly acknowledge their inability to dive: mto
those things which are altogether unfathomable. * -
‘The. grand objection against-the doctrine of the Trml-
ty on'account of its seeming absurdity and-contradictiam,’
may be either’'true or: false, absurd or otherwise,.ac. orl
ing as it is explained or understood. ' If we say, that
three ate one, and one three, exactly in the same ‘sense,
the thing is not'only. absurd but lmpo=51ble, it is a com
tradietion. . Buf to say, the Dwine Being . is only. oné in.
essence and three in person; that he is three inone respect,
‘and only one in another respect, is no absurdity, no con-
tradiction; but may be. an-eternal truth, founded in'{He
pature of thmgs. We feel not oursclves at all answérable:
for all the. inconsistent and unJuatlﬁable “definitions and
explanations that Trinitariaps have given on-this subject
whether in their publi¢-symbols and standards . or. ‘other
wise. ~But some of them.T: believe have written'so guard-
edly and definitely. on the: subject that “our oppen ehts
must lack either knowledge‘ or honesty,.if they wil .
sist in.palming upon us the absurd notion of- three dis-
tmct essences. or. Gods. -
Dr..Isaac. Barrow,.one of the fivst of h!jt,st}ans and
s\chohrs, says, “That there is one Divine~Nature , or. Es-
: sence, common unto three persons, mcomprebenmbly uni
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ted; and ipeffably distinguished; united in. essential attri:
butes, distinguished by peculiar idioms-and relations; .all
equally. infinite jn:every divine perfection,. each different .
in.grder and manner of subsistence ;-that there is a mutual .
existence of one in all, and all.in one;-a communication
without ‘any.deprivation ar_diminytien- in the communi-
gant;aneternal generation,and an-eternal procession, withs
out.precedence, or succession, without proper causality or
dependenee; a Father imparting his own, and the Son re-

. celving his Father’s life, and a- Spirit. issuing from.both,
without'any division or maultiplicatioa of essence: these
are notions. which may ‘well puzzle. our reagon in_ con-
ceiving how they agree, but should not stagger. our faith in -
assenting that. they are'true; upon which we should me-
ditate,. not with hope to comprehend, but with dispositions:
to.admire, veiling our faces’in_the presenee, and prostrat-
ihg our reason at the feet of wisdom’so far transcending
us.” - (In'Simpson’s Plea for the Deity.of Jesus, p. 351:)

-, Dr. Horzely, I believe the greatest and most successful
modern_defender of the. catholic doctrine of the Trinity
and Deity of our Saviour, siys; “I maintain, that. the
Three Persons are one Being; one .by mutual relation, -
indiséoliible connection, and gradual subordination: so
strictly ‘One, that any-individual thing, in the wholexworld:
of matter and spirif, presents but. a faint shadow of their.

- unity.” -I' maintain, that cach person by himself is God;

because each possesses fully every attribute of the divine

nature; but F'maintain, that these persons are all includ-

- €d in the very idea of a God; and that for that reason, as.
well as for the identity of the attributes in each, it were .
impious and absurd to say, there aré three Gods;—for, to.

say there are three Gods, were to say there are three Fa-
thers, three .Sons, “and -three¢ Holy A Ghosts: I main<
tain -the *equality . of the three persons, in all the
attributes: of the Divine nature~—I maintain their equal-
ity in ‘rank -and authority, with respect to all creat-
ed things, whatever relations or differetices may subsist

. between themselves: differences there- must be, lest we
confound the - persons, which wasthe error of Sabellius:
but the.differences can oily consist in’ the personat pree
pesties, lest. yve divide the ,st}bit‘fmce,_ and make a plurals

2
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ity of:. mdependent gods.”\ (Horseley’s Tractc,, pv 26

* Iyow still; ~ask-how ean these things.be; -and stlll';é,a‘ll'
for demonstra gn? I-reply; first rid yourself-of difficulties
and mystenes, ‘And'show how’ ‘Jou can- investigate- a*smgle
attribute of the Great and: Bléssed God. without perples-
ty, hefore you make unreasonable demands-and unjustifis- ;
ble requirements:of: others, - Tell us.how the spiritualiés
sence, of 'God fills, heavemand earth,- without' ektensionon’
division.into:parfs.:. . Can you form an idea of a'po
tnore exhausted by the «creation of.a world than b
duction-efan.insect?- How ' £
beneath the earth,. yet ‘hath no relation to hlgh or.Tow, dis:
tant’ or.near?: “What: xelation hag ‘he to: time;- 'whosisng: -
oldér this day, than:when he: rhade- the :world; to-whom.
that wblch is pastis ot gone, : and. that-which s, Autare;
not to come?'.- We could ‘press: you,thh» :
questxons respecting th t
But'we, will lowe our demands tell s, ‘Ehow the
do . grow ‘in.the womb ‘of her that is with’ chlld
thy garments are.waim, . when heLqulete'th, the’
the south wind.”- - A little lower still; defineto.
sence of a st‘aw, oy pf@ smgle -grain of. sand, be
tauntlntrl' insult, and reploauh us-with - the mark he,
whore*of Babylon, because we . profess to unables ;
oui God, or studg the ‘llnghty 10} perfectwn. e i

Bat 1 come now. to. examine your book '
subject I shall'be. brxef asLwish toisav time and. patl'
énce, and especially as . thls point is- §0- closely connectei ,
and interwoven 1 2ily o
next sub}ecl, Wh]ch if establishec
for théy ‘stand or fall. together
You admxt t 'th

’ m, i s PropEr ¢ or. common, but i
lxﬁed sensé, 50 as. to-exclude'the notion of t ‘oe‘ listinct,
beirigs.” This isthe fact, as’T hope‘l;have made' fully-to ap-

; “Wbat thxsquahﬁ as 16

or o'nly]s -that '
»‘weakness ‘and (he pnde of undexstanamg ir
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1ltings beyond their depth.’ Were you.not puzzled here.
 ‘when in‘your former work, (p: 9.):you:wrote thus: “I be-
‘lieye there, are three distinctiogs in Godhead; but T can
Dot express them dn-.more appropriate terms than those
-uséd by the inspired -Apostle—Father, Word and Holy
‘Ghest? - In -my-reply, it was admitted: that ‘there -are
" three -distinctions in-the ‘Gedhead, and I maintained then
as]°de now, that. they are personal distinctions, inasmucl
us the: personal pronouns, 1, thou, and. ke, are -applied. tc
«9ach ivdiscrimindtely, and gave this«as a reason why we
used -the. term persons, -when. applied to Godhead for the
‘want-of a better term,  [t'is not a little remarkable tha
you have dropped your belief respecting the  “three dis
tinctions.in the Giodhead,” 4s-it does not appear in- your
date work, - though formerly acknowledged- to have. the
_Qanc,t?itmo[ an inspired Apostle, You:assign the.cause ol
his perplexity among divines on this. subject to be, that
“noidea of it is to be found in revelatitn or reason.” Pray.
good sir; do not-bring inreasonhere to settle a point;about
.% matter which is entirely of revelation, and’ which de-
*‘mands reason’s assent, not her demonstration. . .As for re-
velation, is there no idea of this doctrine in the admission
of “three distinctions in Godhead,” Father, Son, and Ho-
1y Ghost? . 7 hese three are one, you also admit in the work
before-us. Your words are: “They are one, or .agree ir
their testimony.” ﬁ 8.) Are you not afraid of making
persons in the Godhead, when you. can use-the persona]
Ppronouns they and their, with so much familiarity? It is
admitted (page 11) “that the Seriptures speak- of the Fa.
ther, Son, and Holy Ghost—and that these three are one
iu some respect, none willdeny.” They are ‘“ove in spi-
T, purpose and mind.” (p. 9.) - Thank you, sir, for this
concessign; I now-hold you to it. Ts not the spirit, pur-
pose, and mind of the Father, eternal? - Of this there can-
mot be the shadow of a doubt.(Deut. 33. 27. Eph. 3. 11,
Job:23.18.). 'So then likewise must the spirit, purpose,
.and mind of the Son, and Spirit be. (Micah 5. 2. Heb.. 9.
- 14) "From these texts we find that God is-eternal, the
SP!“t 1s eternal, aid that the goings Jorth or emgnation of
the Son, (like the rays from the:sun in the heavens) have
Leen of old, from cverlasting, or, as the word is, from the
days of eternity, RS PR TR
%



.-~ Weadmit. then that these three .are one, in spirit, por
pose and mind, unchangeably and eternally; while the one-.
ness of Christians respects. their mystical unign to Christ;
béing joined to the Lord and-one spirit, and -likewise as i
respects theit accordance with and. conformity to.the di-
vine'mind in” that imperfect resemblance. they. bear .to-the
moral.image of their maker, by whom they are created;in
knowledge, righteousness. and. true hgliness: That the
dectrine. of .three persons in. the Godhead is- “principally
founded.on t John, 5. 7.7 as;you assert, we do by no.meaps.
admit, though it is often quoted in proof.of that point. It
can be well ;spared in this contest, and yet the doctrine
suffer.no loss;in respeet of its  confirmation. We-know it
is a disputed text as to .its genuineness. Butlit is.not a2
little curious to .see how you  commence war against..it;
first, by criticising away.ils common - interpretation to
make it ‘capitulate upon your own terms; and, as if thi§
were not sufficient; you set up the usual outcry of infer-
polation and corruption against it, with.a design no doubt
of weakening.its force against you;—“not -found.in Gries:
‘bach’s Greek Testament—not found in:the Syrian Clhris-
tians’ Bible—many learned men teject it,” &c.. And. yet.
after all you are so flexible and good-natured as to bé . “un-,
willing to’ reject.it:”  This admission is made no.doubt,
with the greater facility, because you relied upon the suc-
cess of your -criticism,as you imagined, in destroying its
testimony in. favor-of Trinitarians. “We' will-make a_few
remarks on this two-fold mode of warfare which you have
"employed against this fext. "I will not quote ‘the whole’ ]
paragraph, but present the idea.contained in it, and shew’

that it is incorrect, and the eriticism-of no: account.”.1

John, 5. 7. There are three that bear record in heaven,

the Father, the Word and the Holy Ghost, and these three’ l

‘are ovg. Now you affirm; that “from reading the’con:

text, it is plain, that thie matter testified of, is that Jesus i¥

the Son of God: -That the three are one, or agree i their
testimony; as in the next versé, the-thrée witnesses on”

‘earth agreein one. T0 say these three are one God, would . 1

"contradict the original; for the word hén,branslated one, is
in the neuter gender; ‘and cannot ‘dgree with the word
God.” _It-will agree, sir,with the word “Thejon, which is

. : \

-

t

4

Fl



AR A P S IR v TE

¢

The: Trinily. et

neiter; and means Divinity or Deity. *This word thg
Christian Fathers used:with great frequericy and familiar
ity - when-they intended to include the three principles in,
thiedivine nature, in the to Theion; which will certainly
much better connect with the text in questfon, than'the
word-marturian, renderéd testimony, and-which is feme-
nine. Your idea is, that the words translated, “these three
are one,” only mean, one in testimony, or that their- testiz
mony 18 one; but this word in the original being of the fe-
menine getder, will not unite with ken in the neuter. Be-
sides, I aver that the writer of the text was not ¢peaking
of testimony, but of personis; else why dees he use the word
trags (travslated three,) in the masculine gender? Or why
is' the expression so remarkably varied in the next verse,
these three agree i one, not these three areone? I'believe
these remarks may sufiice here; not made with imposing

- eonfideirce; and if pronounced worthless, verily, I believe

yours will be found no better. : .

" Respecting the authenticity of this text we will'say a
few things. Tt is admited that it is wanting in some anci~
ent versions and manuscripts. But to this day it cannot be
deternined whether it was interpolated by Trinitarians, ot
omitted by the Arians and other Unitarian hereticks of that
age. Itismore likely to have been silently omitted by the
latter in their copies, as a testimony so decided against
them, than that the Frinitarians should directly forge and
and insert it; especially seeing they were not pressed for
ghe want of it, having ample proof of the doctrine with-

“out, ag all modern Trinitarians are ready to admit. But

sappose it to be an interpolation; does not that circum-
stance prove, that the Trinily was a doctrine very early
Lield and contended  for, by the Christians of the first
a;fes?f Bat‘why must we suppose, that the passage is at
all'an interpolation? Because Griesbach, Marsh, Porson
and . others have asserted and proved it? The proof is
contested manfully, and it is thought successfully, by Arch~
deacon Travis, and others who have advocated the- text.
But were the defect of positive proof in favor of the pas-
sage much greater than its opponents have been able to
make out, it. would still be -with me an argument of its
authenticity, that the -omission of it (and any body

..
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may try it) _bf‘eaks .the cbnnécti:m, .@nd'-’wonderfﬁf&
heightens the obscurity of the Apostle’s discourse. - As

_you ?;ppeai'. to attribute great weight to the decisions of .
r. Gri

Griesbach, whose Greek Testament- is “reckoned-te
be the most correct,” -and who. considers the text in ques-
tion:a corrupted one, I will-make an observation.or:two
for your information and others who-are under :the influ-
ence of great names. s

- While the great desert of Griesbach is admitted by-some
of the best of men, and while it is believed that he would
not willingly, or conscienciously misrepresent facts -or: ar-

‘guments, for, or.against any reading, yet his decisions .are .

far from being uncontroverted,” by many of the best efi-
tics of his own countrymen. His whole classification ; of
‘manuscripts, which lies at the very foundation of.-a}l his
decisions in regard to the text, is rejected by Matthai as

worthless, who Dr. Middleton calls the best Greek. scho-.

lar that ever edited a Greek Testament, which he did i
12.vols. (between A. D. 1782—1789)and which approach-
s much nearer the Tewtus Receptus, orthe text in commen
usé, than the edition of Griesbach with whom he is at va:.
riance.  Dr. Lawrence likewise, in his Essay.upon -the
classification of manuscripts by Greisbach, “has rendered

‘it more than probable, that Griesbach’s account of facts.is.

not unfrequently very erroneous; and -that the principles;
by which he estimated the value of ‘manuscripts, and of
course the genuineness of particularreadings, are funda-
mentally erroneous.” The character of Griesbach, frees

e

him from the implication of design in misrepresenting |
facts or arguments, but he undertook a work which: was

too great for one .person to accomplish, or even a whole
-generation of critics.. One word more -about this-.text,
We again-repeat it, that if it were added or put-in, it wgs
done in opposition to the heretics; and this- was a suf

ficient evidence of the firm belief of the doctrine of ‘the -

Trinity af that time. . But if it was expunged by. the Anti-
Trinitarians, the Arians, &c. who, as St. -Ambrose -ob-
serves of them, were remarkable for this sort of fraudu.

lent dealing with the Scriptures, then there was.a_great -

deal of reason for restoring it. - Be it however genuiné of

~ofherwise, the same_sentiment is found in other parts, af.

+
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‘Scripture; and: the ancient Christian writers abound with
gentiments and expressions of a similar nature.s Polycar
digd expressing his gratitude to. God in these words:—1I
praise thée, I bless:thee, T glorify thee, through the eter
nal High Priest Jésus Christ, thy beloved Son, through
whom, to thee, with him, in the Holy Ghost, be glory both -
now, and to all succeeding ages. Amen. -l do testify, says
Tewsullian, that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, are un»
divided one from another. -Again:—Two Gods or -two
Lords we never have named with our mouth: not as if the
Father were not God, and the Son God, and the Holy
Ghost God, and each of them God. Again:—I every
where hold one substance in three cohering together. He
alludes to this text also when he says, “These three are one
(essence) not one (person); in like manner as our Lord
hath said; I and my Father are one (essence) having regard
~only to the unity of substance, not to the singularity of
number.” .St. Cyprian seems to have a- full quotation of
this text, with little variation:—*The Lord saith, I and the
Father are one.” ' And again, concerning the Father, and
the Son, and the Holy Ghost, it is written—<“And: these
three ai’s one.” (See Simpson’s Plea for the Deity of Je~
sus, p..294.) The above remarks will serve as a reply to
that part of the sermon of your Unitarian brother Smith
in'pages 34 and 33, where this text has met with a similar
treatment, only alittle more hostile, for it finds no mercy, it
gets no quarters, and is not suffered €éven tobreathe. They
also rebut his statement (in page 38) against the testimony
in favor of the Trinity from ancient writers. But if this
will not satisfyy. I refer you both to Horseley’s Tracts in
controversy with Dr. Priestly, upon the historical ques-
on,of the belief of the~first ages in our Lord’s- Divinity.
# more successful and triumphant refatation of Arianism-
and Unitarianism 1s not to ‘be found. The great champi-
ion of the Unitarians is made to succomb, and, as Gibbon

- observes; #The Socinian shield of Dr, Priestly has repeat-
edlybeen pierced by the spear of Horseley.” .

our attempt to explain away the import of the He-
brew word Elokim, translated God, is truly unfortunate,
‘and serves to show, to what lengths a man will go, and to
what miserable shifts he ‘is often driven in a despérate
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" causeé. Thw .noun of plural termination, regularly forme
ed from ifg singular, is employed by ‘the historian-of .the.
‘creation in- the very first line .of his history; and .in that
short account, he uses'it thirty times, and perhaps five huny
dred times-more in one form or other in.the five books: of
his writings. Now, isit.not extraordmary that Moses, the J
man of God, who was above all things careful to guard
his people agamst idolatry, should in the very, beginping
' of, and all the way through his Law, make use of'a word
for the name of God, which:led them to think of a pluml~
ity, when'the langiage afforded other words in the singus
lar number that would have answered his purpose equai;
1y as well?  What might be-his reason? Upon the sup-
position of-a plurality-of persons in the Divine Nature'it -
" is casily. accounted:for, ‘but: not in. a satisfactory manner
upon any other,. He meant, or rather the Holy Ghost, hy ‘
whom he was inspired.to writehis history, meant, to give-
some hints and intimations of .a doctmne more clearly to
be revealed in future ages. . .
But you can account for it by the applu‘atxon of a rulé
in Robertson’s . Hebrew Grammar:—%A. plural ;put for:.a
singular denotes ,greatness and excellency.”. This. rule.
applied to Elohim, the: p]ural name of God, makes it.exs
press “dignity and:majesty.”. For the same reason it i¢ .
“given 1o Moses,—to-the molten calf of Aaron,~—the-idol
Baal-berzth—Dagon.—ﬂshberoth — Baalzebub, &c. &c. tho’
~exch is in the singular; yet each is called Elohim, Gody
in-the plural?™: Hence it is inferred that “these idol woiw
shippers expressed their particular idol in the plural; bes ‘
eause of its supposed dignity, majesty and excellence.}
(p< p- 9- 10) Truly this is humiliating enough! . By-this
ray of light emitted from a Hebrew Grammar;you ‘have ]
‘succeeded in placing the tremendouns name of:God: among .
the idols of the heathen. Sir, I am:truly ashamed,to thitik- |
that a critic, .a scholar, and a sage interpreter of Godls
holy ‘word, should give: such occaslon to-the: Phlhstmes to
tnumph. ‘ -
>~ Ttiswellknown that the Heathens worshlpped a plurall-
ty of Gods. If therefore they gave them plural names on any *,
occasion, it is nothmg more:than: m:ght have been‘expeets -
.ed; without any tule of \grammer to expla.ln ‘the' :eason ”
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dbout 7" “Besides, 1t is not improbable, butithé etrors
which prevailed among them, respecting the miultiplicity.
of their gois, might take their rise from the Hetrew 'Elo-
hitn; and theéy -might choose o' speak of their deitiesina
* plural form in‘#mitation of this name. It is readily admit-
\ ted; that'in thie Old Testament, the word God has various
applications; itis applied to men, to magistrates, to idols.
But it is not possible in'any instances of this nature, to mis-
take the meuning. -~ The adjunéts or context, always guard
effectually against mistake.” The words God and Lord are
never applied-to creatures withoutsome ' diminitive cha-

- racter annexed to them, by which they are plainly desig-
nated‘from the true God; hence idols are called strange
gods, (Dieit. 32."16.) molten gods, (Exod. 34: 17.) and new .
gods, (Jud. 5. 8) S6 when applied to-men there is also
something in the context; which ‘implies- that whatever
_characters'of honor are given to them, yet they are sub-
ject to the -divine control.. ‘Inferior beings are never call:
ed God or Gods, simply or absohilely. -When God says to
Moses, se¢ 1 hawve maie thee a-god to Pharaoh, no body sup--
poses that any of the divine perfections were communicat
ed to,: or predicated of hii, ‘but plainly that he was in
God’s stéad, as' God’s minister to inflict the plagues that

- he designed to bring on that stubborn monarch and his

. servants, by which he should be réndered formidable to -
them;- not that he 'should have: a right to receive divine
honor from them. -Wherever, therefore, the word God is
used; the writer has added explanations of his meaning,
which seem to place what he intended to assert, -beyond
the reach of fair debate. When the word is put absolute-

iy, without any additional character of glory, or diminuti-

on annexed to.it, it is.always to be understood of the Great
God. Ts a mistake here possible!

- Bat.te show' that your grammar rule is deficient and in-

applicable, and consequently .will not aid .you in the at-

- toinpt to destroy the doctrine of a plurality in Deity, try

the strength -of it upon the following texts where plural

nouns are used in connection with singular verbs. ~ Job.

* 35.10. - Where™ is ‘God my maker; who giveth songs in

the night? - The- word maker is plural; where is God my

i Maksrs? Ecch 12 1, “Remember thy Creator;” the word

-



is plural, Cpeators.. - Eccl. 9. 1. Wisdom (Wisdoms) | hgl;%g' .
builded, &c. . Isa. 54. &. For thy maker is thy husband,
the Lord -of hosts is his' name... Here also the Hebrey,
substantives maker and. husband are: both_plural., ‘In .all
this there is_nothing strange to a Trinitarian, seeing he
_believes, and can so easily prove, that the world.and all {
men in it were created by a.trinity of persons in,a unify.of :4
_essence. -Gen. 1,26, “And-God said let us Us make man
‘in Our image, afier Qur likeness.” Gen. 3.22.. “And the.
Lord God (Jehovah Elohim)said, behold the man is heconie
like onE oF us.”. The word Jehovah is in the singular
- nuinberyand- expresses all the “dignity, majesty ind excel- -
lence” that b:iong to Deity; and therefore, there is. no. ne-,
cessity of resorting to the adoption of irregular grarmmar
to do it,accordiug to your. theory; but Jehovah being.im:
‘mediately followed by Evomm, a plural noun, does. i .nof
_plausibly, .if not demonstrably, substantiafe the doctrine-for
which we contend?  I'know how you, and the Arians;en:
.deayor to evade the force of this argument, by introduging
..into your scheme an .instrumental Creator, a subordinate
God, ‘or-a ‘super-angelic something, brought into. exist:
énce somewhere befween time and .eternity, and'maded -
copartner in the work of crealion; ‘and. under this view,
~apply the ahove texts. -But ILtrust we shall. be.able to
shew, that such a theory is absurd and visionary, It sure-
Iy does not very well become.you, to say, thatyou_ ‘“‘know.
not what the réal sentiments of Arius were, having neyer
seén them, but through the coloring of his.enemies;” while,
coloring or no coloring, you-are, (according to.the uncon:
tradicted statements of all historians,) retailing. from’ the
- pulpit and the press, nothing new, but the old worn-out, .
and often refuted -arguménts of that ‘ancient heretick
And can'it be possible that you are ignorant of this, When
there.is on record such ample and_uncentradicted’ €vi-
~dence of what the sentiments of this trotibler in Israel weré,
~ (without the “coloring of his: enemies;”) from -the open 4
~avowal and full*adoption of the same by his successors, °
. and more recent vdtaries and followers; who, not willing o -
“own the name of their ancient father on account of itsodiogs »
unpopularity, wish to pass under tbe selfassumed name.of
- Unitarian, or Christian? | Permit me here, to suggest, I
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- hope without the implication. of effrontery or petulence,
. that;if you would open Dr. Rees’s Cyclopedia, Art. Aridns,
.you'might-have your ignorance of Arian sentiments mea-
- -suraBly, if not wholly removed, by seeing an abstract of
the veal opinions of the ancient Arians, as they are given
). by Di. Cave,and others, in the words of Arius himself; and
also further particulars on the general subjects of his be-
resy. See also, The Rebigious World Displayed, by the Rev.
‘Robert Adam, vol. 2nd. Art. Arians, and Unitarians. "This
is one of the bést works of the kind [ know of, for genéral
~“and impartial information on the rise, progress, &c: of the
différent sécts and denominations in the world. © | -~
"« Before 1 close this letter, whichis already longer than I
* atfizst intended, let me very briefly drop before you a few
.scripture. proofs more, on ‘which Trinitarians place no
small reliance for the establishment of their belief. [ de-
sign not'to enumerate; but barely select those passages whiciy
are best adapted to my purpose in such a limited produc~
. tion.as this must ‘necessarily be; and especially as it will
be further supported by the establishment of the doctrine
‘of the ‘Saviour’s Divinity, which will'be the subjeet of my
next letter. - Com
-Ps. 48: 16." And now the Lord God and his Spirit hath
-sent Me.." The speaker in this verse is Christ, wh in ver..
12. callshimself the first and the last; and declares himself
" tobe sent not only by the Lord God, but also .by his Spi-
mt.. Isa. 61. 1. The Spirit of the Lorp Gop is upon Mk,
‘because the Lord hath anointed me, &ec.- The speaker
agaln in this'passage is Christ, and therefore, the text ap-
plies as theone preceding. =~ - o
. We shall proceed to thie New Testament. for proof on
this subject, where, if it were necessary, we could produce
upwards of one hundred places in which the three per-
sons of the Divine Nature are distinctly mentioned toge~
ther, cither in the same verse, or in the course of the con:
text. In Matt. 3. 16, 17, at the baptism of the Saviour;,
thereappears to be a sufficiently plain and sensible demon-
stration of the doctrine of the sacred Trinity:—“Jesus as-
cending from-the water—~the Spirit of God, descending
like a dove, and lighting upon him:and lo, a voice from hea-
- ven, saying, this is my beloved. Son, in whom I am well
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pleased.” What do you think of the Holy Ghost in- @ .bo-
dily shape like a dove, (Luke 3. 22.) descending and lighting -
upon Jesus? Wasit an operation of the Godhead only; a
qualitative virtue? No, it could not be; for qualities, ope-

rations, and acts, cannot assume bodily ‘shapes, nor any -

thing but whatis in itself substantial. = This circumstance;
not only demonstrates to my mind the persorality and divi-
nity of the Holy Ghost, the third person in the Trinity, but
likewise shows the reason and declares the import of our.
Lord’s commission given to his disciples, Matt. 28. 19, ‘Go
seach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. _As a full and clear; yea;
even a sensible demonstration of the Trinity was made at
the beginning of the gospel, to use the words of Augus-
tin:* “The Father by a voice;the Scn in the form of a man;
the Holy Spirit under the figure of a dove;” even'so in ifs
continuance and application the divine Three in One.are
continually presented as a proper object of worship in eves
ry instance of baptism rightly administered in the name
gnot names) of Father, Son,and Holy Ghost, If being thug’
aptized we are not dedicated to the worship and service of
the sacred Three, then what else can it mean? If this is
not the fact, then the whole Christian world (with'a very
small and to be sure not a very honorable exception) have
been deceived.  The primitive fathers, Justin Martyr, Ire-
neus, Tertullian, Cyprian, Athanagorasand others were ail
wrong, for they inculcated the - very séntiment in "their
writings. Richard Baxter, who was a man of the.most
consummate abilities, as wéll as uneommon piety, -says,

“I unfeignedly account the doctrine of the Trinity, the -

-very sum and kernel of the Christian religion, as express--
ed in our baptism.—The doctrine is neither centradictory;
incredible, nor unlikely.” R S
Acts 2. 32, 33. -¢I shall maintain,” says Dr. Horseley,
%that the three persons are distinctly mentioned, in a man-
ner which implies the divinity of each. “Jesus—being by
the right hand of God exalted and having received of the Father
the promise of the Holy Ghost”—of the Father—para tou
atros— The Father: the substantive, with the article’ pre-
fixed, describes a person,  whose character is to be the Fa-
ther—Daterrity is the property, which individyates the

/
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_person: but from whom is the first principle thas distin-
guished? From his creatures? From them he is more
.significantly distinguished by: the name of God. Not ge-
nerally therefore from his creatures, but.particularly, from
. the two other persons mentioned in the same period—Je-
sus and the Holy Ghost. And since this is his distinction.
. that he is the Father of that Son, from whon, together with
. himself, the Holy Ghost proceeds; it follows, that the in-
: terval, between-him and them, is no more than relation may
- ereate; that the whole difference lies’in personal distinc-
. tions, not in essential qualities,” This'same great writex
admits.that “our knowledge of the personal distinctions
is s0 obscure, in comparison of our general apprehensions
. of_the general attributes of the Godhead; that it should
- seem, that the Divinity (the to Teion) is rather to be-gene-
“rally worshipped, in the threé persons jointly and indifferent-
- ly, than that any distinct honors are to be offered to each se -
- 1Cor. 13. 4—86. “There are diversilies of gifts, bu 1
* the same Spirit of administrations, but the same Lore
———of operations, but the same God.” Here are the
. three persons, with the common order of naming them in..
verted, which shows that the Apostle considered it a mat.
ter of indifference upon the principle of their equality-
otherwise, this would not have been the case, " - "
. 2:Cor. 13. 14. “The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, ancl

l *-the love of God, and. the communion, of the Holy Ghost, be

y

=

“with you all. Amen.” Here the unity in trinity is pre-
. .sented as' the source of blessedness; as well as the JSounda.-
.-tion of our hope, and the object of vur worship. That there ig
“aeal and not only a nominal distinction between the Fa-
.. ther, the Son, and the Holy Spirit; that they are frequent-
.1y spoken of in the holy scriptures in such terms as we or
:dinarily usc when we speak of three persons; that, al<
‘though the Son be often spoken of as really and truly o
‘man, yet many things are said of him, which cannot agrea
to a mere man, or to any created being whatsoever; anQ
'~ that there are such thirigs also spoken of the Holy Ghost,
. as cannot be accommodated unto a creature, cannot ba
denied by any man, who will but interpret the holy scrip~
+ tures according to the otdina*ry sense and sigrification ¢
Adetubond .
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the words' thereof md not accordmg to hls own px‘eJu- '
dices, or pre-concelved'oplmons.
But “the doctrine of the Trinity among the J ews 1sv es-

‘teemed ege of the greateat errors.” (Smith’s sermon, p. 39)
Yes, and for this very reason, they refuse to- adopt our
“‘New Testament, because they see it taught there. ~This.
argument about the J ews is much in our favor;and 1 much
‘wonder at Mr.~Smith,: ‘for giving-us. the advantage of it.
‘We conceive itto be of considerable weight., - Let. us"hear !
what Mr. Levi (wfnoae sentiments are strictly Judaieal). says,
‘in the free and open avowal he'has made ‘in-his correspon-
dence with Dr. Priestly, once the champion of Unitarian-
“ism in England He avows, that, “the divinity of Chnst
—his pre—exwtence, and - powerto-abrogate. the céremoni-

al part of the law; as also the miraculous conception, are .
all taught in the Gospcls ;—and the ceremony just mention- 1
‘ed,” i. e. baptism, “points out the essential qualifications.of

a Chmtmn consequently, he that does, not believe the docﬁrm-e :
of the Trinity, cannot be a*Christian, if the Gospcls be true:”? -
(Letters to Dr. Priesly in 1789, p. 24). What is thisbut an .
acknowledgement or declaratxon, which can amouit te
nothing less than' that,.were they [the Jews] to- ‘become -
‘Christians, the Trinitarian side of the present question, i is
~that to which- they ‘would adhere as atruth taught -in.fhe
Gospels. And-is it-not)a fact that all. Jews converted 1o
Christianity. do receive the' doctrines'of the Trinity-and .

of the Deity of Jesus Christ as taughtin the N. Testa:
ment. . The divine ipspiration. of this. book not hemg be:
licved by the Jews, is the reason why they reject -its doe-
trines -as erroneous.” -Remove. their infidelity, .and estab- -
“lisli their conyiction of the divine authority of the N. T :
tament; and you remove their prejudicesagainst the Chris -~
tian Trinity and ihe proper Divinity of the Son of .Gods
- They no more take up-stones to cast at him: for’ making”.’
“himselfGod.” Can Arians and-Socinians boast of a single . |
-~ converted Jew in. their ranks? * ‘Why press ‘upon us. Jewish.
objections,-and why raise up agamst us Jewish opposition; -
. ‘'when those very objections'are in our favor? i Verily, we:.
-havé not much to fear when the allies of infidelity are'™
brought in to tesufy agamst the truth, who acknowledge
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at -the same time, that a ‘man cannot be a Christian witha

‘dut “believing the doctrine of the Trinity, if the GospeZ

" be true.” _
. LETTER .
. THE DEITY. OF JESUS CHRIST.
“DesnSi, . - / e
. Having in a former letter plainly stated, and asT be.
T "~ "7 substdntiated the Trinitarian doctrine, as coms-
3 by thosz to whom that name is applied; I pro.
K amine the arguments and evidences you have

P
PR Y W A

ainst our Lord’s Divinity. This is the subjec -

nd: section of your book. - In your first editiox

n bore the title, “Of the Divinity \of Jesu,

In the second,-it bears that, “Of the Son o

‘hen in the very outset you complain of bein g

B with denying the Son of God; or in other word s
' ity.” Now, if I understand you, the Son of Gog

] Avinity, mean just the same thing, and theréfore

there is_evidently more ambiguity in the present title thay

- the former. In this there was probably some special-de
sign. ‘In your first work, you made this broad declaration

“I'believe in the divinity of Jesus in the fullest sense,>
"This is left outin the work under consideration. You -

~“beliefin.the divinity of Jesus in.the fullest sense, was call

ed in question, and shewn to be a declaration withow
7Y *"», by. comparing your views when explained h

with our public Symbol, Chap. 8, Sec. 2. It wa,

lantly shewn, that by the divinity of Jesus, yo

thing, and we anbother; that you held a createc

soul of the man Christ Jesus, with nothing more

{.powers, and..a communicated divinity; while

other hand held his eternal pre-existence; as the

son in the divine nature, and consequently, his

< 4 and elernal divinily. This is the fullest senise

v which the divinity of Jesus is held by milions in the

:Chrigtian world; and any plain:man may see at once ar.

“essentind difference. It was prudéh‘t’eh‘dugh‘ the‘rif:]rﬂﬁ
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',you, to drop that expremon of your behef in a subsex’
‘quent work’; but in the mean time did not candor and chas
rity, forbid’ ‘you to reiterate the “complaintof an “unJust
charge” agamst you for’ “dénying the divinity of Jesus,”,
'w1thout stating fairly ‘and ‘honestly the ground on which
the charge is set‘up, by those, who have no doubt in their -
“minds of your complete demal of the proper drvznztg j the :
Son of God. .
In a work as hmxted as thls must be, it would }fe an-
reasonable to expect a formal reply to every paragraph in
your book; or._even to every thing-presented with conifis,
-dence under the imposing name of argument. Quotationg *
fcmnot be lengthy; yet your idea shall be: presented fazrly
if possible. Tlie following, T beheve, is_your prm
;axgument from'reason. = . _
“The yoice of reason is, that the same 1nEl
not beget itself, nor. be: begotten by itself. Th
substance of the Son was never begotten nor
‘be granted, that the substance of the Son was.«
‘therefore never begottén, but still urged that.{
‘eternally begotten; then it must follow that,
eternallv begotten had rio “substance; and thel -
‘nota“real being.” “This"is virtually to deny tl tf |
'language conveys.ideas,. it-is plain’ that the act. of begét:
‘tiig implies a previous, agent and that the-ag §~
act must precede the thing ‘begotten; therefc 1
L
£
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could not be eternally begotten.. If the Son t
eternal God, and as there is but one ouly true ¢
“will follow that the Son begat himself and was
‘ther'—that he was active-in begetting, and passive in 'e'-,
ing begotten. ' T would humbly ask the advocates for etef-
nal generation, did the Son’ of God exnst before he was b
, gotten?” po14) . - 7
It is no difficult matter to, predlct much less to see, how .
-men ‘can argué against the sublime doctrines of the Bible; .
when they come out upon them with “The Voice of Rea-
“son.” ~ Not being “able to’ conceive HOW the - three divine.
“persons can be one Godliead or essénce, fior How the. Fq-,‘
‘ther and the Soon can be one in. ‘eternal. honors ‘and-attris
“butes, which is abundantly tanghtin theBlble rathe; than’ .
,[ subscnbe to thls evxdence, the’ pnde of human funderstan ;
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-and confidently reasons about it from things hu-
" ‘ne; and-bhecause a human son is inferiar
.ivas begotten by him at a certain point
‘avely coneludes, that it cannot be other-
heade - . o
- say, (in page 20) “Humbly would I suggest
called the only begotien of the Father, because
regat him of and by himself, without the means
," is-it possible that you can after this, be so
to tride over our heads with “the voice of reason,
gy :of a human and a divine generation?
analogy, or parallel, can you institute bee
ical or literal generation of a human. beingy
is divine, either as it respects the modus ge-
Father, or the niodus existendi of the Son?
rre_is any;. and [ refer to your own. humble
quoted, to support: me in the assertion. 1 de~
asoning has'any force, bécause it has no foun~
erhaps Noah Worcester, a brother in the
yourself; and whose Arian notions are very
‘our book, will afford;you a little aid here.
3, “has endued his ¢reatures with-a power
by which they produce offspring like them-
is it not possible that God should possess the -
ucing a Son in his-own likeness, and with his
(Bible News. p. 58.) ‘This requires no com-
_ 1t shows what the voice of reason, and the
imagination can do when the standard of reve-
serted. - e L
2 generation of the Son of God is something fi-
_called a generation, cannot be denied. But
i natural meaning when applied to the Son of
hat may be its true sense when it is so applied in

B G

AT L TS 2 O M D O Tt tn ' 05 et )k o B (e ey

e

- scripture, 1 shall not attempt to define. The Locos of
( ibtless eternal; for “In the beginning was the
] the Logos was with God, and the Logos was
( 1 this passage the eternity of the Worp is as firm-
] d as the eternity of God, and all the criticisra
i l.ednnot: destroy it, without destroying the au-
t e text. When therefore the Logos, is called

, tuc qua, we Son- of God, &ee. 1 understand, that this name



BT T%eDeztyqu'esus Chnst. A :

-

is expressive ofa certain relatnon «vhxch the second’ perSOn
stands in:to the first'who is called the ‘Father.” - Nor-dol’
“conceive that the birth or generation of the Son}:
“understood as if-he ‘was something | that ‘had been’
made, because his actual exnstence is from eternity; -
“have proven from Micah 5.2, and'John 1.1:" And fufther, ;
this is the necessary conséquence of the confessed etermtyv
of the Father. ' The pérsonal subsistence- of'a divine Lo-’
gos is implied i inithe very idea'of a'God, and the ‘existénce
‘of-the Son'is necessarily-and- meeparably attached to<the -
“attributes of the Paternal Mind: insomuch that the F her
_.could-no more be without the Son, than without his _
attributes.. How could paternal attributes be -ascribed to -
him, if they-were oldér than the Son’s- persona\l exlstence? |
- Paternity ‘individuatesthesperson who is "called* fﬁtber' ‘
“among ‘men; but how can-any man sustain a paternal re-:
lation; or be called a father; whonevérhad a son?.’ ‘By the
" generation of the Son.of God, ‘therefore, when' it is spokeii-
of-as taking: place'ata. partxcular time, is. not:to bé. under-
- stood as any. beginning of his existence, which he ever had;
when, to uie the words of an‘excellent ‘wriler,’ “He Tay?* gs‘ .
“it'were;: unissued-in’the bosom of the Father, as onebrough‘t‘ -
up. with kim, and'where he energized only with himself{* |
but when the divine “faculties: were first exerted, or- fhe f
Dlvme Nature:became active -on created things; accord- , {
|
|
!

e S

ing tosome of the ablest of the primitive falhers, this was
‘the exertion in whiththe Logos, or Son, came forth. - Thl§
- was not a beginning of his_existence; buf a display of '
powers-in the creation of the world, for all things-we |
by him. And if the belief of antiquity ‘would ‘have any’
- weight here, [ am fully authorized to assert that,~at the -
~ time of the Nicene council, it'was the language of the - |
thodox, that the: ‘existence. of the Son was prior-to -his-ge-
* neration, and independent of it; ’u’nderctandmg, as'T '
said, the generation of the Son,: to be’'something. figura
ly,. ot phbysically or literally, called-a generation};-at
~the commencement ‘of his- emstence, ‘but a -display. of
powers in creation..” This is confirmed by Corstantine
'Gneat,ﬂvho called. that ¢ uncxl and who afterward' 3
‘ing ‘to th¢ Nichomedians, uses ‘these expressmns
was begotten, or rather he lnmself came forth g (Bel
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ting.in. order of the things. wblch
»rseley’s Tracts, p..236.). -
and those who.act with you.make—
retting. and creating as it respegts:
tion of the Son. ~ Mr. Smith says,
. to urge that Jesus Christ in his pre-:
created:” ” You said in.your first Ad-
have proved alread that he was created.
by.God himself, the first of all.” You:
that “the Father begat him of and by him-
‘means of any other; but he begat and.
other things by his Son.” Then-tomake
imental creator, you cite-Eph. 3. 9. “God .
by Jesus Christ.”  Here the proof is fair
1, that the generatwe dcet of the- Father, is
his creative act” in, bringing forth his Son.
rce of your reasoning from. -analogy is lost
man fathers never. create! their- sous, “as. it
his, Now for your views: “Myown views
od, are, that-he did-not begin to. exist 1820
e. when ‘he was born) “nor.did he exist
»ut was :the first begotten (created) of the
me, or creation began.” p. 19.. Now here
soul of the man Christ- Jesus,” (p. 17. 1st
of God,” created before creation began! be-
yet not from .eterpity!. “Begotten by the Fa~
himself, without the mcans of any. other;”—
her, must be your.meaning!. If you are not
to the name of the. Mistress of Babylon, then .
L, need ever fear any other rival. But to
1% of mystery and absurdity, that being,
was, -that_ was. brought into. existence some-
2n.time and.eternity, assumed or was united
ody only, withouta'soul! Your words are:“It.
d by our brethren, the Son of God took fo him
soul, as well as'a trae body.—That he took
‘is a doctrine withont a shadow of Bible
ry of which is plainly declared. A.body
ed me,—the word was made :flesh, &c.
tt to shew that the Son of God took to

u.,.ww..‘.ble soul, I should be glad to know it.” pe



17. -“That:there’is a shadow of Bible proof;:and:moré than
a shadow too; there’ caii-be no question. : *The termflesh]
by a’synecdoche (a-patt put for the"whole, a very common
thing in'the scripture)'is put: to signify the whole ma, soul
and thodys “All flesh is” grass:”-(Isa: 40, 6.)—All fle had
* corraptedhis way: «(Gen.6. 12:) So likewise; by thesame
~rule, thesoul is put for. the whole huinan person. ‘Geni.
6. ““And Abram ‘took-Saraihis' wife—and: the -souls- thl
“they had-gotten in'Haran.” -But.what -are we'to under
statid, when'in ‘prophetic-declaration; the Son-of God
made-to say “thou ‘wilt not leave my soul in-hell;”-or,
is commonly understood;in the state of-the: dead, or placg
. of separate spifits?. - When his “soul was made --anédﬁ'er_!ﬁg -}
for sin,-and -was‘exceeding ‘sorrowful even. unto: death; -
* what was ‘it, if - not “a-human soul?- How was he:
- things made like.unio-his brethren, (Heb. 2,11
‘he the second-Adam?’ orhow wasthe first-Adam 4%
him that was to come, if Jesus Christ ‘had no_huma
- And-if it-was 1ot a reasonable soul; then what.was 1t .=
will -push these- inquities no further; but -will- agregithit
ou - shiall settle " this point by your own acknowledgmient
in your first‘Address, (p.-13) which 1"consider as good f
 here, seeing you' are“‘riot ‘conscious that the'sentiment
" general expressed “in your former. publications are-at ¥4
riance with any. expressed in"this.” | Your words ate:
- «That the humanify ‘of ‘Jesus consisted: of a_rea
_soul-and triie‘body, biit few,. if any; dery. - Tt
- manity, consisting of soul and body, was. ereated;orproauceli
~all-agree,” who have not ‘the spirit of - -Antichrist:”. :
- avere one of your disciples, T should" begin to think: Eh‘gh
- time- to look eutfor iy own safety,- whenLheard the truft
pet of my -leader emiting such. sounds “of uncertaint d
.self-contradiction.- “After such’ a strong-and -proser N
-

de¢laration seven yearsago; who, ofall your votaries, co
. ‘have dreamed of siich an approximation. to_the spirif o
Antichrist, as now appeas in the dénial of the real hund®
ity of Jesus Christ; for.a huthan soyl is surel
. ¢onstitute' iuman natere. . ‘And-if-Jesds Chiris
perfectly a’man, possessing human' nature feally:ati
yiip itspare and sinless state; 1 cantot conceive:
 -bley that any point.in -theology cor-morals:c

: T . - . . .
SN il - . . - - .
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fromhe language* of the New. Testament. ~And will any
one refuse his assent to the proposition, that Christ pos-
sesséd adivine nature, because he cannot see how a anion
o the diyine and human natures could take place; and
yet believe that a human body was uniled - to a soul nof

v humtm? According .to your account of the Son of God,
it is impossible to ascertain’ what kind of a being he is.
Imttemptin‘g arhetorical description of his death on'the
cross, you say, “It is not a mere man that suffers and dies.”
To what order or class .of beings, then, does this riew. cont-
Jpound, and strangely mixed person belong? His existence

id'not: commence with time, nor was it from eteenity.
Heisa being distinct from the Father, and inferior to him;
he i3 0ot God; he is not man; he is not divine; he is not
fuman; nor.is he angelic, for angels have no corporeal
forms: ¥f there.be mystery in any theory, which has ever
been proposed, respecting the person-of Christ, it appears
to me, it may surely be found-hére. * - .. T
The Digetae, or Gnostics, the followers of Simon Magus,
.2vered that Christ was-a man in appearance merely, and
Dot in reality, They likewise maintained, “that from the
Supreme Divinity proceeded certain Eons, .who ‘were a
kind of lesser Gods, (dii minoress) and one of which (Christ)
treated the world. 'Lhis descended .upon Jesus at his
aP“%'", and forsook him at his crucifixien.” Now, in
Whal important respect that opinion differs from this, which
folds that Christ had a superangelic soul, or created some-

thi""—i answering in the place of a human soul, united to a

“ﬁal} body, I confess [ cannot see. We are no more

. ely, 1 apprelend, to be freed from mystery.by your thes
Ty, than we would by that'of the followers of the Sama-
"E“} sorcerer in the first century:  To say'as you do, that

' “th“it»Was begotten by and-of the Fatber himself and yet

At the Father and the Son are not ope slibsta;xce.” (p.
ver bAend again, that “the .substance of the Son was ne-

Fathorss cien nor borns” (p, 14) then-to say, “The old
" i.i.saeyq.n'e35|og.1s,v the S:on is of tne substance of the

Morelan dgmﬂs'ltow lch Jeu Wave no objection,” (Letter to

wot Géll(r;;dp'.' ) are sayings and declarations which, if

- Fwill by ictory, are certainly very problematical.

L g ere 'lptmducg one argument which, though fami-

s} ki

o
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" liar to Trinitarians, because it is as old as St. Austi

stance with the Father (the Creator:) For ‘all substince.
.ot being, which is not ‘God, is necessarily a creature; and

. “Chrisi, by whom all things were made, canhot bemads

R T
R IR

o

[

s
P

t. Austigywho
is the father of it, yét I believe we -might: safély"chz_l?lgnig‘q
the whole.tribe of opponents to solve it, and indeed, if it

 were neeessary, might venture to test the issue of the col

troversy upon it. . His words.are to the fql_loWifi!g;P“!‘POTE?

sélf.- And if Christ be not made, then he.is not a creatir

But:if he bé not a. creature, he must be of the same su

“what'a creature is not, that God is. Now, if the Sonis.

- substance, then all things could not be_l"r_lzifdé_‘by.hz'r‘n’.
-all'things were made by him. Therefore, he is of thes
" .substance with.the Father: and consequently is. .not

_ with that passage of our Confession which says,’

- Godhead and the manhood, were inseparably joined:tog¢
' ‘ther in one person—which_person is very God ‘and very.
man, &e. ’I‘he ‘W.(-‘)I.'dS 'f»"v'e\r_y’ andetema] Gdd,” sﬁmgtlg_leﬁ T

_convérting” them into the “one only true 'God,” withou!

" not of the same substance of which. the; Father is, he must

inevitably' 'be a.created substance: and if he be'a 'rfe%?g:

God, but the true God.” (Hor. Sol. voli 1ap. 421.) "
" Your reasoning powers.appear to'have had. ml‘l‘ct:lljlttot‘gz @
: ?’ ‘

D

- Son of God, the second person in the Tfrj‘nity; bgmg very ‘
and eternal God,” &c.—did take.upon him man’s najure:

the

~—So’ that two- whole, perfect and distinct natures,

any regard to.the connection and explanation-of ,théﬁh‘_’_‘e

“section, have employed your logic for three or four pages
“which is really a tax upon patience to read and by Wi

sneans deserves a serious Fefutation. ~ You have mede U

“to say that, the very and eternal God Was born of Marj—

‘the very God suffered—the very-and only God was cruct

“fied~yea, was dead—buried too--and -contifiued . thiet

days and nights under .the:power. of death—the Godheal

- thren.,”———Pray, hold, 'Sir; dont call us brethren, if the#
© “things are~true, -lest you be,counted insincere,
~-a. prefended ” friendship,—such “a_reiterated’a
~of the térm “brethren” above a hundred

! and manhood in Foseph’s tomb—two distinct Gods—on

changeable, the - other unchangeable—the “one ‘a Jiviig
“Glod, the other a dead, buried one,—all this say our bre-

-
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your book;, under -such - circurastances of harrid misre-
Ppresentation, i3 entirely gratuitous; it cannot be reciprocat-
ed;. apd really too much resembles the conduct of Joab to
dmasa, when he called him, “my brother,—took him by
the beard with. his'right hand to kiss him,” while a sword:
in his left pierced him in the fifth rib. (2 Sam. 20. 9, 10.)
““Who suffered on the cross?’ you triumphantly ask
three times in one page. = You answer not the question
yourself; but make . your brethren (as you are pleased to
call them) do it, in the language of your sophistries.and
false. inferences, * But to the question, who died on the
cross? . Let Mr. Stone answer himself in another place, -
(p. 24) when probably-he was not thinking of it: “It is not
a mere ‘man that suffers and dies; it is the Son of God.”
This is too indefinite, and we are still léft in-the: dark:
Let Mr. Smith answer. - “Qur view of the subjeet is, that
the sufferer on the cross—was the greatest being whome
the one God ever,produced; that he was: the greatest be-
ing in heaven or earth, his Father excepted.” (p. 22.)
Alas!, We dre worse off than ever!  We must now travel
back, to where? The beginning of time? That were to:
stop before wé ‘had scarcely commenced. We must tra~
vel beyond the confines of time up through  the vast vista °
of unmeasured eternity, until we arrive at a* poiat, a peri-
od, or ' what shall we call it; when some great being of
distinct natire and _separate existence from God was be-
gotten, produced, or created, and: afterwards inhabiting a
Mﬂe:humau frame at Bethlehem without a soul, itself an-
swering'in the place of a soul; a being not God, not man,
bat a new ‘compound of a’ mere body and ‘a non-descript
smething, with a borrowed name, and. called the Son of
God! Thope the honest Trinitarian will never hang his
head any more when taunted and jeered by the great rati-
aalists and simplifying theorists of the day, on account of
the acknowledged mysteries of his holy doctrines.. - -
$ time js the measure of finite being, and as it is not
Rossible to conceive of a médium between time and eter- .
bity; therefore, whatever was before time, which only mea~
sures creation, must be from eternity. = Absurd then truly,.
and little Jess than a contradiction, to say.that there was &
finife i‘;@ing‘ produced. bej\?ﬁe\ time; for that is, in effect; to

< —\‘ o . -
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‘assert that a limited duration. is antecedent to thal
whereby it is determined or limited. . The' Sccii
ry seems to me incomparably: more rational; an
‘nable,than any shade of the Arian hypothesis.
dence be not'complete, that Christ. was a'real ma
"human  pature,. from his birth, actions, su fferin
and’affirmations respécting himself; then how i

proved, that he éver éxisted at all?” Theé suffe

¢ross, if Peter may be allowed. tospeak, was ¢J

zareth, a uan approved of God.” ‘Acts 2.22.

told that “Trinitariais and Socinians, though
tending, are in yonf_vi'@’vy‘, the same on'this doc
you tell Mr. Moreland: that your- views (meani

“soul of Christwas the Son of God himself, the o

ten of the. Father; and when unifed with flésh, &
Ty soul of ‘that body,) aré’ “as high above those 3

28 Arius’s_is  above Socinus. and modal Trinitarians, ‘yea *
'ag_high as the *heavens are, above the éarth.”” To what',
shall we attribute such assertions? . Iwill not name it lest
it tnight be offensive. = They ought not to have bet ade,”

No honest, intelligént. writer has ever before set Trinitari-
ans and Socinians down. together, and the very extracts"
‘that you have made from our public symbols ‘might-have
taught,you'a different lesson. ‘Prudence and madesty fors
‘bad you te villify. the very company amongst whom' you'

“associate a few pages ahead, when with.Socinians as-well
‘as Artans, you deny the vicarious obedience and substitiution, -

of Jesus Christ. . Besides, 'do you know the difference be="
tween the High and Low Arians?:. Perhaps you ma

‘have to learn that you belong to the former class, asyo

...,“.“:I i
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seem to be in a stafe of progression, and may. have ¢
to that stage without knowing it,’ =~ = 7 .

' The High Arians. “believe the Father to be the-én: :
‘preme. God', over. ajl, absolutely eternal, underived, un-
.changeable, -and independent; they concgive the Son to * .
be.the first. derived being from the Father, and ander him. -
.employed in creating; and also-in preserving and
ing the world.” They concur wit]
““maintaining. the pre-existence of Chri
lie Spirif, which'supplied. the :place of a hit
hijg gonception.and birth, ‘and also bis deriyation fro
' Rl 1

.s
" -
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et

;quE&ihattbp to, the 'F.ather»;' but ascribed to himalngher e
degreey rank, and dignity, than the others; which created - =
the distinction of Fligh “and Low- Arians. (Religious World - -

Displayed, vol. 2nd. p. 173, Seé also, Art. ﬂljifi»n;_’,’{i}ﬂ- ‘

Reesls Cyclop.) -~ ' . T R TR
Arianismin:England, compared 'with what it has been,

i

sbut a faint echo, and daily growing fainter and fainter; =~

he: most of its abettors having, ‘with the great Mr: Chil-

ingworthy slidden down the precipice into Socipianism bg- -
ow. - This.name, however, being unpopular.and odiots, °

hey assumé in the place: of it. the title -of Unitarians,

W?;istbn,"tl}é',-ti'ansla,tar.‘of Josephus, and ' Thomas Emlyn, a -
lissenting’ mini$ter- in’ Dublin, appear to -have been the. .

irst of the ‘Afians ‘who claimed this tifle. “This is the

gréal Thomas Emlim, as your Unitarian brother, Mr. Smith, _

calls him, who makes such a figure in the 19th page of his -
sermon, and in ‘other partsof the same perfarmance, where
the. Artan heterodoxy plentifully abounds. ‘I mention these

circumstarices, ‘which’ at first’ may be deemed. unimpor- -

tant; ‘but:my ‘object is to show swhich way the currentis ~

flowing, and little doubt-have I, but that the - Arianism of.

this country. in seven years more, will be extinct altogé~

ther, oy swallowed up in- the vortexof Unitarianisny, whicly - .

is only.the-modern name adopted in the place of Socinian~

ism.  On the atopement, ‘you are already full up to'the

eyes in.that heresy ; and you have only = to lose sight o .

that-phantom:of a’ créafed, pre-existent being, before which - i

you fall down and worship, to plunge fully into the moro - -
consistent tnconsistencics. of ‘the  Aeademy of Hackney in

England, or the new-Divihity Schaol of Germany. -+

" Vacknowledge this is-digression; I .will réturn to 'my -
purpose.- A few words-more on the pre-existence of Christ..
That he had an existence before he: took flesh upon him,

and before:he came into the world, is truc of ‘his dirine:

nalyre; for-he was a divine person, the second in the- God.-
head, befora he became the - God-man. - But' that "notion’

Which attributes {0 the presexistence of Christ.some intel." - ..
ligent nature dnferior to Godhead, is without' foundation; - . -
or shadow of -proof, as we. hive already proven, and b‘ef N

lieve shall'be able further-to-confirmn ~ - . - .0
Your notion of ‘the existence of the Son of God heforg

<« - R < o
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time, and. yet not from etermty, ﬁally cont?t
Apostle: “Wherefore in: all things-it behoved: b
made. /ike¢ unto his’ brethrcn.” Heb. 2,17, Now- )
Jvas made, ds:it behoved him' to be made, and 1 k.
‘doubt it; he was made in all things,in all respect T
fl)rethz'en. Accq;dmg to-your theory; it should hi .4
he was made-in seme ‘respects like his. brethren.: |
ouassért.the pre-existence of all human souls;: |
have done, to make things fit tggether, you'canw b
proof,. that any. huiman soul did ‘ever- exist be -
Can.you find the man} were you ‘yourself ¢
of any.such. pre-exastence? Who, éver. hase:
Jmental act performed by himself, before-hé
‘Jehovah'has revealed the -fact of any such’'{
‘whepeds it? . K all the. souls of men, therefore,
duced as ear]y as:Adam’s was; no- man:knows it. %
““:But.if  you still press your: argument we ask,”
“was the Son’ o%‘God? This -you cannot tell-u
principle - of pre-existence:. But. if you. refer’
question to.me, I reply, “he was twelve yedrs
his'parents went yp with him-to Jerusaleni. .|
“He began; to be about.thirty years- of .age” w i
‘baptized and.entered -publie mlmstny 1 £,
. Ndw, according to. .you, this will applytto his bo RS
whatyou call his; soul, or hateverit. might be; S T
‘time older than: lh& hzlls. R will ot do - ta read. the above :
-passages; when. his body _} d.beenr -born: twelve. Years, !
twelve years old, &c. . Besides; he. is frequently stiled-b
the Holy Ghost, the .child, and the ybung: ch Did:
hody alone Cm‘\stltute the child?’- Or how.. “"uld e
young child, if that soul: whmh ammated his: bod ¥ -avassold;
er.than-Adam?- - = .
" But the child Je esus, grew and wamed strong e spmt,_‘ =
creasmo‘ N, wisdom: any ‘,stamre, and 7 .. fuvor- ,wzlk ‘God :dnek
man. Luke 2% 40., 52, - How gould thxs be;. if ‘*he wasthe.
greatest being in heaven or earth, that God-.€ 4
ed? How. Qould he who pOSsessed wisdom:
power to. create and uphold all things; be reduc
‘circumscribéd in the: little - human . frame -of
ethlehem, by a limited wisdom which must:ir ,
e gxowth of t;me and. stature" And duieall the. 'f&Llnf,. '

c'
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of Godhead dwell in him_ bodily "before he had’'a bod
And if a-distinct, separate being from the Father, create

- orproduced by him, and being of course a finite being, hc
can a- finite capacity on such a plan' contain infinite pe

. fections? How can a vessel, finite and lLimitéd, measu
* the infinite fulness ofthe Godhead?. If he were not equ
_with the Father “in essence, being or eternity,” as y.
"aver; and. “the divinity in’him was eternaly because

. the fulness of Godhead was .in him,” as you .ackno
ledge; how did he possess this-divinity but by communi
tion; ‘ot -transfer.?. And if he possessed ALL the fulness
Godhead-in this way, how much' remained with the E
ther? ‘If an-earthly father transfer the whileof his weal

© to-his‘sgn, isthe father sfillrich? .~~~
.. Having. fally .shewn the" absurdity of your notion
Clirist’s pre-existence, I proceed.a step further, to ex
min& one still more. absurd, if possible, which makes hi
out. an’ instrumentak creator.. *The Lord Jesus Chri
who is the Son of God, is' the ‘instrumental cause of
- things,” p. 20: - “The Son,” says Mr. -Smith, “was the |
strumental cause of the creation.” This you have attemj
ed:toprove by a number of texts; whereas, therc areb
two in all the New Testameiit; in which the Father is sa
to have created all things by the Son, namely, Eph. 3.
—*%God, who created allthings by Jesus Christ,” and He
1. 2—+“By whom-also .he made the .worlds.” In the fc
mer, the words, by Jesus Chist, are not in Griesbach’s T
tament, which seems to be such high authority with yo
and it has been ascertained long ago, that they are war
ing in some-ancient copies of the Scriptures.. - Of this, ho
ever, I take no advantage. The other passagés you ar
_ yourfriend have cited; can no more ascribe an- instrume
‘tal.agency. in creation to the Son; than to the Father, e.
in Heb. ‘2 10, it is said of the Father, that “it became hir
Jorwhom are all things, and by whom are all things, in brin
ing many- sons unto glory, to make the Captain of their s:
vation perfeet through suffering.” But in Col. 1. 16, of tl
Somit is said, “all things were created by him, and for him
I aver.likewise that the word dia in this connection desi
nates the principgl, as well ag the instrumental cause, ']
P Ronmw 11,36, “#ll things are said to be of God (ez._aufou
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and. by God (dz autou ) ‘the. very. form of expressno P
ed to/Chnst, in_Col. 1.. 16—20. So" Heb. 2.7 10, b
-above, and' 1 Cor;. 1. 9. . But ‘still-the diffienlty - .
‘how. we.are to! explam orunderstand the phrase;:*l

he (the Father) miade the worlds,” Heh. 1. 2" T -

tle’s: own ‘words, it mlght seem, are entlrely suffi &

pre,vuer)‘t mistake here, verses 10—12: “And-thou, ' W
9

the - begmnmg ‘hast laid the foundations -of the ea ;
the heavens are-the works of thy-hands,” &c.. This isan®
address_ of the Father to-the: Son, and canf .be mlaunder- .
stood, If, however; the difficulty seeins still fo press, let u .
see.if it.may not be . removed by Hos. 1.-7, “I (Fehovah is:
the speaker) will , have mercy: apon the hou<e of Judah,
and- will save them by Jehovah.” ™ Canany supposé. iha.t‘: .
the second Jehovah in thig'place is the instcumental cause
of-Judah’s'salvation?: ‘Of a similar‘import is thep
logy in Gen, 19, '94;: “And. Jehovah rained down u
dom and Gomorrha fire and bnmatone FRom JEHOV.
of heaven.”  Is either tiie first or second Jehavah. o
verse an‘inferior being? " How then can: the: phr ]
God 'made the worlds: by his Son, imply, of course, t
Son.is of .an mferlor pature? . That it- does 1mp}
tinction, hétween' the Father and the ‘Son)" we I :
along avered to be A seripture doctrme. “It seems to'des
clare; also,. that ‘the:Godhead, -in’ Tespect to the. distinetioni “of
Son, was.in- a epepzal manner concerned with: the. creafion . of
the worlds, What is. there unpomble or lmprobabl in: -
this?”
~ But there arises zmother objectlon to your theor e
the ‘consideration of: ils being incompatible-with the idea.; ~
of creation, which is a productxon of something out of no=~ "
thmg, for God-to make use of an instrument,: “If an H
ment-be made ‘use of) it must-be finite or: mﬁmte.
latter jt caniiot be, unless'we maintain two infini
one:superior and the other subordinate;” which: i is
The former it cannot be; for creation beinga-
ral effect, which infinite power-only can produce;&
nite power cannot be exerted by a finite med m;
no such: mstrumenf can be used. - Besides, creati £ -
which must bé: mﬁmte, would’ be, hmlted initsr ;
ac;mg, by the: mstrument 1t makcs ‘uge’ of ' ‘r:whatever 3

é 7
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power the principal has in himself, the effect produced by
- the instrument will be in proportion to its weakness.. For
instance ; supposé a giant were.about to turn over an house,
and'should make use of .a straw or a reed to do it with,
would not the weakness of the instrament render his pow-
y er insignificant and ridiculous?  So for God to make use
of an inferior or finite heing in the creation of all things,
the_power exerted by that bejng can be no more than fi-
nite, and therefore inadequate for the production of things

supernatural, which require infinite power.” o
Tt will be inquired here, are not miracles supernatural-

productions; and were they not wrought by men-as instru-
ments? It is granted that miracles are supernatural pro-
ductions. But they are a species of creation, or equiva-
lent to it. The power that wrought them was as directly
from God, as if no instrument had been present. It was
the same power that opened one man’s eyes, and raised’
the withered arm of another, though clay was used in the-
former case, nothing but a word in the latter. Men were
not properly instruments in the hand of ‘God, to produce
supernatural effects. They who are said to have wrought
them, somefimes used no action whatéver therein,—they
addressed themselves to God, that he would put forth his
_immediate power in the miracle to he wrought; they call
ed the attention of the poople; raised their expectation,
and taught them to look for the divine interference. (See
Num. 16, 28—23, and 2 Kings 1. 12.) Sometimes a visi~
ble sign was used, as in the cases of Moses’s rod and Eli-
jab’s mantle dividing the waters of Jordan. But whosup-
— poses that the action of stretching the rod over the waters
in the one case, or smiting them with the mantle in the
other, had any tendency to produce those miracles? The
power was- the same” without them; but they were em-
ployed to excite expectation, that God would put forth
his immediaté power to work. T S
One word more: What assignable reason can be given
why God should make use of an instrument in creation at
all, when he could have created all things, without diffi-
culty, and without absurdity, by that very power which pro-
duced the instrument? I say there is none. But last of
3 all; Loppose yaur theory, because, if ever there was one
o \ - ; ole. e
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dlrecﬂy opposea to,dnd’ contrad ncted by. the' word of Godf
yours certainly is. It is written; “Gop HIMSELF . formed

“the‘earth’and made it.” -(Isa. 45. 18 ) “He s 4
out “the - "heavens.” - (Job 9. 8.) ““Jehipah 1 b
all thmgs, stretcheth forth ‘the hieavens arow b
24,):%], even'my hands, have stretched out th ?
(45, 12‘) ““He that-soiLt alk-things s ‘Gon.” ), S
If ‘the’absurd theory -of ‘a proxy creator; ap o,
‘tal Ged, ‘can ‘be maintained in opposition’ to sd 8

fesumony as’this, then we need ‘o moré.wonder, at the

hl;mdlhootf of men who can even deny the: Lord that bou ght
t em:, - - e

LETTER .
THE SUBJECT CONTIJVUED

,’_'

‘DEAR Sm, ' : ; ; .
T'cortie, now, - in order, ‘to ‘the sxmple questxon, whe-
ther he'who created the: umverse, is really and - trqu dic

vine; whetherhe is God, in the true and supreme sense, or

not? “This is the - fundamen;al questxon between us.

this discussion you willnot require of me to. enumerate ahdr :
€xamine at’ length every text in_the Blble, that I may- sup-.

R
|

ose’ to have a- connection with the subject. befoce us. . I
Tor

the book'is divine, a few passages; the' anguage ‘of. whleh
appears'to be: .genujne, and above the condemnation of ‘tex-
ual ‘criticism; and such asappear to ¢ontain-the -best and
inost. decnswe ‘proof of the’ ‘point-to-be examined, ‘will a)
swer: in the place of ten thousand. . Nor will you. be-sax-"
prxsed if, in this sélection of proofa for the, properdx -xmty
of the’ Savxoun, T adduce ‘some passages,. which seem:{o.
“have found no place in your writings.. . They.are very. po-
-sitive and inflexible ; 'so.much o, that all'atte

to; to destroy ‘their. testxmony by Unitarian e

t only served to dlscover more than ever th g
ness. o

- John T, 1—3. “In the begmnmg wis th g

Word ‘was with God, and-the Word was ( §

| was in: the begmmnﬂr thh God. * All: thmgs -Were: made

%
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hy him, and without him was.not any thing made that was
mmade.” verse 10, - - - “and the world was made.by him.
Al known. manuscripts, it is not denied, agree in the text
here.  Aud only some: conjectural readings are recorded by
Griesbach which.are so entirely. gratuitous and unfound-.
ed, .that it is a matter of surprise why he should conde>
scend to notice them, Mr.. Smith has been more bold and
adventarous than you, in attempting an explanation. of this
passage; but had he been as prudent as you in saying not
a word about .it, he would certainly have been.commended
for prevent’ingthee_xgzbsun;~gf. his weakness. ' He thinks
it not likely that John should have:.inculcated at his first
setting opt, the eternal Godhead of:the Son, seeing he has
furnished the mest explicit evidence against:it in the fol-
lowing part of his -gospel.”” -*In:support of this assertion,
a, few passages are cited which only-apply: to- Christ’s
humanity and delegated office as. Mediator -and Messiahe

> ship, which by.no means' can tax fhe apostle with incon-

v

sistency apd contradictien in asserting his Godhead.  The
above agsertion, therefore, is without ground, or if of any
account, must lead us back to the question, Is the book di-
vine? Ifit contradicts itself, it cannot be. - . :
© “In the beginning was the Word,” the Logos. The
phrase en arhe, in the beginning, we will admit does not of
itself simply signify from eternity, though I believe that the
Logas did exist from eternity, as I have before shewn; and
that his existence-from eternity, is implied, though not di

aectly proved by the expression may he safely and.properly

admitted. - All that Mr. Smith can learn from the expres:
sion, in'the beginning was the Ward, is, that the Logos.ex-
isted before creation; which we- admit. But the Logos
was Gopo. - The Unitarian Improved Version. of the New
Testament, proposes to render the  word Theos, a .god.
“Dgoes then,” says Professor Styart, “the Christian Reve-
lation admit of gods superior and inferior? And if so, to
what class-of inferior gods does the Logos belong? And
how much would such a theory of-divine natures, differ
from that which admits a Jupiter Optimus Maximus, and
gods greater and less?” Mr. Smith, instead of 1elling ve
plainly, what the apostle meant when he says, the Logos
was God; evades’ it, by adroitly slipping it in among Tris
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pitarian” dxﬁ'erences and dlgcrepancxes, 'tS hepr
. make ouf.” ‘But not satisfied with thisas’ sufficie
‘fle the text out-of view; he veryofficiously turns
son for them, -and’ furnishes thém with-two supre
while he, happy :man!: havmg got rid' of that
“thing, *The Logos was God;” gently slides off into a- happy
illustration of the ‘phrase;’ “the Word was with: Gody” by

introducing:the sophistry of some “eminent writer;? res "

specting the supposed-identity ‘of ‘Luke and Sylvanus.
*Wemay,” says he,“considerthe question being sett]ed'm
the-following ‘manner: ‘Suppose.'weiwere to find. in’ ‘an
pait of the New. Testament this expression, Luke was wi
‘Sylvanus. - We: should. immediately. conclude that "Lu"ke
was not Sylvanus, buta different‘heing from him. - Thea ap~
plication’ i3. easy.” p.-30. .¥es, -the application -is~ “easy

P’W LedUHL IR

enotgh on the Unitarian plan, which denies the thieé | per-. .:‘
sonal-distinctions: in the Godhiéad ; which' demes a ﬂls{mci:,
existence of: ‘the . Father and ‘the Son in -the same - éssenice. *

“The apphc'\txon s easyy it-denies that Luke and Sylva:
‘nus were the same individual; it acknowledges’ they-were;
‘in‘company; - but says: nothing about their equality, or- whé-

ther oné was older thdn the other. - "All'it- can tellus- isy

that Luke was not Sylvanns, and Sylvanus was not Luke,
‘Lut they were in-company. Tndeed, if-the:question s set:
tled by this “simple example,” as it 1s called; the Trinitas
~xian has nothing to fear’ from-the imbecile attacks of those
who deny. the proper divinitj ‘of ‘his- Saviour: "

"~ But'the question still' comes up; what'¢an John mea
when he affirms’that the Logos was God,and yet was’ wz;g
God? .1 .:answer, that 1. understand hlm to mean, - that"he

‘was truly divine, but: stil“divine in such'a manner, As'to

involve no contradiction i in a‘d(stmctron of- emstenée be- '

-tween him and the Father.” The‘word God in"the’ first in-
stance, I take to mein, God as Father, asitdoesina great
many cases; in the sécond instance, the Wordw =~ = =™
‘consider-it:a description of divine being, of ‘the-

“without refererice to the distifiction of Father;a’ ﬁ
“is very common. " “That the word Theos, God ‘w é
“article, daes-designate thé Divine - Beiiig, who | =

“preme God, you:cannot denj upon the principles k'

syntax, orthe ucage of the Greek wnters 568 g uuay-'

L
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§érinquestion, ver. 6, 13, 18; also Matt. 19. 94, Fuks 16,
18 Joltn 9..33; and 16. 30. Rem. 8. . Eph: 2. 8. Heb.
 9.:14,&c. &e. Many instances.might be adduced, were it
necessary, but I see no difficulty in supposing that God as
. Pather:ié meant in the first instance in the téxt, and the
divinity without. reference to the distinction of Father in
the seconds . . v -
- Still, what i8 meant by the Logos being with God? It
fndicates union, conjunction, communion, and familiarity, as
might be shewn inmany places:. ‘InJohn 1. 18. theonly
begotten Son is said to be “in the bosom (eis ton kolpon,)
of the Father, which may amount to the assertion ithat he
. was-conjunctissimus deo, most trdimately connected with him.
And this' might be illustrated by comparing thosé cases
wliere christians are promised, as the summit of their feli-
city, that they shall be with God snd Christ, and be where
they are. But ifit be-inquired, kow this connection be-
tween the Logos and:God is? [ answer, withodt hesitation
"ot fear; that I cannot tell. The fuct is asserted by the
Evangelist, but he says notone word about-the modus. If
we could explain this, then perhaps we might be able fo
- definé the - distinction, which we believe to exist in the
. Godliead. - o o
- If such be the difficulty and mystery of this connection,
. why, you may ask, was it everasserted? [Ianswer, in the
days of the apostle, there were heretics, who. maiutainéd
that Christ was a bein%vnot only distinct from God, but an

arnation from him. The apostle’s. asseveration, that the
%;uwas“with God—was from the beginning most inti-
wately connected with him, and was dwine, would, of course,
contradict such anopinion. - = . . ‘
.- I have no hesitation, then, in asserting that this passage
in which, beyond all' reasonable doubt, Christ is* called
God, in the full meaning of that word, as the context will
support; has plainly-and unequivocally taught us that this
~ God,, Theos, who was the Logos, créated the wniverse. Will
you tell me here that the creation of the univerre can be
performed by an inferior and subordinate Being: 1 ask
how? . You will answer, by delegation.- What can be meant
by infinite wisdom, and omnipotence (which must belopg
to-a Creator,) being delegaied?. Can g%l_,delegate his per-
- 5 N . i 7
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fectionis?: ¥ the act of creating the. univers-
‘material and immaterial, which no finite or

ing can perform, does not designate the absc
omnipotent, and omniscient Being; then.no

‘a Being exists can possibly be adduced.
pothesis therefore, which ascribes both the'{

and the perpetual government of the universe,
Deity, but to.an inferior being, deserves to be |
‘among the fabulous legends of the heathen dii 7
fessergods. “Can any power or wisdom, less than the 8
preme, be a sufficient ground for the trust weare' = *
'to place in Providence? ~Make the wisdom and

of our ruler what you please; still, upon the A

ciple, it is the wisdom and the power of a creatu

then will be the certainty, that the evil whicl

the world, hath not crept in through some im

the original contrivance, or in the present o

sincé every intellect, below the first, may be

ror, and any. power, short of the Supreme, m:

quate to purposes of a certain magpnifude?

may have thus crept in, what assurance can

that it will ever ' be extirpated? (Dr. Horse
_the T'rinitarian isat home on this subject, quietly
fortably listening to John teaching hiin, and dec

the Divine Logos, that ta panta,.all things,were mac

And to Paul, saying, “He that built all things1s Gc .
3. 4.. . . B

3
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That the Bible every where appeals to creative Ap,()w,'e;;g.
as the peculiar and distinguishing prerogative of the -Su-
preme God, and attributes itsolely to Jehovah, cannot-be
denied, without denying the divine authority of the Bible
itself. . (See Gen. 2. 2, 3, Ex. 20. 11. Isa. 44. 24. Jer.. 10,
12. Ps. 8. 8, 4.) If these passages make ‘it plain, that cre-
.atwe power is the appropriate and peculiar attribute of the’
Supreme God, how can they attribute the creation of Za
panta, the universe, 10 a subordinate agent, or to a finite spr
~7it? _And. most of all; how could Paul say (Rom. 1. 20)
that the heathen were withoiut excuse, for not acknow-
‘Jedging the ceternal power and GopuEap from the evidence
.whichhis creaTiNG power afforded—from considering the

)
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. !\rﬁtmgs THAT' WERE MADE, if the Supreme Divinity, who _
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possesses eternal power and Godheady did not exhibit it
in‘his creating energy when all things were made? But it
is said of Christ, that all things were made by him, and with-
ot him was not any thing made that was made. John 1. 3.
~ What stronger proof do we” want of the Godhead or Su-
) Preme Divinity of Jesus Christ? B W
" ~"But another text-which you and your co-adjutor, Mr.
Smith, were willing to let pass without trouble, and one
- which has given more uneasiness and created more diffi~.
culty inthe way of Arian and Socinian criticism than pro-
bably any other, is, Rom. 9. 5. “Whose are the fathers, and
of whom as concerning the flesh Christ came, wHo 15 OVER
ALL, Gob BLEssED ForeVER. AMeN.” [ have no doubt but
ourhave looked with an anxious ‘eye at this text. . Youw
ave quite Jikely opened your favorite Griesbach, and
$ finding his margin here filled with conjectural and other
readings, to which he himself has attributed no considera-
ble weight; and likewise learning that-all the collated ma»
nuscripls of the - Epistle to the Romans contain the text as ¢
 stands :asda_nll the anciont veresoney and-nearly—all the Fa-
- thers; youhave despaired of geting its vote in your favor,
and therefore passed it by with silent neglect. Epi pan~
gor. Theos is, literally, “over-all God.,”  And ifthis £)es not
~describe him as the head, or the ruler of the universe; yea,
if it can mean any thing less than, sypreme God, pray, what
does it mean? Will you substitute a conjectural reading,
originating from theological speculation, against the plain
and inconkrovertible evidence of the integrity of the text?
That were to introduce a principle fundamentally subver-
sive of all interpretation and criticism}and we would have
~ nothing more to do, but to reject the scriptures entirely,
or mould- them according ta every man’s own wishes. [
aver then, that you cannot, without.departing from Greek
usagey and doing violence to the custom of language, de- .
vise a method whereby you can avoid the assertion, that
Christ is God over all, or Supreme God. The expressions
in the text are so full, and the contrast between the human
_ and divine natures of the Redeemer so strong, that no ho-
.nest arts are able to evade their force. “I must,” says Dr.
- Doddridge, “rendér, and paraphrase, and improve this
memorable text, as a proof of Christ’s Deity, which, 1 think,

~
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the: opposers of that -doctrine have -never been able,- nor,
lell ever -he able, to answer.” - (Fam. Expositor on ke
place) - : . . : . ) -
. Another passage I adduce . to prove the Supreme Divi-
nity of Jesus*Christ is, Heb. 1. 8,.9; . “But unto the $on -
he saith, Thy throne, O God, is forever and ever; a scep+
tre of righteousness is the sceptre of thy kingdom. Thotu
hast loyed righteousness and hated iniquity ; therefore God,
even thy God, hath anounted thee with the oil ¢f gladness
above thy fellows.” BN
Itis objected to our view of this passage, “That the Son
here, under the appellation God, is said to have a God who
anointed him. If he who is called God is the Supreme
God, it follows that that God who was his God was more
than supréme, which is impossible.” (Smith's, ser. p. 28
‘The fact that the person called God here, calls another
being kis God, 1 readily admit; but the conclus™ "~ s
-ttiat he cannot be supreme, I must b€ permitted
‘The text is a'quotation from the 45th Psdlm; wh
is described as a-king tramphig uponTisend:
the Messiah, -the anointed King;. and so to be ¢
as incarnate, and of course subordinate, sustain -
lcgated office, he might, with the greatest prop 1]
Jehovah his God. *“Is it still'a matter of wonder, that
the same person could at any one time be called God, and
have everlasting dominion ascribed to him, who, the next

Regn e 5t

moment, calls Jehovah Ais God? Itis a wone e
same nature, as that which perplexed the J¢ El\
Christ asked them how .David could call th h
Lord, while at the same time he was his Son, B

der, which no ground but that of Trinitarians can‘ever
€xplain, -I'mean the ground, that the divine and the hiu=

man natares cosexisted in Christ, and that in “ie
sentence, he could with propriety speak of hi -
man and divine.” T o
- On this subject, the sacréd writers thoug e
" sary or expedient, on every occasion, to att c-
~ tive separation of the divine and human na a-
~.¥igur,"no more than we, when we say, Ab d;
- or Abraham is alive, think it necessary to s,
 hody, in otle case, or a5 lo his seulyin the other,, . .

‘; sy . .
-
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.y Y John, 5. 20.  “And we know ‘that.the Son of Gc
“come, and hath given us an understauding, that we
know him that is true, and we are in him that is t
."even in his Son Jesus Christ. This is - the true God
eternal life.” . . '
" Such is the conclusion of this most divine Epistle, wl
the author had opened with a declaration of the comj
- person of our Redeemer as God-man, and now closes
. his-cautions and observations with another solemn de
ration of the real and proper deity of the Son of 'God
. whom the whole context requires that these words shc
“"be understood. The common laws of grammar 'req
_it. Christ is the immediate antecedent. The apos
“who before asserted that Christ was God, and to- have .
ated all things, would find.no scruple: in calling him
-trué God, which is confirmed by the otheradjunct stand
_with it,—“and the eTerNaL 1a¥e.” This is an expres:
~ familiar to John, which he applies to. Christ as the aut
‘of spiritual and eternal life. And as it is no where foun
:-his writings applied thus to the Father, the rules of .
' -gesis compel us to construe both expressions, the true (
" and eternal life, of Jesus Christ. And if the true God
not really divine, who is? N -
Acts 7. 59. “And they stoned Stephen, ealling u
. God, and saying, Lord Jesus, receive my spirit.”
That the blessed Stephen, commonly called the |
christian martyr, died a martyr to the Deity of Chri
*-thiok there can bc little doubt. He aseribed divinit;
one who had suffered publicily -as a malefactor. That-
was his crime none can doubt, who attends. to the con
sion-of the story. He “looked up steadfastly into.heas
and saw the glory af God,” (the splendour of the She
" mah,’for that is what is meant, when. the glory of Go
wmentioned as something that may be secen,). “and: Je
-standing on the right hand. of God.,”—He saw the m
Jesus, standing on the right hand: of God.. His, decelar
what he saw, the Jewish rabble. understood as an assert
of the divinity. of Jesus: they stopped: their ears;: tl
overpowered. his voice with their clamours;.andi they h
~nied %‘im out of ‘the city, to. inflict upon him.the dea
which the law appointed. fgl; blasphemers,. Theg st
R b
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ed Stephen, calling upon God, saying, Lord Jesus
&c. I know thc-word God, is not in the original text,
which might be better understood. thus; they stoned Ste-
phen, invocating and saying, &c. Jesus therefore was the
God, whom the dying martyr invocated in his last agonies; ..
when men are.apt to pray, with the atmost serfousness, to
him whom they conceive the mightiest to save. I
The story of St. Paul’s conversion, which-is twice re-
lated by-himself, and in which Jesus is deified in the high-
est terms, is another instance of our Lord’s divinity. To.
adopt the language of Dr. Horseley; “I know not, Sin,
in what light this transaction may appear to you; {o me,
T confess, it appears to have been a repetition of the scene
at the bush, heightened in tetrror and solemnity.~—Instead:
of a lambent flame, appearing to a solitary shepherd, amid:
the thickets of the wilderness; the full effulgence of the
Shechinah, overpowering the splendour of the mid-day sun,.
bursts. upon: the commissioners of the Sanhedrim, on the .
public road to Damascus, within a small distance of theé ci--
ty: Jesus speaks, and is spoken to, as the Divinity inhabit-. -
ing that glorious light; nothing can exceed the tone of au-.
thority on the one side, the submission and religious dread:
an the other: the recital of this story, seems to have been.
the usual prelude to the.apostle’s public apologies; but it
only. proved-the means of heightening the resentment of his
incredulous countrymen.” -
Johin 20. 28. “And Thomas answered and said unto hing,,
uv Lorp anp my Gon.” This is Thomag’s cenfession- of
faith, accepted and approved of by his master.—Jesus sqith..
ynto himy, Thomas, because thou hast seen.me, thou hast believed.
But surely, if he had not been really God, he would rather
have instantly corrected the apostle, than accepted,of his: -
confession.. Shall we be told:that these words of Thomas.
contain an exclamation or form of admiration? The gram-..
matical constractiop will not.admit of it; as-the words Eord*
and God ave in the nominative case. - There was no such
usage among the Jews;. no phrase of this:kind can be pro-:
duced; by which they were accustomed to express surprise -
‘or"aStoniSht"l?etnl:" Nor isifhge;s’ ‘a-l;ny evidence that such a -
jphrase, with the sense alleged, belongs to this Janguage,,
"B_ui the matter is put out of question by.the evangglisf,';w%‘;
l . .
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$alfs us that Thomas addressed hitnself to Jesud; and said
v his-(¢ipen awto;) he did not therefore merely exclaim.
He made a declaration that evéry lover of the Saviour's
eterinal Divinity, will ever admire and delight to adopt.
- Tea. 4456, “Thus saith the Liord, the King of Israel, and
b }iis Redeemer;. the Lokp or- Hosrs, T am THE rirst, and 1
am THE LAST, and BESIDEs ME, there 1s No.Gop.”  This pas-
age ascribes the. titles first and lust to him alone, desides
whiom there is no God.  Ifiherefore,thereisno God, besides
“hitm who is the first and the last, and it can bé made appear
that these titles belong. to Jesus Christ,. then the conclu-
sion will ‘be fair, that, besides hitn there is- no-other God:
Now forthe proof: Rev. 22 13. “I. (Jésus) am-alpha: and
omega, the beginning and the end, Tt ¥irsT and TAE
sast.” This last passage calls.np another important.tes-
timony i favor of the point in hand; and at once shews
thdt it applies to Jesus Christ alone. *I am Alpho and
‘Oniega; Ahe beginning-and the ending, saith the Lord, which
s, amd:which wds, and which is to come, TrE ArMicnty.”
Rev. 1.8 No words can express more strongly, the eter-
nal power and Godhead, than tlese do.. Nor ‘can the
least appearance of reason be assigned why the text should
be uaderstood: of the Father personally. "The whole vis
sion refted to Christ, from whorm immediately the revela-
tion <45 given; and most of the expressions here used, or
others equivdlent:to them, aré afterwards spoken by him,
and concerning himselfi—(ver. 11.)“¥F (Jesus) am Alpha and
Omegu.” And-again I amthe first and the last.” (v, 17.)
"That these tittes, Alphaand Omega, first and last, should
®e repedted so soon, in a- connection which demonstrates
tey. are given to Christ; will’ appear very remarkable,
whatever sense be given to the eighth verse. “Andf can-
sot-forbear,” stys the great and' good Dr. Doddridge, “re-
wording it; that this text has done more-than any other in
We Bible, toward preventing me from giving into that:
schertie, which-would make our Lord Jesus Chtist nomore
Man a.deified’ creature.” - o , :
‘Phie reason,.you assign for'these tithes being givento the
Sen- of God, are séarcely deserving of notice.. “Between
the ‘Alpha and Omega are all. the letters, by which are
| Srmed: words, and sentences;apd by-these. words and'sem
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tences ate conveyed ideas and information. Heis there-
fore called the Alpha and Omega, because fram him we
‘have received all the information, and revelations that.d}‘
vine wisdom saw needful.” p. 23. The first part of this
quotation is merely the invention of fancy, and might be
answered in the same manner; but we forbear, and shall
attempt to give a more substantial reason why.Jesus Christ
is called the Alpha and Omega, which are the names of
the first and the last letters in the Greek alphabet, the lan-
guage in which the apostle wrote. They imply; «That
he is the first Cause and the last End, the Author and Fi
nisher of all things, in ‘creation, providence and redemp
tion: the Beginning and the Ending, the Source of exist
ence, of life and holiness, and of felicity, and the comple-
tion of them, in every sense,and in all respects.” Dr. Sl

But to “apply this text,” you say, “as is.generally done,
to the being of the Son of God, as the first being
and therefore eternally God, is gloomy in the exreme
For if he is the first being, he is also the last; anddf the

.

last being, there must be an end of all other beings—there:
fore, the life of all the redeemed must ‘come to @ perpet "
end.” . It is a wonder you did not add, koresco referams:>
Theré is no nced of replying to such. sophistry asthis;.a
1 barely quoted the passage, after what has been said;
it may be seen how easily it carries its own confutatiod
with it. Isitargument?  Isitreasoning? ’Did,yolﬂhmk
so0. yourself when you wrote it? A L
But let us proceed to further evidence. " “Sanelify the
Lorp, oF HOSTS HIMSELF, and let HiM be your fear; and le_tv
uin be your dread ;. but for a STONE oF STUMBLING 2D Rock
OF OEFENCE to both houses of Israel.” (Isa. 8. 13 .
‘1 Pet. 2.7, 8. “The stone which.the builders disallowe®
the same is made the head: of the. corner, and aSTONE oF
sTuMBLING and ROCK OF OFFENCE,” There can be Mq”"ls’
tion as to the application of both these passages expres'y
‘to the person of Christ. “If the Scriptire, thus compare
with itself, be drawn up into an argument, the conclusio
- may indeed be denied, and so. may the whole Bible, but |
cannot be ansuwered.  For example, The stone of stumbling,
and rock of offence, as the first text affirms, is ‘the-Lord ¥,
 hosts. himself; 3 name which. ‘can. be applied to ng: othed

- -
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Dbat the one, only, true, and supreme God. But, this stone
of stumbling and rock of offence, as it appears from the latter
text, is no other than: Christ, the same stone the builders.
refused; therefoxe, Christ is. thie Logp oF Hosws HIMSELF:’
and who dares to deny it. : S .
Isa. 6. 5. “Mine eyes have seen the King, the Lord of
hosts.” “'There can be no mistake in the application of this

“.passage. John 12. 41. “These things said Esaias, when
" he sad his (Christ’s) glory, and spake of him>?  Jesus is the

‘person here spoken of by John; whose glory Esaias is de-
clared to have seen, upon that occasion, where the pro-
, pbet affirms of himself, that his eyes had seen the Lord of
hosts: therefore, Jesus is the Lowp oF Hosts.” For this,
and the above, see Jones on the Trinity, a very valuable
work for a Trinitarian, and likewise deserving - of your
{candid pernsal. . S e

The Psalmist, speaking of the Israelites in the wilder-
Dess, says; “they templed and provoked the Most High God”>

::(Ps, 78. 56.) . But the Apostle, warning the Corinthians,

rvefers to that same circumstance, and therefore’ sayss
~Neither let us tempt Christ as some of them also tempted?
(1 COI‘ 10.9.)" As these wexis both relate to-the same re-
“bellious acts of the people of Israel, iii the former of whieh,
tife person they tempied is called the most high God,-and B
the datter he ‘is called Christ; the conclusion comes out
fair and full, that Christ Is the most high God. Can this
mean a deified creature? Is it any thing shart of su-
preme divinity? : -
"~ Col.'2. 8. 9. “Reware lest any man spoil you - through
philosophy and vain deceit, after the traéli‘:iop of men
and not after. Christ : for in him dwelleth all the fulness of
the Godhead bodily.” Says the excellent writer last men-
tionéd, “The apostle foresaw, that a thing calling itself

- philosophy would 'set all its engines at work to-destroy the

Rotion of Christ’s true and absolute divinity.—For in him
{says he) dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily; phi-
losophy. will dispute this, and undertake to demonstrate the.
contrary., But if you listen to such vain deceit, it will
overthrow your faith, and spoil you for a disciple of Jesus
Christ ;' therefore beware.”™ o

l But this passage, with many other texts of the same it
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port, you admlt, estabhsb “the divinity of Jesus’ T
bly;” and inyéur comment, say; “In him .dwell
part, but all. the fulness- of. Godhead or divinity.
‘It is natural to* inquire heres:did that “soul-or
" the 'manGhrist Jesus;” that being “that’ was"
brought forth by God himself, the first of all,” p
‘the fulness .of Godhead, before it had a body' 'I
“ithe. language of the text which evidently denies.your no-
tion of created” pre-existence, which supposes that all the
‘Divine Attributes, all the fulness of the: Godhiead pan o ph
roma tes Theolelos, were conveyed entire-into a’ “pre-exxst—
ent soul,” which you now call the Son of God.  Can the’
‘capaclty of a mere man, or any created being contaia- all /
the fulness of the Godhead? ~ You acknowledge itisa |
_ great mystery, as before noted. - Yes, it'is; and greater upA *
on your plan, than any Tnmtanan mystery that ever you
-have-ridiculed. :
_But because of  this fulness of Godhead in “ﬂxe soul of
the man' Christ Jesds,” you ascribe o him ‘the titles" of§
-“mighty God—everlasting Fathier-—great God,-
_ and even-Jehovah;” a-name- never yet giveq
intelligent - being in the -inco
;.belo ito'the unongznated
inity. .But-in this created being; of separate
existence: from -its Creator, into whom is cono
.plenitude .of the Divine Essence; “centres all the "glory
of God-and. man—of .heaven and earth—all the perfec~

e,-)v DR, PR R v X r.uk,‘"
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tions of God,” &c. p. 26. But how is this. poss v
can'all the glor -of God and man centre in a o
is néither-God nor man? ~Not God!-for he - s

* highest naturé.a produced finite being; existing b 5,

~yet not from eternity;~~not man,for it was onl ?
body, without that part of human nature called ¢ t ‘

. was, greeably to-your latest account; (Lett. to 8,
& 7.) assumed, ‘or united to that- bemg you call bf |
God himself, (Who, as you aver, was-the very s it -,
body.” . The- Trinitarian finds no difficulty i ig
.all the: glox'y of God and man-in the person of 51,

- .who “is: perfect*God and perfect man,” in then 1e
divine and -human hatures, .as I have before’ shie je |

: plamly and .abundantly,-. But to- ascnbe “au

O2
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tions of God,” to an inferior being, of created, separate and -
distinct existence, I say, is robbing God of his glory; and in
the-management of it, by an inaptitude of phraseology in -
your ascription of perfections and other divine names and
titles to such a being, well calculated to deceive the peo-
ple; who give you more credit than you deserve, respect-

’ing. your high views of the Saviour, while they suppose

3

- you are really misrepresented by Trinitarians.

You acknowledge there ‘“are two texts of scripture,
which directly speak of the equality of the Son with the -
Father.” Now one would suppose that, by the mouth- of -
two such direct witnesses, the point ought to rest as suffi- .
ciently established; but: this will not asswer your purpose.
These wilnesses must either die by the barbarous hand of .
criticism, or their testimony must be set aside by sophis-
try. We will, however, call them up again, and re-examine

~ their testimony. .

‘The first you have had before you, 2nd which was quick~.
1y despatched, (p. 28)is, John 5. 18. “Therefore the Jews
sought the more to kill him, because he —— said also
that God was his Father,”—Patra. idion—his own proper
Father,—“making himself equar wite Gob.” - That the
Jews. understood him to assume an equality, not-of power
or authority only, but of nature, is evident; because their
charge is founded upon his calling God his own proper.
Father. This you admit yourself: “The Jews conclud-

" ed, that because Jesus said that God was his Father, that

"he was making himself equal with God.” But you set

aside their judgiment here, as fallaciously grounded, equal-
ly as much so, as -when “they at another time ‘concluded
he-had adevil and was mad.” My dear sir; are you not
afraid to reason so? Do you suppose the evidence on
which their conclusions were founded to be about equal

" in the one case as the other? . “Many ofithem said, he hath

a devil and is'mad; why hear ye him? Otkers said, these

~ are.not the words of him that hath a devil. - Can a devil

- open the eyes of the blind?” (John 10. 20, 21.) Here we
. 8ee, . “there was a division among the Jews,” because of

. the Saviour’s doctrines. Sowne of them, as unwilling to
- acknowledge his divine mission as you are his .divine na-

ture, cricd-out with heated apimosity, He. hath a devil

I



* to opératetothe conviction'of the Jewsais to theif impropet
~ conclusion: (v+ 203)- “For the Father loveth the Sony a¢

hiim greater works than: these; that ye rhay marvel: ~For
‘(v.-21.) ds the Father:raiscth up the dead-and guickene

g e e T D e e Y

.. TheDawofYeus Cirids -

ahd-is mad; while ohérss. yes; markiit;whilé sihers-saidys

these are not the words of -him that hath a devil;-and they.
appeal to evidence:—=Can a devil ‘open- the eyes:of the -

I the case before s there is no djvision. J esushad healéd
a man on the Sabbath day, for which he had as miuch pow- |
er'and: authotity as.the Father; forin ‘the préceding vere: !

P

he says, My Father worketh'hitherto, and’ F-worlk: Itwas'

on-this.declération they founded their charge-of makﬁl ,

' himiself equal with God; in which ‘it seems, they were:dl -

agreeds - But this will not-do for you.” “This’ of making

himself equal with God, was undoubtedly ‘wrong; for Jer,

sus labors in the- following verses:to convince =fhém‘»gpltf”" /
Welllet us'see-how:~ “Ther answered Jesus; :and‘is.ill@"{}f‘w |
them, verily,-verily,-F'say unto-you;the Son can.do-nothiing |

|

" of himself; but what he seeth the-Father do.” Here you:

stop withan “&c.” and exclaim, “Surely if Jesus hadbeed ;

-eqyal to the' Fathery-hie-would- hot: have; used” sueh- 1A

guage as thig;direclyscalculated to mislead’the people.”

- But- why did you not let the Saviour spe;ik'-oh;:‘b)t@lf!)'f
 quoting out the whole verse, which-goes on’thus? «For what
* thingssoeverhe doth, these alsodoththe Son likewise?

is equality still; and- such-expressions  wére- very unlikely

sheweth him all things that himself doth: and he'will sie¥

= =3

thenr:evew sovhe Sonquickenieth whom hemith? This partofile
Sayiour’s-vindicatioli you'skipt over, and likewise thet#0

“following vetses, which ‘flatly contradict your assertion e

specting the mistake of the: Jews. - “For the Pather judg
éthno man; but hatl: comimitted all judgment to the So0¢
FHAT ALLMEN‘SHOULD HONGUR ‘TarE' SON; EVEN 4§ THEY B0

- wovrithE Frrick.  He that:horoureth nbt the: Sbri; Romotr:
dth niot-the: Father-which hath sent himi> ‘Why-didyou' make

quootatisha'beforé: and after this’patsage; to céﬁﬁ'rgiflyéﬂ{‘

- declaration respecting’ the error of the J ews;-while'sachs
) téstiméﬂ?’imioﬁﬂ]y; ‘contradicting:you,-and- might dont-

plain’of iHl tréatment, while your pen:was‘éntering others

3 on jbﬂ-ﬁ&tf ’Of‘_.éﬁd_éh’g‘éi -and th‘ésefWéi‘é’ §Ilen'_tl I’ ieg) ectéll
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e TheDeityofJesus Christ, L. 6r |
-of ¥udely passed by? Is-this, Sir, fair and Honest’ Wﬁd‘%t.
_in argnmentative and controversial writing? -Can you ex-
_peet-the intelligent to sanction'it; and is”it-not-calculated .’

- to'mislead - the ignorant? **Here ‘we_have seen the . Sayi-
~loir’s vindication:against the cavillation of-the Jews. ::He'
- claims God for his.ows. proper Futher—assumes a vight of:
) oparating on the:Sabbath—- ower.of imitating God-in hes
<wirks “of s providence—ox ‘quickening whomsoever” he. willy: of
- thode. that-are-dead-~the privilege of judging . the: morld, * .-
and - of being horiored " like s, his -heavenly - Father is honored. " -
That these are:the pretensions. of :Jesus sis. evident fromy j °
. -the;whole context; and it clearly appears, that witlrsome~™ "
“thiig of a-subordination on.the partof the Son, they arsert- |
.the most: perfect identity of nature, the most entire unity of - -
-willy and consent of intellect, aud.an incessdnt co-operatiors
_inthe exertion” of common powegs.to.a.common purposes .’
El-:H'ei‘i',s either:the true, proper, natural Sop. -of God,or-itids -
impassible to vindicate: him' from the :most- insolent and-. *.
consummate: imposture. - ..o T T

-~ A€ the. Jews,misunderstood the Saviour, as ascribing that <
. to himself which belonged. to Deity -only, he :must. ‘have ..
_egregiously failed:"in his attempts to convince .them of* ..
theitmistake;. when: -on afiother occasion ‘we find them 3.
taking up stones to stone-him for.asserting, “I And my.Fa. -
thexr are one.”, - This, in their estimatign was blasphemy, : © ¢
-and- they : agsign‘itas a-reason for ,Qm?r determination to .
stane him,.“Because that thou, being @ man, makest thy-- ",

. s#lf'God.”’ -This-charge is not evaded;and it. mustbe ad- - .:

- mited to:be:true; or acknowledged that-Christ dealt very. - :.
- disingenuously with bis accusers; in suffering them to con~ L.
: ~-tinue in their-error.- If he had been a mergereature, ac- ' .
. -eording:to his extérhal appearance, hehad nothing todobut. -+ -
 totell them'so, and ali.- would have been easy. “I'and:my'Fa~ - .
.. ther are one.?. - In the original text; it-is not eis, (one,per=
,‘ «#6n,) in the ‘masculine geader, but Jien, i the neuter, one. e
| thing, ‘ar, to Theion, one.Divinity. . “1f we'attend,” says Dra ;i"
s “Doddridge, “net-only ‘to. the ebvious meaning: of “these. .
, Words, in-comparison. with .other passages of. Scripture,
(.- But-to the connection -of ‘this . celébrated text;. it so plain~ ! '
: 11)’ demonstrates: the deity: of our-blessed“Redeemer, that . ;.
, -Lihigk it may be lefito-speak for itself, without.any labor- ' .
) SRR . 6 IR . o . :

"



19" - : _The Deity of Jesus Christ, ‘ ’
d comment. Mow 'w'id,e.ly different that sense'is, in whi'(;h‘,
Christians ‘are said to be one with God, (John 17. 21.) will.

uffigiently appear, by considering, how flagrantly absurd -

ind blasphemous it would be, to'draw that inference {rom -

heir union with God, which Christ does from hijs.”? -~

. The next direct testimony. in favour of the Son’s equali®

y with the Father, is Phil. 2. 6. “Who being in the form ™

f God, thoiight it not robbery to be equal with God:.v. 7,8,

But made himself of no reputation, and took on him the -

form of a servant, and was made in the likeness -of. man;
ind being found-in fashion as a man, he humbled. him-

self,” &c.

- “They who areacqua.ihted»with the Greek, (yéu say),-atéf, El

well assured that our translation of this text is.not the
best.” This I will readily admit; and hope we shall be
able to get a better befoge we leave,the subject. . Profes:
sor’Stuart, of Andowver, in his valuable letiers to Channing,
p. P.. 88: 92, bas given the best translation of this pas-
sage, that I believe is to be found ; and which he has, .in
my opinion, fully established in .his accompanying criti- .
cal remarks, which are too lengthy and learned for popular
use, and therefore I must deny myself the pleasure of.din-
serting the whole of them here, but admit only a few-ex-
tracts.. His rendering is as follows: (v. 5—8) “Let the
same mind be in you which was in Christ Jesus; whoy

being in the condition of Ged, did not regard his ‘equality:

with God as an object of solicitous, desire, but. humbled-
himself, (assumed an inferipr or humble station) taking the
the conditionof a servant, being made after the similitude of
men, and heing found in fashion as-a man, he exhibited his
humility by .obedience, even to the death of the cross.”
‘The Greek.of this passage not only admits, but demands
such a rendering. This will appear from an.examiration
of the word morphe, form, as_it is in the common versioz.

Schleusper, one of the best critics,in the world, has, in his. .
Lexicon, afforded ample evidence, that this word is mot -

unfrequently synonymous with phusis (nature) and ousia
(being.) In the passage before us, the meaning.of it is too plain
to be easily.mistaken. “Ifyou say, morphe Theou, the form
‘of God, in the cofimon rendering, means only a similityde,
.or resemblance of God in moral qualities, as we speak of

_— -~




The Deztyquesus Clmst; R 63 {
Chnshans resemblmg God; thenl ask, whether hls huml- o
* liation consisted in depre;,smg, or subjecting to a 10\ye‘r' y
statlon, the moral qualities which Christ possessed %,
_ Will you say the phrasc means, then, #a reaemblane&to L
od.. in.respect tooffice; as'magistrates- are called gods*? L
But\on the supposition that Chnst was only a finite being, - -
~ what office did he lay adide in.order to-become incarnate:? -t °
If:Christ be only a created being; who were his subjects . -
and what ‘was his ‘duminion, before his mediatorial. kmgsl :
dom commenced by the event of his incarnation? .
- %But thisis not all. - If morphe.mean only szmzlzlude,
then ‘what is the sense of the next clause, where Christ is< -
said to have taken upon hir the morphen doulow, (the Sorre.
_¢f a servant?)  That he Lore merely a resemblance to asér~ *
vant, i. e. to-one who- obeys, orisina humble statlon,‘gor
* that e did actually take the condition of one who was in ey,
humble, and depressed state, and persevered in it to'thex -
very death of thescross? - The latter must be admited; unr—
1ess we-hearken to the doctrine of the Doca'm:, who taugh =
Christ was a man “in appearance only,-and not in reahty‘ -
~If mdhphe doulou then-means‘the condition or state of one -«
‘who -ishumbled or depressed, and subjected to:the com~ =
‘mand: of .others; does not-morphe Theow mean the" condm\
tlon orstate of one, who'is.truly divine?” "~ - -~ L
*This is certetinly much.plainer and-easier of comprehen- »'» :

- s:on ‘than the' common verclon, whlch seems, to render m. °
part of the apostle’s reasoning in the passage nugatory, or~ :
at least:irrelevant.” In arder to urge in the' most effectuak
manner, the principle of-Christian humility upon the Phi~_
lippians, he proposes to them the example of Christ; « Let =
_ Ahe same mind.bé in you which was in Christ.” What was

 this; or how was it manifested? By the: fact, that though_
= esSentmIly divihe, (en morphe, Theou,) he did not eagerly -
retain his‘divine conditien, but assumed the station or cons

‘dition of -a servant, (morphen doulow) Here thé relevans |

cy of his reasoning is sufficiently plait.  But how was*it..;

any proof or example of humility, that ke did not think ic ;"

5 robbery to be.equal with God?”_ Nor will the Greek falr]y e

¢ bear this construction of our common vefsion. - The word.

i -arpogmos, translated robbery, does not seem here to signifye: ;o
an act of roblery, but “somethmg avhich is eaverly to "be -

—
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placed. the . word..arpagmos, next to the. verb . egesato;
which by the rules of syntax does net belong there. - ‘The
Greek syntax would place the -words thus, as to their

seized and appropriated.” . Moreover, our translatorshave -

sense; ouk egesato to einai isa Theo (kata) arpagmos; literal,
ly, “he regarded not the being equal to God (as) arpagmos, '

as a thing to be eagerly sought or appropriated;” ‘which,
in my opinion, makes the apostle’s meaning .plain-a,nd_.;for'.

cible. - - [ . L L ST
But ygu will tell me, that “the person spoken of in-the

text cannot be the pnly living and true God; for God gar-

not be emptied, humbled .and exalted without.a change.”

Pray, what-do you mean by the word “emptied,” when

applied to Christ upon your.own plan? Was the. “pre-
existent soul of Christ,”, ‘or, if you will, the Son of God,-

filled with all the fulness of the Godhead before he came irto.
the,world; and was this emptied, or poured out, or left be:

hind, upon his assumption of flesh? ~ Why:so: fond of using
a word that plunges yourself into .such difficulties?’ But
you will still press, and ask; how could “the one ‘onlyliving:
and true God be -humbled, and exalted without a change?”
I answer; this long title, we Trinitarians apply to the Di-
yine Essence.or Godhead: . The Son of ‘God, as we have
told you again and again, is the second person (dont forget
our explanation-of. the term). in the Divine Nature. 70

him belonged the Morphe Theou, before-he humbled himsell -

by taking the atation or condition of a'servant. In occupy-
ing, ifideed, such an inferior humble station as that of asét
vant, consisted his humiliation ;- (ckenpuse eauton) “made him-
self af- o reputation,” as we translate it. - “Yet how incom-

L~

petent inust these translations.be! ~ So far as Christisthe

immutable God, he cannot changes; that is,-he cannot dieest”

himself of hisessential perfections. He cannot cease tobeon
nipotent, omniscient, &c. . But hemiay veil the brightness of
his glories for a time,:by assuming to himself a union with
the human nature,.and making this the-organ through which
he displays. his.perfections, during the time of -the incar

pations . Pdes the sun cease 'to shine—dre bis" béams ex-

tinguished, when- an interyening cloiid obscures, for 2
while, his lustré? Or is the sun‘in any measure changed?
:;’B'_Efo\‘l’cl quit this'point, I must note ong thing more,

e
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1t is'the disingenuous manner in which you have treated
Dr. Doddridge, whose translation of the passage before
us, you say, is certainly the most literal: “Who, being in
the form of God, thought it net robbery to be as God.”
“This reading, you say, is confirmed by Whitby. It may.
) be so. Itis true likewise, that he has been censured for
v yielding here too mach to the enemy, without any neces-
sity. But what i8 your object in making Dr. Doddridge:
epeak as'though Christ were only as God, that is, having
the similitude or resemblance of God, and not an equality
with him? Did you think thereby to get his vote, in your
-attempt-to destroy this strong text in favour of Christ’s
divinity? This I am sure you cannot do by fair dealing.
Dr. Poddridge shall speak for himself. In paraphrasing
on the text, he uses the following very definite and ex-
ressive language: “Being in the form af God, and having
‘geen from-eternal ages possessed of divine perfections and
glories—thought it not robbery and usurpation to be, and
appear as God~assuming the highest divine names, titles
and attributes, by which the Supreme Being has made
himself known.” Now, Sir, what good will this great
' man’s testimony do you, when fairly stated? He has not
more strongly and forcibly avowed the proper divinity of
Christ in all his writings than here. Why did you gar-
ble his expressions, or give such a partial quotation of
‘them asto make him speak what he did notintend; name-
g, that Christ was not equal with God, but only ke him?
andour, truth and honesty, forbid such condnct. You
would not like to be treated so yourself. But, as we have
already seen, in the case of our Lord’s vindication of him-
self against the Jews, this is not the first instance of unfair
dealing of this kind in your book. . ' .
. But suppose your point gaincd; suppose the phrase, as
God, which is to mean, like God, be grauted; and then ad-
mit that the expression, form of God, means rcsemblance
of God; will it be a sensible declaration, or will it sound
like the apostle Paul, to make him say of his master that,
being in the resemblance or likeness of God, he thought
it not robbery to be like to God? But, says Mr. Smith, in
his very lucid comment on this text, “the form of any be.
) ing is not that being whos: formit is.” (p. 83.) The same
, . - 6 N
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logic appeared .in your former production, but is prudently
left out in the present edition; your expréssions were:
“Now the form of a thing, is not the thing itself.” Such
logic as this restores at once the reign of chaos, where
every thing is without form and vaid. 1 used to think the
form of a being designated the manner in which that being
cxists.  But as there is now a great deal of New. Light in
the world, probably it is found to be a mistake. Let us
try how the logic will work, Mr. Smith believes he isa
human being; a human being caanot exist without form;
but the form of a being is not that being whose form it is;
—therefore, Mr. Smith is not a human being. So, also,a
well formed horse is not a horse. And in Mark 16. 12, when
Jesus appeared en etera morphe, inanother form, it is to be
understoad, that it was not Jesus. So when he took “the
form of a servant and the fashion of a man,” he was nei-
ther a servant nor a man.. May not such philosophy be
the means of sending souls to perdition! _Is there not
some danger of being spoiled “through-philosophy and yait
deceit,” so current in this day, and so industriously em
ployed in simplifying and accommodating the great truths
of Christianity to the standard of human demonstration,
and the fickleness of human reason? Will you now per
‘mit me to repeat, that the version, which would correspond
best with the real meaning of the passage in question
must express the following ideas: “Who being of diviee
nature, or condition, did not eagerly seek to retain his
equality with God, but took on himself a humble condi
tion,” &ec. L

I have been the more particular on those two last pa&
sages, because of their importance, as being to the very

oint; and because it was necessary to vindicate their ch
racter from the clamours of false philosophy and criticism
which have been employed to set aside their evidence; tho
it is admitted they speak “directly of the equality of the
Son with the Father.” Bat it is also admited, that “theré
is a sense in which Jesus may be said to be.equal to qu;
as in1 Cor. 15. 24, 28.—If in the end, the Son is to be
subject to God, it implies that now, he is not subject; but
he is not s.uperlor.—therefore, he must be equal {.‘—notm es;_
cencey being or eternity—but equal in the gredt work of

T § - ¥ S —
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redemption; all power in heaven and earth befng deliver-
edto bim,” &c.’p. 30, ' , '
. Isnot this an enormous tax upon credulity itself? A
Jinile, created, produced being, equal to God, inthe great work
of man’s redemption!! Existing too, independently of him,
for be s not now subject to God. - How can such a being
occupy such’ a station? You again reply, by delegation;
“all power in heaven, &c. being delivered to him.” But
lagain ask; can God delegate his nature, or-transfer his di-
vine attributes to a being of limited existence, or created
nature? And can any power, short of omnipotent, ope-
rate to the effectuating of man’s redemption. Withdraw
- omnipotent power from the work of_redemption, and it
must céase, If the Son possess not the same nature of
‘the Father in the unity of the Godhead, it is admited rea-
dily, that he cannot be equal in essence, being or eternity,
_ with the Father; but surely then he cannot exercise an
omnipotent agency, without which, neither the creation nor
redemption of man, is predicable of him. There is no
sense whatever, in which a finite being, can be equal to

Jehovah, You must take the ground of the honest Trinita-
Fian here, or turn infidels there is no medium.

“You think we “are egregiously mistoken,” if we expect
to confute you by proving the divinity of Christ by ascrib-
ing the divine names, titles, attributes, &c. to him,, that
e ascribed-to Deity. These you also ascribe to him, as.
well as we; but the difference, you aver, is this; the Tri-
Nitarian “ascribes these attributes and names to the Son,
%in him from eternity. But you ascribe them to him,
because the Father dwells in/him.” And does not God

Well in every saint, male and female? “If we love one
another, Glod duelleth in us.” (John 4. 12)) “Whosoever
$hall confess that Jesus is the Son of God, God dwelleth in

and he in God.” (v. 15.) “He that dwelleth in love,
dwelleth in God, and God in him.” (v. 16.) Agreeably.
your theory of communicated divinity, can any good rea-
bon be assigned why we should not ascribe divine titles
and honors o the saints, and worship the Father in them
°cause he dwelleth in.them? 1f they are partakers of the
o “(';evnature, (2 Pet. 1. 4.) and if filled with all the fulness
of God, (Eph, 3, 19) I cannot see why it might not be;:

o -
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nor can-I discover why we might not as consists
of a divine Paul, or a divine Peter, or a divine
else, if ‘a saint; as a divine Jesus, having onl
nature, a creatcd existence, and a communicated

I do hold most firmly, the divine nature -of J«
from the ascription of the :‘incommunicable atl
Godhead to him so frequently in the holy Scrip i
it seems you are willing to *acknowledge he w
] divine,” if we can “prove that he was eternal.”” "L'is,’ -

think I have done, 1-have shewn that, -to exist before
the beginning of the .world, can mean nothing less.
than o .exist -from eternity. What life was manifest-: i
}ed and seen; by J. ohn,, but *“that eternal life which was with ,
the Father, and was manifested unto us?”’ (1 John 1. 2)
He had. glory with the Father, before the world wmas, and- g
was loved by him “before the foundation of the world” (Jgiin. -
'17. 5, 24.) “He was set up, or.anointed from everlastmg,
from ‘the beginning, or.ever the earth was—then was [ by
’hlm s one brought up with him ; and was daily bis dellght,
;peJoxcmg ‘ALWAYS before him.” (Brov. 8. 23, 30.) - -

These strong terms, which ascribe eternity to the. Son
of God, you have attempted to criticise away. - “The He- .
hrew word olem, translated from everlasting, is much more
\frequently used for an indefinite, than. for- infinite time.®
(p- 91.) What is the difference? That which is- zndqﬁ-
nile, is certainly. unlzmzled, as well as infinite, in this.cons
;nectlon. What is infinite time? But admit olem to ex- =
press a definile, instead of an infinite duration, as I sup. '
pose you.infended; what then will it make of'the exist-
;ence of God himself? “Before the-mountains were:
‘brought forth, or ever thon hadst formed the earth orhie .
tworld even ﬁom everlasting to everlasting thou art God.?:
(Ps. 90. 2.) “Thy throoe-is eatabhshed of old—thou art
',[rom everlasting.” (Ps. 93.2.) “O Lord, thou art our Far

[
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ther, our Redeemer, thy name is from everlastmg.” (Tsa. 63.
16:) Here we find a similar-phraseology in '
the eternity of Jehovah. Let your criticism b
and it makes bad worse, if possible. . Tt not onl
the etermty of the San, but of the Fatheralso. A
ing-is @ .dangerous thing: ~“Who hath asceud : ]
!

{ . n . . ‘ . - B
\ . .
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heavep, or descended? Who hath gathered the wind in
his fists? Who hath bound the waters in a garment? Who
xBath established all the ends of the earth? Whatis his name,
ang what ishis Son’s name, if thou caxst iell?* (Prov. 30, 4.)
Here 'is the Divine Creator spoken of as having a Son,
hey are of distinct personality, yet so incomprehensibly
uhited as oNe in divine natare and perfections, as to chal-
lenge the whole world of intelligerces to comprehend, or
find 6ut to perfection, either the name of the Father or the
Son. “Surely our Redeemer must be omnipotent and ater-
nal, or words have no meaning. oo =
I will. make one effort more to put: this matter beyond,
fair debate, and demand your redemption of the.pledge of
acknowledgment, Rev..22. 13, is decisive on this subject
of the eternity.of Jesus Christ. “I am Alpha and Omega,
the first-and the last, the beginning and the end.” There
is no possibility of mistake here as to the speaker; it is
‘Christ. - In the preceding verse he says, “Behold 1 come
quickly.”" And in the 16th verse, the same person saysy
“I; Jesus, have sent mine angel,” &e. Now, the same
description #gat-is here applied to Christ is. given ofthe
eternity of God, ‘in-chap. 21 5, 6. “And he that satupon
the_threne said—I am- Alpha and.Omega, the- beginning
and the end:”: Who is the speaker?- “God himself.” (ver. 3.)
And (vi7.) “I will be his God and he shall be my Son.”?
To know still more.fully, what this form of expression
means, wé must recur-to the old Testament, where we find
dt, divested of its pecaliar shape. T Isa. 44. 6. Jehovah
sags, “{ am the filet and ] am thelast; and beside metbere
18 B0 Giod ;” i. ¢. eternity distinguishes me from all that are
falsely talled gods. So inIsa. 48. 12; after declaring that -
he will ‘not suffer his pame to he poluted, nor give his glo-
1y to ariother, he adds, “I-am he, (i, e..the true God) I am -
the first ; and I 'also am the last.” Now if the same things
.be asserted of Christ, (as plainly they are ix the texts un-
der eonsideration) how can we avoid the conclusion, that
the holy apostle meant to assert his éternal existence?
_Now, 8ir, let the ‘holy Scriptures be interpreted accord-
g bo the universal laws of explaining human language, if the
writers of them, (the New Testament especially) have net
aseribed to Christ CREATIVE powery. omniscierice, omnipotences

a
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omnipresence,divine worship, divine honors,and e
T will turn Unitarian-at once. Never tell mée
- these attributes of Jehovah are #mparted.- -
“niscience be 1mparted? 1 can as soon belie
tence, or sélf-existence, can “be imparied- to.
A second omniscient .or omnipotent being(on
_nipotent simply by knowledge or power
at-once establish all the absurdities of polyt

That divine honors and worskip are ascri isty
there is no doubt: (John 3.23. Heb. 1. 6. L
Rom. 10. 9—14. Rev. 5, 8—14. ‘Acts 7. pre
«1.°2. &c.) . Shall'T be told here, that “th bip’
signifies respect, reverence paid by an.infe e
rior;”-and that the “divine writers neverin .. he
word worship, - supreme respéct, was -always to' be ~un-.

- derstood?”. " Mr. Smith does say so; and to this I-readily.
. subscribe.  But shall T.therefore admit no distinction -be-
“tween that kind.of worship or reverénce called obeisance
-paid to creatures, and spiritual ‘homage of worship paid:to
the Deity ‘only?. Is not the worship of angels spirtiual?
-And what can be meant by things in heavefy i e: beings
~in heaven,-bowing the knee to Jesus, if spiritual-worship.
be not meant? :What other worship can -heaven_rendert:
But shall I be told*it was God’s command, “that the-An-:
- gels should woiship his, Son,” and- thaf had theymot:done-
. it, they would have béen rebellious?? - Here I again:most.
‘readily concur with Mr..Smith. But did ever God.com"
mand. his creatures to warship any. ‘being, not Ged? .. Ne:
cvers “For”it is written, Thou. shalt wofship the . Lord: sthy.
"Gdd, and him onvry shalt thou- serve.” (Luke 4. 8.)- <&

the Lord thy-God is d jealous God. (Déit. 6. 15 “I-am Jg:-
HOVAH, that is my name,.and my-glory will I rigt give-to-ane: -
“ther””. (Isa. 42.°8.) But “the degree of reverence due; de-

pends upon- the .object,” and here Mr. Smith. has-faily:

come . out with the Latreia and " Doulia of the’ e
tholics,-a famed "distinction between sypreme dor
“worship. ‘In this he has followed:his G a1
who expresscd: the same sentiment ini his Pin the-
Worship of Christ, - 'That the:Son maybe an- or:
-ship as-well- as the Father, -Mri"Sinith-atte faé:
- trate -by an”earthly king exalting ‘hi& son, to. “give .him
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the-right-haind as a co‘partnes with him in the throne,” and .
commanding “his subjects to bow the knee and pay royal
hogorsylo him.”. p. 24. ~ Here God and his Son are repre- -
presented. a3-co-paremers in divine honours, &c. But we -
are:naturally. led to ask how; if we are not to honour the
Son even. as- we-honour the Father? “Co-partners!” Is it
to’t.slrang‘e that this phrase should appear in his book, af-
grthat-agify’declaration. p. 10. which says, “No person -
ever yet saw one of these coes in the Bible.” It is my
established belief that no thedlogical controversialists are
more: unfais “and disingenuous towards their opponénts
than theimpugners of our Lord’s essential and proper divi-
mity.: oo L T
.This same  sermonizer, in order to evade the charge of
worshippirig two distinct Beings, not only resorts to “the-
papistical and unscriptural distinction of supreme and su+
bordinate worship; but immedjately turns upon the Tri-
nitarian ‘in.the usual stile of false reasoning and misrepre-+
sentation, arid charges him with theabsurﬁity of worship-
ping “hiree distinct persons, as clearly three distingt . ob-"
jects, asthree trees.” How often must we be under the
necessity of explaining ourselves here, to avoid misrepre-
sentation! " From the hint just given, I will venture a little
farther-to:ill ustrate~our meaning respecting the triune ob- -
ject of our worship. ~ I'have seen a trce, whose body fora
short distance, was a perfect unil, having but one set. of".
rootg, and the production Ihave no doubt of a single germ;
a few feet up, regularly and distinctly dividing into three,
with-apparent .equality in "length and proportion; they
were co-existent and co-equal; it-was fairly (to use a tech-
nicakphrase) a trinity trée; three in one and one in three;
of the same substance, and operating together in the pro-
duction- of the same kind. of fruit. Is not this a very dif:
ferent object, than three trees, which may be entirely dis-
linct not only. in their separate existence, but also in their
respective species and fruits, - oo L
Asimilar representation every man:can make with his
a0d; supposing it to-have only the first three fingers.
Here' the same substauce, ‘the hand, exists in three ways, -
alled three fingers; which co-exist, and are consubstan-
iak; the ome is prior to the other, not as to time, but in
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~ numerical ‘order only. - Suppose the mi
' assumé a covering of ‘clay for'some gpec
- ‘would be no diminution’ of it§éssence, o
nity; which, 1o be sure, would sustaina:
- and in jts assimed station, a temporary’
til the purpose for which'that assumpti

‘accomplished,: 0
. Sach representations are not novel.
. ble one probably éver kngwn;is to be:se:
_.Elephanta, on€ of the most ancient and"
_in' the.world, It is very large, and ¢
heads united to one body, de¢dicated ‘to't
~ server; and Regenerator of mankind. A plate of this
. may-be seen’ in_Maurice’s ‘Liidian Antiquities;-
account of'it inthe same work, =~ T
. 1 wish it to'be- distinctly understond, that I do notinfre
- theése things'to explain the modus existernd: of-the s‘iaé‘ged |
. threein oné¢, which no terms, fio representatione; no object
~.in nature can do;. but simply to illustrate m§: viedd'i
- way. of. approdimation to that grand objects and 0 shovg
o

0

~how,easily we may be misrepresented, by the introduct
" of objects and similies, entirely inapplicable, afid s
reign from our views as polytheism is supposed-to-be ir
- yours. That there is a-threefold, persoral distinctior
. thé Godhead, is a faci that 1. believe; but; like €very-olhe
. fact-revealed, F réceive it simply on the credit ‘of diviner®
- velation. . T'can definé it, when']'shall be‘able to defings
- derived existence, and divine Uitity dffirmdtively. ' *. """

- Tknow that you and-yGur party_can: press:Trinitarians
~with many- questiong”and" unreasonable. démafids’ withott
. _first removing yourown difficulties; but it should besicrel:
-+ Iy remiembered, that on su¢h a subject,"human langirage=
~language of finite and mutable beings, made up of termt
to express their ideas, is of ‘course incompetent, fully
~ designate‘thie mode of union between the divinéand ham®
. patures.. That lhese two:natures were united i the S
__ vioury the'Scriptures fully’ decide; aspvhén-Jehiovah #ie

- him,. “The man that is my Fellow.” (Zech.* 13.77.) He 5
. Jehovah.our vighteousnes, 'and also a Branch raised’ b
. David, (Jer, 23, 5,'6.) . Davi@’s Root or orig; nd 'y

gthi

' offpring=David’s Lord,.and yet: bis SonssThe Migh

L Ty
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. od’yet a ol born, a son given—Emmanvel, ot God with
usy and yet.born of a Virgin—over all; God blessed for-ever,
et descended from. the fathers according. to- tlz’i}ﬂcsltf-‘-;the se
 conid man, " yét the Lord from heaven. The Word -was God, -
it the Word was made flesh, (Rev. 22. 16, Matt, 22. 45. . -

Ta.9.6 and 7..14. Rom. 9. 5. 1 Cor. 15. 47, John 1. 1, 14.)-
) These and rany other texts that might be produced, as .
plainly_pfove Christ to be man as they 'do that-he is God...
And now, passing over many texts that might be adduced -
~farther to-prove his proper divinity, for the want of time,
I'shall, in a brief maoner, notice some of those passages
that are thought to be against us. - The most grominent
shallbe selegted. - - =~ ~ 7 T T :
. w1 Cot. 8 6+ Unio us theré is butone God the Father;/—~uand -
wne- Lovd Jesus Christ, &e.- This passage simply denies po~
Iytheism, the gods miany and lords many in-the verse imme-
diately preceding. There is nothing in it asserted con-
trary to the ‘catholic faithy Whether the Mediator is‘a
_pérsonin the divine substance, ‘is neither assertéd nor de- -
nted, - if:the word God is used inan exclusive sense it will -
‘il'mclft.(:o mitch; for we may-as well say, thereis but one

- Lord, as that there is but one God: ' "And miay not the one

himself, as God, is also comprehended? . - " "o
Eph. 4. 5, 6; There-is one Lord; and one God, and Fa~ -

Ather of alt, who is above all, &c. This-is similar to the - -
preceding. God’s being called one God, nomore excludes -
Christ from that high title, than Christ’s being called the

otie Lord, excludes the Father from the same appellation
ad-dominion. My Lord and my God, isan excellent con~
fession, which every pious Trinitarian loves, :

. John 17. 3. Andthis is &fe eternal, that they might know thee -
theonly true Godyand Jesus Cheist, whom thou hast sent. Toturn
ftom all false gods to serve the¢ one true Gody, and to be-
lieve-that* Jesus. was the Christ, were two grand points,
wifich all that were convérted to the Christian faith were -
to learn, ‘This, and. no ether, is the lesson conveyed in 1 -
these wotds. They assert nothing mare. The true God . :
is used in opposition to false 'gods; and Jésus Christ in-op~!
position to all other Saviours. St. Austin says, “the or-: i
&r in which these words are to be understood, is this— ! i

. Gaithe Father, be the name of @ nature; under which Chrige.

ES
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hat they might know: thee, and Jesus Christ, " ™™ ey .
ent, o be ‘tzfe ouly true God. ]t is worthy

here is-a . wide d}ﬂ'eren,ce ‘between saying,

e only true God,” and “the Father only s

‘he. former. s our.Lord’s: declaration,”

neaning Socinians put.uponit, which wou

estimony, .of Christ, whom he calls “the ¢

al life.” (1 John -5.20.) ‘As'for the inferc

nferior, to the Father, because he ‘was ce

t is an old hackneyed Arian argument, re

and times, but is now too contemptible to

onfutation.. To say that.Christ was sent, and

ame himself, is no more contradictory than John 3. 16. and
Sph. 5. 25.-..In the former passage it -is said, “God.g0 =~ -
oved: the world, that ke gave his only begotien. Son3? and -
et in_the-latter, “Christ also loved the churchyand gave:-
imselffor it? Lo T Sl e
- John 5,19 The Son can do nothing of himself. This.is .
crtainly:true- of the: Son, ‘acting as a Saviour, under the:-
lelegated office of Mediator;and the- servant of .the Gods -
1ead, by his own eonsent. . But in other respects théreis:
he most. perfect equality in counsel and co:operalion, as.

e -latter part,of the verse .declares: “For what. things:. -
oever he (the Father).doth, these also doth the. Somlikes. -
wise.” . Doth the Father:raise the dead? So doth the Son
ikewise. (v. 21.) Doth the Fither forgive sins2.So:doth the.: -
Son also..'“Forgiving one ancther, even-as God, for Christ’s. .
sake, hath forgiwenyou.” (Eph. 4.32.) Tn Col. 3. 13, “For-
siving one: anotifer—even-.as Chiist forgave you.” . “He...
said . unto the sick. of the. palsy, Son, thy sins, be. forgiven-..
thee”.  But “who can forgive sins but Ged only ™ (Mark..

-
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?-‘5_‘,7,);_-5-5,_ I e e -
" Mat. 20. 93..4To sit ot ny_tight hand and ‘on my-left;:

‘s not mirie to give, but (it shall be given) to-them for whor.

t is prepared of ‘my Father.”. -The words in’the paren-- . -
‘hesis.atre not in the original text, but suppliedb” =~ "7
:dtors.; Let these be omited, and then the texi
what it now-seems to-deny. -“ILisnot mine fo
“hem. for-.whem it iis.prepared.” - ‘This -is the
%lexjfng -from the''Greels;  which reserves to’(
.ct.of power and. authority; which: he has else '
iredsed-iathe fullest terms; ds Kis own right:— xu wi .
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passage will be thus:—There is noné sy
but the one God ; that is, in common | &y
And this is put-beyond dispute, by he
same Greek phraseology,. word for" fi"
Who can forgive sifis—et me.eis o Th Ao
a collateral passage, (Luke 5. 21.) the ed:,
so as to make it still plainer: “Who can sk~
God (menos) alone?”>  But why did Christ fon
to this young ruler, “why callest thou me_ the

very same reason that he asked the Pharisees, wlyyﬁfﬁﬁﬁd
in spirit called him Lord; and {hat was to try whether
they ‘could account for it: . The ‘Psalmist had said long
ago, there is none that doeth. good, no not.one. ~How therer
fore could this young Pharisee call him good, were he niot
God, seeing no mere man since the fall could set upaclaimto
that character. The text rather éstablishes the proper

divinity. of Christ; than otherwise: = .

© 1 Cor. 15. 24—28. “Then cometh the -end, when he
shall have delivered up the kingdom to God, even'the Fa

ther—then shall the Son also be subject unto him,—that

_God may beall in all.” _ Thisisa fort for every Arfanand
Socinian that ever wrote or,preached\a'ggisst the_Deily

“of the Saviour. It.is much relied on by yourself; and your
brother Smith has kept this text as a reserve.to coverall

his forces,—*to eonfirm,” as he.says,. “all his ‘former args-

~ments.” -Upon a.close. examination, perhaps it will notb
“found as.strong as. he expected. We shall "endeavor to
pay toit a particular attention.~ . = . Tl

"The.difficulty of this portion of Scripture_does not atse
from any. thing in itself, but because it is an imperfeétire:
velation. - It is a hint thrown out.concerning-a great event
which is to-take place in the world of glory, but net pur

sued to any length. ~'The force of ‘it seems = ~ this
circumstance, that when all the :purposes for arist
undertpok the mediatorial office shall have wer
ed, that office-shall.cease, as being no long ar),
-and-absolute. Deity shall along continue, - Tt g
.cupies-the station. of dependence in a new, nere
temporary coustitution.of things, which'we ¢ sdia
- torial kingdom. That kingdom, be it rem i has

all its.primary references 4o thigmarld; and not to {he un;
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4( tkcee wspects aTse, his throne” and kmgdom sh ™
> away-or be. destroyed. ‘But ‘the, present adn
\ affairs, which Christ i in. hxsxoﬂ"lclal capacity,
i asettled economy for a season, received, fror
I'ather, personally, shall be surrendered or gi
absolulely, {without ersonal restriction) as all
+/ mediate fountain otzdomlmon, and blessedness,
“ . manage ‘the affairs of the heavenly kingdom ina .
'y mediate.way, from thenceforth forever:. ... - -~ '
.t - Once more: “The dlshnctlon in this case’ between the'
| e God and man in.the joins, person of- Christ-Jesus, is warrant
| «, -ed by another part of this chagter, wherein the rapostle”
i has given us.a key to his own meaning. . “Since by map.
z B! | (says he).came. death, by man came also the resu .
! the dead. ~ For as i Adam all: dte, even-so.in C P
L

l

i all be, made. ahve.’!, ‘Here it is evident, he is'
i contrast between the: man Adam and- the man’ j
that. unless lt be. done ‘on_ purpose, ~no-reader 1
1 mistake. the meamng ‘of what follows,—Then ¢ ‘
| end, when. HE (that is the man Christ, the seco
i eha’l! deliver up the kmgdom, &ec. for so it-my i
I cording to. the tenor of the apostle’s dlscourse.” T R
i the Trinity, Chap, 1. Sec. 25,..- =~ §
2 Cor. 8,9. “For ye know the grace. of our 3
I Chrlst, that though he was rich, yet for your ¢ N
i came poor.”, It is obJected that “the person. .
the text. cannot be very God, for God ‘is ‘an g
: He cannot,.from bemg rich,. become poor.” ¢
¥ p]_y “«“He was rich,” in eternal.pre-existent gl
i, city y—was_ from all etermty in the bosom of ‘the :
: was- dasly his delight ;—had a communion_with the- Father.
|
1

- "inall that he knew, (Mat. 11..27) in‘all that he did, (Johm
5. 19) in all that he enjoyed, (John 17..10.) He .had as
:' most.perfect Oneness with the. Father;. possessing -in hime:
t gelf all the fulness of the Godhead, and- “receiving *~~they
E wit] Shlm the adoratlon of all the- anrrels in hea ; J

i
3

‘.& was originally possessed of all the nches, glory

cu

edness.of the Deity, (Rom.-9. 5, and Col:.2.'9)..

former. of the_waorld, by: wkom and 7 ’rj, whom,

i

o' were” created, (Col. 12 .16)he.

“i.{ Proprietor .of all the riches: in.the

i_\‘ahe glory he’ had wnth the Fathe:
i :

efore the world was %
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- “He was rich:” but for our-sakes
1nd in that nature veiled his glory,
it were,. .of all his riches, as to his
mitted in ( ‘morphe doulou) the, Sform
-to the deepest poverty, so that in
n,-in every respect he became poor,
capacity, according to appointment, he
of -all things. What I'have said on
have sufficed:for our ansyver to the objec-
this text;
Who is the image of the mvnslble God the
ry creature.” - 1t is objected that, “as the’
od was never begotten, nor bom—then these
riot apply to the Son as very God.” - The
rendered first born, first begotten, may be
it three ways: 1. His divine generation, which
attended to, 2. His title and office, as head
, that he might be_the first born among many
8, 29) consequenﬂy the original Lord and
accordmg to the ancient rights of the first born
«21.-17..2 Chron. 21. 3, 16.) 3. The word
ed to signify, not passwely, the first begotten ; -
s first begetter, the author or former of all
st really is, for by him all things were made.
the word cannot be. rendered so as to signify
ora begun existence, as you wish to make
the pre-existence of Christ.
~The begining of the creation of God.
prove that Christ-was the first. being ever
-1t is one of his assumend titles, as the “Al-
za, the BEGINNENG and’ the pypine—the Ar-
ip. 1. 8) ‘The Origin, Author and Ruler of
»f God:~ The word beginning is sometimes
signifying the first actor, agent, or the cause
ws it is said of Lachish, in Micha 1. 13. “She
ing of the sin to the daughter of Zion.” - This
on this subject I add no mote.
1§ summaﬂly touched upon the prmcxp]e texts
nployed by you, and your Unitarian fraterni-
ing those doctrines which T have endeavoured

to e It is posslble, that nothing I have said will-af-
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ford cotmchon or satisfaction. elther to'yor
I'have honest]y endeavoured to, search af
meet every objection‘in its’ strongest foreé
unhesitatingly, that the doctrines I have
fenid; are atiénded with ciriumstarices of
ble mcomprehensxbﬂlty to-the- present ‘col
ed powers of :man.: ‘But when once a;'d
‘established“upon-a’ scnptura] foundahon, the
attending:a’ full comprehcnsmn of it must give
ry case short of contradiction. . The great ¢ -
_sent between you and me; is," “What does 1]
‘on the subjécts under:consideration? 1t m
ence what public_symbols and individual an
foeth on these subjects.” “Does the Bible teach
is- that book divine? - As ministers of ‘the Gos
terpreters of God’s: word, youand I are’ plac
awful responsxbility,' b’emg -accountable to t
quick and dead. - -The faith that I avow, in
‘more and:more established, the more I inve
-jects; T never- formed. from-human creeds or.
'sentiments advanced by you are’not new;. th
-appear so to.a great many in this western.c
the views that I possess, I-cannot forbear
“sincere regret; that sich sentiments should
They are becoming however more- prominent,

more" explicit ‘déclarations have.’been ‘made by )ou"a"h" -

‘your'friends, so that you- are. better urrderatood. - Lhop
shall'always beready: to applaud that mgenuousness’ whlch
genlyavows ‘sentiments, that ‘are more privatel Y. mculcat—
“ed, though'I-abhor"the sentiments propagated. Ttis: not
hard to predict the event of-the present cout o

‘here, from' -what' has happened in other secti ol
“tendom.: “A short:time sirice,-almost.all: the it
‘New England were simple’ Arians,~ Now, it 3
are scarcely anyof ‘the -younger preachera 1
sentiments; who are not simple. Humanitarians n
 pliin terms, Socinians.. ‘Fhese sentim id
- gtill are, propaga“ced with bolduess in' v
" Belshain, Carpenter,’ Yates; Lindsey sh
was the: “course ‘pursuedin Gérman of

W

- of 4 Chnst was early: acsaxled, 1n<p1ra€10n wa&rnexwoume‘d

!
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_-and imru'gné&.' ‘May not this soon be the case here, and as
. unlikely as it may now appear, yet it is very possible the
divinity of the new German school, headed by Semler, and
"De Wette, and Eichhorn, and Paulus -and Henke,and Her-
. der, and Eckerman, and others, may, in a few years, be
* plentifully dissimenated inour country. The question at
" issue may soon be in substance, whether natural or revealed
‘religion is our-guide and our hope. - ‘And the'sooner it
comes. to this the better, as the contest will then be more
_speedily terminated. 'The line of demarkation will be
moredefinitely drawn. The parties will:understand each
other better; and the public will understand the subject of
dispute, and be less liable to- deception and imposition.
-. You and your .party arc at present only in' the rudiments
. of the more advaunced and finished schools of England and
‘Germany. - You have only to abandon your unscriptural
and inconsistent notion of a created, pre-existent instru-
mental-Creator, and learn of Dr: Priestly that, “a.derived
pre-existent being, supposed to animate the body of Jesus
who isnot also the maker of the world, is'a mere creature
«#f the imagination, whose existence is not to be inferred:
with the least colorable pretext from the Scripture.” A
‘you: are not_apposed to research, you might know, if yo
do- gat already, the road you-are travelling, from-an-ac
-quaintanee with the present history of the church. Youhav ¢
brought up Nicholson to tell Mr. Moreland that he wa.
“following the footsteps of the Presbyterians in Great Bri
tain, who are now generally Unitarians.” This same
Nicholson had told you a few lines before your quotation
that the Presbyterians, “continue to be one of the mos;
numerousand respectablesects of Protestant Dissenters ir
England,” and likewise says, “they acknowledge the unity
and equality of three persons in the Godhead.” ~This is hi:
affirmation immediately preceding your quotation. .
- But.you and your author -ought to know that “the ap.
- pellation Presbyterian, is, in England, appropriated. to ¢
_lar%f denomination of dissenters, who have no.attachmen:
to the Seotch mode of church government, any more thax
to Episcopacy ; and therefore, to this body of Chiristians, the
- term Preslzﬂt;rian, in its original sense, is ,improperly'apgliat
ed. Hos this misapplication came to pass, cannet be easily
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determmed but it has occasioned mat

and should: therefore be rectifieds” . (R
played. vol.'3. p. 48.)  “It may’ a]so be

(says the same-authior, vol. 2. p. 301.) ¢
Unitarians are nominally Preebytenans in
Government, yet none of them are’ Calvnmsts,
admit the Presbytenan standard of faith,”.

I know. that: Presbytenans ane fallible, bemgs.
the naine that preserves fromerror. . We have ki
of the clergy themselves fall first into Arianism
into Shakensm and one_at’ “this time, who inc
prop'ngates the notions. of High .Hmamsm, under s
ing, self.created title of ‘Elder ‘of-the Christian- Chni'cba-‘ 2
was once -a . minister - of ‘the. Presbytenan den
It is painful to record these. Ihmgs. They are
the world ought to know it.. - T solemuly. disavi
tention .to:reproach: or- mlsrepresent. ‘The. tri
things ought and shall -be known, “as far as I can do :iti:+
honestly - believe what T declare; and can p
that when: thoroughlyconvinced of. thes
most willingly retract, and rejoice to find1
But with your-book-before my eyes, the's:
my hand; together with the ample and al
details of ecclesxastncal hnstory, how iscor
pected’ oo : R
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DEAR Sm, i
I come now:to exaimine" your no resp
nature and design of the ‘legal ‘sacrifices and ¢
stituted-by Moses. : Tt ‘woul be’a ‘task equa]ly
as unnecessary-to -follow- you miinutely throu
pages; to-deteet:the many bhinders, sophlstlcal -
and :false-criticisms ‘which. abound in ‘that -porti e
work, whleh appears 4o be only alameé imxtatxon or 1mper='
Q o]
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. .for him that is fled,” &c. . Why,. really; e

" gne:thousand. If otr -Maker speak but:once,
~lLieve ‘him if he:should:speak no more.: : Oh kb

B4 The:vicarious smport-of the Jegal Alonenichiss

-an and.concluded an . infidel.” Whitdker's  _

.= But’ I. proceed- :fp_.,-v,cx‘a;ﬁi‘ir:\\é-i yout"‘bgblé s:,i;éldtl,
- atonement, which is explained.so as:t

“times. means -4 being -actually in-friendship:

“tisfaction. Num. 35, 31,:32. “¥e shall take:

- no-where ‘elée; when ¢ommonly (yes comn
- sally) they have transkited the same ‘word
~ sanciliation?-, Here the authogity; ot cond .. o.omeryeoenee

_#vhose name was formetly ofsomenot * © © 7 "™ gf
infidel fame, but is nearly lost:and forg s

upon the rolls at jpresent,.was first an 4
an, and: finally a Deist. - Morgan; also,
unbelief, - that once stalked about, for
ness, was a’ Presbyterian minister, who.

WMy Po. 498, .-

‘signify, r‘e,c‘o'nc@haé
SRR P

tion. (p.35.) For this.you say you hayve. “the :

- aur translators,—that. learned body- believed E .
“ment and recoriciliation-meant the same thing -
add ina ‘nete, “so frequently.they translate w
word keper, reconciliation, which word is gene o
ed-atonement.” - After all, it is;only “frequer -
edso. It is admitted . that these two.words:: ies
used synonymously, but notalways, - Reconct es

through faith in the blood of Christ; but when:8'
ly used with. atonement,.it dendtes the satisfacts
only, or the opéning of ‘a way by which merey
ercised consistently with' righteousness. - So
tors understood it, where you say,. “Thejea
ter’ diligent search; found.one passage whei
Heébrew, commonly. translated. alonement, is.

R T

gy

for the life.of amurderer—and ye-shalltake

‘stanees’ instead-of .one, where. our- traslators
dered the original word, saksfaction. - But-sup
but one, what then? if it be -God’s'word, ‘i

lators, “that -learned body”: of. translatots;
.witnesses-a while ago, will not-do.now.: . 4L
Jearned,.by what authovity did the transle

¢d -body,” rendet this. word safisfaction in
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| '%d‘bedfy‘is arrajgned; and from the menace, just given, one
| wodN naturally expect to see them.get a learned drubbing;
 bat lo! instead of one single learned criticism offered; in-
- gtead of adducing one solitary fuct, to condemn them,
- they-are arraigned by dark suspicion, and condemned at
| -your inquisitorial tribunal for heterodoxy: “It may prove
i‘ “that ‘they believed the doctrine;—but it’ can be.easily

proved, that they believed many .doctrinés which were
- falses” (p. 65.). Now see what work you: llave made-here!
. “¥ou have at once rendered suspicious, if not destroyed, the
. whole of the Bible in the present translation. How can
- your “followers know, whither you are leading them by
| such -a .suspicioys Jight? How will the infidel believe

{ ural quotations, and youréBible-.thenri‘bs,-if the
.are implicated with many false doctrines? And
i t must the world at large think of the candour

€ ousness of the man, who can triumphantly adduce
i #heir testimony to.support himself against his adversaries,
‘ien lo} as soon as they speak a language not to-suit him,
£ iediately set aside on the score of heterodoxy !t
zd the doctrine of 3alisfaction, you admit. And.
unanimous testimony of forty-seven transla-
udly skilled .in all the learning, as“well as im
1ages of the East,” and consequently fnow=
mon msage of language, and acceptation” of
with considerable force on the point for which
Does it not go very far towards settling the
: ~our favour? | _ s
"~ That atonement and reeonciliation are not always syno-
- iymously used,.is further.evinged from Roni. 5.°10." “For
“if, vhen we.were enemies, we were réconciled to God by the.
- death of his Son, much more deing reconciled, we shall be
- eaved by hislife.”' The apostle adds, in the next verse;
-'#and- not only so, bat we also joy in.God, through: ourLord
JFesus Christ, by whom we have received the atonement.”
" » Received the reconeiliation, 1 admitto be the proper transla-
* tionof the sentence.. And what then? Does it not refer
© %o:the whole of the pacification that has obtained between,
Grod and the “believing sinner, through the mediation of
Christjand not merely to the atonement, which is the ground
- oF it? :0n,-to use the language of Dr. M'Gee, “the re-
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onciliation which we have receivéd through

e efféct of the atonément made for us. by his'd

ery docirine I will:prove from.your own

whd and congregation wére cleansed—union

n atonement made; and made too by.the death T
enders.” (p. 38.) Very true: I understand here N “ij
f the offenders, to be the sacrifice, the satisfaction, ot atones™. 4
wenit, as the prevailing operative cause or. ground, with refer-
nce ¥o, and in consideration of which, union, pacification,’
tc. take place. But how can the death of the offenders,
vhichis "an authorized act of the congregation of Isra€ls
ind the passive results and effects of that act, be the same?.
s cause and effect the same? “The blood of.vigtims orbeasts -

lestrayed the political separation between'Goc ;
inder the O. Test. and restored the-political un: '

hem.” = Let this be granted.. Was it not-with- )
this blood as the procuring cause that this union K
ibout as the beneficial result? You add, “the - moqqrj_f;gé |
Christ destroys the moral separation between God and be-%

lievers, and restores the union between them.” = But how:
destroyed by’ the blood of Christ? - You reply; “When'a
man by faith in the blood of Christ is sanctified; cleansed}
or washed" from sin, then, and not till then, #re God:and .,
man.united, reconciled, or at one” Whay is the blood:o
Christ? Justnow it destroyed the separation;
mediatély we are told that “faith” iu thatb
Here the ground‘isshifted, and the blood of €
an object for something called faith.to act upor
produce sanctification, reconeiliation, union,

-,

ey DA g

the blood of Christ is, net the atonement itself, of separate:
‘and distinet consideration from reconciliation, unien,&¢:
shed upwards of seventeen.hundred years prior. to'the acs’
tual union, reconciliation, &c. of the bélievers of the pre-
sent age; then what was it; or what can it be -called;if
not thie blood of atonement? T all my life, I never yet
‘heard a man pray for an atonement; but for reconciliation;*’
“union, purging, cleansingsalways..-“Is- it not an abuse -of
-the laws of exegesis, and an outrage upon common sernses
_tojumbleand confound all {hese termstogether, asyou-have
done,in‘order toget rid of the soul-animating, and heart: .
-eonsoling doctrine of the.propitiatory sacrifiee, :of - Jesuss

- VA
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Tn ofder that the unclean person in Israel, “might be
cleansed from the iniquity which he bears, the law requires
that he bring asin-offering,” &e. (p. 41.) WI'he immediate

~effect of the sacrifice was put‘%ing,” &e. (po 47.) Now,
where it seems, that purging is the effbct of sacrifice; and in
3 onder t& cleansing, a sin-offering must'be brought, -This ia
alltrue s but why 13 it eaid again and agatn, that atonement,
reconceiliation, Eugging, cleansing and union, all mean the
- same thing? And moreover, we are {old that “atonement
_ always implies sanctifications” (p, 47.) 'This I presume is
~ intended to express the same idea you expressed in the
“first book you ever wrote on the subject of atonement; in
_thege wordsy“atonement differs not from regeneration;” fox
" -hfiderstand regeneration lo be sanctilication begun, - Well,
“.powg we have a long Iist of synonymies;—atonement, re=
".—';g‘éneration,\ reconeiliation, sanctlfication, union, purglng,
~.eletaslng, and propitiation, all mean the same thing, Sures
#1y 1t 18 high time for the Euglish language to have a news
“nomenclature,  What a atrange, ludierous aspeet would it
ive Scripture, were we to rend it with your gloss, TFex
. Instance, let the place of reconciliation and propitiatien be
- supplied by:sanctifieation, (Rom.8, 23:) “Whom God hatk
#eforth tobe a propitiation(sanctification) forsin.”” (1 John,
2.) - “And he is the propitiation gsanctiﬁc.ation) for oun
stns.””  “He loved us, and sent his Son to be the propiti-
dation (sanctification) for our sins,” (1 John. 4. 10.) And
~“in Heb. 2. 17, il would“read that Jesus came to sanctify
the sins of the people.  The inconsistency, and inaptitude,
- will more glaringly appear, if applied fo the Levitica
atonements, which you and the reader may do at your lei.
sure. - : o :
I shall notice two instances more, wherein\you attempt
" to make atonement mean reconciliation, The first is,{from
the etpmology of the word. “Lexicographers derive the
~ word afone from the two words at and one.” And you re:
fer to Johnson and Baily, without quotation, The formerx
witness will be gufficient, and shall speak for himself.
“To Atone. (verb neuter). To agree; to accordi—2: To
&tand as an equivalent for something. - .
_*To Atonie. (verb active) To capiate.”

>
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- ‘Atsrement, & T, Agreement; éon»eﬁrd.,:g;}iﬁaﬁi@iﬂ‘m: |

expialory-equivalent.” - - CR N
_Now, as your notion of atonement excludes every ides
of expiation, and satisfaction by saceifice, why did you a?
peal to a-witness so positively against you? ~Admit thatith
.the neuter verb, it meatss to.agrée, to accord;. yet, can you
find- any grammarian . besides yourself, who can changes
neuler, into.an aetive verb, and therehy change the sense of
it altogether. “Why will yon cfersist'tq',write 1t aguin, in
‘open violation of the established usage of languaget - Thi -
palpable ‘blunder has been: repeatedly exposed. - Why |
then waite it with your eyes open; and thus. contiiuets '
‘call upon Dr. Johnson to ustablish. your unzeriptural thes -
1y, when “any common school-boy, a'mere. novitiate it .
grammar, has only to‘open Johnson’s Dictionary toconfim’
what I state. But more exegptionable still,is your attempt
to support: your notion'hy citing Acts 7. 26: “}i’-he nextdey:
he showed himself to them as they strove, ang: would have™
‘set-them a one; that is, he would have reconciled them.” Thew i
last words, you have made by quotation a-part of the'vére,
Tt looks as:though. it were designed. -And no doubtthes
‘hadinfluence on iiliterate and: superficial readers, Bot, 8ir( -
it-is truly astonishing that a ma; of your pretensionsshofld
cite that passagé to prove, ‘that afoftement meant recong
ation,. when there igno such word in the original text;
He would - have :set' them at - one—eis éirenens he w.bu‘l?}.
have'set them at peace: again. - Where is there ‘any thin '
Jike atonement; -purging; cleéansing, and propitiation her¢!
‘Was any victim slain;—any blood shed ;—or is thereeven
the smallest hint in'the original phraseology, to justifysuch ¢
an application?. No, Sir; I boldly. .publish -to thg world |
there is not,/and am willing to risque my literarysand-per
sonal reputation uponthe declaration. = This was-objected
to'in your-former work; and yet it comes out againjzerh,:
#im,in a second corrected: edition. ~Those little” words ¢
and ‘one in- the translation, had-such a’fascinating ‘powen
that-thie’ wand-of truth itself, either'unavailing or - unem-
ployed,  has not been-ablete dispel the charm:to this day: "
1:would moreover observe,. that-you ‘cannot shew?a single
Book, except your own; in‘all the English language, where |
11 '-gyvoxjd atone, signifies to make, ones STt is .imposingf.ﬁ
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- -.pew -sense upon the -word, by 66nvert~ing,a' neuter-intofan .
active verb.  “And I will finally-add, on this part.of the sub- -
~ ject,that you niot only.have negleeted- the: ‘origir{al,,-g‘nd-”';;
- “strict' signification of ‘the term, implying sacrificial atope=:*
ff‘ment,' and:imposéd upon it a sense, which.is at best; but, .
¥ ¢ secontlary - and-remote; but-also decided on-a partial.and |
- ‘hasty view. of the subject, even as confined to the: Englista : -
Aranglation..-.We admit-that in every tase.of.atonement it . .
~was implied, that the thing or person atoned for, wasthere~ .
.by.cleansed,.and so reudered  fit for the service of Godz.
- yet-it must likewise be admited, that by this they were .-
fendered pleasing. to-God, haying-been before in-a state o €
- impurity, and unfit for his service, and being now rendereak
objects of his approbation and acceptance, as fit instramentss ©
‘of his worship.” ' To°make atonement. then to. God; was tex. _
“remove. what . was offensive, and thus, by concilialing the __
- divine' favour,. to'sanctify for the -divine service. . To as- =
. sume the latter as the sole énd of the atonement, (which is—
an undoubted ‘consequence from.it) and reject the former,is
afalacious proposition. .- .0 oo s T
- Wedome now:to yeur principal argument against:the
vicarious. import of the sacrifices of atonement, which-exist~ |
- ‘ed under the -Mosaic law. - It is built upon the assertion,
Mhat; for unpardonable offences no atonements were made - -
-under that law: the. transgressor must die unpitied.andt -
‘without mercy. - T ask, why? You reply, .“Beéausegl— ose  }
- sacrifices eould not purge the offénder from moral ipiqui~.-
- tysand consequently no-atoriement was made for such ofx -
fences under-the law.” (p. 37.) T0 this I.offer three ob- -
- Jections ;—it is untrue in-point of fact;—it is: sophistical in *
-point.of reasoning ;—and it is impertinent in point. of appli~- '
-¢atjon, - . BT S it
1ot is- ‘untrue;. for atonements  were made for'some of* ',
" -thoseivery offences, which appear in your list of .unpar~ ;)
onable transgressions; I mean the cases of adultery, perju-- = .
7% and profane swearing ; which were not {ransgressions of - |
‘theceremonial, but of the moral law, the unbending ri- !
‘¥ gour of which, in general, denouncgs death against -every
violution-of it. (See Deut. 27, 26. Ezek. 18, 19~23. Gal, ;"
3. 10. Jas.. 2- 10.). And yet for the crimes just _specified,
¥ Atonements . were appointed;'&_ and the: divine displeasurg .
. N : < e SN o R . — '
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thereby furned -away.- Thus'it is décreed;:t -
——have found that which was lost, ~and " lieth g
and SWEARETH FALSELY, then; because he hath ’s ;

he shall not only make restitution to his neighbor- L )
bring kis trespass-offering unto the Lord, a ram-w _ L Z
out of the flock; and thé priest shall inake an ATONEMENT Jor-him g
before the Lord, and it shall be FORGIVEN-HIM. (Leva 652179
And ‘again;-in a-case of criminal conaection with a bond-
maid who was betrothed, the offender:is ordered tofbring: .
his trespass-gffering, and the priest to-make an ATONEMEN'T, for b
—and. the_sin which he-hath done-- shall be: FORGIVEN Jiime
{Liev..19. 20, 22.) . For:the third case, see Lev. 5.-4—=10. ’
Comp+Exod. 20. 7 14: Lev.24.16. Thus:it will-be foun

that thesé are cases of moral transgression, or violations®of -
moral law, and.consequently. deserving the death which it
denounces; and- yet certain. offerings, of a nature- strietly:.
propitiatory, ‘were ordained.lo avert the divine displea
sares LT L T e e
. :2.-Your:argument is_ sophistical; - for, - from. the:
‘stance of no. atonement being appointed, in.those »c:
'where death was perémptorily denounced, it is inferred; .
that as'they “could not purge the offender from moralini~
quity; consequently no atonement was madefor such offences -
under the law:” ‘whereas the. trie statement- of ‘the pros
‘position’ evidently is,  that life was forfeited; and the trang:
gressor died, ofly because. there was no atonement: permited: .
'to be.made. . “lt.is trug, indeed, there is no ‘expressdes
‘nunciation of death in: those cases;, where atonemerits were
‘allowed. . The reason- is obvious, because the atonement .
“wag'permited to arrest-the sentence of the laws; as appears
particularly from this, that when the preséribed atonement.-
-wasmot made, the offender was left under the original:sen: .
tence of the law, which, in those,cases, no-longer suspend-

. ed itsnatural operation; but pronounced-the: sentédce of *
;dealh.” '\»Bu’:r-' SIS BRI AT ~:;.{;1 » ‘
.3, Your whole argument is irapplicablez We nevermaim
- tained that the animal suffering in the place of -the offer-
- der-was designed to. purge him “from moral iniquity.s? or - |
_that it was any thing more -than.an emblematic-substitute;
he restlt of .divine. institution;=a vicaridus.symbol,: re«

 piesguting the penal effects of the offender’s.demerits; and

T
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his release from the deserved. punishment in consequence .-
_ ofthe déath of the victim.~ Neither-do we affitm.that the -
eyil inflicted ‘on the-victim should be the same in-quantity -
or.quality. with- that"denounced-against the offender, op .
!' that the liferal translation of his.gnilt-and punishment could-:
be made ta the'immolated victim; a thing utterly incom-
prehensible, as neither guilt; nor punishment, strictly speak-"
1ihg, can be conceived; but with reference to consciousness, -
‘which can o more be transferred than:personaltidentity or -
. mootal gualities. But we do maintain thatsuch a symbolical
_ translatjon did take place, as.te expose”the victim to- suf~
Jering in consequence of ‘the offender’s guilt, and:at “the-
‘same time:it did represent to the offender the punishment
“due: to* his transgression, from'the “femporary penal-effects
of which, -it-also reltased him. - . Heve is its vicarious: tm- -
port. But it did not stop here; it pointed the penitent
offender to'the blood of the Christian sacrifice, the Lamb-of~ ™
- God, -as a real substitute inm his ' stead, whose blood - - -
could-purge the conscience from moral impurity, and cleanse
him  from' all sin. - .Is there any thing contradictory here?®
-~ Do you inquire, what connection can subsist ‘between the:
- dvath-of the-animal and the acquiltal of the sinner? I rea~ -
~dily answer,I gannot tell. - To.unfald divine truths by hu="
man -philosophy, belongs to thase who hold opinions wide=  -*
1y differerit-from mine on the subject of atonement. - It is
_sufficient-for me that the Scripture has clearly pronounced
_this connection to subsist, = That the dedth of the animal " -
could ‘possess no intrinsic virtue, is mapifest; but that di~
vine appaintment could bestow upon it this expiatory pow~
, er, will not surely be denied. Ifyou can tell how the Braz
zenserpent healed the diseased Israelites, you miay be able
toaccount for this. - - - - S o »
T think [ have now positively proven the contrary of -,
“what you have asserted; namely, that: “there were nosing |
for which the'law. required death, which admitted ofsacriv
fice or atonement.”  As'for those sins, for which sacrifice
was admited, vou aver, that “the law never required the
dzath of the transgressor.”™ *What then is the meaning of - |-
this law: “The soul that sinneth it shall die?. And also, | !
*Cursed.is évery one that continueth not'in aH things which -~ :
¥ @are written- in ‘the hook ef the law to do them?®’ - }am .
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greatly mistaken, if ‘the law of God-- does -not ~denounce
death against-every transgressor.. The sentence; I believe;
may be arrested:-by an’ expiatory equivalent, -but thiisnot
your plan, either -as it respects’ transgressjons -of the:ceres
monial or moral law. - oo TR g
" But here arises.another objection to the trine..of
substitution; it is the assertion that atonements wereade
by theé sacrifice of animals -in some cases where no guilt
was- involved.  You instance “the woman, after, child
birth, . the_ leper, and the man, with a’ ranning, isse;’.
and ask, “what sii had they to confess? ' Yet for all these:
things: the persons had to bring a sin-offering, by which:an
atonement was made for them:” *To which I reply: “the .
cases here specified did not involve moral guilt,a‘ridthét&
fore can- only prove.that.there .were sacrifices whichwere
not vicaripus; .inasmuch. as' there' were some that.were not’
“for sin: ‘but it:by no means follows that where moral giilt
was involved, the sacrifice was not -vicarious. + NowitIt
only in ‘this latter case that the' notion of a vicarious sacri
fice is contended for;.or is indeed conceivable. - Add a¢

cordingly it is ouly, insuch cases we ﬁndxthosé:ceremp‘n@és;l__’
‘used which mark -the vicarious- import “of ghg‘shcrlﬁcc?'
The:symbolical translation of sins, and'the ’ggin'sgqueﬂt. poe
Jution of the victim, are .confined to those sactifices whict
_were offered confessedly. in ezpiation of sins, the ‘most emv
nent of which were those offered on the day of expiationy
and those:for the high priest, and. for theentire of the cob
~gregation, (Lev. 16.15—28. and 4. 3—12, 13—22) indl
which' the pollution caused by the: ,symbqllical"stf'ansfe_f
sing, is expressed by the burning of the vViCﬁmiwithQIl“:h.e'f
camp.”?  Dr. M'Gee.” @ . - 7 L
And moreover, it-desefves to be considered, whether the
_painsof child-bearing,and all the diseases of the huma;n»}mj
"dy, being the signal consequences of that apostacy: whick-
entailed those calamities on.the children of »Adam;'i.t—m'ght
not be propsr, on.occasion ‘of a deliverahce from these F*
~markable effects of sin, that there should be this "sensilh!‘{
- representation of thai death which.was the desertof it}
- general, and a bumble '*-dckn'qwledgment;-of~-ﬁt-l;;,atrpéﬁs‘o..“a,:

- demerit which had actually exposed.the offerer:to the &
_yerest-punishment. . " o oL
Tomake it appeai that imposition of hands on the bead

.
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of the:victim, which was common in piaciilar sagrifices; did
not imply un acknowledgment -of siti, you triumphuntly
ask; “did every woman after childbirth, whd brought her
sitroffering, and aecording to latv, laid her hands on the
’victim’s head=-did she by this act confess her sin, because
she had brought a ehild into the worldt==Did the leper— -
the-than with-a running issue, by laying their hands on the
heada of their sin-offerings,"~=—==Stop there, and leok into
the texts yag have referred to for this anuthority, and if
you will not do ity Fhope the honest reader will do it to sats
iﬁz‘himsq‘,lf;--and he will find it to be the faet, that the
offerers in these eases were not at all required to lay their
hands on tite hends of thelr respective victims, (See Lev.
13 6‘38l aﬂd 15, 1?1 5; 19=30. ﬂnd 14, 1==31. Nﬂﬁh
6 15) Now, my deur Sir, though I do most cordlally ab-
hor ﬁour Socinian sentiments, and feel an honest eonviction
of the propriety of exposing them, yet I-did belleve you
had henesty enough to have rectified such d gross mistake,.
sueh an unfounded statement, ina socond corrected edition
of your work, ‘But behold, after the lapse of seven years;
 and after the excep#iong:made'to it in reply, it now comes
fitward again, verbatim, and in the same triumphant tone,
approved By its author, who must héive been apprized of
this unauthorized declaration the very day he first penned.
It Task again, where will you find it required of the
pugrpera, the leper, the man with'a running issue, that
fheyshould lay their hands onthe heads of their sin-offer-
logg? You can shew no proof :of it. Then why continge -
insuch an open, barefaced manner, to combak.us with
Prelended scriptural arguments and references of your own
‘making. ¥ou may delude your followers, and satisfy them
that you are very superior in charity and honesty to every
body etse, but how such a course as this will operate to’
the conviction of opponents,. is not difficult to determine.
Icontend that thesmposition of hands upon the head
of the victim, whengver that was required, in piacular
farifices, irmplied a confession of sin, a symbolical trans-
lation'of the sins of the offender upon’ the head of the
facrifice; and likewise an impressive mode of deprecating
the evil due to- his transgressions. This ‘is evidently the--
*{80 in thosc instances where moral; guilt was involved,

.
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but in hot one where it Wwas not, _ It also confirmma the ides
of the ackriowledgment of sin being joined withi impost
tion of ‘hunds« in those sacrifices intended as a substitute
for the offender, and as the accepted medium of expiation:
'The bare recital of the ,ceremony prescribed on'the day .
of expiation, will put this heyond dispute. "f‘ﬂam.s’h&ﬂ!
lay. both his hands upon the head of - the live gpal, AND cow
FESS OVER H(M ALL THE INIQUITIES OF THBE CHILDREN oF I,
RAEL, and all iheir transgressions in_ull thetr:sins, putting
“them wupon ihe head of the goat—and.-the -goat: skall.bear wpm
Tm all thédr indquities,” &e. (Lievs 16, 21,2%:):On thigsolemn -
oceasion, the iwo goals made but one sinsoffcting, expresly
- 60 ealled in the fifth verse, and spoleen of ag sugh through”
out the chapter, and presented jointly as the-offeringof
the people. The death of the animal was requisite to
-represent the meone by which the explation was effected:
and the:bearlng away the sins of the péeple on the head
of the animal,5as_requisite to exhibiféthe effect; nomelf)
.the removal of the gullt. But.for these distinet objecth
two anlmals were necessary, to complete the:sin-offering .
This is @'most eminent type of the Redeemer.of ‘menkindy:
gvhoé?wng"délivered JSorour_offences, but raised again fr-ow*
Justification, . < oAU 0 T el
4 I'now aver, ﬂmt”ilieieéremony;'exprgsscdi?"t ¢ fmper
“sition .of hands, accompanied with acknowledgment of
sins, was enjoined in all cases of pacular:sacrifice, shigl
Jjs'evinced from the general difection given, to that.effect
_in'the 4th chap. of Lev.;—from the ceremony of'thescape
.g8at and, from the description in 2 Chr, 29. 23. of the
sacrifice” offered by Hezekiah, to make an atonement fot
all Israel=They brought forth the he-goats’ for the :sin-offeringy:
before” the king and the congregation, and  they. laid, their hands ‘
upon them—and the priests killed them, &c. Your:only:1¢
ply here is, that, “laying on of hands, rather signifies 0
consecrate or devote the thing to,God.”. Ouly “rake
“signifies;” butlet it be so; and adopt Pr. Geddes’ render:
ing of Lev. 1: 4. . “And he shall Iay Fis hand upon ihe hets
- of ‘the victim, that i iay be an acceptable_atonement. for, him."
And on the. words; lay. his hand, &c. he subjoins this re:
_mark—“Thereby devoting it to God: and TRANSFERRIV

ized w»‘.'v“.‘

-
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as it were, HIS, owN GUILT UPON THE VICETIM,” ~In MGet
on Atonement; p. 208. L R
As to your observations respecting the consecration of
the priesthood for the service of the tabernacle; and of
men to the gospel ministry by the imposition of hands,
they deserve no attention here, . on account of the total
lirrelevancy of these ceremonies to animal sacrifices offet-
ed for the sins of traunsgressors. There exists no analogy
whatever, and their application to this argument, seems
to betray a want of knowledge or sincerity in the attempt.
Your introduction “¢f the sheaf of wheat, to oppose the
docttine of animal sacrifice and substitution, is still worse.
“A sheaf of wheat is said-to be accepted for you. Lev.
33, 11.  And he shall wave the sheaf before the Lord,
and it shall be accepted for him: Surely the sheaf was
not a substitute; nor sin imputed to it, and it accepted in
the stead of the offerer!” (p. 43.) Never did I know an
author to be more carried away by the mere soind of
words: For no otlier reason can I conceive why this sheaf
of wheat is brought in here. It is not a sin-offering;—
not an animal sacrifice ;= no life given;—no blood shed.
It wasan offering of the euckiaristic kind, whereby the offer-
' &F acknowledged the bounty of God, and his own unwor-
thiness; -hi#shere rendered praise for-favors received, and
destred- a Continuation of the divine blessing. Sir, are
lou ‘not afraid that plain folks- will begin to suspect you
ave a very bad cause; when driven to such shifis as these?
1 must not pass over the very learned criticism you have
given in pages 49, 50, on the words, bear, bearing sins, &¢.
asmeaning fo forgive, to forgive sins; as this is one of your
enlargements, and especially as it is a” specimen-of new
attainments in the Hebrew, “an imperfect knowledge of
which you have acquired” since the publication of your
first Address. As I desire to write for common edification,
I'vegret very much the necessity I am under, of resorting
to criticism, and from this consideration shall make as little
use of it as possibles” . . o
In your critical research; by the help ofTaylor, a Soci-
nian writer;, you have found the word nasa; “in twelve
texts applied to God, as bearing the iniquities of the peo-
ple—now, will any say, that when God is said to bear our
» ,
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intquity so often, he. is guilty and unclean ony
and therefore must bear the punishment o oy

- possible! Our translators did not-believe ore
translated the word differently ;”—thatis, f e,
&c. :But how are we.to know that our tr not
believe' this, seeing “they believéd many Jioh-
are false?” But references arellikewise made to-Joseph's.

~ breghren, praying him to bear (nasa) their’ t “her
roah praying. Moses and Aaron o bear his sin’ ing
Samuel, and Abigail praying David, to bear =i
all which places the word nasa is tranglated ;f e
1y in none of these cases.can the doctrines of nof

sin,-and vicaricus punishment be deduced.” This s the,
amount of this new criticism-from “an i-mp‘g’rfgfect?know
“ledge” of Hebrew. - And really, if [.wanted:to tofp litera
ry knight-errant to fight .wind-mills, I»migbtfsoon hecome
an adept by acquiring only an émperfect knowledge of He
-brew, and making a bold wse ofit. .. - ..o
. As for this much abused. word nasa being--.rendemdf,t" |
Jorgtve sin, to pardon, to take awgy iniquity, in that connec
tion, or in that sense in'which God is sought utos or. said
to-do it; let it be remembered:that it never :denotes tht

pardon of sin on.any other principle, than tl 23
atonement for sin; and on this. pfinciple .eve b Of‘
fender may. plead with his Maker to-take :a qur
ty, to forgive his sif; using.an expressidh th ithe
_procuring cause.of that forgiveness, i..e. the ne:

ment, which was poured forth while. the .vi¢tim appoiritd
- of God sustained-the burden and underwent the suffering
due 1o the transgressor. But Fhiave to observe further,ibals
well known and established Hebrew critic; who-had somé
-thing more than “animperfect knowledge” of that langhags.
‘has not given. the wird in question; the sense of #o Jorgin
- but; “Transitively fo beat with sin, or: sinners;.to fothets
.punishing them. Gen. 18. 24, 26, and-50, 17. . -Fxod: 10
17, and, 23, 21. ,Numb.-14. 19. Jsa..2..9.” Thisisthe
opinion of Dr. Parkliurst; svho,, in"these references,
-employedsas you may :see,-four.cut-of seven,-of the:verf
. passages .you adduced-in the case of Joseph’s biethret

~Pharaoh, Abigail; &c. as proof of your theotyyhich ‘i}'

.lfohc&‘shem,,your misgppj.icagion.of v,the,v:etb,msa.;.,;-;, i

.
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But for the sake of argument; and to put this matter
out of dispute, let us suppose that.the phrase bearing sin,
ogg. not mean; begring the punishment or consequencesof sin;
or in-plain.-terms, . let the words bearing sin, and forgiving
siny be synonymous and convertible, and sée into what
absurdities we are immediately involved. In every case
!whe:eva-mau is spoken of as bearing his sin, we are to
~understand it of the man’s forgiving his ownsinj and 'when,
- to use your own words, “Jesus boré inm his soul the.sins of
the world,” it means he forgave the sins of the world;
-and when 'God is in- Scripture said - to forgive, blot
outy-or pardon iniquity, we .are to understand, that God
really.bore it, even before Christ appeared in the world;
aad again, .when-you say, you “will patiently bear the me-
rited reproaches of the righteous,” it is -to be-understood
that you will forgive the merited reproaches, &c. Really
this looks like restoring the reign of chaos, and pulting the
whole art of reasoning out of countenace. ,
By this- time, some plain feader may inquire,~~why all
this criticism;-—all this particularity “about words;—and
why so much said about Jewish, sacrifices and ceremo-
\ Digstr—what-doth it prefit? I reply, that hereby we dis-
opver the real design of all who deny the Deity of Jesus
Christ. To do this consistently, it becomes neeessary tc
set aside the commonly received doctrine of atonement by
his, blood ; and of his substitution in the sinner’s place.
_To-accomplish this, it is -indispensible to put down the
'le’slimony of the Mosaic atoneménts,. and not suffer them
tosay one word in favour of substitution in any shape
whatever. .This. would prove their overthrow at once.
The blood of illions of animals testifying loudly against
‘them, while discharging the N. Testament revelation of
allappropriate meaning relative to the sacrifice of the Sor
of God, and establishing a.Janguage suitable to-their owr
theories, would ruin them altogether. Hence the old fash
toned phrases by whidh plain folks used Lo express, a8 thej
thought, _the miod of God, sich as atonement; propitiation.
rarsomy redeniption, Christ dying for us; in our siead, bearing
oty sins, -&c. &c. must now all be deprived of their old
shape, .and dischargéd asthe ‘‘dninteigible language of
our ancestors.” An “imperfect knowlédge” of the He-
> 9 .
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brew, with the Socinian gloss:of Priestly, ™ °
Taylors, can easily furnish- a new nom

will define the word atonement, to mean,

iliation, propitiation, regeneration, union, sar

ion, ransom, purging, cleansing, and any

except expiation, and substituiion, and satisfaction.
don of sin need have no other ground than the s
sentance, and the divine favour is afforded as t
of his obedience. 'The blood of animals, and ‘the
Christ being divested.of all vicarivus import and
meaning, it is hard to tell of what usc they really
wherein consists their proper significance in the
ion of mankind. That this is a correct repres
will ‘be fully-established, if not already, in the.j
ion of the next-subject, with reference to which
ent is considered as only preparatery.

—

- | - LETTER VL
THE SACRIFICE OF JESUS CHRIST PROPITIL.
- " TORY. .

DEAR Sitty , . .

An inndcent éreature can beé in o heed of a Sar
n no need of repentance;—in no need of pardon
no need of sanétification.  But a sinnér; as such;
»f pardon; and if his Maker thinks. not prope
lhat pardon by an absolute act of sovereigntyj
vant of a Saviour; and meteover; ¥ hig naitu
;ame time that it contracted gudlt, contracted al
tain, and bécame depraved, he will need--a o
T'hat we have all sinned and: come short of the gloty of .Godys~ -
hat we are all guilty before God and liable to me :
yishment,—and that God will not pardom by an-
1ctof grace, dre axioms in theology that néed i
And if our natures have contracted a moral taint,
ome being or other, to restore our.lipsed power

™
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" " A Saviour has been graciously provided for us, and
imperiously becomes us.not only to believe in him, b
- narrowly to-examine, ander the guidance of God’s own it
nifestations, into the nature and offices of that Saviour;a
“at the same time, closely to consider, in what respects
stand in need of his assistance. These two views w
-have a tendency to throw light on each other. v
- From the foregoing letter, I think it must appear to ¢
ery discerning-mind, that the sacrificial termsof the cel
- monial law, may be fairly applied to the death of Chrit
But in the further'development of this - interesting su

- ject; we shall intmdm}g“’others,fvt'hich ‘open up more ful

the true nature of atonement; and which give a prop
.description- of that great sacrifice, as possessing in tru
aad reality that expiatory virtue, which the sacrifices
the law but relatively enjoined, emblematically represet
ed, and imperfectly reflected. Having now the aid,
both the Hebrew and Greek Scriptures, we cannot |
- easily mistaken. - But to enumerate the various passagc
- in which the death of Christ is represented to have be
a sacrifice, and the effect of this sacrifice 'to have he:
strictly propitiatory, would lead to 'such a prolix detail,
~would be incompatible with the design of a work as lim
ed as this must be. Nor can it be expected that I sheu
notice every fagitive objection, or hackneyed argume
which yonr book contains against the natare and desi.
of the Christian sacrifice, the commonly received noti

~ of which you have industriously laboured to destroy.

-~ On a subject so delightful, and so consaling, as the s
orifice of Christ, against which you have raised such
host of Socinian objections, it were desirable to avoid t|
-unpleasant ‘ task and unwelcome perplexities of disput
tious criticism. But having resorted to this as your ma
fort, it-becomes necessary to attempt its demolition; a
.by alittle time and patience, we hope, with the divine ¢
sistance, to crumble this fortress, and complete its dilaj
dation. T -

For the sake of the plain reader, I will here endeavoy
t3 bring you to a point, by gathering your views, and-pr:
senting your theory of the sacrifice of Christ in such

~Yight, as cannot well be misapprehended. You had decla
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ed that'the “first effect” of the legal sa¢rifices —~~ ‘%~

purgation- or cleansing of the transgressor; ' .

quence of this effect” was that atonement” toc »

tween him and his God. “The union._was. a
atonement made—the sin covered—cast into t

the sea, so ‘as to be seen no more.” But

reconcilable with a previous statement made

bLation in a quotation from Dr. Doddridge, re

use of the sacrifices: “They were never inten

ate offences to such a degree as to deliver the

the final judgment of God in another world:”

own words, this “was not a forgiveness or just

the spirit-by faith er grace.” - What then was

sins were fo be scen no more? - But to proceed

find an “effect,” and “the consequence” of an e

out definitely stating or- exhibiting the operat

which I believe to be the vicarious tmport and ea

ture of these sacrifices, as. I have before obse L
which you will not admit in your scheme. What is mere-
ly secondary, and an undoubled consequence, you =~
cole end of the atonement, and regolve the whole i

ceremonial purification. You deny that the, vie
substitute-inthe place of the offender,as a mediu

which the divine displeasure against sin was di

the divine placability obtaingd. IfI am not mis

is the true state of the question between us.. i
split exagtly ;and I firmly believe that your rout "
to the regions of infidelity ; while the one for wt ¥
tend, runs a direct conrse to the throne of God, passing
through the blood of the substituted Lamb of God that tak-

eth away the sin of the world, e
. In so many words, you have declared, that “Jesus Christ,

our great sacrsfice, has died to cleanse us fromrsin, and make

reconciliation;” which is certainly true, and will pass for.

sound doctrine in any orthodox pulpit. But liow to estab-

lish these results, upon that -principle which denies the

idoctrine of substilution, and satisfaction, in both the Mosaic

and Christian schemes, i5 what has never yet been done.

iNor can it eyer be done-on-that. plan which renders the -

f*pardon of sin by blvod unnecessary; seeing the act of for-

igiveness is based upon the. repentance of the sinner; and not

t .
)
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“on the blood” of expialion, or the nicarious obedience a
" passion of‘his surety. - Shall I be told here, that it is Go
_“plan, his own appointed method, to deal favourably with
_fenders through the intervention of bloody rites and sac
fices; which he could do without attaching to them the 1
“ture of expiation, or considering them vicarious. This
deny; and maintain that the pardon of sin by an absolt
‘act of sovereigaty, according to the notion of ‘the deist,
" @ much more consistent scheme. I know that God de:
~with sinners when he saves them, according to the plan, a

~the method his infinite wisdom has seen fit to adopt; b

i

< wash, cleanse, or purify us from sin? How doesjt ta!

J

we shouald be careful not to misrepresent Ais plan, by
"bricating one’ in our own heads, according to our vag
. theories, and then proclaim to the world that it isan exs
copy of the original that God shewed to“Moses in t
“mount; and to his Prophets and Apostles in subseque
) gAfter stating what you call the designs of the blood
Christ, and the effects, and thé consequences of the effec
using words angl phrases contrary to established usage a
the laws of exegesis; you complain of the charge of yo
-higving “denicd the cfficacy of his blood to redeem and'sa
sinners:®-&nd to rebut this charge, you raise the followi
.anticipated questions: “How does the blood of Jesus
fect these things in us? Or how does his blood sanctif

away sin—redeem us from sin?” &c. Your answer is v
“ry short: “Bytaith in his blood.” ‘This is very true up
_the good old plan whi¢h [ advocate. But in your sches

it may mean any thing or nothing. We are just where v

- were before. A new set of questions has to be settle

- What isthis faith? What place does it occupy in our ju
tification? "'What does it see in that blood? Nothinglil
 salisfaction;—nothing like expiatory virtue ;-—nothing lil
meritorious efficacy; it is not the blood of a substituted vi
Lt it isnot the stipulated price of: our redemption; it mu
not flow to appease divine displeasure; or satisfy divine ju
“tice. O, Sir, 1*do behold such a dreadful hidtus,~—such-
‘horrid divalsion in your scheme, as leaves no discoverab
foundation on which I could hope for salvation one m
ment?! - ‘ Qle -
- g*
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From this globmy prospect, howeve_r,,I':m;,lSt:not;tqrht

away, until, upon thorough examination,]I shall find 1 have: >

not been mistaken: This can be ascertained more -fully
by examining your notions respecting. “the sacsifice of

Christ Jesus,” beginning at p. 52, and: occupying 30 pages :

3

of your book. 'And as the principal foree of your argu-
ment'rests on the meaning -of the words bearing sins, tgk-

ing away sins, intended to- express, as.you_suppbse,’ not the! .

bearing of sins in a way of burden and 'suffering for them;

|

P

but merely the bearing them away, or putting them away

by forgiveness, we shall exarine into this matter partice- .

larly, and somewhat critically of course. A
. There are two words used in the 53d chapter of Isaiah to
express bearing sin; the one is sabal, in the eleventh verse,

and nasae. in the twelfth, This lafter is capable of various'

meanings, according {o the nature of the subject with which.

it is connected. “So we find it,” says Dr. MGee, “when -

joined with the word sin, constantly used throughoutScrip-

.ture, either in the sense of forgiving it, on-the one hand;

or of sustaining, either directly or in figure, the pénal cor
sequence of it, on the other. Of this latter:sense, I findnot
less than 37 instances, exclusive of this chapter of Isé_xia_ﬁ;,

in all which, bearing the burden of sins, so as te be render-

‘ed liable to suffer on account of them, séems clearly.and.

‘unequivacally expressed. In most cases, it. implies pv*
- mishment endured or incurred.”  On afonement, p. 240. ‘
' This same word, he informs us; when connected with .
“sins, iniquities, &c. and also when combined with'the words:

disgrace, reproach, shame, &c. “of which there -are 180 be*

found, and- inall of them, as before, the word is used:in"

- the sense of enduring, suffering. The idea: therefore ofa

' burdep to"be_sustained, is evidently contained in all these-

passages. Of the former.sense of -the: word, : when com
' nected with sins, iniquities, offences, either.expressed or uf

derstood, namely, that of forgiving, there are 22; in alfof
- which-cases, the nominative to the verb nasa is.thép?’%‘} |
-

who was .to grant forgivenéss, - To forgive then, on’

i‘pé(t‘dfhimﬁghp had the power so to do and to sastaif
:-‘on the part of him who was deemed eitlier actually.or .
. guratively the offender, seem to exhaust the significations,.

of the word nasa, when connegcted: with sins, transgressions

e
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and words to that import.” This, Sir, fully confirms what
¢ I before advanced in reply to the new matter which grew
out of your imperfect knowledge of the Hebrew respect-
~ iug the word nasa being applied to God, Joseph’s brethren,
!_&’,_c‘. - And T'will now affirm, what you dare not to deny
before any master of Hebrew language, that the generic
 signification of the- word nasa, when applied to sins, seems
~ tobe that of” bearing, suffering, enduring: and then, on the
~'part of the. sinner, it implies, bearing the burden, or penal
consequences of - transgression: And on the part.of him
against whom the offence has been committed, bearing with,
aud patiently enduring it. : B -
“:To show the inaptitude of the word nasa being made to
signify bearing away, or taking away sin; if I were confined
to.one single passage in thé Bible, I would select, as mark-
4ing most decidedly, that th¥s word has not acquired the
sense of forgiving, through the signification of bearing away,
‘I say, I 'would select that very -one, Exod. 10. 17, which
you adduced to prove that it did. When Pharoah says
untp Moses forgive, (nasa) I pray thee, my sin only this once,
and entreat the Lord that he may take away from ine this death,
if. the word nasa were rendered bear away, or take away,
“it must then be, take away the punishment of my sin, Do
you ask rfie why? 1 reply; because the takihg away the
sin itself is unintelligible, and it is only in the other sense
i that the.word can be said to acquire the force of forgive-
‘ness, i,.e. a remission of the merited punishment. But let
the ‘'word expressing forgiveness, be also admitted to con-
vey the force of enduring, bearing with, all is perfectly na-
tural ; and Moses having thus forgiven the sin of Pharoah,
‘might reasonably be called on to entreat the Lord to remit
the punishment. The language of Scripture furnishes
no authority for translating the word nasa, when connect-
ed with inquities, in the sense of bearing away. But if you
will “press the contrary, we will give it one more trial.
ln‘%ﬁrm 5.7, compared with Jer.. 31, 29, 30. and to the
application of it also in Ezek. 18. 19, 20, and.in Nam, 14.
33. it will.be found in allof these, that the sonsare spoken
of as ‘bearing the sins of their fathers, and in none can itbe
pretended; that they were to bear them in the sense of
bearing them away, or iii any other/sense than in that of
suffering for them: the original term to express this, is sa~
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bal in the passage in Lamentations, and’ nasa in all ‘the

- rest.. Now for-the examples: Doth not the s¢ LA
sa) the: iniquity of the father? To this'the p b
plies, referring to the judicial dispensation unc w
covenant, the son “shall- hot bear '(nasa)’ the o 3
‘the father, neither shall the fathér bear (n’ i
quity of the'son. " In the passage in Num. the d
to bear ‘(nasa) the abominations- of their fa /.
in all thése places, make the word read bear i
quity, &c. -and then apply the sense of forgzm t
once makes perfect nonsense. - The word s -
tion to sins, is éxemplified but in two passages; the one. in
Lamentations just’ quoted—the JSathers have's: e -
“nolyand we Hhave borne their iniquitics; or, ‘as y
renders it, we have undérgone the punishme -

o P

quities’: the other is Isai.53. 1. 'when speaki
suffering for his people: Dr. Lowth renders
pumshment of their iniquities he shall bear.”
force of this word will not admit'of quesuon. “4In eer
passage,” says M’Gee, “where it is nof, cont
the word sins, or sorrows, in the literal sense’
burden, we chn have but Jittle difficulty to disc
rification, where it is‘so connected.” "Now w
this word: sabal so strictly” and’ exclusively’ ap
sbearing & burden; standing connected with inig
11th’ verse, exactly asnasa is with sin in the'1
Isa. 53. can z .any thing more be wantmg to stn
argument concerning the word nasa? "This p
ture seéms designed to disclose the whole schc
sence of the Christian atonement;and, fromt
alndﬁfamlllar references madé to it by thi New
wmtersnt appears to be recogmzed by ‘(;m, !
ing the true basis of its exposition. ’
T will avail’ myself here of the testimohy of t
rable Lowth, in his admirable translation., “
V. 4. Surely our infirmities he hath 1 bor
" And oursorrows he hath carried (sa
Y'et we. thought ‘him Jud:iucally stric
"Smitten-of God and affli ted.
5 But he ' was wounded fo ur transgressxons,
Was smxtten for our mlqumes. o

s -T"“T*m-fﬁwv’,svrtnfv,v‘ ;3 -
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. The ehastisement by which our peace is effected
was laid-upon hims s
.. "And by‘his bruises we are healed.
8. Weall like sheep have strayed: :
We have turned aside, every-one-to his own way3
And Jehovah hath made to light upon-him the ini-
- quity of us all. C o
7. It was exacted, and he was made answerable, &c.
8. He was cut off from the land of the living:
- For the transgression of my people he was smitten
- to.death. : ' : .
. 18. Yet it pleased Jehovah to crush with affliction.
. 1f his soul shall make a propitiatery sacrifice,
. . He shall see aseed, &c. - - ’ -
... 11, Ofthe travail of his soul'he shall see (the fruit)
. and be satisfied. o .
By the knowledge of him shall my servant justify
: -~ many; . : o
-« - For thg punishment of their iniquities he shall bear.
. (sabal) -
> 212, Aud he bare (nasa) the sin of many::
~ >..Aand- made intercession for the transgressors..
Here we behold the vail that covered the mystery .of
our redemption, which long lay hid beneath the shade of
Jewish ceremonies and types, now lifted ap by that-pro-
shet- justly called evangelical, divinely commissioned to
escribe that great propitiatory sacrifice, whereby our sal-
vation has been effected, as plain as it is possible for lan-
wage to convey it. This chapter may justly challenge
or its title, the passion of Jesus Christ, according to Isatah. We
feel disposed to set down in company with this blessed pro-
Phet, to enjoy the blissful hope that he did, apprehending
uo danger from enemies, and out of the noise of their ca-
villations.  But no, this must not- be:—Behold a. host of
Socinian critics, headed by Priestly, Sykes, J. Taylor, H.
Taylor, Crellias and Dodson, with a humber of under-gra-
duaterin their rear, pressing after them, all intent on mak-
ing war upon the prophet, until they-either destroy him,
or effett a capitulation on their own terms. The usual
method has been to single out onc expression {rom this
entit¢ passage, and by undermining its sigpificatiop, to
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shake -the whole context into ruins. -

of many, it is contended, must. signil

them away, or remove them, by whic

‘meant here, as one of them expresses i

ing away from us our sins'and iniquit

To help out with this theory, the apostles

ter are made to speak a sentithent they ne
So when Paul says that “Christ was once. «
the sins of many, (Heb. ‘9. 28.) and (1 Pet. 2.
~his own self, bare our sins in his.own body onti

is contended that the rendering should be, He bare away

the sins.of many, &c. Here again, to bear sin,
glve sin; are made synonymous and convertible, 1
“the idea of substitution altogether, To support
nian hypothesis you have introduced Isai. 53. 4.
lor’s ‘interpretation,- which you endeavour to
‘Mat. 8. 16. 17. where the evangelist applies
of the prophet to Christ, when employed in c:
vils:and curing diseases. “Himself ‘took o6u

~ and bare our sicknesses.” The inference -

- draw from this: passage is, that as Christ’s.ca
vils and. healing the sick, are .to be understc
moyal of those evils; so his bearing sin, mast}
of his bearing it away, that is, by forgiving it =

I haye two objections to the use you make.o
Petér:—Your translation is erroneous; for the
anaphero, which is there rendered. bare, does
tive and most direct signification mean, to bea
endure, or shoulder up any thing.* It strictly sig
‘up, not bear away, and to carry up, not carry a

- is.commonly applied’in the sense of offering

© as carrying.t-dp to the‘altar: and. therefore )
ed:to. Christ bearing up with him, in his.own
(ept ulon) to.the cross. . It fairly admits the-
ing as a burden; and joined to-the word sins
thereby signifies the bearing their punishme
the burden of suffering which they.impose. 1
ported here from another consideration; -tl
ofiphero;:is.to bear, but. with the. force of th

- position ana, upward, it signifies to bear up a

~in133 passages, of the. Old Testament, ibis. woww,; vy . voev @3-
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venty, in their translation of the Hebrew, in which it nes
ver occurs in the sense of bearing away. ot
. But I further object to your reference of the text in Pes
“ter, to the 4th verse-in the 53rd of Isaiah. ‘It should be to
the 11th and 12th, - Because Peter quotes the very words
of the prophet, and what is worthy of remark, he quotes
hem too in the language of the Seventy, which leaves
not a singlé doubt of his stating them in the very same
sense in.which they used thet; and that when he says
. Christ bare our sins' in his own body on (or to) the cross, he
- means to mark, that Christ actually bore the burden of our
sins, and suffered for them all that he endured in his last
. agonies. - : " ‘ .
Asito the reference of Mat. 8. 17 to Isa. 53. 4. I have .
o objection; nor do I see any difficulty in barmonizing
them without your gloss, Let the first clause in edch re-
Inte to diseases removed, and the second to sifferings éridured;
and all will be plain and easy: Tl Greek woids elabe
dnd ebastasen in Matthew, bear to-each other the propor-
tion of the verbs Nasa and Sabal in Isaiahjthe former in .
. each of these pairs being generic, and extending to all
. modes of taking or bearing ori or away: and the latter be-
ing specific, and confined to the single mode of bearing, as @
Burden.  There are 26 places in all (exclusive of this of
Mats 8. 17) in the New Testament, in which the word bas-
#ass0 occurs, and in no one is the sense any other than that
of bearing, or lifting as a burden. 1 will here cite some of
therh, and apply your rendering in a parenthesis, and we’
shall at once discover its inaptitude’ and nonsensical shape.
Tius Mat, 20, 12. “have borne (borne oway) the burden
and-heat of the day.,” Luke 14, 27. “Whosoever doth
not bear (bear away) his cross.” John16.12. “Butye can-
ot bear them (bear them away) now.” Acts 15. 10, “4&
yoke.on the neck of the disciples, which neither our fa-
dhers nor we were able to bear” (to bear away.) Gal. 6. 2+
4¢ Bear ye (bedr ye awdy) oné another’s burdens > And 5. 10:
¢¢He that troubleth you shall hear (bear away). his judg-
snept.” Rom: 15, 1. “We that are strong ought to bear
with (bear diay) the infirmities of the weak” The irrele-
wancy; and inconsistency of such a gloss, must evidently
:PPeak' without further specimens: and thrus is the origin-
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al objection.derived from St. M "
prophecy, completely removed:
bearing applied by the evangeli
ly different from that which t
sins; o that no conclusion can
use of the_word which shall bey _
received sense in the latter relation. ... .
" As I conceive the establishment of this poi
at least half the battle, I must detain a mome
it: and 4s the testimony of your “learned Hel
Dr. Taylor, is important to me in this case,
adduce it to confirm imy statement respecti
nasa.. 'The purport of his criticism on that
Key to the Apostolic* Writings, (No. 162) is to for *
bear awaij, or-take dway, and this you_have’
lowed as a delicious morsel of biblical cr
Sir, I am really at a loss to know how you
this saime Dr. Taylot, in his definition.of JV
~brew Concordance, which I presume was.u
‘when yott wrote. Thus..the Doctor writes:
beat, 1 lift up; tobear, to syffer afiliction, trov
reproach, shame, punishment, sin, iniquity, " I
and 24. 15, Numb, 18. 22. Ps. 59. 7.—88. 15.
Ezek. 14. 10.—39. 26.” Now, by carefully
this quotation, and especially the texts referre
be seen how this author refutes himself very
"1t Will be found, that to béas sin, is to suffer th
due to it, and two of the texts (Ps. 59..7, and
apply to no other than the suffering Saviour
I will connect with this the testimony of L
‘whose consummate learning-and industry no
tion. That . part of his explanation which
present controversy, is as follows: *To bear,.
twaters of the flood did the ark. Gen. 7. 17,—
7y as'a burden. Gen. 45, 23. Exod. 25, 14.—

ds an offender; to bbar it himself as a burden,
reckoned.as a sinner, and punished accerdingly. -.

17.~24. 15. et al. freq.— T bear sin in a vic
or instead of the sinnér; .and that whefher
Exod: 28. 38, Lev. 10. 17 and 16 21.)—=
53. 4, 12.”" (Heb, Eng. Lex. under Nasa,) .
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~ With such a testimony as that of Dr. Parkhurst, and
even'that of your learned friend Dr. Taylor, may ¥ not
triumphantly declare my point to be unequivocally estab-
lished., And now, what is the resalt of this unavoidahly

- ‘prolix investigation? Itis this: That the original terms,

, when connected with the word. sins, 6r INIQUITIES, are,
throughout the,entire of the Bible.employed to signify, not

" bearing-them -away, in the indefinite sense of remoring them,:
but sustaining them, as a burden, by suffering their: penal conse-
quencgs: and. this not only. where the individual was pun-
4shed for' his own sins, but where he suffered for the sins
of others.. This point being. as I conceive, fully and fair-

1y established, your whole theory respeating the "ancient
sacrifices goes “to -ruins; und we behold, rising up more
_gro.mi‘nently than ever, the gospel salvation, though in‘em~

ryo, beneath the shade of Jewish ceremonies ard types,
which were shadows of good things to come. Here we
see the appointed victim bleeding as an emblematic sub-
stitate in the place of the tranggressor, bearing the sym-
bolical burden of his sins, ‘whicﬁ (by the imposition of his
hands on its head at the eltar, accompanied by the con-

~ fession of his guilt,) wére typically translated to it, and in

" .consequence thercof, death is .inflicted -as the desert -of

those sins committed by the offerer. In this view of tha

subject the institution of animal sacrifice; secms to bave

‘been peculiarly significant, as containing the vervele-

‘ments of religious knowledge. What memorial could be

.devisud more apposite than this to .exemplify that death

which had been denounced against man’s disobedience?

What could more significantly exhibit the awful lesson of

that -death which was the wages-of sin, and at the same

:time represent that death which was actually to be un-

dergone by the Redeemer of mankind? Have we not here

eonnected in one view the two great cardinal events in
the history of man, the fall and the recovery? For ‘my

-part, I will readily acknowledge if these things are not so

‘the Bible is a strange book,.and the ancient ceremonial’

dnstitations it contains, the most insignificant in meaning,

-and inapposite in-application: But there can be no mis-

take heres The sacrifick of :Christ was a trueand effective

P;saerﬁce,-‘vqhﬂst those-of the i-la]vg were but faint representas

i
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tions and "inadequate copies, intended {
They-were merely preparations for this
which they were to havé their entire co o
this. point let us now turn our attention, P
not- sufficient: authority, . from reason.-i, . Ch
ats’ truth and unequivoeal establishment. . . .. o0 5
~ In the first place,then, I'lay it down’as a sell ‘g
tuitive position, that a perfectly pure avd. in

)
‘canngtbe the subject of pain and suffering w I
no guilt, either personal or assumed. - This s i
for a moment be doubted.. - It is an axiom inr '
versally acknowledged, that “virtue and haj Lo
and ‘misery, aress elosely connected as cause PR
The moral,administration of God has wisely -ar P

1y displayed the truth and fitness of this :pri1
does the history: of the universe afford a single
its violation,. Not only so;——but it must be det
{hat there is an absolute, nay, a physical impossil
- the very.nature or constitution of moral inteHig o
‘that any of them should ‘endure the suffering of pain of
death where there is ne guiit assumed in the place of anc-
ther, or where there is nopersonal Helinquency on the pars,”
of the sufferer. - For an innocent being, therefore, - to feel
-pain, and die, without sin, real or imputed, would ‘be .af
“once a demonstration of the fallacy of the principle. The
conghusion now to be drawn is legitimate and fair,. that i
" Christ. died for sinbers at all, he must have suffered -and™
died as their substitute, i. e. in their room: and stead. Wik~
“you tell me here, thatthough he did not die as a substi-
‘tute, yet he died according to the appointment of God, 1o |
answer a bencvolent purpose, and produce much-good?’; .
- I'reply, that God will never do-evil that good may-come: . {
|

f
)
t
i
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“and the appointment of an innocent being without persol
“al.or assumed guilt, to long-centinued, and in the last.i
- stancé, intense suffering, would:-be doing that very thinge”
- 1 see'no way.to justify the divine -conduct in such a case;. 1

It would be ap'act of arbizary cruely, and 7 "z
fringement of moral justice, Suppose the ja 38
~ district werc-to enter. up, a judgment against g -

. paymentof:a lirge. sum: of money:for a deb: r
- personally contracted, or assumed to-pay as:suTeyy. waud
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ther, and then tell youhe-did itnot fromany principle’of law

or equity, ‘but to answer some good and benevolent pur-
pose ;—would you acqniesce, and admit that the end sanc-
tified the means? Rather would you not complain, and.de-

~ mand where was‘the law, human or divine, that would sup-
', ‘port and sanction such a procedare.. If then Messiah was
cut off, but not for himself; if he died for our sins, having
no sin of his own, but approved of God himself, being well
pleased with him, can you tell me how it came about, that
the inoffensive sufferer, the harmless, spotless Lamb ot

" God, éndured through all his life, but especially in his last.
agonies, such a scene of suffering and-death, as terrified
] # Ised creation to behold, if he died not inthe gin~
1 ? You have undertaken to enumcrate five ends
of the death of Christ; namely: “To take out
7 the law that was against us,—to introduce the
g gospel,—to destroy death and the grave,—te-
1 the dark vail between earth and heaven,—anq
to display the ‘love of God to sinners;” bnt how you can
‘get all these designs into.operation withont making the di--
vine Being violate the pignciple of moral jusiice, stiil ro-
mains an enigmatical proposition, which the most acuic So-
dinian ingenuity has ncver yet been able to solve.. Byt
the advocate of Christ’s suretyship and substifution is quite
at home “here, and finds no difficulty. He not: only can
see what you have stated to be the ends of Christ’s dgath,
rather as the results  of that death; but likewise, in’ that
‘death itself he can discover a vicarious sacrifice, by which

- his guilt is expiated, a real atonement made for his soul;

- and hence he is brought nigh to God by the blood of Christ.
) - ‘Another argument, no' less weighty and invincible, is
drawn from the nature of the divine law, and perfections of
God:  All men by the law are justly pronounced guilty
~@nd deserving death. This law is holy, just and good. It

_ -does not comport with the justice, truth and faithfulness

“af the divine law-giver, to suspend or remit its penalty;

+ that were -an actof unrighteousness and an infraction of

- his own perfections, He is, from his own nature, bound

to exevute the just and equitable sentence of the law,

which being indispensible, must fall somewhere. It is ea-
E’y %o see the propriety of its coming down on the bead of

e A A~
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the personal ‘transgressor, but it will not: refuse a proper;

voluntary, adequate substitute, by which-justice may.be

satisfied, the honours of the law maintained, and pardons
obtained, without any flaw or chasm in the divine adminis-
{ration. There can be no remission of §in without satis-

faction, made cither by the singer himself, or by a legal -

substitute assuming his place, and hecoming answerable®

VD]

for the righteous claims of law in his_pardon and restora-

tion to divine favour. W.ill you tell me, “This scheme -

destroys the ideas of grace.and forgiveness, for the surety -

to pay the full demand, and then the creditor forgive?” "1

answer, no. Waving the argument arising from the:dis- .

tinction between pecuniary and moral debt, let u"s,tz'i,ke'i,g.c 1

upon the debt and credit plan, as the objection gomes.

Suppose you owe alarge sum, and have no property or . -

funds wherewith to pay it; you are arrested by judgment
-and cast into prison,—a benevolent man, say a son of your -
creditor, pays up the debt and releases you, the original

ereditor is salisfied, but lo! you are as much under obli:

gntion to the son, your surcty, as ever; but suppose hie did
all this through disinterested :Benevolence, as an entire:
gratuity, and consequently forgives you the debt, is there .

‘not grace and. forgiveness here; and yet satisfaction.reni

‘dered to law and justice by the benevolent transactions df-
your surety? The debt is really paid, and (feely remitted
too hy him who paid it for you. The father, your original -
creditor, does not object, nor does -law object, if.the son,
‘your surety, thinks proper to forgive you the debt. - Will

you drife on a little further, and say with Socinus; *God ~

is our Crealor: oursins are débts which we bave.contract-. .

‘ed with him; bitevery one.may yield up his right,and-
more especially God, who is'the supreme Lord.of all,and

‘extolled inthe Scriptures for-his liberality and goodriess. -

Hence then it is evident that God-can pardon sips without..-

‘any satisfaction received.” Here the deist .will heartily=
join issue. at once. - But this is entirely a fallacious mode 5
‘of reasoning: . It confounds right, as it respects pecunia= -
ry debts, and right, as it 9esp¢cts government, . The former . |
~may be given up by an individual without satisfactien;but =
thc latter cannot, without infringing the claim of justice«

Our sigs are ‘fﬂllcd,debts, not properly, but metaphoricallys:

< s
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]t ls~no uncommon ‘thing for moral oblxgatlons to be- ex~
,p§essed in lanomge borrowed from pecuniary transactions. :
. Fora man'to owe a debt of obedience, or owe his life to the *
;yasﬂce of his coyntry, or for one to pay a ‘debt of gratltude
~~n0 one-mistakes these things, by uaderstarding them of *

’ .pecunlary transactions. -Witiout this distinction it'is-tot :

“difficult t6 see with what plausibility unbelievers may, ar- |

L
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3

.'gue against the truth of the gospel, but likewise how the i

* want of it ha$ been the occasion of many -errors amongst
the professors of christianity.

Butstill, those who pervert, as' well as thoee who oppose
the docfrine of atonement; are not contented, and continne
ito - press. thefr objcctxons. What need “of satisfaction ?
“Might not God forgive without it? ~ Would it not show

greater mercy? To which it may be rephed that God is
not onb just, but he is Justice itself, justice in the abstract,

Je s essential justice. . And justice, by its very nature,\'

mus’t e&xctto the utmost farthma,clse it were not justice.

‘0 remit 1s mercy, it is not justice. And the- attnbutes
of God must not contradict and oppese each other: they
- ‘miust- all harmonize and stand infinite and complete. How.
« tlich can God forgiveat all? How can infinite mercy a:d,
- Jjustice stand together? The wonderful economyof ofir
: redemp\lon will answer, by réeferring to the obedience and-

‘passion; of the Savidur. ~ Here the mercy of God magni-
‘figs his Justlce. his_justice exalts his mercy, and both his
infinite ‘Wisdom: This is the sum and substance, the Al-
pha' aruj Omeg't ‘of the Christidan religion; the contr'xry

contrad:cts the rewlatlon of God, and ‘introduces'the relgn

" of chaos,
“But T now proceed to confirm the doctrme of the Chns.
. tian atonemeut, as a vicarious sacrifice, from the ‘word of .
Gnd.  After- what has been proven concerning the 53vd
“ehap. of Isaiah, which contains the whole scheme and sub+
* stance of the Christian sacrifice, I need not enlarge on those, .
passages of the New Testament which so amply and com-
Prehe:sively " descrite his matter, that the writers of that
portion of revelation em to have had that chapter per-
petually in view, insomuchi that there isscarcely a passage

L and atoning: vxrtue of the -death of Christ, that may ngt
10 # (=0

. - ¢
; : . .

in'the 'nospels or epistles, relating to the sacrificial nature |
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obviously be traced to this example. "So that in fortifying - |
this part of Scripture, we establish-the fourdation of-the, |
entire system. .For the sake of brevity, our quotations .
shall neither be-humerous nor lengthy. -We are told-in -
the words of our Lord, that the-Son of ‘man came to.give
his life.a rarsom for many; (Matt. 20..28.) that, as'St. Paul 2 3
expresses  it, he gavehimself aransom forall, (1 Tim.2:6.) ‘
that he was offered to bear the sins -of-many, (Heb: 9. 28.)
that God made him io be sin for us who knew no sin, (2 Cor:
5. 21,) that Christ redeemed us from the -curse of ‘the law;
being made a curse. for us, (Gal. 3. 13.) that he suffered:for:
sins, the-just for the unjust, (1 Pet. 3, 18.) that.‘he “died for.
the ungodly, (Rom. 5. 6.) that he gave himself for us;(Tit. 2
14.) that he died for our sins, (1' Cor. 15. 3.) and was deli-:

vered for our offences, (Rom.—4. 24.) that he gave himself fOT g

us an offering ‘and a sacrifice to God, (Eph. 5. 2.) that we are - 5
reconciled to God by the death of his Son, (Rom. 5: 10,) thathis.,
blood was-shed for many for the remission of sins, (Mat. 26 -
28.)—These; and many others,.that might be added, were.
it necessary lere to enlarge the number of witnesses, all
directly refer to the prophet Isaiah, and. fully.establish ¢ -
Exﬁgpi’tiatory sacrifice and oblation -of the*Son of God'
gainst this host of testimony, so full, so positive, andso; - |
strong, one -would think there could not possibly be anab- *
jection. -But what will not human “fhilosophy and vain
‘deceit” undertake, when the wisdom of manis to bé.exalt-"
-ed ahpve the wisdom of God. We must now have:ano-
ther scuffle with Socinian criticism; the word foryin all
‘these passages,’is to have a gloss that entirely changes their
‘commouly received import, and leaves us without a subs
stitute. ~The metaphiysical ingenuity of Dr, Priestly;with
the industry-and acuteness‘of Sykes and Taylor, have for;, -
pished the rational expositors of the present day, with
‘quite. an easy way of extricating themselves from the. "
‘shackles of Scripture Janguage. . When Christ is said.
to have died for us,’it.is to be interpreted.dying on our ac-.
 count, or. for our benefit. Says Priestly, “If,; when rigorously
interpreted, it shall be found, that if Christ had not diedy
[uz? must have djed, yet it is still, however, only consequen:
tally so, and; by. no ‘means’ properly~and directly. o, a5, 8
 ubstitute-for us.” He thinks the writers, being accustont-

’
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¢l to the strong figarative expression of the East, used the
phrase, ke died for us, “or in our stead, without meaning
, itin a strict and proper sense.” You. have joined with
- these your leaders, and seem'to have mounted upon their
, thoulders, from which lofty elevation you have made a
great display of criticism on the Greek preposition- trans-
~ lated for, until you havé criticised the very'life out of it,
rather. than suffer it to express the idea of substitution.
I the “many hundred places where huper ( for) is used in
. the New Testament, you have never found it translated in_
the stead of but in two texts. 2 Cor. 5. 20. “We pray
) yoi in Chris’s stead,” (huper) and Philem, 13. “Whom L'
- vould have retained 'with' me, that in thy stead he might
have ministered unto me:” but in neither of these is the
death of Chaist implicated.” (p. 80.) Well, what of that?
Still it is true, that huper, is, in-these two texts, rendered
in the stead of, and certainly means substitution there, let
- the subject be what it may; but bring it to the death of
Christ, and it is huper still, and will express the same sen-
timent, * But by a certain magic, which has more to do in
| your criticism, than any writer ] eéver examined, you .are
efiabled to find out that the word huper, if it “must signify
; sbstitution,” will make ¢Paul and other apostles suffer as
substitutes for us-—christians substitutes for one another,
and in ‘the same sense as Jesus was—christians substitutes
for Christ, and suffered-in his room and stead—Christ was
asdbstitate in the stead of our sins—and entered into hea-
ven in our rodbm and stead.” My dear Sir, did you think
that either wise men or foois would profit by such an out-
| Ige on common sense as this? Must we attribute this
gross departure from all rules of correct usage and ipter-
Pretation of Tanguage, to a want of knowledge or sincerity?
,Toone or the other of these alternatives we are inevitably
left. " Will you leave your learned languages for a mo-
ment, and tarn over Johnsoun’s Dictionary to the word for,
and there learn that it has forty different acceptations, ac-
cording to the subjects with which it is connected: you
will there learn that in one of them it means snbstitution.
Well, suppose I contend it means substitution in -the re-
aining 39, and apply it accordingly; would :you not at
Q,0n¢e set me down for, a fool, a liypocrite, or a literary mad-

. - .
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man.  Bat I'act just as conalstently as . you' haye done i
your management of the word huper, iwlich appears 1o,
have met your reseavclrin “many hundred places,”’and in
only two are you willing that it shall have the force.of sub-
stitution; and this, no doubt, the more readily, beyause
the death of Christ is_not the subject with which'it: stands;
comected There are four Greek preposmons, dw, perty’
huper and anti, used in the New Testament in cxplaining’
this doctrine; the two former refer to the occasion and cause
of Christ’s’ death ‘that i is, our sins. Thus, in Rom. 4+
“Who was delivered Jor our offenuces,” mot in the roun and
stead of ouroffences, I grant. But when Christ died, [ forr-us, i, the
subject is changtd, the manner of the-cxpression ISVaﬁed, ,
and huper, whenever it refers to Christ’s sufferings; it plam-
ly signifies his being substituted in our room :and stead; as
in Rom. 5. 6.. “Christ died, huper ascbon, for the ungodly ”,
And Tit. 2. 14. “Who gave himself, huper hemrm, Jor us
As for anti, T'contend' that itis seldom or. never used-but to;
signify the substitution of one thing or person in the “Toom’
of anothery thus, when Christ is said to give his life a ran
som; anti pollon, Sfor many, (Mat. 20. 28. Mark 10. 486.) this.
evidently implies his being substituted “in theii place, asy
the frequent use of it in other Scriptures evinces. (SeeMat.

A}

l

2.22. and 5. 38.and 17. 27, ‘Luke 11..11. &c. &e. ).

-1 could, were ‘it necessary, abundantly . establish:the -
point in: hand from examples drawn from Greek writers,
who have fised the word huper in all the force of substitu-
tion.. Do you recollect the story of Seuthes:and Episthe:
nies in Xenophon? “The former bemg about to put’ to; death,
a beautiful youth he had ¢aptivated; was arrested. by the.
htter, ‘who being a great Jover. of’ youth, proposed fo die’ -
in hi$ stead: Seathes asks him;**‘Are you willing; Ep\S'
thenes, huper toutou apothanem, todie in his place?” ‘Beiug.

answered, without hesitation, in. the affirmative, by laying:

down his neck for the life of the lad, Seuthes turned to the

youth and- inquired”ei paisein ‘auton aNTI ekeinou, if he

were wnllmg, that he (Epistbenes) should suffer instead of
hlm?” ~Here hupar and anti are used- alternately in this"
sm«le instance in the fullest sense of substxtutlon, which.no’
one can-doubt. Tn the history of Greece it is recorded of
Agestlaﬂs; that he decreed, that if any.one. should glvee- 7

"
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way higharse or his armour,&e. in order to get ridof military
service, that he must, at the same time, have some one ready,’
huper autow/apothanoumenon, who would die in his place, if
ke expected to live; thereby giving him fully to under-

J stand; that for such a crime he must die himself, unless he

’could'procure some one to take his place. Another in-

* tance we bave in “Antilochus, who” throwing himself
flown, low patros HUPER apothanon, to suffer death (in loco)
in the place of his father, obtained such glory, that he
alige, of all the Greeks, was stiled the lover of his father.”
The same idea is conveyed in the words of Caiaphas res-
specting our Saviowr’s dying HuPER fou laou, for the people,

?' that the whole nation perish not. (John 11. 50.) In like man~

- zer, (2 Sam. 18. 33) when David saith concerning Absalom,

~Tis doc ton thanator. mou ANTI sou, there is clearly express—
ed David’s wish that Ais. death had gone tnstcad of Absa~
lom's, That a vicarious death is dircctly asserted in- the

 above instances, I believe to be indisputable, and that the
Greeks were accustomed to use the words huper and antz
?‘S having the force of substitution, there can be no ques~

-~ tipn, . -

’ o What then is the fair and honest inference that ought
tohese been -drawy from the “many bundred places” that
Jou examined where ghe word Auper is used? Is it that,
because the word does-not necessarily|imply substitution in
all these passages, that therefore it does nof imply itin any 2
S'lﬂl kind of legic would soon shake all your work into ru-
15, and poorly was it worth while to employ it in this way
gaingtus,. We admit that-it would be [improper to say

that” Christ died nstead of owr offences, yét:we deny that

, it would be so, tosay, that he died instead of us. It is suf~
ﬁﬁlept, if' the different applieations of the ‘word carry a-
tonsistent mcaning. To die wnstead of us, and to die on ac~
tount of our offences, perfectly agree. .But this change of
‘he.;ewmssion necessarily arises from the change of the

Subject.  For Christ to die, therefore, for sin, and sinners,
Luiiderstand it plainly to signify that he died to expiate the
one,.and tustead of the others.- When he is said to die for
%, for our offences, the occasion and cause of his death are.
referred to, and then the words peri and dia translated for,
 3%e cogmonly useds but when he died for us, the worda

-
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huper:and ‘anti are used -to-denote av

express the real sense of substitutic

doubt is the fact, and I am willing to

tion on,it, as a-Scriptural doctrine, e ,

the following and many more passages; Viz.'
“For-scarcely (huper) for a righteous man-wil
peradventure (huper) for a good man some would
to die.”. ‘But'God commendecth his love towards .
while we ‘were yet sinners, Christ died (huper) fi 3
deny that the word for, in this connection, mean
tion might do for Bedlam, for sure no man in-
can'doit.” 1.Pet. 3. 18. “For Christ adso hath: ¢
ed (perz) for sins, the just (huper) for (instead of ) tt
Rom. 5. 5. “Christ died (huper) for, (insiead of)
1v.”. .1 Cor. 5. 7. “For even Christ ourspassov

Caadl L T

ficed (huper) for (instead’ of ) us.2 "-Rom. 5. 8, ;o

were yet sinners, Christ died (huper) for (insté
Mat. 20. 28. “The Son of man-came to give his

3

dom ‘((t_nt‘i', for, (instead of ). many.” (Seg also Mar R

oS

Tit: 2. 14. “Who gave himself -(huper) for; (i ok

us.”. In 1. Cor. 45. 3, it is said Chrisd “died for our'sins

and in fGa;l. 1. 4, Who gave hfmse{ffor.‘bur'sim‘;- i?;f.?-’ﬁéth.' L
places huper is7used to convey a substituijve force in the-con=.

nection I have already noticed; apafténtion to which wilk

obviate your statement respectingzMati 26.-28. “This ig -
my bloogd of the New Testament, which is shed for many”—=

(peri.) Here ' you say, “huper is explained by. peri,. W, jeh

never signifies substitution.”” This you think is so concla-!

sive that_“thepicestcritic cannot pervert-it-to sigmifysub-

stitution.” Pefmit me. just to hint here, *what I thinka’
pice eritic would have: done: Not only his nicety, bathie-

honésty would have led- him to quote the whole verse: .
“This is my.blood of the.New Testament, which is:shed

for many, for the:rémission of sinss” Thigilast * *7%%
verse ‘you left-out. It seems to-have a direct re b
the blood wherewith Moses established gnd:san H
first covenant, and plainly marks out- the siiilit ¥
pature and .objects of the two-covenanls, at th [
that Christ:was prescribing the great sacramen! <
‘moration of his own.death. . Even Dr. Priestly| <
!Lmitsv" these words to imply, -“that the death. of wuypse ag’ .:;
& o ’ , . RN -
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¢ some respects- resembles a sin-offering under the lawi” a

. concession that naked truth ought to constrain every manto

. mitke. Ftherefore deny that the word Auper, in Luke 22. 20,

*whigh is a collateral ‘passage, is explained by peri, as yot
aver in the textin Matthew, soas not to imply substitution.

‘@ The expressions of the twe evangelists are not the same?
Q’Luke says, “This cup is the New Testament i my: blood;
which is shed. (Auper) for you.” Matthew has it, “shed

_ (peri) for many,” adding what you left out, as hefore observ~
edgso that . huper is very proper in the first case expressing
properly substitution, whereas peri is equally praper in the
latter; having a substitutive force refering to our sins as

) th€ occasion, or necessitating cause of the blood of the new
- covenant, without which they could not be remitted:

# I have been thus particular on this point; because I per-
‘ceive it to be the last main-pillar in your fortress on which
you have particalarly relied for support. How I have
succeeded in diminishing its strength, I am willing-that an
‘Impertial literati shall decide. To the candid, intelligent
reader, I appeal. -And to the modest, unlearned reader,

Toffer as an apology for troubling him with critical observa<
tiong the real- necessity imposed upon me, because a thce
Yough investigation of the sentiments here opposed could
not well take place without. 1 hope, however, he wilt
have no further complaint on this score, during the remain-
der of this work. : L. :

- That the obedience and death of Christ were vicarious,
that'is, in the room and stead of sinners;—that he acted as
their surety;—that his sufferjggs were propitiatory, satisfy-
ing the law and justice of God for them, by expiating their
sins, and thereby opening up the way for “the exercise of
free. remission-and justification; are truths that I believe
we have fully-established. ~And here would we stop, were
®'not that, we deem if necessary to notice some of your
Principal objections, which, though indeed futile and
grounddless, yet, lest.théy should be considered strong and
8nanswerable, we shall'attempt their removal and thereby
Fender the doctrities 1 have stated and defended the more
Promirnient and certain, Some of those.objections have al-
ready -beean set aside in the present letter, and the whole

lOf them were ope after the other refated in my former lets

SN
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ters; which it scems for sofhe cause you -w S e
to answer. - That .you did not condescend t 5 1
dare not to say, for in one single-place, yc g
happening to light on a small inaccuracy et
word 7sa, which I had introduced:in connec B
mark of Dr. Scott, you pounced upon it with 'y i
and sqon dispatched-it withiout mercy, by the g
of your critical powers, and then hurriéd': it
‘altempting the refutation of one single poin h
It is hence to be inferred, that if you had been apprehen-

sive of a similar triumph en any point of theological dis:
cussion in"my book, that it would have ‘shared a similar .
fate. To abridge my present.labour, gladly wouldIfe *
fer to that .work as containing a‘fair refutation of youroh:
jections, but it is highly probable, many who mayreadthisg
will-not hate the opportunity-of availing themselves of the
benefit of the. work referred to, mot having it in-possession,
-and never having:seen it. Having upen a: carefil rewiew, - i
found. it, on' this subject, to contain sufficient strength I |
shall‘make a liberal use.of it; by adopting as much thereof

as I may think proper,. © . S
.. Your first objection to the suretyship and. satisfactionof
‘Jesus Christ, is, that it is “unscriptural, or not foundin
the Bible’” (p. 64.) And you contend, that “it i's.\ne?ver.s'alﬁ
that the;blood of Christ-did satistyzGod’s law or justices
“or that it was designed to satisfy them.” .And in ariother
place;: “It is 4 _pity. that so mmuch jiswsaid and writtegyol
the ‘doctrine of Christ’s satisfaction,—when the dectrint s
not contained’in the Bibles; And again; “Peoplgunicy
_quainted - with the Bible, by -attending to,a :great partol -
‘the .preaching and systems of religion in the presentdify
~“would almost :cencinde, - that- Christ died -only-to isasisly
justite—appease the vengeance ‘of ‘God; -and puschase
graces 'Thesethings-I do not believe tobe cqntam_cd-’lﬁ‘
the Bible.” - -Such declarations are so‘plain, thﬂt;jftflstm
" more-surpsising to find amoug your followers, ‘a.'ﬂ'ﬂmbg"
~ who.roundly assert that you-held 1o such sentiments; andl,
- are-almost “offended if -they are contradicted. - Probably
these. are the “Clalvanists -and Arminians;. -that slive it
~ your-communion, in-the -olosest-bonds of Christian union.”
- Bliey-are very worthy of -the name; no-doubt: and 1 pre,

. " . * ST .
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, sime-that Prisitarian Calvinists and 'Arminians as much
~covet their fellowship, as they are delighted with their
. donsistency. : Such a'declaration, however, may,” in some'
' measure, answer the purpose for which it was designed.
; " In-answer, however,; té your objéction, I will observe the
y Dllowing' thingsi- There are but three ways in which a
?&m&ev canpossibly hope to escape’ inevitable perdition:
. bamely; by personal conformity to the moral law;—the
absolate mercy of God, or the vicarious atonement of Je-~

sus Christ. . This first is decided at once by the apostlez
“By the deeds of thie law there shall no.flesh be justified
_in-his sight,” and, “as-many as are of the works of the:
) law; are. under. the carse.”  As for the second, I have
sjowed already the*impossibility of such a scheme. . And
Mgreover, it is the principal refuge of infidelity.” "To par-
don sin, as an absolute act of niercy, ‘would be a tetal ne-
glect of holiness; for mercy has regard (o the object
- as miserable—not*to his guilt, which is the causé of it:
And for God to act mercifully, without manifesting his in-
finite holiness-and justice in the condemnation of sin, would
not be an act of hbliness; and therefore; no such absolute
- act of mercy is possible with God. - Besides, such a notion
of forgiveness, without satisfaction to justice, renders the
incarnation—the life—the -sufferings—and the ‘death of
Chtist, superfluous, andentirely unnecessary. If ¢he-way
was 80 short, that by such an act, without satisfaction, sin
‘might- have been pardoned; why, says Dr. Bates; “should
the tnfinite wisdom of God--take so great a circuit?-~The
apostle’ Paul supposes this necessity of satisfaction as an
evident. ‘principle, when he proves wilful apostates to be
“ incapable of salvation, “‘because there remains no more sa-
aifice for sin:” for the consequence were of no force, if
sin might be pardoned without sacrifice, that is, without
fatisfaction, which lays the only solid foundation for hope,
and he. that'shall hope for merey in any .other way, will
find, alas) tqo late, that he has deceived his own soul.”
- A-single moment’s reflection must convince any one, that
God’s_.essential justice, which must forever punjsh trans-
gression, cannot admit of ‘an act.of mercy, without some
adequate display of righteousness, in cognection with such
an act. . The propitiatory sacrifice of the cross has afforded
: o : 11 .
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ilasterion, the name of the- figure, .is by the ap
‘to. Christ; because he ‘alone can answer the-de

22 | ‘leczgséi&;m:ﬁc‘c.‘éf Fus. Chriatl'Bro;i;_iﬁténqi Lo

-meeting place. where justice and mercy harn
postle, by -one. masterly- stroke,has plainly.
Rom. 3. 94—26. Being justified freely by his
lie redemption that is:in. Christ Jesus, whom God 1
e & -r;nf'(»),Plrr—m’rrhon,;thr_oughv faith in:has blood, T
IGHTEOUSNESS. FOR' THE REMISSION ‘OF SINs——thal

¢ justy and the' justifier of him that believeth in Jesus. - Accord-

ng to this passage, free grace and. mercy require
at.on, even the shedding of the Saviour’s blood, as
hrough which it may be hoporably communicate
4 a satisfaction that does not, as you suppose, p:
cwercise of grace in forgiveness, but likewlse in,
displeasure-of God against sin being manifested,?
grace to the sinner.are exercised- without -any.
of -his_having relinquished his_ regard  to -righ

‘This-is. cledrly to be seen, for'in his setting forth J e

to be a propitiation, he declared. his righteousness for the g~emi:§;
ston of sinse A ; L

. Could such languageas this be aép‘rop,x;iéfe; . lfGod ex-
ercised forgiveness without reference to the satisfactionren- .

dered by the dJasterion; the propitiatory sacrifice in the (blood-

of the Son of. God?" Here the title of the Mercy:Seat is .
applied to Christ, partly because.it. covered the tables of
the law. which were broken by the fall -of man, o signify,

that by. him pardon is_procured;; and prineipally because

God was rendered propitious by the sprinkling.of the blogd

of the sacrificé'on. it, where he exhibited hin -

‘throne.of grace, dispensing pardons to'the

law by interposing between justice and.our
his own: blood .open. the .way forour Fec ¢

. Gdd- e
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- Bofore I dismiss this subject, T will present you withDre .

‘Doddridge’s definition. of satisfaction,as we onderstand it
applied in the.holy Scriptures. ““Whateyer that is,whichy

_being done or suffered, eithep by ansffending &1 i

self;-or by anqtvhelfjpgi'soii,\foi-.him,"shfsm-sécui;e ‘s

of the diVine: government, in bestowing upon.{ i
pardon and happiness, may. propetly be called o

. T10N; OR AFONEMENT made to God. for him ? (L I
) . e N R P » , R ‘ ;t.r:”"‘
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) p917) Can it be possible there is anj inconsist

or contradiction here? He'adds, “It is not here our ir
_tion to assert, that itis in the powér of an offending ¢
ture to satisfy for his own sins, but only to shew wha
mean when we speak of Jris doing it.” The word sat:
tion does not always, in strict propriely of speech, am
* to the payment of a'debt. 1t has been used in a sense
nifying fo content a person aggrieved, and is put for.some
luable consideration, substituted instead of what is a
per payment, and consistent with a remission of that ¢
or offence, for which such supposed satisfaction is m
which-is a circamstance to be carefully observed, ino
to vindicate the doctrine, and to maintain the -consiste
Dbetsveen different parts of the Christian scheme. Expu
this doctrine of Christ’s satisfaction from the ‘Bible,
.who can tell why it plcased the Lord to bruise him,—to
l?e him a sin-offering,~—to make our
quities to light upon him,—to make him a curse,~to n
ber him with transgressors,~—to condernn sin in- his flesh,
smite the man that’is his fellow,—to spare "him not, hu

- tiver him for- our offences ;—who-can understand the m

ing of his last dying expression,—IT 1S FINISHED,—saY;
_ can tell what all these things mean, if you dismiss from
" Bible the heart-consoling doctrine of satisfuction by th
" carious death of the Lamb 'of God? This very doct
" has made the streaming eye of many a broken-hearted
_ner to glisten ‘with joy; ‘it has cheered the hearts of
Tions of living Christians, and was all their hope and gro
' «*‘ consolation and triumph in their dying moments.
all this wrong? Was it all mistake? - O, my dear
"did you but know what you. are doing, while you are
. deavouring to destroy this only ground of hope and re;
ing; methinks that tears of sorrow and deep regret wi
- be your meat day and night. Could your theory ope
" by a retrograde influence; and undo all that has been ¢
on the ground of Christ’s substitution.and satisfaction, v
“havock and disappointinent, what changing and tur

" . ‘upside down of things, what shifting of ground, and

t

" modelling of the doctrines and laws of the kingdon
. Christ would take place,—ancient saints, who lived
died rejoicing on this very ground only, would find th:

*
' .
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fu tradh, and of course, the conclusion is fallacious. - Tt is

~

no where sdid that God the Father paid the price of our

-redemption, or made the purchase of it, but:Christ, by the
offering of his soul and body, paid, as we believe, in his
- human nature what was accepted in the divine. The

5 ‘apostle moreover declares, that the “church of God wag

purchased with his own BLooD.” (Acts 20. 28,) which, on:
the authority of Clarke and Greisbach, you say should be
‘read, “The charch of the Lord,” &c. But how Theos, God,
can-be changed into Kurios, Lord, perhaps these men may
better-account for than I can.. One thing, however, is ve-
Ty cerfain, and that is; the phrase “church of the Lord™
is.not-a Bible phrase, as it is no where to be found, and
this‘makes it evident that it is not according to apostolic
usage: But let it be the ghurch of the Lord, the charch
of Jehovah, still-he hath purchased the church with his:
.on blood, an expression. which, no doubt, you can criti~
cise away to suit your scheme. I will add once more; the
sacrifices under the law were offered o God, and that he:

" “accepted them cannot be denied; yet his were both the
- animal that was sacrificed, and- the person who offered itz

Did not both really belong to him? And to him was not the
offering. made? Yet, What man in his senses would ever
think about,God’s offering to himself, or paying himself in
these ceremonies? Such inferenees are too visionary and.
chimerical to deserve a serious refutation. _ o
“,Again: “This scheme contradiets stubborn facts.—For,
according to the scheme, the demands of law-against the
sinner were death, temporal, spiritual and eternal; and
that Christ, the sinner’s surety, suffered and satisfied these
demands ip the sinner’s stead.” . Then, “why do.the elect
suffer temporal or spiritual déath? Why does Christ live.
for evermore, and not suffer eternal death?” ' o
- Nothing,’ indeed, could, in our apprehension, be more

' completely stupid, than is the triumphant assurance with

3

which this objection is fréquently advanced. Be it re-
membered, that the fact of the Redeemer’s. undestaking
and accomplishing the deliverance of his elect, ean by po.
means involve the necessity of an instantaneous recovery
from their thraldom.—Mercy, as well as wisdom, wiRl evi-
dently dictate such a mode of \’?’p‘plying the great delivers
E R . 1 L B . ~
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-ance as'may be best accommodated to”

of the case.. But very evidently the rev:

by which “it is-appointed unto all men o1

be so far from comporting with the dictz

dom or mercy, that the inevitable conseq .
séene of horror.and dismay, greater than we b 1
to paint.. Suppose that no. godly men were to P
clearly every instance 'of mortality around us w :
on.its front the-indubitable attestation. that the |
had been-adjudged to the place of torment. - Wh !
such- an assurance would: make of human feelin :
sanctified feeling, none need be informed. Th

ONE consideration, among many, that: might be

in behalf of the reasonablleness,-and even necess

ting things take their present course. But "be

‘Redeemer thus:applies his remedy in the me: .
manner best suited to the actdal state of the w '
therefore to-be inferred, that -no remedy of the '
tended for, is applied at all? Does it follow that, bécause
he bas not" adopted what would-evidently be an unpropi-
tious and uncomfortable course, he must be debarred from .
taking any order on-the “subject? ' From- death temporal
he. will déliver; but because thc-best interests, and the
peace of the world, demand such-an arrangemgnt, the-last -
enemy .that shall be conquered isdeath, -~ - . .
. As for Christ’s suffering eternal death; no one €ver said
‘or thought so. You have charged thé scheme vou op-
pose, with holding that the “demands of the law  were
‘death temporal, spiritual, and eternal.” - In-the first_page
of your introduction, you declared to:the world ‘that the
-doctrines you opposed were not.taken “from i S
authors, but from our professed creeds and stand

what-page of our public standard will you find-1

ration respecting the demands of the law being d ~
poral, spiritual and eternal? Yeu cannot show 1t onany:
page of that book, and this is not the only instance of de~
parture from your own statement respecting 'the séurce
irom whence you have drawn out the doctrines: you pro-
Adess'to oppose. . But ‘whatever the -demands of the law_
aight be, whatever may be the meaning of Christ being
fmade under the law,” and being- “made a curse for usy> -
s : e ST

e
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itis very evident he tacked not the capacity of sustaining
the futl measure of the curse; by him, of consequence, the
penialty was exhausted when he svbjected himself to its de-
mands-for the redemption’ of his people.  As for the ob-
jection, at least strongly implied, with respect to the Savi-
our’s not having endured death spiritnal, as a part of the

%" wages of sin; it rests on a ground entirely fallacious. The
corruption of the creature, its enmity, its desperation, are
the necessary consequences.of the withdrawment of the di-
vine communion. Men naturally hate God when they re-
gard him only as the God of judgment, and in connection
with their own guilt—they are, say the Seriptures, his

) . enemies by wicked works.” But to suppose the same lia~
bility to corruption, on the part of the Saviour, would argue
‘'né less absurdity than- blasphemy. Still, however, in so
far as the act of God is directly eoncerned in this matter,
the Saviout did not escape even this portion of the penal-
ty.. Communipn with his Father actually wassuspended ;
and so keenly did he feel the infliction of this, judgment,
that on the cross he exclaimed, “my God, my God, why hast
thou forsaken me?” The penalty, therefore, in every re-

) specty was perfectly exhausted. That it did not involve
. ‘an eternity of suffering; we ascribe to that very divinity of
'~ Wi mature which is denied by you,.but without which, he
“inust have evidently sunk beneath the untempered stroke

~ ofthe Almighty arm: that it did not issue in the corruption,
‘o, in other words, in the aversation of his heart from his
God and Father, we ascribe to the fact that, ¢constituted as.

he was, (divine as well as human) he was necessarily and
unchangeably pure. “To redeem them that were under

p the'law,” it became necessary that he should be “made
under the law;”. his obedience was unfo deuth in their
behalf. - “It became him,” (God the Father,) “for whom
are all things, and by whom are all things, in bringing ma-

" ny sons unto glory, to make the captain of their salvation
(the ‘Saviour) perfect through sufferings.” TFhis was the
only method by which mauy sons could be broughtto glo-
*y; and of the reasonableness and expediency of such a dis-
pensation, adoptetl by infinite wisdom, there can be no

- doubt—=[r Became HiM.” To say “that God killed his
k "Son,” as you have charged upon us, is language worthy of

n
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Tom Paine. We know that it pleased the L
him, aid we need not be conecrned how it w:

use the language.of Bishop Watson, in reply
gant and dogmatical theology ‘that decrees

of the doctrine of atonement, on the score of
ency: “We know, assuredly, that God delig
blood; that he hath no cruelty, no vengeance,
ty, no iufirmity of any passion in his nature; bu
know whether the requisition of atonement for
sion.may not be an emanation of his infinile mer
than a demand of his infinite justice. = We do.not }
ther it may not be the very best mearis of pres
innocence and happiness, ‘not only - of us, but ¢
free and intelligent beings. We do not know, w
suffering of an innocent person, may not be pro
a degree of good infinitely surpassing the evil of
ferance; nor whether such a quantum-of good: ¢
any other means, have been produced.” " “By a
the death of Christ instead of ours,” days Bishop
“by laying“on him the iniquity .of us,all, God «
gave us a most a’,s,t(_)nishir'\'?l proof of his mercy: an
accepting no less a sacri

to the whole werld' such extreme indignation at sin,-as. -

may well alarm, even while he saves us; and make usirem- -

: ce than that.of his own Son, he =
has, by this most expressive and tremendous act, sighified .

ble at his severity, even while: we are within. the arms of his. -

mercy.” :

It is further contended, that “if Christ bé the substitute -
or surety of the elect-only, then the blessings of -pardon;,
eternal life, &c. are progured for a part of mankind only, °
and cannot, in truth and:sincerity, be offered to- others.? - -
To this I reply, in the words of Dr. Scott: “There is sach. .
an infipite sufficiency in the atonement of Christ,. and it is. |
so proposed to sinners, as a common salvation for "all who.

will accept of it, that a foundatjon is laid for the most un-
reserved invitations; exhortations and expostula
no sinner will be rejected who sincerely seeks’
tion. Yet these general truths perfectly harmc
the secret purposes and foreknowledge -of God,
of the persons who actually will embrace and ¢
-proffered blessings.” - On Rom. 5, 15—19.
. ” . . ; S -
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.

Dr. Owen, whose very name is a blister to heretics, and
especially to Socinians, asserts, “That it was the purpose
and: intention-of God, ‘that his- Sen should offer a sacrifice

- of infinite . worth, value and dignity; sufficient in itself for
_the’redemption of all and every man, if it had pleased the
F.ord. to employ it to that purpose; yea, and of -other -
“worlds also, if the Lord should freely make them, and
would redeem them. Sufficient, we say, then, was the sa-
crifice of Christ forthe redemption of the whole world;and
for the-expiation. of all the sins of all and every manin the
world.” . Owen on Redemption. Book 4. Chap 1. i
. .In"perfect accordance, with these, are the seatiments of
) p resident Davis, Witsius, Henry, Searle, Smith, Fuller,
and many, others, when treating on this subject. ~ So that
those who hold the sovereigaty of God’s election of his |
people to elernal life in'Christ Jesus, their head, feel no
ways impeded by the shackles which your Socinian inge-
nuity-and induséry have forged- for them. . Equally un-
founded is.your fifth objection, which supposes-that the
scheme of saretyship destroys the foundation of faith,and -
involves the necessiiy of an actual knowledge of our elec- .
tion and salvation, before we are authorized to believe in
Christ as our Saviour. It is not at all surprising to find
this doctrine abused by men who expect to make their elec-
tion sure, irrespective of their calling; and it is less so, to
find the doctrine perverted by those who confound the war-
rani for believing with the nature of faith itself, which-are
as distinct as the naked word of God addressed to sinners
every day, and that exercise of heart, which, acting upon
this-warrant, believeth unlo righteousness. .
> Itis again objected, that “this. scheme represents God
as changeable—as being full of wrath against the sinner;
but by the blood of Christ, he is appeased, or reconciled to
the sinner, thaugh he remains unchanged, and in the same
state of rebellion against God and his government:” (p. 67.)
This charge owes its origin to a lack of knowledge or ho-
nesty; if the former, it is certainly inexcusable,—if the
latter, it is unpardonable in a-man of high pretensions to
learying and_charity. Who ever held that God is recon-
ciled to impenitent sinners? - Where do you find a .single
gar—agraph in our public standards, from which you can
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draw such an.unhallowed, not to-say b
ence?. Sir, is this the way. yeou are rede
so positively given in yourintrodnction,
you were about to rag to,yourinquisito
o be taken “from:our.own professed, ¢reeds:
only?”- And are we to-view:it as.a furtherspe

- honesfy, with: this declaration in the:front.of

terwards.fo fabricate a.third scheme, (in.p..
and illustrated by a run-away soldier—ap;

ed-~condemned— commiserated and releas

getting five lashesin his, place, &c..&ci. ¢

. it up to:public disapprobation-and contempt,
- aggrandize your own scheme, at.the expense.¢

. nents, by rendering theirsodious and. cortemy
" have asserted it-to. be a privilege. “not only.t
. own wiews of doctrines, but,also to:state.t

“othefs.” 1 havé no objection; provided it-be

‘and bonestly, - ButI had rather be-allowsd, if

. to-.épe;al;-gal\z&ay,sﬁ for-myself, . than_that another

- ij‘x&,{geyntimem.s(a meaning I 'never intended, ar
- they.will not bear. Jastsuch atreatment we

 ceiving.from you. A more headless, shaj

- .Ariabism, Socianism, and Pelagianism, accc
- the most bare-faced contradictions, false col

- It is'strongly. implied in.your objection; that tharaic ne -

- representation, I can honest]y say, 1 believe
- -the;same compass, as I find comprised in the

[ .

wrath in God; and. that_for God to be. rec

. would make him changeable.. But, bé it ren

. the displeasute-of God, is.not: likesman’s dis
- _sentment or -passion, but.a judicial disappro

~view him as.the ‘moral.governor of the world. -

if we abstract from our notiod of God, ‘we

tures represent a_ reciprocal opposition betw
the sinner: -*“My soul loatﬂcd-then{andj their
me.” (Zech. 11. 8.). “God_js angry with-the

“days” and their “‘carpal mind - is enpuily-agair
. 7..11. Rom. 8. 7) That reconciliation was
the part of God. as.well‘as on'_the: partof
. Divine Being isplacable, and that his judicial disapp
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“ fion can be removed, without -a-change of his nature, car
. be-directly proved by the word God. “And I'will establist
' mycovenant with thee, and’;hou‘ shalt know that T am the
" Lovd: 'Fhat thou mayest remember, and be confounded
and ‘nevet-openthy mouth any mare, when: I'am paciFiEs
| kaper, reconciled) toward thee for all that thou hast done
"aa‘ith\the Lord God.” (Ezek. 16. 62.)- Again, (Luke 18
[v 13.) “God be merciful to me,a sinner.” In the original i
14, (ho Theos ilastheti moi-to amartolo) God be propitiated
‘be pacified, be- reconciled to mie & sinnér; for the word, ilas
thetiy will:bear-eitber of - trese -renderings. - But withou
- multiplying quotations, I will recité a case exactly inpoin
') to the main-argament before usy in whichr there is describ
edy notonly: the wrath-of God, but theé turniog away of hi
- digplensure by the mode of sacrifice. The case is that o
ihé three friends of Job—in which God expressly says t
orie of them, “My wrath is kindled against thee, and agains
thy two friends*—Therefore, take unto you now, seve
bullocks and seven rams, and go 'td my servant Job, an
offer up for yourselves a burnt-offering; ‘and my servan
Job shall pray for you: for him will 1" accept, lest"I dea
). with youafter yourfolly.” (Job 42. 7, 8.) This case i
iost-decisive, and speaks louder than a’ thousand argu
‘gumeénts, and must: forever demolish the foundation of you
 fabrick. . And thus the doctrine: of God’s being propitiatec
apjieased, of: reconciled to the sinner through the sinsstonin
blood of the Lamb, is 'most firmly ‘established, and place
beyond the-reach of Socinian criticism and cavil forever
- "But lastly: It is urged, that the scheme you .oppose
- “contradicts the gospel plan of justification by faith.  Fe
, it represents the “sinner as justified by the surety-righte
.ousnéss of ‘Christ imputed to him.—The imputed righte
ousiess of Christ is not ohce named in the Bible,” As fc
-the gospel plan of justification, or of any thing else, T appra
kend they are words without any definite meaning in you
plan. ‘Probably the term- justification means the same ¢
atonenient, if you bad explained it. As for the impute
-Fighiteousnesss of Christ not being named in the Bible,
-is an-assertion that avails nothing; the doctrine is ther
and if you do Yot see’it, or enjoy its benefit, the more
‘the pity, If Messiah bropght in everlasting, righteousnes
- P -
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, of Chirist for our Breach of the law; the end is attained, and

i

we put in another way. of justification.

The doctrine for which we contend, when simply de-
fined and stated is this: “The actions and sufferings of A,
might be said to be dnputed to B, if B should, on the ac-
count of them; in any degree, be treated as if he had

" he really has not, and when; without thjs action or suffer-
" ing of A, B wonld not be so treated.” (Dod. Lec. vol. 24,

9 done or suffered what A has done or suffered, when

. $.209.) From this definition the following conclusions

are fair and legitimate; viz: The 3n of A may be 'said te
be imputed, if B, though innocent; be upon that account
treated in any degree as a sinner. Ou the other haund,
" the. righteousness of A, may be said to bé imputed to B, is
apon -account of it, B, though 4 sinner, be treated as if he
. were righteous. That Christ was treated ds 4 sinner, the
Bcriptures plainly testify; he tvas numbered with transgres:
sors—suffered for sins=~was made fo be sin (a sin-offering) fo
- us—was made @ curse for us—for sin, condemned sin in the flesh
and shall appear the second timé without sin -unto salva.
tian, which infers that his first appearing was in some sense
_awith sin;' but having none of his own; we dre at.no-loss tq
‘agcount for the meanibg of thesé expressions, when we
learn from Daniel, that Messiah was cut off, but not for
himself, and Paul declaring that he died for our sins, and
was delivered for our offences.  All true believers,. there-
fore, rejoice in the following declaration; “Their righte-
‘Qusness is, OF ME, saith the Lord,—In the Lord (our righte-
ousness) shall all the seed of Israel be justified, and shall
glory.” (Isai. 48. 25. and 54. 17.) o _

But here comes an objection against the law-fuliilling
righteousness of Christ, on which it is presumed great reli-
ance . has been put, t6 overturn the whole we have said.
It is said “there are many precepts of the law which Christ
could not havé fulfilled. How .could he have fulfilled the

.peculiar duties of a wife to hier husband, or of a husband
to his wife—of parents to children, or the duties of any re<
lation he did not sustdin?” 1 did think, that in a new, cor-

- Yected edition of your body of divinity, this would certain-
ly have been expunged, but instead of that, it comes in a
little amended by the additio; of the word, “literally,”
: 1 " v
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which was notin your first address. , T .
precepts of the law which Christ could nc .
iterally :* well, let it be literally; is this

blc? No, not once. But your objection {

the Saviour himself; who expressly declares

not {o desfroy. the law or the prophets, but fo ,
jot, or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the le 3
Be FurFiLLep.” (Mat. 5. 17.) If there is one jot

one single precept of the law unfulfilled, the

of the Saviour must be imperfect. But he has:

clared that, to love the Lord with all the hear
neighbour as eurselves, are the two comman

which do hang vt TrE LAW and the prophets.”

57—40.) Moreover, the apostle Paul teaches thi

the fulfilling of the law, and this is the one word in

the law is fulfilled, i. e. Love. This is the sum &

of the whole so that whosoever shall “offend in ot

by omission or commission, “he is guilty ofall” ... __
10.) But here, again, dccording to your logic, James is
wrong; for the man who has no wife, the womar :

a husband, and the parent who has no child, cann :'
the whole law, of by offending in one point, be
4ll, however numerous their failures are in other T
The truth is, the Savioir tompletely fulfilled the "
law of love to God and manj nor is there asing

of the gospel, the violation of which, would not

nized and condemned by the law, which extenc

motion of our souls, and every action of our liv

mands the universal perfection of our natare.

- -

 LETTER VIL
 MISCELLANEOUS MATTERS.

Dzar Sig, . ‘ - .

~ Having passed over several objectionable n i

“the discussion of the subject in my last letter, v i
~deserving of sothe attention, and which, fhougﬁ tt j )
P

have been incidentlj brought info that discussiony you

:
.
-
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thought it. most advisable to reserve them for another let-

- ter.  On these topics my remarks shall be as brief as pos-
sible, that I may not exceed my intended limits.

The first thing I shall notice is your denial of any cove-

j_ vant having been made with Adam before his fall. ~“That

b the covenant with Adam was the moral law, you say, is
* directly contradicted by Moses—Deut. 5. 2—3. “The
Lord our God made a covenant with us in Horeb: The
Lord made not this covénant with our fathers, but with us,
everrus who are all of us here alive this day.” - This does

ject. 'This was the Horeb or Sinai-covenant which was

B- not prove the point, nor is it at all applicable to the sub-~

:

made between God and Lrael under the strict notion of his
being their political king : it was a national, temporary cove-
nant of peculiarity, relating only to temporal blessings of this
life, azd prosperity in the land of Camman. 1t was between
God and the Jews, as their political king, and they as his
national subjects; and to that nation it was delivered as a
body politic, under the form of a covenant of works, upon the
fultilling of which they were to inherit that land. - This is

\’ the covenant that God male with their - fathers, when he took thein by

!he hand to lead them out of Egypt. Bat with their fathers,
Abraham, [saac and J acoh, it wg not, it could not he made
. Persanally, Being made with Arncl, as a nation, it could be
violated only by public authofity. It contained their charter
of national blessings and gtivileges, which has long ago been
forfeited. It was decayeing and waxing old when Paul wrote

- ‘tohis Hebrew brettiren, and was then ready to vanish away.

(Heb. 8, 13.) -For a plain and salisfxctory account of this
-matter I'refer you to Dr. Scott on Exod. 19. 5, and Dr.

Y Guise on'Heb. 8. 6, in a note there. But “the law enter-

ed that the offence might abound.” True; for by the lawo
i the knowledge of sin. The law entered, which implies its
prior existence, 1t was-re-edited on mount Sinai, and pub-
lished with awful sanctions, that the knowledge of sin, of
man’s offence, of his fall and corruption might abound, and
therefore it was added because of transgression. But to prove
Jourpoint you allege farther, that ““the gospel was preach-
ed to Abraham 430 years before the law;” surely not be«
fore the existence of the law, for without this there co 1!d he

l Do sin, for where no law is, there is no trausgression, conse-
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quently no need of gospel. The goé{)le'l p‘réacﬁeé to Abra~

ham was this: “In thy seed shallall the nations of the earthi -

be blessed,” (Gen. 22. 18, Gal. 3. 8.) which could not be
disannulled or set aside by the law promulgated on Horeb,
so many years afterwards. One of the very texts you haver
quoted:in your favour, is one that I would have selected to’

prove directly the revérse; “until the law sin was in the:

world.” | Ah! how could sin be in the world without law?® ,
Its very existence is an evidence of the prior existence of

law, for the violation of law gave birth to sin, the wages of
which is death; and how long death existed as another evi-

dence of violated law, the apostle will inform us: “Never-

theless death reigned from Adam to Moses.” 'This matter

is completely established by the further affirmation of the:
apostle, thal by oNE man sin entered into the world, and death
by sin; and so death passed upon all men, for that (in whom).
all have sinned. But bow could all men sin and die in Adamy,
if he acted not in'a public capacity as their- representative,,
covenant head? .1t were impossible, and never can:
be accounted for otherwise. But what caps the climax:
of your philosophy on this subject, is the following ars

gument: “If this law, or<gvenant, was given to Adam, he.
must have been a sinner whep it was given; for Paul says,
“The law was not made for‘a\;ighteoug,man, but for ‘the

lawless and disobedient, for the'wngodly and for sinners, 1°
‘Tim. 1. 9.” Here is false reasoning founded on a perver
sion of Scripture. The apostle here: fully satisfied” that®
the moral law, as still continuing in force,” and made the
law of Christ’s kingdom under the gospel state, is not de~
signed to condemn by its damnatory sentence the justified"
believer in Christ, and therefore says, “the law is not
made against (ou xeitai) or does not lic against a rigliteous’
man.” This is a fair translation, and is, no doubf, the

apostle’s meaning, and the application of it to the wicked’
is easy. But admit your intention in the use ofthe textas’
lit stands in the common versign, and what is its amount?

l

It is this; thatAdam, before he was'a sinner was under no
law, for the law. is not made for a rightcous man, but Adam
ibeing a rigliteous man before he fell, therefore no law was.

ade for bim; and the same will-apply to saints on earth,
and saipts and angels in heaven; all are exempt from mioy-

| -
il
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: ,lal obligation, for the law is only made for the Jawless and

disobedient, for the upgodly and for sinners. It is to be
hoped, that you are the only person who has ever pervert-
ed this text, and although it is indeed a very singular one,

- yet it is not strange that the word of God should become

- #"‘

s

8o flexible, as to prove any thing that human invention,
and human folly might devise, when in the hands of such
a fertile genius and skilful interpreter.

That the law was not made for a righteous man, is evi-

~dently true, as it rélates to its not being made to condemre

him; that it really is made for such an one,as wellas oth=
ers, to be the rule of his obedience, and to restrain him
from transgression, is also true, and entirely reasonable.
“The divine Creator united in man the spiritual and cor-
poreal natures; he formed him upright in his soul, and
made ample provision for the comfort of his body; and
as it would have been inconvenient to have brought all of
the human family, which were to be in every generation,
upon the”earth at one time, and still more so, that, every
one standing or falling for himself, the earth should be the
common habitation of beings perfectly holy, happy, and

~ immortal, and also of cursed perishing beings, he consti-

tated the first man a representative of his race:” he was
the type, or figure of him that was to come, which related to
the public capacity which both sustained, and to the convey~
ances that were made by the actings of both to their re~

.spective seeds, as comprehended in, and placed under themn

severally, as appears fully evinced by the apostle’s reasou~
ing in Rom, 5. 12—21. and 1 Cor. 15. 22, 47. In the lat-
ter place, he tells us that, as in JAdam all die, even so in,
Chiist, all, that are to be raised to eternal happiness, shalZ
be made alive: And he there speaks of Adam and Christ,
as the first and second man; as if no other man had lived
in the world between them; and in the whole connection,
he sets out the resemblance of their public character and
influence, though to contrary effects, on those that stard
under them respectfully. That a covenant was made with

- #the last Adam,” in whom life is regained, there is 1o

doubt; (Ps. 89, 3. Isa. 42. 6. Heb. 10. 5—7.) the insAi
ference then is fair, that a covenant was made with the
first Adam, in whom life had t;'een lost, |

Sy A 12* >
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We proceed a step further, to examine your theory rew
specting the condition of man after his fall. - K aflirms,
that “Adam’s disobedience brought condemnation to tem=

‘

poral death on all the world.” (p. 72.) But how could -

Adam’s act do this, any more than any -other individual’s
act, if there was no law made for him before he sinned, and

if you allow him not to have sustaived a federal velation )

to his posterity, but to have acted in an individual capagity

only? It is added, “Christ’s obedience brought justifica- -

tion from that death upon all the world, by raising them
from.the dead—to answer for their own deeds and not for
the deeds of Adam.” If I understand this sentenge, the .
import of it is, that justification and' resurrection are the.
same thing, This is the more evident, because it is welt;
known that your scheme forbids any merit to he attached.

to the obedience of Christ in behalf of sinners; it is not:

therefore, his obedience that justifies, but the act of- rais-
ing them from the dead.. Besides, the idea of all the world.
being justified by their resurrection from the dead, and
then. going to stand. their trial before the judgment seat, ia. .
such a, novelty in divinity, that I confess it is beyond my-
comprehension. The difficulty and absurdity of thethin%
is-increased by the following declaration; “Adam, himself,,
suffered all.the penalty law required, or jnstice demanded;.
—law had its full. demand, and justice was satisfied with.
his death, seeing it was all that was demanded ;—to talk-
of Christ as surety, paying-the debt of temperal death, in-
the room of Adam and his posterity, is strange indeed,.
seeing Adam has paid it himself, and so has his posterity:
who are dead., He died not to pay the demand of: law,

death.” (p. 68,) How absurd to talk -of Christ dying to

free. Adam.and: his posterity from the.curse or penalty of

Jaw, when justice was satisfied with their death, being all

that was demanded. How unmeaning to talk of Christ
freeing our race from the curse of law, when all who are
dead have actually freed themselves, by paying-in their
death, the “full demand of. law and" justice,” and all the.

}j}hjah,,who di“;d;ho,tg.al‘e placed in a very unpleasant situac.
tion by such divinity, as their debt. must remain_ever un-.

)

E P B

but to free them from its curse already inflicted, whieh is. —

rest are in a fair'way to do the same.. Poor Enoch and:

3
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Féid‘. And, -moreover; if such visions as these can p
or sound divinity, then verily Christ is dead in vain,

the human family paying all the demands of law and g

. tic€, can surely stand in no need of his interposition.

»

“grant this death, (temporal death,) would have been eterr
had not Christ the resurrection interposed.” But, pr
8Sir, how, if law and justice have ‘their full demand,
fully: satisfied by the temporal death of Adam and bis |

- - terity who are dead; and especially seeing that debt

_paid, law and justice amply satisfied, and consequen

- their release obtained, before that interposition you t

.of, actaally took place? Why talk any more about n

men going to judgment, who have fully satisfied all

“demands of law and justice, who have no more debt

pa; 2. Or why talk of an interpusition by Christ in their
half, when his. suretyship and vicarious interposition are

" nied and ridiculed? Why any more dream of the eter

perdition of any of Adam’s posterity, seeing they can
¢laim their release, and- God’s government cannot ref
it, upon the ground of their having: satisfied all dema
against them. But let us examine the foundation of t
thtory, which is borrowed from Taylor, the Socinian s
ter before mentioned. It is this: that temporal death
all the penalty threatened.by the law; “For God had s

“in.the day thou eatest thereof; thiou shalt surely die-

more literally, dying, thou shalt die. (Marg.). For the v

"day he sinned, death (femporal death) seized on him, :

’ %:eyed.on the strings of life, till the last was cut, m
R 4

“ o To suppose, as you do, that the phrase, dying thou s
[ ¢ :

an éight hundred years after he began to die.” (p.
The sentiment here maintained is this: that there was
other penalty or curse annexed to the law, but tempe
death, which began, according to the marginal read
and continued to be inflicted on Adam for more than e
hundred years, and then was satisfied by his death. E
Adam became subjected to this pepalty when he was
der no law, (as we have before seen,) while a righte
man, and consequently could not violate any, you h
not yet accounted for. But probably it will be don
your next edition, as you seem to be in a progressing
in the acquisition of new light in your theological car

£
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die, signifies only temporal death, is not

force in reasoning, but likewise, it contr

la-es in other instances, where it-is uset

o signify eternal death, “When I say 1

man, thou shalt surely die,” it is in the ori

shalt die, the,very form of expression wh

the threatening of Adam, and the very

used again in Ezek. 33. 18. In chap. 18. 4.
soul that sinneth it shall die, and to the like pur

3. 19, 20. and 18. 9, 13, 17—21, 24, 26, 28,

12, 14, 19, in all which places temporal death
secause: it is promised most absolutely, that the
hall not die the death spoken of: chap.” 18. 3l,
urely. live, he shall not DIE: see ver.9,17, 19, 25
'he phrase therefore can argue nothing conce
jature of the thing intended; for it is evident
epetitions in the Hebrew language, are designe
out a strong emphasis on the word to signify th

ince of it, or the certainty of it, and therefore, the repeat-
ng or doubling a word, we are told was in common usage
umong the Hebrews, the more to impress the mind of the’
earer. When God commanded the man, saying, of every’
ree of the garden thou mayest freely eat, it is in the originaly
ating thou shalt eat, which will go to establish what has

ust beep observed respecting Hebrew usage.

The inquiry now must be, what that death is, w

he threatening given to Adam in .case of diso
what that death is, which the scripture every w
f as the proper wages of sin? To use the -
Dr. Bates; “Death in the threatening is cony
1l kinds and degrees of evils, from the least
ompletenesss of damnation.” It was doubt.
ation of that excellént state which mdn enjoyed,
ipally it signified the separation of the soul f
vho is the fountain of felicity. A universal «
noral qualities in Adam, necessarily followed
xression, and instead of .the rectitude and holi
ature there succceded a permanent viciousnes
uption. His soul degenerated from its purity;
ies remained, but the moral qualities wherein -
es of God’s image was most conspicuous were

5
I . e

P g
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in an fnstant, from the image of God, he became trans-

. formed into the image of the devil. The body became a
prey to all diseases, and feels the strokes of death a thou-

- sand times before it can die once. Life at length iz swal-
'_*owed up of death, and the first death- transmits to the
Psecond. Adam in innocence possessed a natural life, re-
sulting from the union of his soul and body; he had a
spiritual life, resulting from the gracious influences of the

~ Holy 8pirit, and consisting of the image of God, and a
* ravishing sense of his love; and he was formed for immor-
- fality in body and soul, and so was in a capacity of eternal
) life and blessedness, in glorifying God, and enjoying him
~ for ever. Here then he was capable of a natural, a spirit-
wal, and an eternal death; to have soul and body rent asun«
der; to be forsaken by the spirit of God, and given up to
the power of sin and Satan for ever; and to have God be-
come his everlasting enemy. JAll this he deserved; and
therefore, God meant all this, in the first threatening; and
what makes it still more certain; is, that God has since
very expressly threatened eternal death, and nothing less,

Y in Rom. 1. 18. Gal. 3. 10. Mat. 25. 46. In Rom. 6. 23.
' and 8. 13. the word peaTa itself, is plainly used to signify
eernal death and misery. None will deny, that the life
which would have been Adam’s reward, if he had persist-
ed'in obedience, was efernul life. Now as obedience and
disobedience are contraries, as threatenings and promises, that
.are sanctions of law, are set in direct opposition; and as
promised rewards, and threatened punishments; are properly
- taken as each other’s opposites;—then it must be true,
L«, that-the death which stands opposed to that life, is manifesi-
' 3/ eternal death, a death widely diffevent from-the death we now

e,

* On thiis subject, you profess.yourself “to be of the same.
mind of some of the Greek fathers. They believed that
many were made sinners metonymically, that is, by being
made subject to mortality and death, the effects of Adam’s
gin.”* This was also the opinion of Chubb, a'name once

- famous on the list of infidel fame, and likewise of Socinian
- Taylor, who has been fully exposed, and ‘ably refuted by
\President Edwards, in his unanswerable production on
i}On‘ginal Sin.. But the very sentiment refutes itself when

( ‘
. \
. N P \‘!
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applied to the seriptures, as may be readily seen by &
short trial. In the following passages, let” the word mor-
tality, meaning, as you have expressed it in another place,
temporal death, be supplied in a parenthesis, instead of the
word death, and the absurdity will be seen at once. “We
know, that we have passed from death (mortality) to life, *
because we love the brethren: he that bateth his brother
abideth in death (mortality.) (1 John 3. 14.) Again; (John
5. 24.) “He that heareth my word, and believeth, fc.
bath everlasting life; and shall not come into condemna-
tion, but is passed from death (mortality) to life.” To fol-
low your metonymical notion, of putting the cause for the
effect, we must change the common reading of a number
of scriptures, thus: “By one man mortality entered int¢
the world, and death by mortality; and so death passed
upon all men, for in him all were become mortal. Untl
the law, mortality was in the world, but mortality is not
imputed where there.is no' law.—Death reigned from
Adam to Moses, even over them that had not been mortal,
after the similitude of Adam’s mortality.—But not as the
mortality, so is the free gift, for if through the mortality of
one, many be dead, &c.—You hath he quickened, who
were dead in mortality.” The like unpertinancy will be.
found in all those passages which describe man’s apostacy
and depravity; the mere representation whereof, is 2 suf.

ficient refutation of such a trifling construction. ~But et

the figure be set aside, and refer your theory (of temporal
death being all that was comprehended in the or‘lgma[
threatening.) to the following texts, and behold its incot
sistericy. John 6. 50. “This is the bread vﬂlit-‘h‘c‘?!“?‘h

“down from heaven, that a_man may eat-thereof, and not

die.” Chap. 8. 51. “If a'man keep my saying, he‘sha‘.
never see death.” Chap. 11. 26. “And whosoever liveth
and believeth in me, shall never die.” Do you believestbe
Saviour here meant that believers shall never see temP"'al

~ death? Again, when Moses says to the children of Israel,

|

“See, T have set before you this day, life and good,ar

death and evil—life and death, blessing and cursing.” (_De“t'
30. 15,19.) Ts the life and death here to be understood 28
temporal only, or eternal? One question more: What does
the Saviour meawin Mat. 8. 22, when he says, “let the

LIS
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téad bury their dead?” Can those who are literally dead,
~ bury each other; or is it not mere rational to suppose that
in this case, he allowed those who were spiritually dead, to
~ bury those who were corporeally dead. ' That spirituai death
- makes no part of your creéd, would appear from your de-
4 tlaration, that man ouly beeame mortal and subject to.tem-
"?poral death, and yet strange indeed, either through inad-
vertency, or that inconsistency. which so often appears in
your writings, the very thi:g is admitted, and described
too, in language as strong as | could want it; “Spiritual
death is an allenation of soul from God—having no love
to him nor his ways—no desire after him--no delight in
him—dead in trespasses dnd in sins.” (p. 68.) This is
R the truth for once, if no more; and really it looks like
something more than natural death had befallen mankind,
notwithstanding your denial. - But what is still more
strange, is the reasoning you attempt to found on it. “To
* talk of spiritual death as due to law, and demanded by
justice, is awful when rightly understood.” Having thus
described it as above, you exclaim, “Cotld a holy God,
ora holy law, require this of a creature, without requir-
) ing sin? Could justice demand it, or be satisfied without
' gin? Could a holy Jesus pay this debt; without really being
dedd in sin® Is this reasoning, or only the ravings of in-
~sanity? Can a man in his senses, be guilty of such a gross
» departure from the established laws of exegeses, and the
sober dictates of common sense. Did you not know that
this was sophistry when you wrote it? ‘Do you believe in
the ‘eternal damnation. of the finally impenitent? If you
do, what will theti be their moral condition?.. Wi}l they
Dot still continde in a state of “alienation from God—i:av-
Ing no love to him—no desire after him==-no delight in
him3” &, what then will be the demands of law aid jus-
tice? What then will be the requireients of a “holy God,
ora holy law?” Will depravity and rebellionbe demended
‘Usa debt to law and justic®, or their punishment only? A
man who is either unable 6r unwilling to discriminate be-
tween the obligation of an innocent creature to render
obedience to-the lawgiver, and -the obligation of a guiily
treature to suffer” punishmient for disobedience,~betwecn
i dePfaVity as a crime, and its punishment as a debl; demaud-
‘ . -

b

s

y



R D
- ;

144 Mascellangous Matters. B )
#£d by justice, is indeed a very- lttle hero of a party, and
poorly qualified to write for them a system of theology;
as a standard for their faith, : ) -
But from the language of your book, it appears to me-
that you neither hold the doctrine of spiritual, nor eternal -
death, ¢ We grant this death, (temporal death,) would
have been eternal, had not Christ, the resurrection, inter=-
posed;” and as we have seen, that justification is as uni-
versal as the resurection; therefore, the interposition of
Christ, must, on your plan, prevent the eternal death of
any of.the human family. As for spiritual death, or hu-_
‘man:depravity, though youn have correctly told us what it
s, yet in that masterly piece of reasoning respecting your
two artists, the thing is flatly denied. An artist “forms
,the complete image of a man,—be stperadds the faculties
of seeing, hearing, understanding, believing, &c.” (p. 91:)
Wonderful artist! Michael Angelo, Raphael, Canova, -
Wedgewood, and Bentley, with all the group of Grecian
and Roman painters and sculptors, were but fools, whest'
.compared .with your artist. They were celebrated for
inaking images, busts, &c. but they never found out the
art of making a live image, or of turning an image into a
zational creature, or an intelligent being. But let us see the
_manoeuvres of this novel thing. The artist “speaks to
his image~—it hears and understands him. He relates to
it a fact—it believes him. He calls it to come to bim~—it
.obeys him.” This is:a very tractable “it,” of the neuter
.gender, much more so than a /e or a she in the masculine
or feminine, which would not so well apply to an images
But now for the application: “This image, I consider .a
true representation of mankind. God has made.thenx
capable of hearing, understanding, believing, and obey~
ing.” That man in the very depthsof depravity, possesses
natural capacities for doing these things; is granted, for they
were never lost by the fall; but that he possesses spiritug?
capacities to do these things when in a state of wrath ang
enmity we . deny; and adduce the following texts out. of
hundreds to prove it: “The natural man - receiveth nog
the things of the spirit-of God: for they are foolishness wn-
to him;-neither can he know them, because they are sprrr=
UALLY. DISCERNED.” (1 Cor. 2.14.) “Begcause the ¢ tngl
- . R - j
m o ‘-
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wdnd is ENMITY against God: for it isnot subject fo the law of

' God, NEITHER INDEED CAN BE.’-So' then they that arein

the flesh (carnal state) cannor pLEASE Gop.” (Rom. 8.7.8.)
Moreover the Saviour says of the stubborn Jews, “now have:

' they both se¢n, and hated, both me and my Father;” (John

"15. 24.) And again; “ye will not/come to me, that ye

might have life.” (John 5. 40.) I have called, and ye red

" fused, I-have stretched out my hand, and no man regdrded,>>

&¢. (Prov. 1. 24.) Now, it is evident that your image
wages direct war upon these passages; denyigg humany;
‘corruption, or that there is any defect or moral vbstacle i x
theiway of fallen man’s ‘compliance with the commands o

. ‘heavenj; holy angels and saints in heaven can do no moa-,
-~ than your image can. : '

".-The other poor artist and his image which you have coxy
jured up to give yolir -opponent’s doctrines a ludicrous an ¢
“horrifying -aspect, are-not quite 3o respectable not wouy
derful. The image’is made, butalas! its author has ng

~ ‘the magic power of transforming it into a lving bein
- He “forms the complete image of man, with eyes, eaxrg
~ and mouth, and every feature and member in perfect syrn

metry.—Xe gpeaks to his image—it cannot hear.—~He re
lates to it a fact—it cannot understand nor believe him
He bids it -come to him—it cannot move nor obey. I
becomes enraged at his. lifeless image, and stamps it i,
pieces with great fury.” 'Poor lifeless image! Wicked

- artist! " Irrational' madman, and as fit a subject of mocke ry

as ever were Baal’s prophets, but unlike them, thou hasq
turped thy fury upon a poor, lifeless, dumb thing, insteag
of venting thy vexatious spite and disappointed ambition
upon thyself. - But now for the application. “What could
the spectators conclude, but that the man was irrational, tq
be thus enraged at a dead-image? Shall we impute such

* .. conduct to the holy God? Yet I am certain I-have heard

it done.” 'Pardon me, Sir, if -I deny that you ever did.

. That you may have dreamed it,—or thatin your haste and

great anxiety to fix a mark of ridiculé and contempt upon
.the sentiments of those. who oppose you, you' may have

* imagined such a thing, [ will readily. grant. But that you

can'find any such abominable absurdity in these “creeds
and standards” to which you gave a solemn pledge to the
T g , 13 T |

L)
\



vaizesty GOOGle



-y s

e

~x

: Me‘scg’llgmépus Matters, -
are thercfore tNFiNITE: S0 it is capable of striot-mor

mionstration, that the violation“of those obligations |
nitely criminaly sin, objectively considered, that is, w

~ spect to its object, is an infinite eévil. Sin, therefor

serves an infinite, or an everlasting punishment. T’

‘ture of this punishment is not an arbitrary inflictio

a nécessary congequence of ‘moral evil, This prope
can be deniéd on no other principles but such as ar
versive of the government.and perfectipns of God; or
ciples virtually atheistical.. ’ '

- But the idea of sin’s being an infinite evil, you :
- Wil “destroy the distinction of greater and lesser ¢

but to this it may be replied, that the least sin may

- infinite evil, because of the infinite obligation we a

der to-do otherwise, and yet all sins not be cqually
ous. To be forever in hell, is an infinite evil in resp
the duration; but yet the damned are not cqually m

" ble:” Some may be an hundred times as miserable as.

in degree, although the misery of all, is egual in p

- duration. That God is infinitely holy aid amiable, a)

setves to be, and actually is, the moral centre of the
ligent system, cannot be denied. It is equally under
thal consequently, we are under infinite obligation t
him: "We are infinitely to blame if we do not; and
not infinite blame deserve an infinite punishment?

- -not justice.be satisfied with the infinite, i. e; endle
‘nishment of guilty rebels?  And i not justice ful

tisfied with the temporary obedience and finite suffer

“the, sinner’s surety, when he was made acurse, <

though neither in.quality nor quantity like the curse
the personally guilty endures, yet, owing to his transce
dignity and infinite sworth, was rendered amply equi

' ‘and accepted inhis place? 'This, I trust, we have a

antly proved in a former part of thigwork; respectis
éﬁér%ﬁce of Christ. .

0

. For (he:sake of ‘some of those good “Calyinists ar
* minians,” that you boast of having inyour communi
~ may be necessary to present the real views of the suff

of Christ according to your scheme: for, verily, ther
some who profess to be your admirers, who will not b
that you deny the doctrine of vicarious atoncment ans

' . Ve
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fuction. Probably they galh_er‘t\his'(rom tbéffullc)wing. decla-
ations: “It is not a.mere man that suffers and dies,” and -

nd death—not because, or on account of his sir, but for; - °

Eet he is not God-man. He suffered -pain; persecution,

yr on account of ours.” (p.53.) This locks a little like -

jubstitution or vicayious suffering—like-the.very thing we
want from you all this time, - Let us cxamine alittle fur-

ther.  “Inbearing the burden of ‘our iniquity, Christ ‘suf-

iered not only in body, but in soul.” Ah! he bas got.a

joul now it seems, and surely it cannot-be an unreasonable
jne. But now the whole secret comes out. -~ “As the pro- |
phets,,seeing the miseries, pains, and . distresses, coming -

apon the wicked nations around, are said to bear their bui-

len; theeffects of this burden were, that tlle*prg[')hels"_,
wins were filled with pain; pangs took hold of them,as the .-
yangs of a woman that travaileth; they -were bowed down

1t the hearing of those calamities, and dismayed al the see-
ng of them.” And now, lo! the solemn conclusion fol-

ows: “So -Jesus bore in. his soul the sins of the wox"ld".""‘,
Not in a way of actual burden and suffering to expiate them.'
«No, but just like some of the prophets and other good'men™ -

ghosuffered before him, the affections of sympathy, terror,

]ismay, consternation, persecution anddeath, And-if' you -~
-an assign a reason .why one of these suffering propheis

‘ould not have answered the purpose of burden and suffer-

ng on.account of iniquity; just as well as the creature Sa-

iiour you have brought into your sysem, éris mihi magnus

fpollo. - Can you tell me how symputhetic sufferings could
3 ny: I;gefope he’
jame-into the world? . According to the representation you .
ave given, all the sufferings of a-Saviour; had onl)fézpms,*f

ect, or in any way-benefit those who had died-

: ctive reference, and were_ occasioned by the miseries,

‘jod, slain from he foundation of the world, and ‘who was

C

saing, and distresses coming upon the wicked nations a=
‘ound.. And further;.if he suffered only as a pattern, orex- ' -
mple, of heroic virtue, or whatever it might be, so hé were’
.ot a substitute, of what benefit under ‘the heavens could -
'+ be to those whose existence had ¢eased before ‘his ad- -
_ent, and consequently before he suffered? Upon the prin- .
iiple of a real and proper sacrifice for sin by the Laml of

‘2¢ samie yesterday, and to-day, and forever, in the dignity

‘

£
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of his person, ‘and in the virtue of his sactifice, and extend-
‘ing from the fall of man to the end-of time, no such. diffi-
culties can arise. Surely-upou such a plan as yours there
? can-he no retrospective reference in the sofferings of Christ.
[ How. could he bear in his soul the sins of that part of
the world who were dead at the time? - How could the
blood of Christ be a price, a ransom for those who had
by temporal death suffered all the penalty law required,
orjustice demanded? A scheme so visionary, and fraught
) with somuch difficulty and inconsistency as this, ought ne~

‘ver to have secnthe light. - - : : L
+ ~ According to your theory, the words redeemed, boughe,
purchased, ransomed, are all to be understood not lLterally,
‘but metaphorically and figuratively. By the same construc -
tion- we ought to be cousistent, and carry it out to make
our salvation a_figurative salvation, and our redemption on~
ly metaphorical. "What weight, however, this- has in the
argument, I cannot see; for.it"must still be acknowledged
that a-price -or ransom'was paid-some how or other, and
* that this price was Christ himself, or his blood. There is
" on-sdcred record an instapce of a person’s paying a' sumy
of money, as a ransom for his life, when it was forfeited,
(Exod. 21. 29, 30.) and if such a consideration, when ex-
acted as,a price of redgmption, be stiled a ransom, then
. one. persén;laying down his life for another, may, with
. equal propriety, be so called. Christ having bought us with
E_ a"price, by giving his life a ransom for many, may therefore-
» welFbe styled .our Redeemer. Fhere is -no redemption
7 without price. The word would be unmeaning without
‘pHce. -. True,»we read of Israel being redeemed out-gf* Fi--
&yt and Bubylon ; and Jacob speaking . of his deliverance
Jdramrevit-by the angel, styles it his redemption from all evil,
aud oftentimes in scripture, deliverance from evil is called
sedemption; but this is done with reference to that ransom
which Chirist was in, the fulness of time, to pay for his peo-
‘ple; and this is confirmed by the fact, that no deliverai.ce -
that God wrought for his enemies, and the enemies -of his -
people,-is ever called by the name of redemptiqn, .
£ As for your comparison,. by which you would represen
“aur views of the means of redemption, by setting'our g; —
. wernmentta naantiate with the Dev of Aloiers. for the -
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‘covery of American cmzens tletamed by hlm “in slaVery, by" -

paying to him a stipulated sum-of meney; itis”too’ gross - |

to deserve a’serious reply; and:sayors too- much of the¢én- .

timent you published some. years ago lespectmg the deyil. *

‘getting the blood of Christ as- the price-of our redemption.

This obnoxious thing, I know: you profess. to: dlsavow, apd;
shift it upon St. Augustin aud: his disciples: you also dery
that your wrmngs, if “fairly-construed, speak- any such

“sentiment.” Tdeclare. to. you, that [ feel no pleasure; not -
‘the smallest gratification, in - reiterating -this subject,.rior

Would 1 do it but for two reasons; the one is,-because,'to
me your disavowal-has never ap,peared satlsfactocy, but

rather- carries with it a'contradiction, in renouncing. the

aofds you first used, but continuingto retain and. vindicite |
the, sentiment; partlcularly in.your late letter to-Mri Moré-
land.. The other is, that I think you pervert the apostle’s

~meaning, in- ‘Heb. 2. 14, which you have quoted frem the -

il and sin, and’ 1f he gave his blood as the rans
- whe got the- price? - The apostle ‘to'the: Heb

" flesh and blood, he.also himself likewise.toak
-same; that through death he might ‘destroy.

~ the devil had-the power of death; and, he-
- 24.) Now, you must pardon my. l)hnduess,

- by fair construction; to putany other meaning
- than what they literally and plainly. ‘express,

[

'ﬁrst, to m'lke him father the ‘sentiment.. In’ o
letters oq ' Atonement, pubhshed in 1805, you .

“«I now inquire, what was the price given for-o
~tion?”  You answer yourself: “The blood of C
vy where in scripture, declared to be the prne

20. 28. Rev. 5. 9, &c... Then you proceed::*
be asked if- Chrlst or God in Christ, redeems i

answers: For as much: as-the children were

the:power of death, “that is, the devil!” Her

which was the death of Christ.” (Letlers on

undertook to explain yourself “a littlé more |

subject to Mr. Morelaud, [ really confess-l wa
 *The devil and w1cked men thirsted. after the blogd

of Ghmt. This is true, but they did‘not- thirst after it ds'g

F,"’,‘a‘tﬁ".. I~ A U SRS SO M T I ]

. ¢he price of ont redemption, any tore than ‘they did for. ther

Zlood-of Stephen and. the other hoiv rarfairg. . Bt 4o
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faw if Jesus were permitted to-live; all men would go.
ter-him, and the kingdom of darkness would be ruine
Sothey desired-the death of the apostles, lest they shot
defeat their interests and turn the world upside down. “Tt
thirsted: for his blood, and at last obtained,. or got it
.Calvary.—This blood was the price of our redemptio
But did the devil obtain and receive it as such,—did
kugev it at the time,—was it stipulated to him, or could
make any move of it than the blood of a haly martyr? Es
cially-too, when, according to you, it was only a figura
price, or a figurative redemption. But it is further a
ed, fo-express “the idea in the very words of inspiratios
for-theough. death Jesus destroyed him that had the pos
of death, that is, the devil, and-delivered them who, throy

 fear.of death, .were all thejr lifetime subject to bondag

Was Jesus under the power of death, and subject to bond.
‘in'the-same way that sinners are? Was he-under the sz
kind.of necessity of dying that they are? Had the d
the power of death over the Saviour, aga subject of his k
- dom? Did he who said “the prince of this world com

© .andchath nothing in me;” and of whom it is said, that,

-

was not possible that he should be holden of death;”
‘e:subject himself to the devil, to suffer death as a tt

~unavoidable? No, thanks to heaven, the power of lay
- down his life was his'own. [ .lay it down of myself, 1

 lver 3¢ as my own act and deed, for I have power-to Ic
“dswn, and to.take it again.» He did not fall into-the ha
of hig' persecutors, because he could not avoid it, but
cause his hour was come. . No man taketh. my life from

" He. laid it dows voluntarily, as. 8 matter of right an

Choice, and ‘not of necessity, which he could. not prev
e falt not the sting of death; nor did- he enter the

.- rit#ries of death as a subject, but as a conqueror. Se
- hiad -thre. power of death over the human: family, bec:
* helirst seduced them to sin, and sih was the procu

3

_cause of death; he 'may be said to have the powe
death, as.he draws men into sin, the wages whcreof

' death,—as he terrifies their consciences with the fear of de

a6 the executipner of divine justice, and as being t
. tormentor forever-and ever. - Jesus destroyed him; noi
et otoiom- Tk hie nnmwar and doaminion from the sow
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people, who.are freed from the sting of death and the
er of the grave. Seeing therefore, your sentiment is
neous, untenable and offensive, at least suspicious,
evidently calculated to excite justifiable animadver- . -3
, and probably censorious reflection, would it not be
better way, by explicit disavowal, and manly boldness, -
enounce it altogether, and thereby remove all ground
usgicion, and cut off all occasion of cavillation for ever?

- now ouly remains to make a few strictures on your
ons of faith, to bring this discussion to a close, which
already been too long. “The bible,” you say, “plain- .
caches that the whole work of regeneration, and sal- -
on from sin, is the work of the Spirit.” (p. 82.) To

I most heartily subscribe. But what the Spirit s, or

t he has to do, in your system, really, I cannot see;
mporal death is all thai justice demands ef the sinner;
mortality is all that ails him.  As for regeneration, that

us the same as atonement, which is such a prolific term,
it is found capable of engendering, and bringing.

y a whole litter of words at a time, not of rich va-.

y of definition, not possessing any due combination of
ers to.generate more, but all of the same family,.and
peaking the same language; so that if atonement and. - »
neration be the same thing, then the former is as much.
work of the Spirit, as the latter. *“It is also plain
‘God begins, carries on, and perfects this work by means

is word,—believed by us.”. Ordinarily this is true,

not always, nor can means answer in-the ‘place :«df ds-. -
agency, which God can, and’I have no doubt, often

s employ on the souls of heathens and.idiots, to qualify.

¢ natares, for' heaven; they are -incapable of being,
vardly called by the mivistry-of the word, and "there=",
, God, “who worketh when apd where, and.howsre -
seth,” can save them by Christ, through the agency’

is' Holy Spirit, without means. But upon your plan,
uch effeét can be wrought, seeing you deny any ope- -
on. of* the Spirit prior to believing, ~ “The bible gives
0 ground to expect these operations, while we abide
nbelief.” (p. 83.) Who then does the Spirit reprave
in? Who are they that “resist the Holy Ghost,” that
wch the Svirit. and stifle hig holv citogoctiane? Dnse ned



- MisocHanecus Matters. . 15:
“the Spiril:strive with, aud powerfully stir up, the minds
muy who-are nol burn again? Are not the natural pow
lesof menstrongly excited, apd conscience iufluenced i
part to perform its ofiice, notwithstanding the stronges
opposition of the carnal heart?, Did the Holy Spirit nev
& operate on your heart, to- convince yon of sin, befor
ou'believed? Did yeou obtain religion when you were i
the labyrinth of Calvinism,” or since you fell into the vor
tex“of ‘Arianism? Prcbably the following statement wil
shew us how' you got religion. “Suppose God, havin,
handed me the bible, should thus speak: Take this book
~in it are all things necessary for you to know, believe
and do—believe them as the truths of heaven, and ‘com
 to mie- and ask, and [.will ‘give you the Holy Spirit, an
~every promise of the New Testament; on this_plan,
“should. be enconraged o activity in every duty, in'the cor
fident expectation of help and salvation.” (p. 84.) ~All thi
“may'do for one who is a disciple of Christ, a child of grace
“and ‘one who desires to do his master’s will; but apply i
to the infidel,—to the heart of enmity,—to those who ar
natarally ‘God’s enemies, and withhold every other influ
ence ‘but that'arising from the mere objective force of th
declaration made, and will any of all this tribe be saved
Thefact s, we have here anether evidence of your de
nial of hiuman depravity—here is no moral inability c
Hindrance—no lack of "holy disposition;—the rebelliot
 heart is riot here,—the sinner is as docile and obedient
' the Jizing image, we saw a while ago;—he believes an
comes -to God, it seems, without the Spirit,—first savg
- himself, agrd ‘then comes to God for salvation. Such%d
yvinity may sooth carnal hearts, and bolster up the fals
hopes of deluded souls, but to the thoroughly convince
and, deeply awakened sinner, it is like the friends of Jol
a thigerable comforter. L : '
- A great outcry is made against the doctrine of the i
ability of the unregenerate to believe the gospel. T
say thal God requires sinners.to believe, when they hav
not capacities {o believe, amounts to the same thing,” i.
Yeternal damnation,” What you mean by ‘‘eapacities,
I am unable to see; if the. sinner does not lack spirilu
sopacity to see things which cannot be seen otherwise tha

4
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by spiritual discernment, then it is admitted he lacks none
at all. But this -admissioncannot be, while God’s' word
opposes it.’ (1. Cor. 2. 14.) You and all those who can so
readily, and so boldly rise up and call in question: the sove-
reign-and unalienable right of Ged, to command apostate
beings to perform obedience, which, from their ~unholy
condition, they are morally unable to. do, forget that yv&
ave not only trampling on divine authority, but likewise
take part with such rebels in denouncing it as an act o

. tyranny and injustice in their sovereign.to command them

to.do what they are. unable ‘to’ do; and verily,-it-argues
little respect and reverencé towards the divine Being for
worms of the dust to say he must do ‘so, and so, or be ar-
raigned as “a God of matchless cruelty, tyranny, and in-
justice.” Does God command any natural tmpossibility of
his creature? I believe he does not. . Does he command
any moral impossibility, i..e. any thing he is morally unable

"to do? 1 believe he does. Well, you say. then, that ]
-make him “a God of matchless cruelty, tyranny, and’ in-
- justice.”. The quarrel is not w!th me, but with God' him-

- self if it be so, it is not my fault. - Ezek. 18.-31. Make

you a new heart-and a new spirit. Isa. 42. 18. Hear ye deaf;
and look ye blind that ye may see. ~Jas. 4. 8. Cleanse- your

_ hands ye sinners, and purify your hearts ge double mirded.

Eph. 5. 14. Awake thou that sleespest, and arise from the dead.

Jer. 4. 4. Circumcise yourselves to the Lord, and take awlly

the foreskins of your hearts. Now here are things required

" of sinners, which they are certainly unable to-do3 but
‘there is no difficulty in accounting for the kind-of: inability

they are under in-all these. cases; it is certainly of :that
description hich implies a- deep’ criminality, ds”the con-
ditions described, and the rectificatioys called for in the
texts fully evince.. ‘Yetl find no inconsistency here; for
1 believe there -is a ‘point, though I pretend. not to. de:
monstrate it, where the duty and the dependance of the sin-
ner unite;~—where divine and human agency-meet. I'see
it in"the valley of dry bones, (Ezek, 37, 1—10.) " Isee it
in Phil..2, 12. 13, “Work out your salvdtion with' fear and
trembling. . For it is' God which worketh in gyou ‘Both™ to
willyand to do, of his good pleasure. “I-sée’itin 1 Cor
2.9 ?F‘:“ we are labourers together with-God,, . | -

H ‘ “
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" Faith is not a discretionary compliauce on the part of’
the créature, with mere invitation. Itis as much a duty,
s any other required.act of obedience. 1 John 3. 23.
WThis is his commandment that we should belicve on the
!nam‘e of his Son Jesus Christ. Mark. 1. 15. Repent ye

d ‘believe the gospel. ‘It is ah act or-exercise of holy
gedienc'e:. (Heb. 11. 6. - Rom. 6. 17. and 10. 9, 10.) It"
consequently is the effect of regeneration, otherwise there
is no holiness in it we grant, nor could it then be called
'an dct of obedience, for there is no such thing as obedience
without the heart. Prov. 23. 26. My son give me thine
heare. But -it.is “mith the heart man believeth- unto right:
ousness.” (Rom. 10. 9.). That the order of vegeneration is
‘prior _to saving faith, is proved by John 1. 12. 13.. Who
are_they in the first of these werses, that recetved Christ
and believe on his ngme? The next verse answers, only
those “who were born, not of blood, &c. but gf God.” 1
John 5. 1. “Whosoever believeth that Jesus is the Christ;
wborn of God:” his believing is the evidence of his regens
-¢ration.. I thisis not admitted, then, Every one that
twetk is'born of God, and every one that'doeth #ighteous-

ness is:born of him, (Chap;: 4. 7. and 2 29.) must mean, that -
“both loving God, and doing rightebusness, are prior to re

generation; which would be a gross error and perversion’

of seripture. L o : '

.But “faith depends not on the will, inclination, or dis-
position, but on testimony. God gives you the Bible, say--
ingy “believe the truths of heaven, and come to me and
ask,"and I'will give you the Holy Spirit:” Can you do this:
‘without “will, inclination or disposition;” and if so, will
",God' accept of it, and be pleased with it as an #ct of obe~
"dience;? But the illgstration is as unfortunate as the po-
sition: “Were I from home, and & messenger should come
and -inform me that my wife was dead, I should believe it,
not because 1 was willing, but because of the testimony of
the messenger. Now, I should sappose there was a differ-
ence between the testimony as your warrant; and that act
of your mind upon that warrant in receiving it as true.
The pratlamation of Moses: to the dying Israelites, calling-
upon them to look to the brazen serpent for healing, was
Ene' thing; and complying was another thing;~the former-

:
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was their wasrant, and really 1 cannot ‘believe they eoris

- plied without will, inclination:or disposifion. Cyrus’‘pro-

\

clamation throughout all his kingdom, was a sufficient
warrant to every Jew to return to-the land of Israel; yet
none went but those. “whose. spirit God: raised to go up;”

zra. 1. 1—5.) The warrant itself was as.good for one as
for another, nor was it by any means invalidated by thos
who did act uponit. We see, likewise, the agéncy of God,
both when he “stirred up the spirit of Cyrus, to make:the
overture, and also by-a simultaneous divine movement -on
those “whose spirit- he raised to go up.” Jast so, T be-
lieve, he now acts by means of the gospel proclamation;
(not without his own-divine energy,) in bringing bis peo-
R{e from a foreign dominion to the New Jerusalem above:

oreover, I would observe, that your belief respecting

~ your dead wife, is entirely inapposite, and by vo means

Jjustifiable, as going-to establish -the true.notion of 'ggisgel
faith: for instarice; the objects of faith are as widely dif-
ferent as a dead wife, and a living Redeemer. '~ Bélief in

- ‘the former case, no way relates to salvation, or iuvolyes

spiritual concerns; nof so the latter. .The-former is 2
mere physical act of the natural understanding, with refer-
ence to a physical object, with its appropriate results, but
the latter isa complex exercise of the understanding assenting,
and the will consenting, the one being persuaded of; and the
other embracing the object, so as-to believe. in Christ wit

all the heart,asone who-is preciousto all whobelieve. The

~ faith that you preach in your book, is certainly not gospel

faith, either as to.its nature or object, its warrant or exercisé:

To the question, “How does God give faith?’ - You
make the apostle Paul answer in Rom. 10, 17; “So then

faith cometh by hearing, and hearing by the word of God.”

- dentin my knowledge, and he believe me, I'surely am. the

If you can prove by this, that-hearing gives faith; you can
also prove by the same text, that the word of God" gives
hearing. The proper meaning is; that God gives.faith,
Ly the word as:a mean, oran'instrument which he ordina-
rily employs in his moral kingdom, to save the souls of
‘en; in which view it might be said also, that-salvation
cometh by hearing, by the word, &c. Butyourillustration
is quite luminous: “Should I relate to my neighbour an inci-

T
“

.
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,,:-»i,i;fthor tind givet of his faith.? (p. 86.) This is not true:
You oiily gave him the warrant, but that act of thé mind

- ef to give, . A little onward, you call faith an' “actof the
mind,”(p. 89.) which you distinguish from its “‘objects and

L which received your testimony as true, was not in your pow-

d.effects,” as being “very differént.” Can you then be the

- author and the giver of an act of the mind of another
man? But if he should not believe you, agreeably to
such a theory, you rust also be the author and the giver
of 'his unpelict :

-.. But “the sinner is dead indeeﬁ;‘ yet he can hear and

) _bélieve unto eternal life.” ' But how is the sinner dead,

since we have been told he is subject .to temporal death
- ondy? You quote for proof, John 5. 25—"The dead shall

 hear the voice of* the Son of God, and they that hear shall

live” 'But why talk abodt the dead living, if fhey @re noe
< dead? The above declaration is akin to the following: “The
scriptures assert that God justifieth the ungodly that be-
Yive” I .deny that the scriptures assertany such thing.
Every sinner is. ungodly prior to justification, but the man

»

5 ~whom God justifies has not the existing character of an un.

" godly man <at the time of the justifying act, nor does he
believe as an. ungodly sinner, but as one who is actually
+. born.of the Spirit. You say, that “regeneration, salvation:
justification, and sanctification are the'works of the Spirit.>
(p- 85.) But in this discussion, we found; according to you
. that regeneration and - sanctification meant the same as
- atonement, and justification the sanie as the resurrection:
and what salvation is, 6r what the woik of the Spirit is;

_who, or what the Holy Ghost i3, we are left to conjecture,
”. -A theeoTy $0. visionary, so box’ltr"éaicmry, and so unscriptur:

_al, agyou have sent out to the world, may pass with you
-.and your disciples for the “old unsullied light which shines
- in-the bible;” it may be admired and adopted by those

who wish not to be heholden -to the merits of redeeming

‘blood- for salvation; and by the simple hearts of others

who are deceivedwdy-good words and fuir speeches; but the

“honest and cantious inquirer after truth, the true follower

of the good Shepherd, will flee from the voice of the stran-
ger,.and rejoice that, though “many deceiversare entered

E #nfo the world,” and “false teachers among the peuple,”

3
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vho pnvﬂy brmg in damnable heresxes, evkn d nymg tfmé
Jord. that"bought" ihem,™ yet; “the foundation - of God '
tandeth sure; having this seal;ithe L0rd knoWeth themm, .
hat are hxs.” R : L

)EAR Sm, . : S - 8
Noththstandmg f have already tmmoende( i.s
‘had assigned to, this work; yet I'miist-crave i
little longer; while T _address you o subject ofta dlf- :
rent nature and' tendency from’ those -which “have pre:
eded. Being of a personal .charactér, and. not- (én&mg
» general ednﬁcahon, it is therefore reserv&d to the: ]ast. ‘
‘o -have inserted it in-the proper place, would have, int
ome medstire; broken in upon. the. connection of 'the: thes
loglcal discussion; which T wished to-be preserved’ entiré;:
'o me, 1 confess; the present subject is unpleasan
ou, it must be painful, Asit must affect your persona,lﬂensx- :
ility.- But I cannot avoid -it, ‘Both my ‘personal-and min-,
terial character stand- unjustly impeached hefore the' pub—
¢ tribunal in your late.address to Mr, Moreland.There .-
1ink -you. have rashly. and unjustifiably 1mplicated
ith falsehood and slander, in:reférence-to my. former a
adversions on  the clrcumqtances of * your ordmatm
fter stating’ to- Yo "lly and ﬁanlcly, as Tthought,in.a -
rivate communication,’’ the - clrcumstances that mduced~” :
e to make thoee ammadversxons, T cov y v
our mﬁmte lxbera}xty, and unbounde . '_1
ave perinitted you to ‘charge. upon: me, .wnthou-t founda-
on, two of the foulest .crimes in’the black catalogue.
"ou are pleased tossay. to Mr.: Morelaud that you:“had: .. .
Hy answered- Mr. Cleland’s slanderou; publications;’—: -
at.he;' (Mr.> Morgland,) bad- “given: the he to; n
ho certified ithe falsity of. Mr. Cléland’s pubhc
nd that’ you “happﬂy shpped ouf; from the 'lande;o

ublxc'xtxons of Mr. Cleland.” I nevel‘ Wrote butfﬁe pllb::ﬁ

j
-
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- lication in which you had any personal concefn. But you
have twice used the phrase, “slanderous publications,”
suppose to make the charge the more weighty, and im-
“press upon the public mind, that I had been an industrious
slanderer. I miglit here apply the ancient gdage, Physi-

3. cian, keal thyself. = But “what - falsity of my publication

"~ "have those men, belied by Mr. Moreldnd as you say, cer-

- tified-against me?” You have-got them to certify that you

- ~were orddincd by the West Lexington Presbytery, which
is not:tiug, as the records of Transylvania Presbytery will

o ime you wrote their certificates- for them,
: must-bear the, blame of this error yourself.

] . , otight to be cautious always how they sign
& ssented to them by an interested party, They

T , in page 32 of your book, that you preach-
-« _them, when you was their pastor, “the pre-existence
- _of the human soul of Jesus Christ;” which sentimedt, in the
" 17th page of the very same book, you have denied, as wa
“have before noticeds They likewise say, that you adopted
- - the Confession of Faith with reserve, as'you had before
_stated to e, in a private communication; which state-
] ments I was willing to admit, without y.durjbéing”’llmden
" the necessity, sofar as I was concerned, of proving them.
Your ‘proof, when T saw it,.did not in the lcast affect me.
T felt no criminality. I attached to myself no personal
- guilt'or responsibility, I thought I had satisfied yod “in
[ my reply to your private letter. . I did not see that your
certificatés implicated me,.as my name was not mentioned,
 and that which you attempted to reclify, you only said
- was “a.mistake in_some.” I therefore passed them by,
Y without designing ‘to give them any public notice what-
- ever. Bat I now'think it due to the public, as well as
- my..own. personal character, to'lay a fair statement of this
:.“matter before the world; and let the candid judge whether
"L merit.the heavy imputation of slander andfalsehood, or
nof. - . LT e ’ : ' '
- . On reviewing ‘nur;Sa.bellian notions concerning the Tri-
, nitys gou’r_ Arian views respecting the person of Christ; and
- your Socinian theory, which denies the expiatory sacrifice
§ and the redeeming mediation, as well as, with thé Arian, the
E Gaential Deily of the Saviour;. finding you in such compa-

SF e
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ny, and then‘hvearmg you boast “Lhat for. nearly twenty

Yyears past (from 1814) your mmd had not wavered: respect- :
ing its truth,” i, e. the divinity of the. createdy pre-emstent, .

human soul of Christ; .and knowing this twenty: years bes

lief would carry you. "back . beyond your. licensure and.or~

'dmatxon,-—f‘say, taking these. hings together, I really-was’
excited to inquire, how it could be that, with all these ob-

noxious tenets;, you: ever obtained a clerical admiltance

and staniding in the Presbyterian church.. Being stated clexk‘. :

of T ragsylvania Preabytery,and havmg ther

session, I examined them, 'They: give the tir l‘
circumstances of your ordination full and fai o
tici ing any reserve, as' Iy mformed you'in my a o

private letter, which'will_be seén. presently.

that your doctrine concerning faith is, that it depends not o

upon the will, inclination, or dnposntnon, but.on.testimony ;.

—how ean you blame me for believing, the- testimony in ' .
‘the Preabyfemal record on which I acted? " Presbytesian -

‘usage inordinations is well kiiown.. Several: ‘questions

are proposed to the candldates, to be. answered in"the af:

firmative;—one is, “Do you sincerely. Teceive and- adgpt" |

the-confession of faith-of this church,” &c. .. "The testlmof g

‘ny before mie said you answered in'the al’ﬁrm'lm'e. - Your

twenty- years belief, comprising the ¢rrors before mentlon-,j :
ed, carryingyou back o that period;(4th of Oct. 1798)

:andieven beyond it;induced me to think that you dissembled "

-when at jour ordmatlon you sincerely. recetved and: adopted

a creed, directly and fundamental]y the reverse of which
you secretly held at the time,’ (and whlch )ou have since.

| pubhshed fo the world.

‘The notion of a pre- exxatent liuman soul, you say, ‘yqu :

: “recenVed when a student of' dmmty.” This wé pow see. :

is the.clue to your whole book ;—on'this'dogma js founded "

‘your denial ‘of the proper dwzmty and.real atonemenl of .
'sus"Christ. As d moral Archlmedes, thg ‘DOS POU_STO Wi

never wanting; . and the fulérum -and two- forked ‘ lever

‘were always ready at hand. to aid the %algns of your lo-'
- gical mechanism.” Wit this created, pre-existent: hutnan
-soul, linking with, and binding to ltSelf all the theologlcal

arrago pubhshed in: your dxﬂg rent. productxons, You made:,

)

)' our Way through llcensure and ordmauon mto clenc}l %
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o ,stiin'din‘g,- among ministerial brethren whose sonls ever ab.

horred the foul errors which you must have then conceal:

ed from them, and for some time coyertly maintained, until

you were detected and cast out of the church. But with
regard to the testimony on which my former animadver-

. sions were founded, believing it, as I did, to contain a

true statement of your ordination, how can you make it

_..out, and publish to the world, that I have dealt in 'false-

hood and slander, when even the immacalate My. Stone
himself might have unintentionally erred in the very same

~ mannet? And, moreover, did charity and candour author-

ize you to charge me with those wicked crimes, after the
explanation I gave you upwards of siz years before, as you
have done in your angry letter to Mr. Moreland? To cast
“as much light on this subject as possible, I will here inser
your letter to me, dated 21st April, 1815, shortly after my;
publication appeared, and also my answer. It is as fol.
lows,.viz: : S ' A T
~«Srr; ldiscovered in yourlate declamatory production a bold
stroke aimed at my moral character. You were under a mis-
“take,*.in stating that, without reserve;I-had, at-my ordination
“received and adopted thé Confession of Faith as'containing the
‘$ystem of doctrines taught in the holy Scriptures.” I did ob.
ject to some articles contained in ‘the Confession, and one was
the doctrines of Trinity, &c. I'made my objections known at
that time to some, if not to all the preachers—some of them la.-
boured to convioce me. I told them that thus far I would go,
.but no farther; Jwould receive it as far as I saw it agreeable
to the word of God. When I was publickly asked, “Do you
receive,” &c. I answered aloud, to be heard by a large assem-
bly, “I do, as far as I see it agreeableto the wordof God.” This
I'can prove by hundreds. Mr. John Lyle was there at the time,

-"and a few nights ago in this place (Lexington) related the cir-

- -cumstances of that transaction to the company as it really was,

" Mr. Lapsley was present, when Mr, Lyle gave the relation,_

. Now, Sir, as you say*you will rejoice to lind yourself mistaken,

3

X
9

¥ have corrected the mistake.” You certainly see that you have
injured me. This~injury you can repair, by making your ac:
_knowledgment of the mistake as public as you have the mis,i
* Call it mistaké-as often as you will, but you mustnot call 2

slender,,
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take itself. Tam persuaded yo‘x -will do’it,. éﬁd‘_‘vim'du"t'rea
serve, and thus save me the trouble of doing it myself. At the
close of your book you style yourself my sincere friend: ‘Is it the

part of asincere friend to ruin hisfriend¢ Or,if hehas tried, will
he not acknowledge and repent’of the evil? - Do, Sir, let me
hear speedily from you, whether you will rectify the mistake.

yourself, or permit me to do it.. The matter does not adinit
of delay. - Farewell. T T T 5

. BARTON W, STONE”

T'o-tis letter I returned the following answer afew days
after its reception. o T T

«Sir; Your letterof the 21st ult. came safe to hand. - Its con-
tents I have specially noted. The circumstances of ‘your ordi-
nation, as related in your letter, are, in my opinion, the most cu-

rious and forbidding of-any, of a similar kind, I ever heard of.

You did, you say, “object to some articles contained in the Con-

féssion, and one was the doctrines of Trinity, &c.” Now, how

dar this “&c.” goes, is hard for me to say; and, it further shews,

to my mind, that ambiguity and want of explicitness, every’

where observable in your writings. “The doctrines of T'rini-

ty, &c.” I suppose we are certainly at liberty to include the.
Deity of Jesus Christ, as one of those objected to; éspecially as.
it was on that subject, particularly, that you made the statement

respecting your twenty years belief; and 1 have my doubts whe-

ther any Presbytery, even the most corrupt, would -ordain a
man who would teil them that Jesus Christ was not equal to

the Father “in essence; being or eternity;”’.or whether: the~
Transylvania Presbytery ever dreamed that you held ’su.f;h ob-

noxious sentiments at that time.

.~ “When publicly asked,—“Do you receive, &c.” you say, you
“answered aloud, to be heard by a large assembly,—I do, as-
far.as | see it agreeable to the word of Ged.”” Now,whoin his.
senses willsay; that this was not a mere shgm<—a solemn'¥oTx-
16! Your conduct was impolitic, to say the least of it;and thatof .

‘you expect by imposing yourself on a society contrary to their

'established rules? Was this the way to ensure future peace’
and harmony in that society? Could it.be desirable for an hon-
‘est man to “put. his head among a people ifirsociety, when he .

‘knew there. existed such a difference. of sentiment, as mightfat

the Preshytery unfaithful and disorderly. Whathappiness.could.,

‘some future period, and in. some other section of thatsociety,’.

endanger his standing, and destroy his peace? :Admitting they

.
i E 1 e L .
i - . SR

‘werg willing to dispense with their strict laws fog his'aceomume, ™
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dation, thls w’ould aﬂ'ord but llttle encouragemedt seeing t
_society would not be actjng a faithful part to themselves, nor
their connection. at large. If the Presbytery were satisfied w.
_such an-adoption of the Confession, as you state, they acted j
~sach a'part; and no wonderif they should afterwards see th
tolly, and smart for it too, as they  certainly have in t
trouble and difficulty they have had with the very man in whe
_case they so ﬂagraﬁtly transgressed. - You received the Ce
fession “asfaras you saw it agreeable to the word of God.” A
pray, ‘Sir, could you not receive the Alkorar, and the Shake
Testimony in the same way? Ifit really was as you say, th
1 capdidly confess, that so far from your sincerely receiving a
‘adopting the Confession, that you did not adoptit at all. It w
nothing but-a solemn farce. It was doing things in away i
:should: most certainly have objected to, had I been in yo
place, or acting as a member of Presbytery.

«As for the “bold stroke aimed at your moral char cter”
‘my’ “d,eclamatory production;” I will venture to say; that a
other personlooking at the statement you made, with the sar
cnrcumstances before him, that were before me, in animadve
‘ing on that declaration, would have viewed the subject in t
same light that I did, and would have noticed it in a  simil
_way, without having any Titention; or feéling any desire to a
a-bold:stroke at‘your moral character;. Theé records.of Pr
~ ‘bytery dre'in my hands, as their stated clerk. This; 1 thoug
was the best evidence in the world If they did not give tr
history; 1 am not to blame’ for it; T took it for granted theyd
‘gud so I presume you would have thought and acted in a simil

. situation. The Presbysery state;that when youmade applicati

‘to preach within their bounds;, that they “examined your ci
dentials, and likewise your acquamtance with doctrinal and- e

' perimental religion, and having received satlﬂfactlon,” &e. Al

.af your ordination they state that after the “séveral steps h
' ‘been previously taken, agreeably to the directory of this churc
‘he (the presiding bishop) then proposed to" Mr. Stone tho
- questions appointed to be put to candidates previous-to their c
,-dination, and Mr. Stone having answered these questions in t

o aﬁirmatwe, and the congregation’s having answered, &c.” No:

- Sir, I need not: inform you what those questions are, appointe
to be puit to candidates, and which the Presbytery say by theirr

- ¢cord you answered in the'affirmative, prior to ordination. A

-

when Ilook at ourformof government on the ‘subject, and pred
catetheconductota Presbytery uponit; and then compare the
lustory with it'in your case, thhout thexr havmg recorded ar

i N ld vg.
i



vaizesty GOOGle



Mr. Stone’s. Ordination, e 1

Probably you: were more full and expl
: further off; but you never sent any wriltéen corrective
ter my ‘“declamatory production,” until your certificat
| were published last summer in your body of divinily, whi
you supposed authorized your malighant and triumpha
assertion of my slander and falsehood. :
=Buat if it be' true, (and we have no reason to doubt it firc
your own d¢claration) that you really held the odious se
timents before and at the time of your ordination, whi
you a few years aflerwards published to the world, a
which you have recently enlarged in two editions of yo
standard work, the only alternative that remains, is, th
J you deceived the Presbytery, by concealing your real sen
ments, and passing upon them a counterfeit. In this wa
- and no.other, were you smuggled into the ministerial offic
by imposing on those good men who. gave you the rig
hand of fellowship, to take part in the ministry wi
~ them; as little suspecting; as the Trojang did when th
. .lajd down-their wall to let.in the wooden horse filled wi
-, armed men, that. they had received into their eircle.a m:
covertly bearing with himsuch a troublesome-and per
cious host of ‘Arian and Socinian sentiments as were sho
ly after let loose upon them. ~ ‘Fhe ministers, recorded
present at your ordination, were, “Messrs. Crawford, M
hon; Tull, Rannalls, Blythe,.J. P. Howe, S. Findley,
Robertson, Marshall, Cameron, and M'Namer.” The fi
_four are dead, the last is well known on the rolls of Shak
fame ;. not onie of the rest have 1 yet conversed with on il
snbject;. yet I can pledge myself in their behalf, had th
known your real sentiments at your ordination, that n
g - ther “they nor their brethren deceased would have la
‘hands on you. . And the only excuse or apology which ¢
consistently be offered by or for them, for not arresting yo
- ordination,,or protesting against it, from the manuer y
adopted the Confession, is, that believing, in their go
.- Will and charity towards youw, that your difficulties bei
. ’merely speculative, and not fraught with danger, as
-~ :youtself, or as affecting any fundamental article of gosg
. doc_ti‘l'qc, they must have thought an interference entire
unnccessary.  The only communication I have obtaine
E and.the only one I have sought for from any of the brethrs

:: .younohject. Pyt

-
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* shdpe as thiey hgvé lately assumed, he would éver Have
| been either licensed or ordained, by any presbytery belonging
to the Gegeral Assembly. The thing speaks for itself. - -
" %A thousand times have I thought of thisonce bosom frienc
avith a pained heart. Gladly would I have cast over him the
mantle of charity. But alas! every year has buf furnishec
2 fresh proofs, that “he went out from us, because he was not o
“S.” . i . . )

M., _S(One’s Ordination. 16

" ~This not only confirms my own opinions on this subject
" but also I suspect measureably anticipates the impression:
and opinions of the other members of the Presbytery whe
, assisted at your ordination, and which shall.be procured,
| if neceseary, should this matter be further agitated. And
p should that be the case, you need be at no more trouble to
- prove what I most cheerfully admitjnamely, that you ex-
cepted to the Confession of Faith, at-your ordination, and
- that long ago you held and preached. the created, pre-exist-
ent human soul of Christ.- Your certificates are only cal-
culated to blind the ignorant, and mislead the uninformed,
- and prevent them from seeing the true state of the case as
_ it.really is. I say, therefore, I would tather admit, than
Y otherwise; Wwhat you have attempted to prove. These ve-
- ry things make your case look suspicions at least; and in
shg .;l)pinion of many, tend to plunge you deeper into the
itch, : , o . -
. I have one remark to make on your quarrel with the Pres-
bytery. “The Presbytery have done me injustice in omitting
anote of my exceptions in their minutes.” (p. 34.) Sir, this
charge falls with redoubled force on your own head.” You
took a seat in the Presbytery as a member the very moment
¥ after yourordination; and you sat with them two days af-
. terwards, and it is presumed heard the minutes read over,
- asig always the case before the signatures of the Modera-
tor and-Clerk. - You must have then known the omission
- you now complain of. Did you complain of it then as a
' :memker of Pregbetery havinga deeper individual interest in
it than any other person present? . Did ;you ever ask for a
Xgctification of the mistake, or ever complain, before, that
it was not done for your benefit?. No, you never thought
of it till you saw my letter, and the innocent, unsuspecting
;bte,threq; probably never thought- of thte danger of incur-

o
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‘sing the heavy imputation. of injustice twenty:thré¢ eard:
afterwards. N .
“The Synod,” t60, “have done me greater injustice, it
that noted minute of theirs, in which they declare to the
world, that they have suspended me, because I.secede
from the Confession of Faith. Could I have seceded from ~
a book I never received in any other sense than 1 yet re-
ceive it? I will receive any book, as far as I see it con-
sistent ‘with the word of God. 1 stand on the saine offici-
al ground now, that 1 did before their vote and: minute of
- suspension,” I will inqujre again; did ‘you make thisany
part of your defence before the Synod? Did you then take this
ground, and tell the Synod you were at their defiance,—
that you never had acceéded to their book, and, therefore, you
ngver seceded froth it;—was it hinted,—was the manner of
your ordination thought: of at all by yourself or a single
member of the Synod, many of whom were recént imem:
bers, and never heard of your novel case? Agdin, I ask;
would you ever have thought of this chdrge, had it hot been
for the information afforded you in my letter respecting
the record of Presbytery? Such condutt in a great man
looks little,—it looks wor$e,—it looks disingenuous.
But you stand bn the same gfficid! grotind now, thit you
did before their vote of suspension. ~This is céttainly, ve-
ry problematical at least. Though you will regard the
authotity of our Generdl Assembly with as little concern
now, as the fugitive Atab regdrds the aiithority of the Em-
peror of Russia, yet with us it is sufficient that they have -
decided, that a licensure, or ordination in our church; -
“without explicit adoption of the Confession of Fuaith, as being
highly irregular and unconstitutional.” (See Min. of 1807; and
Dagest. p. 139.) Your ordination, therefore , being irregula
and unconstitutional, was certainly inbalid. You were willing
however, to consider yourself a regular member of the Sy~
nod on as high official ground as any: they thought so tno}
and from thatstand they hurled you. Butitseemsthey were
mistaken,—they missed their mark, as you dodged but of
the way, and now your official standing is as good, it Seems,
ds éver. Let us try it logically:—Things that 4re equal
toroie and the same thing, are equal to one édnother; this
Js the axions; now for the proposition:—an illegal suspens |
sion 'rom ministerial office, where, the same subject is im-=

IR
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. .-phicated is egual in point of validity to-an ilegtl ordinati
. . Now for the dilemima. If Mr. Stone’s ordination was a null
- 80 was his suspension, but if Mr. Stone’s ordination was
lid, so- was his suspension. You may heretake choice, and
the assistance of the foregoing scholium, axiom, propositi

2" »and dilemma, two corollaries” inevitably follow, viz: fir

¢ -thefirst member of the dilemma, Mr. Stone never %ds
orduined minister; from the second, he never has been in g
cial standing since his suspension and deposition,” I thi
. your official standing about as good as Richard M’'Nemai
John Dunlavy’s, and Matthew Houston’s, who, no dou
feel as happy, as leaders of Shakerism, and can make
i triumgphant a boast of baving “wisely slipt out of the ch:
: forged in Westminster,” as you do now, at the head of 1
- ~Arian party in the three states of Tennessee, Kentucky a
-Qhio. . If youare on official ground, so are they; as i
well-known you all stood and fell together, under the sai

. ecelesiastical discipline. R

»You and your party have-assumed to yourselves the st
~ of:Christians. ‘We doubt not the sincerity of the prof
? sions;of many of you, but-we do not, and in conscience
i
"
|

cannot think you fairly entitled to that appellation. I
lieving and inculcating the doctrines we do, you must,
‘your-unbounded charity, excuse us for holding you up
dangerous enemies of the faith once delivered to t
saints. “One thing is certain: if your creed be true, o
isifatally Erroneousy) . Upon fundamental principles, anc
- regard-to ecclesiastical discipline, we cannot conscientiou.
4maintain. christian fellowship and ministerial hrotherhoc
_ Your infinite liberality ought to excuse us. DBut on ar
ther account you ought not to wish it. Take your bo
~into your closet, and before Him who searcheth all hear
- exXamine its contents; mark all the ugly names and harsh |
- sjriuations it contaios agaiust opposing brethren, as you c:
- them. . ‘Particularly cast your eye on page 18, where
are denominated the “daughters” of “the whore of-Bah
- lon,” having “the same mark:” where we are ‘designat.
" by“the star that John saw, (or as you paraphrase it,
~ angel of the-church)fall from-heaven, having the key of t
_ bottomless pit—with this key (riot the key of knowledg
kheﬁop.ened the dark- cabinet of hell, and let out & tlood
L - - 15 . : R
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-._-to-make hny further defence, or any new atlack Tam not‘
o -pledged exther to reply or be silent. - .

'P.’S. Since the above was wn{tten and sent to the pres.a,
F have received theioficidl account-of your licensure, in an’
‘extract from the records of Orange Presbytery. 1It, stands
“full and fair, -and completely exhonerates me from your:
harsh censure of falsehood and slander; and throws. you:
‘back, notwithstanding your certificates, on suspicious’
. ground; exactly where I found’ you, when 1 first animad-
. verted on your singular case. If you held the doctrines
-~ published in your first edition, twenty years hefore -you
~ -wrote that book,” censequently antecedent to your licen-
" “sure, on which oceasion, (according lo the Presbyterial
* .- record,) you sincerely received and adopted the Confes-
.- . sion of Faith,—then, according to the following testimony,
* you must. have acted the part-of a dissembler, and deceiv-
. -.ed the Presbytery that gave you license. The follow-
" .ing is the document alluded to; which will speak for itself,
... It comes certified as a true extract from the records which
5 “ are in the possession.of the Rey. Colm M Iver, who re:xde<
) Em Fayettevxlle, N.C. . :

‘ .,,,,,

N “HawFIELD’S Cnvnca, April 6, 1'796

L “Messrs Stone, Foster, and Tate, delivered dlscourses or

- & the subjects assigned them, at our last stated sessions of ‘Pres

. . bytery; and wer% examined on divinity in general; whlch dis

- “courses angefar }hmatxons, were, sustamed as parts of frial pre

. 'vious to li€nsu re.?

¢:: . «Messy. B arton Stone, Robert Foster, and Robert Tate, hay

. ing gonehr- sugh the trials assigned them by Presbytery, witl

L approbatrun, and having adopted the Confession of Faith o

" "this Church, and satisfactorily answered the questions appoint

ved to be put to ‘candidates to be licensed, the Presbytery dic

.- license them to preach the gospel: of Chrlat, as probationer
_for the holy ministry, within the bounds of thls Presbytery, K
-wherever they shall be orderly called »

Did you adopt the Confession of Faith at this tlme witk;
, exceptxons? Did Messrs: Foster and Tate likewise? O
~-were you licensed differently from them? If this recor«
is not true, am I guilty of slander and falsehood again, bej
‘cause. I depend on it as testimony “without will, mclmallom
or disposition?’ Ifthe declaratlon in your first edltlon re:

;‘-M—Mmh‘_‘—‘u T r
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