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PREFACE BY THE EDITOR..

Tux doctrine of our Lorbd’s Eternal Divinity having
been, on different grounds, the object of long and violent
opposition ; many learned, ingenious, and able pens have
been engaged in defence of that capital truth. Few,
however, have repelled the adversary with those powers
of genius, and that force of argument, which were em-
ployed by Dr. ABBaDiE in composing this admirable
Treatise.—~Far from contenting himself with dogmatical
assertions, and equally far from amusing his readers with
curious metaphysical speculations, on the grand Subject
of his inquiries ; he has recourse to the testimony of
Gop—to that Revelation which Jenovam has made of
himself in the Bible, and to thoese deductions from it,
which are natural. clear, and conclusive. Thus he proves
that Christ is a Divine PErson, and equal with the
Father ; without pretending to know, or attempting to
investigate, the Mopus of his Divine Personality. 1a re-
gard to the former, he firmly believes that the Scripture
is full, explicit, peremptory ; in reference to the lazzer,
he considers the sacred Canon as entirely silent ; and, to
dispute what Eternal Veracity asserts, because it is above
the power of reason to comprehend ; or to endeavour
to discover what God has not revealed of himseif, he looks
upon as 1rrational, presumptuous, and highly criminal.

The sentiments and views of our Author, in this re-
spect, are well expressed by another celebrated writer,
who says ; ¢ I freely grant, that, bad 1 consulted my own
¢ reason only, I could not Liave discovered some myste-
¢ rics of the gospel. Nevertheless, when 1 think on the
¢ grandeur of God; when I cast my cyes on that vast
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¢ Ocean ; when I consider that immense ALL ; nothing
¢ astonishes me, nothing stumbles me, nothing seems to
¢ me inadmissible, how incomprehensible soever it may
¢be. When ihe subject is Divine, I am ready to believe
¢ all, to admit all, to receive all ; provided I be convinced
* that it is God his self who speaks to me, or 2ny one on
¢ his part. After this I am no more astonished that there
¢ are three distinct Persons in one Divine essence ; one
¢ God, and yet a Father, a Son, and a Holy Ghost—Ei-
¢ ther religion must tell us nothing about God, or what it
¢ tells us must be beyond our capacities ; and, in discov-
¢ ering even the borders of this immense Ocean, it must
¢ needs exhibit a vast extent in which our feeble eyes are
¢ Jost. Bat what surprises me, what stumbles me, what
¢ frightens me, is to see a diminutive creature, a con-
¢ temptible man, a little ray of light glimmering through
¢ a few feeble organs, controvert a point with the supreme
¢ Being ; oppose that Iaielligence who sitteth at the
¢ helm of the world ; question what he affirms, dispute
¢ what he determines, appeal from bis decisions, and
¢ even after God hath given evidence, reject zli doctrines
¢ that are beyond his capacity —Enter into.thy nothing-
¢ ness, mortal creature ! What madness animates thee !
¢ How durst thou pretend—thou who art but a point,
¢ thou whose essence is but an atom —to measure thyself
¢ with the Supreme Being ; with him who fills heaven
¢ and earth; with Him, whom Aecaven, tae heaven of
¢ heav>ns cannot contain ! Canst thou by searching find
¢ out God 2 Canst thou find out the Almighty to fierfec-
¢ tion 2 High as the heav-n, what canst thou do 2 deeper
¢ than hell, what canst thou know 2°%

Tne great principle waich the Author aims to estab-
lish in the following work, is; That the Deity of Jesus
Cirist is essential to the Christian Religion. In pursu-
ance of this design he shows, if Jesus the Son of G»d be
not of the same cssence witn :is Father~—That tl.e Ma-
hom.tan religion is preferable to Christianity, and Christ

® M. Saurix’s Serm. vol. i. p. 78, 79. Mr. RoBrNsoN’s
Translation.
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inferior to Mahomet.®* That the Sanhedrim did justice,
in causing Jesus to be put to death for blasphemy—that
he and his apostles have led us into a compiicated and

* It may be thought p:Gper bere to observe, that some of the
Socinians have not been ashamed to avow a considernble degree
of regard for the character and eause of ahomet Witne:s their
famous Address o AME7H BEN AME rH, ambassador from the
enmperor of Fez and Moroceo, to CeE A& LES the Second, King of
Great Britain. ¢ We, say they iv his £xcellency, as your NEAR-
‘EST "ZLLOW-CHAMPIONS for those truths —[i.e. truths in
* which none but they agrze with the Mahometaus. ] We, who,
* with our Unpitarisn bretl:ren. were in all ages exercised to de-
¢ fend with our pens the faith ufone >upreme God, (without per-
¢ sonalidies, or pluralities) As He Aath ratsed your Mahomet to de
¢ the same with the sword, as a scuarge on those idolizing Christ-
“ians ;~We do, for the vindication of your law-maker’s glory,
* strive to prove. that such fauits and irregularities. [4s are foond
‘in the Koran] not cohering with the fashion of the rest of the
¢ Alcoran building, nor with the undoubted sayings of your pro-
¢ phet, nor with the gospel of Christ (whereof Mahomet would have
* himseif to be but 3 preacher )—were foisted into the scattered
‘ papers found after Mahomet's death, «f which in truth the Al-
¢ coran was made up : it being otherwise impossible thst a man
‘ of that JUDGMENT, that hath proved it:eyp in ocher things se
® CONSPICUOUSLY, should be guilty of s many and frequent re-
¢ pugnancies, as are to be seen in those writings and laws that are
‘ now-a-days given out under his name. e do, then,—endeavour
¢ o clear by whom, and in what time, such alterations were made
‘*in the first setting out of the Alcoran.” See the whole Address
in LEsvL1e’s Sociuian - ontruversy Disc Pref p- 3—18. Thaus
careful «ecre these gentlemen to purge the Koran of cvery thing
sapposititious ; an-i thus tender of its Author’s honer !

Anuther Socinian writer represents Mahomet, as having ¢ no
¢ other design but to restore the belief of the unity of God ; which,
€ savs he, at that time was extirpsted aimmong the eastern Chris-
¢ tians, by the doctrines of the {rinity and lnearnation,’—And in-
forms us, I'hat Mahomet meaut not his religics. should be es-
‘ teencd g new religion ; but only the restitution of the irue in-
‘tent of the= ¢Christian religion—That the Mahometan learned
‘ men call themselves. the irue disciples of the Messias, or Christ ;
‘mtimatitg thereby, that ¢ hrisuaus are apostates from the Mos7T
‘ESSENT1AL PAR!S vl the doctrine of the Messias—That Via-
“ Lom< tunismn has presailed 8o greatly not by force aml the sword,
‘ —nut by that one trath, in the Alcoran :l.e unity of Goa .’ that
15, az well iv: Prrion, as in Kssence. Anu then he represenis the
Tartars is’acting more rationxily, in embracing what he calls,
¢ the more plausible sect of Muhemet, than tuey would have dooe,
‘1 receiving the 1 hristia faith of the Trinity, Incarpation,” &e.
In LESL1E, as above, p. 28, . » '
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pernicious error—that there is no agreement betweern
the old and the New Testament—and, that peither the
ancient Jewish, nor the Christian religion, is attend - d with
sufficienit criteria to distinguish it from imposture.—In
proving that these are the necessary consequences of the
Socinian and Arian systems, and in answering the prin-
cipal objections of his opponents; he discovers such
fertibity of invention, originality of thought, and strength
of reasoning powers, as comparatively few enjcy. The
generality of writers on this very interesting subject, do
little more than collect and retail the thoughts of others,
which they express in a different style and method. -Not
so Dr. Aesanie. For the reader of this masterly per-
fermance, if not possessed of uncommon penetration, is
entertained with ideas entirely new, as well as with argu-
ments irrefragably strong, in every section, and in al-
most every chapter: so that, if he love the adorable
Jesus and ¢ rejoice in his Highess,” he finds himself in-
structed, amazed, deiighted.

Though the book be exceedingly scarce, and, at-this
time, very little known in England ; the abilities of the
writer and the merit of the treatise have received the
honorable testimonies from various pens. Abbe Hou-
TEVILLE, for instance, when spcaking of our author’s
work, on the truth of Christian religion ; of which ela-
borate performance this is generally reckoned the third
volume, says, ¢ the most shining of those treatises in de-
¢ fence of the Christian religion, which were published
¢ by the Protestants, is that written by Mr. ABBADIE.
¢ Tne favourable reception it met with ; the praises it
¢ received, almost without example. immediately after its
¢ publication ; and the universal approbation 1t still mects
¢ with, render it unnecessary for me to join my commen-
¢ dations, which would add so little to the mernt of so
¢ great an author. In the first part he combats tl.e Athe-
¢ ists, the Deists in the second, and the Socinians in the
¢ third *—~V oLTAIRE also, wlo cannot Le suspected of
a predilection for ABBAD:E on account of his vriting in

* Artiele Assapiz, New and Gen. Biograph Dict. Note.
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defence of revealed truth ; informs us, that ¢ he was cel-
« ebrated for his treatise on the Christian religion.”*—And
the Rev. Mr. VExN thus recommends the work ; ¢ It is
¢ a book in the bighest form for reputation, in all the
¢ Protestant countries abroad ; a book in which the hor-
¢ rid absurdities of all, who, under pretence of being more
¢ rational in religion, reject *ne counsel of God, are ex-
: posed in a most masterly rwanner.”t—Such is the char-
acter of the author among those who know his abilities ;
and such the esteem which this performance of bis has
obtained.

The style of the English translation, which, on ac-
count of its many inaccuracies, represented the work to
oreat disadvantage, the editor has attempted to correct;
and, where it did not affect the argument, he has abridg-
cd the book, that the size and price of it might be reduc-
cd. He has also taken the liberty, in some places, of
throwing In an addit:onal thought ; with a view either to
eiucidate the author’s meaning, or to enforce his argu-
ment—How far his endeavours to render th:- book more
generally known, and the translation of it more agreea-,
ble, may obtain the approbation of the religious public,
he cannot pretend to say. He is not, however, without
a pleasing persuasion, that many wiil read the work with
delight aMi profit—that many, who ¢ love our Lorp
¢ Jesus CHrisrt In sincerity,” will rejoice to see his Di-
vine Dignity so well defended, against the insinuating
artifices of pernicious error, and the bold ®attacks of open
blasphemy. And itis bis ardent praycr that God our Sa-
vivur, to whom tie author dedicates the work,} would
condescend to use it as a mean of his own glory, and of
the church’s good. T him, therefore, ¢ whs is over all,
¢ Gob blessed for ever,’ itis once more commended.

* Ageof Lrwis XIV Vol IL p. 274.

T Exan of Dr. Priectlvy’s uddress on the Lord’s Supper, p. 29,
3. Note. ' :

3 See th- prragraph which coucludes the work.

Coudman’s Fields, January 1, 1777,
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THE
DEITY OF JESUS CHRIST

ESSENTIAL TO THE

CHRISTIAN RELIGION.

ey

INTRODUCTION.

Tee capital truths of religion are so clesely connect-
ed. that, like the prlnc1ples of geometry, some of them
serve, as so many steps, by which to descend to the
knowledge of others.

In our esamination of the principal evidences on
which our faith is established, we were led by the tmth
of the existence of Cod, to that of natural religion ; b
the truth of natural relzmon, to that of the Jewis
religion ; and by the truth ‘of the Jewish religion, to that
of the Christian religion*.

The mutual relation which these grand truths have
one to another, has led us a step further. We could
not carefully examine the foundations of the Christian
religion, without being convinced, that the same prin-
ciplesestablish the DiviniTy of Jesus Christ—Establish
it 1n such a manner, that he whio doubts, whether the
Lord Messiah be truly an< ;-opery Gon, ought aiso to
questlon the truth of the chpfure which contain the

niristian doctrine 3 and, that whoever is assured the
New-Testament is divinelyauthentic, ought not to dis-
pute the Deity of Christ. 'This is the general design
of the ensuing Treatise.

But, for the better understanding it, one distinction

* Referring (0 the Author’s Treatise On the Truth of tle Ciris-
ticn Religion.

B




14 INTRODUCTION.

15 highly necessarv.  The diviaity of Jesus Christ nay
be considered. cither as a mwtﬂw concealed tron: us;
or as a truth revealed to us. That our Lord is rmin
a Divine Person, is a truth revealed : but tiie mo-ius of
his Divine Subsistence. is an unsearchable mystery;
and. so far from attempting to explain it. we oughit rath-
er to shew, that 1t is mexphcabne. All the difference
between the people ard their teachers, in this respect,
18, the ignorance of tie people is modest and humbie ;
they are not ashamed to own 1t. But that of their
teachers 1s haughty, and has recourse to scholastic
distinctions, in order to conc=z! itself. We do not,
therefore, undertake toe.rplainthe mystery, but to prove
the fact. . We shall have no recourse to metapnysical
speculations. to shew How the thing 1s: but we shall
make it appear, from divine Revelation, that it REA1-
LY 1S,

As mv genera] design is {0 prove. that there 1s a ne-

-cessary connection between the Divimity of Chirist.and
the truth of the Christian religion. 1 shall make it my
principal eadeavour to shew, that they must stand, or
fall, together. For this purpese, I shail adopta method
which may seem a little new and extraordinary: but
such as may. perhaps. be convincimr.  If Jesus Christ
be not the true God. of the same essence with his Father,
1 shall shew, ‘That the Mahometan relizion is preferable
to Ciristianitv. and Christ inferior to Mahowmet—That
the Sanhedrim did an act of justice in causing jesus to
be put to deati for biasphemv—That heand his apostles
have led us into a comnplicated and permicinus error—
That there is o harmony between tire Old and tiie New
"Testument—And, thgt neither tire antient Jewish. nor
the Clristian religion, isatten:ed withsufficient criteria
to Jistiuguish it from imposture.  Which particslars I
shall distinctly consider, in five Sectinus: to winch
shall add a sixth. desizned o answer the principal oh-
jeetions against the orthodox faith.

As the Divinity of Christy tie l\‘c ARNATION,
and the Traxiry, are three snijects wiich mav ne
diztinctle Lanstld 2 300s prener to ap p:l/.e the reasior,

- . v - P v, L | b | vy N PRSI
that ot~ the firsi oniv which Dintend here to estabish
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it Leing in come respects fundamental to the other

t\u Q. i
‘Ihe hrevitv at wlich [ aim not permlttmg me to rank

the adverzaries of the orthodox doctrine in different
classes, and to engage the Arians. Semi-anans, and
Socinians, separately : L have so manaved the argument,
ihat thev are generally opposed by the same proufs.
I distinguish, tnce for all, and request the reader
carefuily fo remember it between the persois of our
adversaries. and the cause which they plead. Towards
the former 1 have ail the sentiments of love and com-
pa.~swn. which are due to my eriing fellow-mortals.
1 admire the parts, the lcarmn and the gifts, which
God has bestowed on some of them. And though
they do manifest violence to the Scripture, I would not
aceuse them of speaking contra-y to their own light;
nor judge them unworthy of toleration in a Protestant
state.—As to their cause, I ought not to be censured,
if I endeavour to represantit in its own colours—in all
that deformity which necessariiy attends an hypothesis,
that is contrary to Divine Revelation and the spirit of
true religion. “This is my duty, and one end of my
rmmatrv I ought not to omit any thing, which appears
to be a lawful and probable mean of convincing them
that oppose the truth, and of reclaiming those whe have
wandered from tiie path of duty. Bat it is far from
being my desizn to use hvpemolxcal exnressions and
dechmaw lw«'uafre. in order to give an hideous
de:cr':.tvm of a ('h"lllau. doctrine. \Iv intention 1s,
to addu-re such arguments from the &cnp,ure as are
pertivent and conclusive,and to propose them in a plain
manner: having recousse to the Divine testimony and
1t reasen. for the establishment of truth and the
cnufuf.viun of error.—Mav tie woxpERFUL CoUNSEL-
Lonr enlizhten the u:ind aud iide tiie pen of the writer!
that this work may redouy Al to the gloiy of Gop My
Saviour and prove a hlcssing to all ltb readers. Amer.




SECTION L

If Jesus Curist be not the true Gop, of the
same essence with his Father, the Mahom-
etan religion is preferable to the Christian
religion, and Jescs Curist inferior to Ma-
homet. . .

CHEAP. L

W Jests CarisT be not of the same essenece with his F-ther, the
_ Curnistianity we profess is a corruption of the Chust:an 1eligion,
and Mal:ometanisra the recestablishment of it.

"I st there is an infinite distance between the Crea-
for and the creature, is a principle of natural religion.
God cannot, theréfore, without the most hateful 1mpi-
ety, be treated as a creature : or can a creature, with-
out damnable idolatry. be treated as a God. If, then, -
Jesns Christ be the Creator. he cannot be said. with-
out impiety, to be a mere creature : and, if he be a
mere creature, he cannot, without idolatry, be ac-
knowledged as God. Consequently, if we who con-
siler him, as of one essence with the Father, and the
eternal God, be under a mistake. we cannot be cleared
fromn a thaige of idolatry, since it is as such that we
worship hi.

We could not justifv eur eondact, by saying: ¢ we
¢ sincerely bLelieve him to be t.d; so that though
¢ there 15 an error 1 our jndg s2nt, yet there is no
¢ infidelity in our hearts. our wo. -hip being directed to
¢ God ouly.” For the same rease.. might serve to ex-
cusc all 1dolaters past, present, ar - tuture.  The hea-
theas, who worshinped their Jipner. really believed
hum to be God, and their acts of worship were inten-

B 2




SECT. I. 18 CHAP. 1.

iicnally referred to the Supreme Being : vet they were
not the less idolatrous on that account.

Nor ought we to imagire that a creature, on account
of its superior excellence, may become the object of
worship, which it would not be lawful to give to one of
an inferior order. For they who worship the stars, are
as really 1dolaters, and those that worship wood and
stone ; and they who worship angels, as those that wor-
ship the stars : because idolatry does not consist, in
rendering divine honeurs to a creature that is compa-
ratively low in the scale of dependant existence ; but
- 10 addressing them to a mere creature.

Here it will be said, ¢ It may be lawful to <worship -
- a creature, whom God 1s pleased to invest with his
‘ glory ; as it is lawful to pay exfraordinary honours to
¢ a subject, to whom the king orders they should be
¢ paid.’—Bat then it must be granted, that it is never
lawful to worship a creature, as the true God ; any more. -
“than it is to honour a subject, by treating him as the real
sovereign. I may venture to assert, that God neither
would, nor could part with this character of bis glory,
in favour-of another. He could not : for itis impessible
that he only should be the true God, and that another,
who has not his essence, should be so too. He would
not : for how could he will a thing, which, being con-
trary to the truth, is contrary to his nature P—Sup-
pose, then, that- Christ i1s God’s representative, and
thatit is as such he is an ohject of worship ; yet, not
being God, he cannot, without manifest idolatry, be
worshipped as God.

Again : Idolatry is a crime which violates-the. law
of God and destroys the spirit of piety: it is directly
opposite to the two great ends of religion ; which are;
the glory of God, and the salvation of our souls. As
to the former, it evidently robs Jenovawn of his giory,
and invests a creature with it. As to the latter. the
spirit of infallibility has declared, that ¢ idolaters shall
¢ not inherit the kingdom of God.

Hence it follows, that thic Christianity we profess, is
a corruption of the Christian religion ; and that Maho-
metanism is the re-establishment of it. For if Christian-
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ity in its primitive purity, represent and treat Jesus
Christ as a mere creature ; ; we corrupt and subvert it,
when we consider and worship him, as the true God.
If, then, the religion of those who worship him as the
Supremne Bemg, be a corruption of Christianity : the
Mahometan religion, which represents God as infinitely
superior to Jesas Christ, must be, in this respect the
re-establishment of it.

We have been told, indeed, by Episcopius, ¢ That
¢ the Christian rehgwﬂ is not a science of bare contem- -

‘plation,but a practlcalknowledge and, that it consists
¢1nobedience, rather thaninany abstracted speculations
¢ on the Deity.” I grant the principle, but deny that it
. is pertinently applied in the case hefore us. What, are
those sentiments mere speculatzons, which are of such _
importance, that we are guilty of idolatry, if they be
false, and our adversaries of blasphemy, if they be toue !

If our Lord be of the same essence with his Father
or, in other words, if he be God by nature ; he ought
to be adored as such : and our oppenents cannot, with-
out the greatest impiety, refuse to acl\nowiedge and
worship him under that most exalted character. But if
he be not of one essepce with the Father, we cannot
consider and address him as the true God, without be-
ing guilty of idolatry. So that the great question here
is, How may we avoid impiety, on the one hand ; and
idolatry on the other ? consequently, it is pr actical and
of the highest importance.

The learned Arminian just mentioned, labours much,
therefore, to little purpose, whenhe endeavours to prove, !
¢ That it #s not essential to salvation to know, whether
¢Jesus Christ be a divine person, by eternal 0'enemtlon,
¢ or whether, being a mere creature, he be called God,
¢ on account of his ministry.” For, to prove that the
knowledge of these things is not essentnal he must not
only shew, that the Socinians may. without being
1dolaters, worship one whom they believe to be a mere
man, by nature ; but also, that we, without the guilt of
1du]atrv, may adore Jesus Christ as Gobp, thnu;:h he be
not so in reality. If our belief of the eternil geieration
and consubstantiality of the Son of God, betray us inte
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idslatry < notuing can be inore fundamental, or more
letessa: v. than a knowledye of those (!Ltstloﬂs which
re~rect his generation and consubstautiality. Butitis
certain, that our doctrine, upon this subject, does lead
us into idoiatrv, if we be in an eiror. as to the doc-
trine itzelf. For if Christ be uot of the saine essence
with Lis Father, he i1s not God : and i1f so, we cannot
pisce Lixn on the throne of God, by paying divine hen-
ours io him without manifest idolatrv.

Nos bave we any excuse, By which to extenuate the
tapiety of our conduct.. For, were we to say, ¢ That
¢ we worship him as the Supreme Being, because we
< verily belicve himyto Le so;’ the heat‘)ens. as befo:e_

chserved, might, on the same principle, Juatxfy the
worship uluc‘n they addressed to Juplter.—‘.\'ere we to
plea" ¢ We are not t® be blamed for worshipping him

‘ amGod, because, though he be not so, he deserves
¢ our aduration 2 we si; .culd on!y change. the state of
the questisn. | For the question ‘:ere, is not, whether
he deserves adoration : but, whetlier we may adore him
as Gep, though liehe not God.-—Were we to assert,
¢ That nothmor is ‘absolute!v necessarv to be believed,

¢ perfoued, or avoided, 1n “order’to cur salvation, but
¢ what 's most emlently commandeil, or prohibited in
¢ the Scrinture ;7 it ,wouid only serve to cendemn us.
¥or what 1s miore expressly contained 1u tie Bible,
than those precepts which require, that we should
ascribe the glm-v of God to none but Ged ' Or, what
is prokibited sn more dreadful pains than idolatry,
which puts the creata:e in the place of God >—VWere
we to imagine, * That Ged would not mmﬂemn’ our
¢ worship, hecause he assuites to himseif all the honours
¢ that are paid to lus Son:’ a httle veflection would
convince us of 3 great mistake. For if Chiist he a mere
crezture. e cannot be cailed the Son of God, hLut in
an improper and very remote scuse.  Consequently,
however highiv exalted he may be above other creatures,
yet the disnroportion between it aud God is greater,
imiencely greater, thau that which, subsists etween
Gainiel and a worer.  if, then. a very excellent
creature would take it dcscrvedly ill, to Lave the
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dionours which are due to himself transferred to one
that 15 mean and vile ; with much greater reason will

God be offended, that the worship which is due to

himself only, is addressed to Jesus Christ.

But it is said, ¢ Jests Curist represents God.’
True : it is, however, certain, that to represent God,
is one thine: to be (God, i1s anotner.— But he is the
Son of God.” Granted : Notwithstanding, on the So-
cinian principles, he bears that character only in a

figurative sense ; consequently, there is a greater dis-

tance between hlm and God, than there is between the
meanest insect and the most glorious angel. So that
though it were proper to invest the vilest creature, with
the titles and glories of the most egalted ; it would not
be lawful to pay to Jesug Christ those honours which
are due to none but God. . 1
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If Jesus CHmisT be not of the same emenee with his Father,
Alshomet was & teacher raised up of God to instruet mapkind.

2

I: appears, then, that Mahometan religion is, in some
respects, the re-establishment of Lhristianity, if Christ
be not the true God. But I shall here be told, ¢ That
‘ the religion of the Arabian prophet, is replete with
< fiction and imposture.” Granted : Yet I beg leave to
inquire, Hew it came to pass that truth ands error
made so strict an alliance in 1it? That Mahomet was
an nnpostor, i3 acknowledged : that he abolished idol-
atry, must also be allo,ued and thus two opposite
characters are united in him. If he turned a great
part of the world from Christian idgiatry -—rfor so I

call that worship which Christians pay to Jesus Christ,
ithe be not God ;—by what spirit performed he so great
a work ¥ by the Spirit of God, or the spirit of the devil ?
If by the latter, how came he to abolish idolatry 7 If by
the former, how could he be an impostor ? -

It may be objected, ¢ Mahomet condemned the
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¢ worship cf the pz2zan idols, and 39 the dilemn.a may
¢ be retoried.” But there is a cifference between te
principles which le suppused. and those wiach Le
established. The knowledge of the true God i:ad been
introduced among the heat:en. and pagan ulnidtry was
destroved, before he appeared in the worid. It was
not \iahomct, but JEsts CnHrisT, by the preaching
of his apostles, who produced these areat effects : and
Mahomet, by what spirit soever he is supposed to have
been inspired. neither durst have attempted to intro-
duce, nor could have established, a relizion in the
world, cogtrary te them.

But the case 1s not the same, in regard to the true
knowledge cf Christ and the destruction of Christian
1dolatry. It was Mahomet who taught mankind, that
. Christians, in worshipping Jesus Christ as God, were

guilty gf idolatry. It was his chief design to rectify
the mistakes of those, who, as he thouvht worshipped
several gods undgr.the name of a TrixiTY; for so he
ks in his Koran. As, therefore, Christ and his
apostles were tHe reformers of the heathen world, by
destroying pagan :dolatry ; so Mahomet ought to have
the honour of reformmg the Christian norld, if it be
true that he really destroved the Christian idolatry.—
But, as we should have had abundant cause of astor-
ishinent, if the apostles had destroyed the pagan idol- -
atry and converted the leathen world, by preaching
fables ; so we should have equal reason to be surprised
if Mahomet abolished the Christian 1dolatry by im-
posture.

Besides, Jesus Christ declares. tliat teachers are
¢ known by their fruits.” "This maxim must be true,
because it was spoken bv truth itself. H, then, we
- apply this principle to the case before us, we cannot
but conceive an pigh opinwn of, \!ahomct and ac-
knowledge him to have licen a great prophet. 1t isno
more than justice to his ¢h auctel. it he was the per-
son who tanght mankind the mmiquity and the danger
of confounding God with a creaiure. For he has en-
ligl: tcned many nmums and many ages. Like a wise

and zincere worshipper of Lis Maker. and the friend
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oi mankind. he i:xs placed God gn the throns of God,
an¢i the creature in tire rank of a creature. W lat -aore
lawtui, what more holy, than such a design? Wiat
could be nouler, what greater, than such a work = If
\!ahomet have indeed enho-htened the worid. by assert-
ing the rizhts of tne Deltv and overturning the “aris-
tlan idoiatr v, he deserves those titles of honour vkich
the Mussulmen eive him ; and we may boldly afhem,
that he ougit to “he cousidered. as a teacher of truth
and a prophet of God—a prophet, greater than any
that were under tne law, greater thas Jesus \/hl'l., .
'These are stranze and shocking para(‘cxes,vet ce:
tain and unavoidable truths, if Christ be not the true
God.

I said. he is a feacher of truth. This cannot be de®
nieds while he teaches mankind such essential truths.
'This first principle of sacred truth, .1 mere crgature
ouzirt not to be worshipped as Gop ; is the foundation
of natural relizion, as distinguishel from superstition—
of the Jewish relizion, as o')poced to pagan idolatry—
antl of the Christian religion, consideredl in its purltv.
Mahomet, tl.en. who estailished his religion on this
orand principis, is a teacuer of truth, of divine truth;
even of tirat tiuth which. of all others, 1s most import-
ant and essential to religion.

¢ but Mal:omet a.ms at the w:ahﬁcatmn of sordid
¢ passions, and 1s rather a teacher “of the flesh tran of the
¢spirit.”  1f so, we have reas.:n to . ender that so much
truth 1s aitended witih so much uunucity and vice s for
light and darkness have ©:0 comiianion. If, theu. he
did not act by the Spirit of Gad, 1t must have been by
the spirit of the world ; aud if by the latter. then not by
the former. We must, therefore. iuquire after the
characters of these two spirits in him.—We are told,
that * He 1s impure iy s maxins and morals?  Tuis
is a character of the spirit of tiur worid 5 bat the fact
must he admitted with some restuiction.  Far Ytakomet
reformed religion. hy overturning the Christisn wolatry
and causing God nnh to he wor ahlp})'”l tironzh a great
part of the world.  Fhis is, ungouttedly. @ characrer
of the Spinit of God, and a strong presumption in his
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favour. For how should an impostor promote the good
pleasure and the honour of God, by enhgzhtening man-
kind and destroving 1dolatry “’hat. has God mveated
an impostor with ﬂle highest character of his own pro-
phets. ard with that of his own Son ! For the prophets,
who predicted the coming of the Messiah, foretold also,
as a character of his appearance, that he should de-
stroy idoiatry. What, has the most Hoiy made an
1mpostor the instrument of his mercy and the minister
of his glory! Wkt sheuid we have thought of the di-
vine conduct, if God had cimsen devils 1ncarnate to be
his messgngers to mankind and preachers of his gos-
pel 2 We should certainly have concluded, either that
lie intended to render the gospel deteatahle, by putting
it into the mouths of desils; or, that he designed to

consecrate thuse apostate spirits, by making them the

depositaries of higtruth, and ministers of his grace.*
This co:mnparison 1s the fitter, for its being odious, to
illustrate the point. For what we say of the devsil,
may be said of seducers, his ministers, 1n general, and
of Mahomet. in a particular manaer. That is IS. lf he.
being an impostor, was chosen of God to re-establish
the true religion. by destroving the Christian idolatry ;
Providence must have desnvned either to render re-
limion 1nfamous, or to conaecrate the 1mpostor by
c‘loosmo’ and emplunng him in a werk so great. so
g!()l"l(}us. so divine : both which s:ippositions are impi-
ous and abominabole.

* The Evangelical hisfory and the Acts of the apostics inform n«,
it mus: be dCLﬂOWled"C’u, of atestativne ‘he® =i given: o the =‘.-?;;-
nit. of our Lord’s persor: acd ke truih o s "vspel bv 1:fernal snir-
its. But there 1s a g: «at and manifest dificrence, betweer those occa-
SI0:: " ransi- of, asd 'tjeu.u“ alivngaie 5, and '1ec‘s\ which .s bere
supposed.  Sce .‘:{453'.!_‘ .98, 2i, 2. Luteiv, 33,84 3. Jcicxvn
17, 1s. .
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CHAP. IIL.

I Jesrs Ci1risT be nnt of the same essence with his Father, Ma-
bormet was a great prophcel, the grealest o prophets, and prefer-
ane to JEsrs CuRrise.

M ssoMET, on the principles of our oppcaents, was
a great prophet, and superior to any of the prophets
under the Old Testament. This will appear, if the
following things be considered. The antient prophets
spake only to the people of Israel; but Mahomet to
the finest and most considerable part of the world.
Of them there was a long succession, yet not effectual to
preserve a single nation from idolatry ; but he had no
need of a companion, or successor, to banish idolatry
forever, from those countries where his doctrine has
been received. They were raised up in an extraordi
manner, and wrought various miracleg, in order to de-
stroy idolatry ; but he delivered a great part of the
world from the Christian idolatry, without the assist-
ance of one miracle. Moses, though the greatest of
the antient prophets. did not know God as he is;
Jesus Christ, and he only, knew him perfectly and
made him known to men. Bat if the doctrine of our
adversaries be true, Mahomet has mmade him known
much better than Jesus Christ: which leads us to shew,
that the former, according to their hypothesis, ought
to be considered as a greater prophet than the latter.
"This appears from his doctrine, and the success of his
ministry. As to the success of his ministry, the ti.ing
speaks for itself. Jesus, indeed, caused his gospel to
be preached and received threughout the world, but
then he has hardlv destroyed one Kind of idolatry,
before his followers lapse into anotiier : for they are no
sooner delivered from pagan, than they fali into Chris-
tian idolatry.  But Mahomet established his religicn on
firmer foundatious. He took wiser and juster measures,
to preserve his disciples from relapsing into idolatry,
in future; nor have tirev ever discovered an inclina-
tion so to do. 'The disadvantage of Jesus Christ, upon

a
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the comparison. arises from this: tie doctrize of Ma-
homet has in it a natural eharacter which 1s more op-
posite to idolatry, than the doctrine of Clinst. The
reader, in order to be convinced of this, need orly to
consider the language of Jesus, in the writings of the
New Testament, and compare it with the !anfruace of
Mahomet, in his Koran.

Jesus tells us in his New Testament, ¢ That he was
¢ before John the Baptist. and before Abraham—That
¢ he had a glory with his Father, before the world was
¢ created—That he was in the beginning ; that he was
“ with God, and was Gop—That all things were cre-
¢ ated by him, whether they be visible or invisible—
¢ That all things were not only created by him, but
¢ for him ; and that by him all things consist—That he
£ Jaid the founuaf ons of the earth, and that the heavens
¢ are the works of his hands—That he 15 the Alpha and
¢ Omega, the Beginning and the Erd, the First and
¢ the Last—&ml that there is one Lorp. Jesus Chnist,
by whom are all things, and we by him.”"—In the
same sacred rule of our faith and practice, he is called,
¢ The Son of God—bis own Son—and his oniyv begot-
¢ ten Son.” He is farther called. ¢ The Lorp—
¢ Lorp and Gop—Gop with us—Gop manifest n
¢ the fleshi—Tlie TRtE Gep—The crEAT Gop and
¢ SAviOUR.”

And, that we might not he at a loss for the sense,
in which these names and claracters are given to iim,
we find him app’ving ta himseif manv oracles of the
prophets, which undoubted!ly speak of the true God,
and contain the characters of his peculiar glorv.—
Solomon, for instance, addressitg Limself to the God
of Israel. at the dedication of the temple. said : ¢ Thou,
¢ even thou only. knowvest the Learts of tize children of
¢ men.”? Jesus claums tinus Divine prc reuative. 12! the
most solemn manner, as that which shall engzuge the
fear and wonder of all his disciples. ¢+ Ali the chu. ‘Cues
¢ shall know that I AM He wiicn srarcur1a 1HE
¢ REINS AND HEARTS; aud 1 will mive uniio everv ore
“of you accurding t» vour w orks."=It is writte 1 In
the law, according to tise exposition of Jests Chiist :
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¢ Thoa shalt worship ihe Lord thy Geod. and him only
¢ ghalt thou serve.”” Yetan infallible writer assures us,
that when God brought his Fisst-hegotten into the world
l.e saidd. = Let all the an; zels of God worsHIP HIM.”
—-( oncerning Jeuovau the psalmist sings; < Of old
La-t thou laid the foundation of thc earth, and he
s Leavens are the work of thy hands. They shall
é pcn-n. b t thou =ziait endare: thou art the same,
and Ua" vears shall have noend.”™ That these thmgs
are asserted of God none can doubt; and that they are
appilcable to none bat Him, is. 1 should think, equally
evident. Yetiiis pastdemal that this textis expressly
applied to Jesus Christ. ¢ Unto the Son he saith, Thy
- throne, O God, 1s fsrever and ever—And, thou Lorp,
“in the beginning, las laid the foundation of the
é earth, and the heavens are the works of thine hands.
“'They shall perish, but thou remainest—thou art the
‘“ same, and thy years shall not fuil.”—It 1s of Jeno-
vaH those words were spoken ; * The chariots of God
¢ are twenty thousand, even thousands cf angels. The
“ Lord is among them, as in Sinai, in the holy place.
% Thou hast ascended on high ; thou bast led captivity
“captive ; thou hast received gifts for men.” God
onlv has legions of angels under his command and at
his dlan‘hdl God onlv can dispense heavenl.y dona-
tives to rebellious men. An‘ vet Jesus Christ, by the
pea of his ansstle, applies this passage to himself, in the
nigst direct inanner. ¢ Vherefore he saith, When he
“ascen:led up on high, he led captivity captive, and
“ oave Ziits unto men. Now that he ascended, what
15 it but that he alo descended first into the lower
“ parts of the earth ’—Once more: It is God, the
fniinite, eternal JEuovan, who speaks in the following
<uhilme passage; ** | have sworn by myself, the worc
13 one out of my mouth in nxfrlxtcouaness, and shall
S ot return, that unt') me every knce shall bow, every
“tonzae shail swear.” This text also is applied to
Jesus Christ, by his faithful servant Paul. ¢« We shall
-+ all stand before the judgment-seat of Christ. For it
15 written, As I live saith the Lord, every knee shall
“bow to me, and every tongue shall confess to God."—
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Quotations of a similar kind migiit Le easiiv muitipliod ;
but these may suffice to shew. how Jesus Christ spezks
of himself, and taught his aposiles to speak of Lim. 1
shall now proceed "t shew, in tae following Chapter,
how Malomet speaks of Limself, azd Low carefu'ly he
guards azainst :dolatry.

CHAP. IV.

I Jesvs CERIST be not of the same essence with his Failier, Mz-
homet was more true, more wise, msre concerned for the good of
mankind, and more zealous for the glory oi Ged, than he.

‘W e have seen that Jesus Christ equals himself with
God, by saying of himself such things, and apylying to
himself such oracles, as cannot belong to any but the
Supreme Being.—Thus did not Mahomet. For he de-
clares, in almost every page of his Koran, that nene
but the eternal Father is God. He indeed, calls him-
self a prophet, a man divinely sent; but he lays no
claim to Divimity. He acknowledges that Jesus Christ
had a divine mission ; but will not aliow Lim to be called
Gop, nor the Sox or Gop. There 1s not the least
ambiguity in his language, on this tmportant su!,ject.
He plamly asserts that they who say, < The Son of
¢ Mary is God, are infidels.” And avers, ¢ ihat Christ,
¢ the Son of\larv, 1s no more than God’s envov.” That

the ¢ Christians are mhdus. by wakine three gods,
¢ when there is but cne. I\.W Le thus ‘°1""btm‘ God
as complaining to Jesus Christ 5 ¢ O, Jesus, Son of Mary.

< dest thou persuade mankind to put ¥ ¥ Mother and
¢ Thee in the p]ace of God. and to worsiiip vou, as it
¢ye were Gods > To which e represcuts Jesus as
answering; ¢ God forbid that I should say anv thing
¢ contrarv to the truth! Thou knowest whether I have
¢ taught that doctrine, or no. Thou knowest the secreia
¢ of all hearts.’—He reqmrea that men should worship
¢ God, the Creator of licaven and earth : who made the
¢light an(l the darkness.” Aund he calls thase <infi-
¢dels, who set np Christ as cqnal to Godl”
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Hence it appears, on the principles of our adversaries,
that Mahowmet was more true, more wise, more concern-
ed for the good of mankind, and more xealous for the
glory of Gud, than Jesus Christ. This conclusion we
abhor, as full of blasphemy ; and yet we carnot but
consider it as unavoidable, if the sentiments we ¢ppose
be true.

If Christ be not of the same essence with his Father,
Mahomet was more frue than he; at least, in those
things which regard the fundamentals of religion and
tie glory of God. This will appear if you recollect
the manner in which our Lord speaks of himself, and
how, by the direction of his own Spirit, his apostles
represent him, in the Scripture-testimonies adduced 1n
the preceding chapter; and compare them with the
declarations of Mahomet, which are directly contrary,
as 15 manifest, from the quotations just now produced
from his Koran. In the former, Jesnus is described as
Learing divine characters and possessing divine perfec-
tions ; as performing divine works, as being the true
God ; but 1n the latfer, as a mere creature, and in-
finitely inferior to Jehovah. The language of the Bi-
ole, therefore, and the language of the %oran, cannot
be both true, because they are contradictory. But that
of e Koran, which expressly asserts that Christ is a
mere creature, and ought not to be considered as the
“upreme Being, 1s not false, if he be indeed a mere
creatire. The inference, then, is plain and unavoid-
able, though shocking and horrid ; it is the language
of the Bible, the language of Jesus Christ, that is void
of truth.

It will be said ; ¢ The expressions of Mahomet are
* proper and hiteral, but those of Christ figurative and
¢ hyperbolical : so that, though contrary in appearance,
*yet wot m reality.””  But what proof 1s there. that the-
language of Christis figurative ? Besides, it is unlawful,.
1t is highly criminal, to make use of such figures as are
injurious to the glory of God. We could not, without-
prufaneness, say ; Such a man is equal to God, in wis-
dom and power, in greatness and grandeur. And it
would be but a poor apology for the use of such expres-
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sions, were we to endeaveur to defend them by saying ;
They ware applied, and are to Le understood, in a
lnvperbolxcal and not a literal senze. For we should
soon pe fold, that some fizures are impious ; znd that
such hvperboles as equal the creature with the Cre2 or,
are to be detested, as absolutely unlawful.—If in e
style of the world, mortal beguties Le called adorable ; if
they be spoken of as so many divinities ; tie lantruave,
though Egurative, is manifesiiv profane ; t..m:g.. nohedy
can be so far deceived by it, as {0 mistake a beautiful
woinan for a divinity. For if these ficures. either di-
rectly, or mdxrect!x. imply a want of reverence for
God. it Is enough 0 dcuominate them impious. If,
then, in human languaze, we ougiit not to suffer snch
figures as indicate a waut uf reu.oct for ti.e Deity;
much less ought such exyiez:icus to he used i a lan-
guage sacred and divine, as is that of the Bible. And
1f such hyperboles Le insufferabie, when doing henour
to mertal beauties, whem we cannct po-snhh mistake
for the true God ; ho“ wuch more dangerous and in-
iquitous would thev be, when used concerning a sub-
Ject who might, as “the eveut has shewn, in respect of
Christ, be easﬂy taken for the \upreme cha'
Agam : If Jesus Christ Le not of the same essence
with his Father, Mahon.et was much wiser than he.
As wisdom consists in choosing the best mweans for
obtaining a proposed end: we need only examine,
What was the end of each. in establishing his religion ;
and then 1 mqmre, What method the ore and the other
took, to succeed 1in their designs.—Mahomet’s design
was, as he declares, to make known the true God, as
exalted far above all creatures—to make himn known,
as the only object of religicus worship; who ought to
be distinguished from all other beings, even from Christ
himself : waintainin  that Jesus is far from rartaking
with his Futher in the glories of the Deity. Of these
thines Mahomet endeavours to persuade mankind. And
fer this purpose he makes use of plain, and strong, and
proper expressions. He loudly and vehemently de-
clares, that they who treat Jesus Christ as God. are

idolaters ; which is the direct way to accomplish his
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design.—It is supposed aiso. that the great end of Jesus
Christ is to glonfy God. Fa zlorify God, is, accord-
ing to the Ianvua«re of inspiration, to etalt him far
above all oth:er heings. lhe ancient prophets fore-
telling that God should be glorified, in an extraordi-

nary manner, in the latter times. express their ideasin
the fellowing words : « The lofty looks of men shall
¢ be humbled, and the haumltmea- of maxa shall be bow-
¢ ed down, and the LORD ALONE SHALL BE EXALTED
¢ in that dav.” But Christ debases God, at the very
time he profesqes to exalt him : for, by his expressions,

he puts himsell” in the place of God. This ke does,
when he calls himself God ; when he c¢laims divine
perfections ; when he attrl‘)utea to himself the work
of creation ; and when he applies to himself those or-
acles of the prophet:: which display the essential char-
acters of the Supreme Being.

If it be said, ¢ It is sufficient that Christ declares, his
¢ Father is greater than he ;> I answer, It would be a
haughty kind of modesty for 2 mere creature to say,
The Former of all tinntrs is greater than I. Nelther
Moses nor Isaiah. nor zny of the prophets, ever used
cuch language. A loyal subject never affects to say,

The kmu 18 greater than I. That is taken for granted.
Nor will a hoty creature make use of such language,
eoncerning his Creator 5 because 1t would be, in some
sense, to compare himself with tire infinite God.—
Besidles, what would 1t avail for Jesms, once in the
course of his converse on earth, to say, =My Fatheris
¢ oreater than 15 when in the general tencr of his
c«mduct and language, aud 1n t'le language he tau 'ht
I "~ disciples, he speakb and acts as if he were the tru
Gud ?

It way, perhaps, be replied, ¢ Here vou beg the
¢ question : for thuse expressions, from “which your
¢ conclusion 1s drawn, requive a very different i inferpre-
¢tation.” When, for nstacce, Jesus 1s called Gop,
our adversaries wiil have the nawe fo sigmfy. that fe
was sent from God and - ceconts -od. Vhen he is
satd to have “ made the cociis:” tie neaning is. that
he made the happiness of the age {0 come, or the
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kingdom of iire Messiah, which was so eagerly expect-
eid v the antient Jews. When it 15> =aid, ¢ He was m
¢ the bezinning,” and ¢ ail things were made by him ;7
the expressions meap, that he was from the time of
John the Baptist, is the author of the gospel, and of
all that is dune under that dispensation. Vhen he is
called, ¢ Gop manifest in the flesh;’” the character
signifies a creature that represents God. And when it
is said, that “ he laid the foundation of the earth, and
¢ the heavens are the works of his hands :** the expres-
sions are uscd and the works ascrited to him, by way
of accomimodziion, and not 1n a iiteral and proper
“sense.—A\ small share of common sense is quite suffi-
cient fo shew how unnatural and vivient these inter-
pretations are. But. supposing they were to the pur-
po:e. it could not be denicd, that these expressions of
Scripture, if they must be taken according to these ex-
p“mt.o 15, are very obscurc and equivecal. It could
not, I sav, be denied ; since the far greater part of
the ¢ “hristian world has been igriorant of their mean-
ing for so many ages; aad since the first nupression
thev naturally form on cur minds, suggests the pro-
pricty of a ~ery dlﬂ'cneut mtexpretatlon. This evin-
ces, if I may say it -vitiout blasphemy, that Christ was
rot so prudent in the choice of s languagt as Mahom-
et. For that pretended proplet aiways speaks in a
clear, strong, peremptory manner, in otdez tc shew,
that it is not lawlul, on any consldmatlmz, to represent
a creature as possessed of the characters and proper-
ties of God. \Vhereas Christ and bLis apostles have
used many expressions that are obscure znd equivo-
cal : such as, in their most common acceptation, seem
to invest a creature, a mere man, with the glories of
the Deity : we heing obliged to understana the terms
of which a discourse consists, in their common and na-
tural signification, and not i one ti:at i1s uncommon
and forced. : onseguently the language of Mahomet
is more proper to glonify God, than the language of
Christ; and. therefore, if the deswn of the lutter was
to honour and exalt God, he has not succeeded in it o

well as the former,

]
{
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Furtner : If the szeriiments of our adversaries be
true, Manomet was more cuiicsried jor the good of
maskind than Jesus Ciinist.  This appears from hence.
A pnudent and diiigent c¢ndeavour to preserve men
from idolatry. 1s one of *.2 grzatest marks of a sin-
cere regard to their ha }")013‘.‘3:5_: s5ecause 1dolatry de-
stroys their souls, by excicing them from the king-
dom of heaven. If, then, Jesus €hrist be not a divine
person, of the same essence with his Fatier, he has not
taken proper measures to preszrve men from the dread-
ful evil of idolatrv, while Mahomet has done it effec-
tually : for he has aboiisied ihe Christian idolatry in
a great part of the world, and laid such foundations of
his own religion, thal 2 man cannot be guilty of idol-
atry, without first ceasing to be his dlsmple. But as
for Christ, he has given occasion to i1t; he has laid a
foundation for it. For he does not only permit and
direct his disciples to give him the titles of the Supreme
Being ; but also to ascribe to him the perfections and
works of the Deity, and to applv to him many of the
sublimest oracles of the Old Testament, which reiate
to the God of Israel.

It was, for instance, a very surprising thing, that
Jesus, when he appeared to Thomas, after his resurrec-
tion, ahould suffer him to ery out, ¥ uy Lozp, AxD
MY Gorn ! without saving a w ord to him about the im-
piety and ula~p remy of an exclamation, which treats the
creature as i he were tue Creator. Thomas, before,
vas an unbzhever; now he is an idoviater. 'Till that
1zstant he would not beiieve that Jesus was risen; he
considered him as a man iaying under the power of
d-atas bat now, o001 a suddan, ne allurcwda him as God ;
ha hows and adares.  Of the two estremes, the latter 13

84 o

most condemna le : for unbelief 1s not z0 crimnal as
idolatrv. That dishononring Jesus Christ ; this usurping
the tirone of God. Better for lnomm, thereiore, to
Lave persisted I Uiis unbelief, than, by renouncing it,
to fall into idolatrv. And vet—strange indced ! sirange
fo a~tnm«hmnnt' who can account for it? Jesus up-
sraids him onl!v with the former : not at all with the

[2tt. :.-—Becu.u. as oar Lord could not but kpow what
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an 1mpression tiese words of lis amazed and adoring
apostle wouid make on tie minds of mnen : as he knew
that the Jews, duceived by exnressions less acception-
able than these. had accused him of bla “phemy : and as
he knew that these verv expressions would ~xive ocea-
sion to Christians in succeeding ages. to treat hun as
the true God ; if is evident that he ou siit. from a con-
cern for the 0'ood of mankind. to have strictly prohib-
ited all exprecsmna. which tended to make such a dan-
gerous impression. And vet he not only permits his
disciples to speak after this manner ; but directs them
to record the expressions, for the perusal of all future
cenerations; and that without giving the least hint,
that the terms are used 1n 2 new and uncommon sense,
though they appear so impious and biasphemuoas.

Once more: If Jesus Christ be not of the same essence
with his Father, Mahomet was more zealous forthe glory
of God than he. The essential glory of God consists in
the eminence of his perfections, by which he is infinitely
exalted above all other beings; and his manifestative
glory, or the honour he receives from his rational crea-
tures in the acts of religion,bv which he is distinguished
from every creature. Now Mahomet has glorified God,
by distinguishing him from all other bemvs but it does
not appear that he has been thus honoared by Jesus
Christ ; since his own expressions and conduct, and the
]anguage of his apostles, have a natural tendem,y to
make us consider amere creature as the Great Supreme.
All expre=sions, which attribute to a creature the char-
acters of God’s glory, are sacrilegious. Nay, though
they migit receive a sense which i1s not impious; yet
they are “unlaw ful, if their ambiguity be such as renders
them hable to bp misinterpreted, to the dishonour of
God, bv an nnpartial searcher after truth. For if, in
c‘\'il commerce, equivocal lanzuage, which., without
any force upon the exp:esumc mav be ¢o understood
as to injure a lawful sovereizn, would Le accounted
criminal ; and if, when the dizuity of majesty is deeply
interested, we c«msulu the stlence of some and the equl-
vocations of oti.ers. who ougi.t to speak cieariv fir their
master’s honour, as so many unnplicit acts cf treason ;
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iave we no reasop t¢ condemn ezuivocations in the
case before us, of 1npiety and blaspi:emv. though there
were nothinz else to 1nduce us to do it: But 2 man
must be wilfully blind, who dues not see, that there 1s
soinething more than mere ambiguity, in a language
wiich is little short of a perpetaal application of the
charactenistics of Gui’s giory to Jesas Chnist.

Hence I conclude, if Christ be a mere creature, that
Maho:uet has spoken conformably to truth and pru
dernce; to a concern for the good of mankind, and a
zeal for the giory of Gud. While Jesus—detested be
the thought 1~_while Jesus has spoken imprudently and
falsely ; “while he has spoken cruelly, in regard to us;
and lmpmuslv, in respect of God.—But if Jesus Christ
be of tiie same essence with his Father. then it is evi-
dent, that when he aiiributes to nimself the names and
perfectiois, the works and honours of God, he speaks
azreeably to fruth.because he is God: he speaks wisely;
for he uses the fitiest expressions to convey his own
ideas, and to obtain the end intended : - speaks like
oue concerned for the good of markind ; because he ap-
pears unwiiling that we should bLe ignorant of a truth
so capital and Tandamental : and he speaks as one that
1s zealvs for the glory of God ; because we caunot
neglect our duty to b, mﬂmut offending JeEHOVAH.
Laon-equently, Mahomet has not spoken conformal ly to
$rath - for he has maintained wiat Jesus Christ is not,
what e really 1s: nor consonant to Lis own design of
gm 1iving God ; because, by dishonouring Christ he in-
jures God himself : nor )et agreeablv to a concern for
the happiness of men ; seeing he teaches them to blas-
pieine Jesus Christ, which exposes to a divine curse.

To the tenour of my arguing several okjecuions. I am
aware will be made. 1t will be said, for instance;
* Manomet 15 chargeable with not having formed suffici-
¢ ently high ideas of Jesus Christ.” Be it so: the mnjury
whicls rch«rwn l:as :matdl!lcu, in that :espect 1§ \e"y
inconsiderable ; compared with the advantage it lhas
received from hi, by destroving tha<e utlan--antly
eraited notions which wen had formed of the Son of
Mary. For tiere is no very gicat harin in representing
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a mere creature as less exceilent than he reailv is;
especialiv if that creature be the 1ol of m«zz@.md :
which. on ti.e principles of our oppunents, was the case
here. But effectuallv to teach men. not to confvund
the creature with the {reator, 1s a capital branch of
relizious instruction. Mahomet looked upon Ulrist as
a mere man. vet as a man sent {from God ; and 1t is,
princizally, under tais view that eur adversaries woiid
have us consider him. If, tien, the author of the
Koran abolish idolatsy, and by so doing exalt God. as
much as mer had before debased him ; he may very well
be nardoned the small fault. of not snﬂicnentlv honour-
ing a mer: man.—* But supposing Mahomet had an

¢ advantaze, in some respects ; this does not hinder Je-
¢ sus Ch-ist from having a far greater, in others.” As
the two oreat ends of rphmnn are. ihe ‘5'!01’? of God and

the happme:s of men : and as Mahomet hias succeeded

better than Jesus Uhrisi. ii: his uu.-:: cfg‘m-'fv-mr Gaod

and preserving wen from 1dolatry : it follows, that he
ought to have tise preference. For, cn the bypothesis
which we oppose. (,hn-t is so far from hunuuuurr God,

that ke robs L of L ziory, and Mahon:et reatores it
to him.—¢ Mahonct U'ai'v n'(iended never sincerely
¢ designed. the advancement of God's sglory.” 1 reph.
accordm« 10 the mazim of Jesus Christ, « teachers are
¢ to be Know: ov their flu;ts."—' He wrought no
¢ miracles® Geanie=d : but it is not essential tu a true
prophet to work muzcles, as appears by the example of
John the Baptisi. Besides. tie lasww teaches us, not to
judge of a do:trine %y its muracles. but of miracles
by the decirine.—+ Christ was foretold bv the aiitient
¢ prophets : but Mahomet could neverboast of any such
¢ thing.”  Vut can ary sub=~iantial reason be assigned,

why the antient oo 7ics should not foretell the coming

of Manomet. whe dosi oved l.nhtl}« in the most cnn-
stderatsie part of i:e worid [ when they foretold the ap-

pearance of a -nh v o has been w2 obal of the Chris-
tians {or so ma!a}, sees - Of a man vhoohv his own doc-
trine, ard tuai of s anostles. gave uccasion to this
dreadfui tdolatev, fo the dishoneue of Govd and the ruin

of millions> Were the contug and miristry of a mere
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man. that would equal himself with the eternal Sovereign,
a proper subject of prophetic eloquence and transporting
jov * Had Isaiah, for instance, any reason to lift up
bis voice and sav te Zion; “Arise, shme, for thy light
& is come, and “the «rlorv of the Lord is risen upon
¢ thee > ¢— The morals, however, of Jesus Christ,
¢ greatly excel those of Mahomet.” But what real ex-
cellen“'- can there be in those morals, which do not
prevent Chrnistians from being guilty of blasphemy and
idolatry ; which ieave ‘\Iahomet the honour of bemg
more zealous for the olory of God, and more careful of
the interests of men. than Jesus Christ 2—s Mahomet,
¢ itis well known, propagated is religion by craft and
¢ force ; but Christ by upright and gentle metiods.
Granted : but vet I betr leave to ask, in whom are the
marks of a proud and worldly spirit most evident - in
one that is a man, like ourselves, who attributes to
himself the fitles, perfections, and honours of God ; or
in a mati: who, in the establishment of his religion, en-
deavoured to exait God, by shewing that no creature
ought to be associated mt‘! him 7—¢ Mahomet flatters
¢ the sordid appetites of men, bv promising them a sen-
sual paradise, replenished with carna!l delwhts. Not
now {6 inquire, “hether his disciples do not spiritual-
:ze their Koran, and take the gross expressions in a
mystical sense ; 1t may be sufficient here to observe ;
That those vices which arise from the semsual appe-
tites are not so dangerous, as those which proceed
from the pride and mnmpiety of the mind. 'The morals
of Mahomet. therefore, are less dangerous, in this re-
spect, than the doctrine «f Jesus Christ.

To conclude, so long as it is suppused that Jesus has
given occasion to Christian 1dolatry, and while the
Arablan prophet 1s considered as having turned so ma-
ny millions from it ; the advantages of “the former will
he very few and sma!l and those of the latter many
and great: hecause thele 1s nothing so essential to re-
hfrlon, as the glorifying of God ; non any thing so con-
trary to it,as the pmctlce ofulolatn v.—Thus it appears,
that the TruTH of the Christian relmon, and the Di-

D
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vivity of Jesus Christ, are so united, thut we cannot
estabiish the cne, without mamtaa-nn" ke other: nor
give up the lzfter. wvithout renouncing the Jorizer.
Bu* this will zppear with sull greater ev ulenu:. 1L the
further prosecution of my su: Ject
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If Je<vs Curist be not the trie Gob, of the
czme essenee with h's Father, the Sanhe-
;i izi an aci of justice in causing him to

it 5 death: and the Jews had sufficient

z}:‘.»t, wien tue\ cauul tmn to believe on
TR

CiIAP. L.
Jesv: CHrisT 15 ealled Gob.

~ytig I" cn -4 4
T 1 < l‘-"t.t)

;‘\s the opinion of those who keiteve
Le aomere man, consecrates tae .',....(,uxdmx redgion
s0 it alsn justifies the Jews in the most execrabie par-
ricide thiat ever was committed ; that 1s, the MURDER
or JEsts CHRIST.

Fully to vindicate the candact ol the Jews in this
- respect, on the puncn les of onr opposers, we need only
to shew : That the Sapaedrim nad authority to judge

Jesus Ciarist—That ’u.ev had auﬂluent cause to con-

demn L.u}——-l! ot thev had a rizht to 1 ¢ hna to death
— \nd, that the « Comien pe opw had rea,nn to adhere

to the gm!: nce of thewr Sanbedrim. and to reject the
preaching of the aposties. wnen they called them to
hehieve in ti‘.e ciucified Jesus,

ihe anthority of tie Sanhewnim to judge Jesus
Clhrist s l.l"OsHCaux)l(‘ : it being the proper business of
thut wrand court of jadicature, to take cognizance of
all (,dpxtal affatrs, which regarded the txanqullhtv of
the state, and the preservation oi 1cligion.—It is equal-
v clear that they had a right {0 put him to death, on a

conviction of blasphemy : and 1o reject the preaching

J
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of the apostles, if he was justly put to death. So that
the whole diificulty lies in this ; F hetlier they could
eonzict him of dlasp'zemy He 15 no longer on earth.
‘The Jews, theretore, camnoi bring him azain to the
bar, and proceed to a new trizl ; but thev may easiy
know his doctrine, by those writings w hich his disci-
ples have left; for all azree, that ixe\ spake and wrote
by his order and inspiration.

Now it appears, from the writings of the apostles,
that Jesus Christ was calied Gop—That the perfec-
tions of God were attribated to him—That he received
Divine adoration—That he was equalled with God—
And, that the oracles of the Old Testament, which ex-
press the glory of God, were applied to him. But can
all this honour be given to a mere man ; can all these
«lories be ascribed to the most exalted of mere crea-
-ures, without the guilt of blasphemy *—Let us, for a
moment, put ourselves in the piace of the wodern
Jews; and see whether, supposing the principles we
oppose tc be trie, we are not obliged t; persevere in
our infidelity. To induce us to renounce it, we must
be persuaded ertiier, that Christ was not called Gop—
thai hie did not receive Divine adoration—that he did
not pretend to be equal with his Father—and, that he
did not apply, nor suffer io be applied {5 nim, those
oracles of the Old Testament winch express tke glory
of God :—Or else we must believe, that a mere crea-
ture may take apon lim tie name, Gop, with these
iddeas which that august name conveys, without being
guilty of blasphemv

The former is not pmsibie. For Christis calied Gobp,
and the TrUe Gob, 1n the apnstnhr‘ writings. Thom-
as, after the resurrection of Jesus, said to him 5 ¢ My
Lord, and my God I John begins his «ro~nel thus ;
«In the beginning was the Ve rd-—and the Word was
¢ God.” Paul calls him, ¢ God manifest in the flesh.”
—It 1s of no importarce whether this naine was gisven
to him in Greek, or in Hebrew ¢ for, in 2} lanrrua'rps
the term ssgmﬁe: an essence gieatly superior to ours.
Besiczs; as the apostles apply to Christ <o many of tie
anticnt cracles, whichi speak of the Supreige Being;
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tiev must iiave xiven {0 ,;!m the names of God in gen-
erai—those names which werg of K!}-f:“.’&'ﬁ, established
use in the sacred langzuage.

tlere it is worthy to be remar ked, that the several
hea:ls of accmaaou. which the Jews may form against
(,mmt, mutualliy s sup;ort each other. ¢ \Ye cannot

¢ doubt, thev mwht say. that he tock on him the name
: Gop, since he received Divine worshi ip 1 DOr can we
¢ guestion but he was worshipped in a proper sense, be-
inz adored under a Divine character. Ve have not
the leasi reason to doubt, Lut the sublime character
¢ was attributed ta Lie. as it expresses the glory of God 5
¢ seelng it was applied with the idza of those perfec-
tions which are naturaily sizrified by it: for he 15
¢ said to be equu: with Gud, after having divine per-
¢ factions ascribed ts him. We cannot but conclude
¢ that he 1s really egiculled with God ; because those
¢ oracles which speak of God ouly, are applied to him.?
—Jut these things deserve a more particular considera-
tion,

Every one knows, that we all naturally scruple to
take upon us the name, Gon. This backwardness

must arise, either from the reverence we have for the
Deity, or from some other principle. If the latter,
whatisit ¥ If theformer, it must be either from the
regard we have for the Supreme Being, or from the
respect we have for some subordinate divinity. It
cauiwt be out of respect for a suberdinate delty for
they wiio deny the existence of any such bemg, will
not. dare not, call themselves by the name, Gobp. If
out of regard for the S Supreme bem«r, it must be because
we are fuily persuaded, that we ,wald injure him, and
be guiliv of a capital crime, weire vwe to call ourselves
by the name, Goos ; ; or by any other name that is pe-
cal'ac to him. If so, we cainot but consider him as
au tapicus wretch, who, not Leing Ged, dares to take
that nawe upon him.

The names. Jesus Curist, Saviovz, and Repeeas-
¥ii OF THE WORLD, ar® not more reculiar to the Son
oi Mary. thaa 15 the name, Gobp, to the Supreme Be-
iy, For as no Christian wiil give those names to apy

D -’3

o

[ 2]




SECT. II. 42 CHAP. 1.

but the Son of the Virgin : so no Jew dares to apply
the name, Gop, to any but the Great Supreme. And
as Christians no sooner hear this oracious and glorious
name, Jests CARIST, than they think of Him that was
conce:ved 1n the womb of \Iary - so the adorable name,
Gob, is no sooner pronounced among the Jews, than
they have an idea of Hiu that created h-aven and
earth; except there be some intimation given of 1ts
bemg used in an 1mproper sense. As, therefore. a
man who skould now call himself Jests Curist, and
desire to be treated as the Ssviour cf the world. would
be justly condemned of horrid impiety : so, if Jesus
took upon him the name, Gop, without being God. the
Jews might justly accuse, condemn, and punish him
ior blasj hemv.

It wxll not avail to say, ¢ Though Jesus took upen
¢ him the name, Gop; yet he gave sufficient notice
¢ that he was not God.” For it does not appear that
ke gave any notice of it; at least, not sugficient netice.
The contrary is evident from his language and con-
duct. But, if he be not God, why does he take a name
which had been long consecrated to that Supreme Be-
ing? If he be not God, why does he permit men to
adore him ¢ adoration bemg due to God only.—Be-
sides, as it would be absurdly impious for a man who
confesses, that he is not Jesus Christ, to take upon him
the names and receive the honours which are due to
that Divine Saviour only : so it is a compound of absurd-
ity and blasphemy for one who is not (God, to take
upon him the names and attribuies of God : and, by
receiving adoration, to usurp the honours which are
due to none but God.

If Moses, when returning from the mount with his
face shining, by reason of his intimate converse with
JEHOVAH, had presunied to cail himself Gop ; to at-
tribute to himself Divine perfecticus ; and to demand
tiie adoration of the people. though he was kuown fo
be a mere man: the chosen tribes would kave had
sufficierit ground to reject. condemn. and pumsh him
as a seducer. notwithstanding the wonderful miracles
that were performcc by him.  For, by such a conduct,
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he would have violated the first command of the law,
at the verv time in which 1t was given. Jehovah had
said.  Thou shait have no other gods before me ;™
and vet he would have put himself in the place of
God.—If, then, the antient Israelites wouid have done
well o reject Moses, 1n the case supposed ; the San-
Ledrim had reason to reject the pretensions of Jesus
Christ, and to condemn him for blasphem s, when he’
either required, or permitted, Divine honou:s to be ad-
dressed to him. ¥or when the names and glory of
God are usurped, neither miracles® nor the dignity of
the person accused, can, in the least, vindicate nis con-
duct. Not miracles : because they cannet authorize
blasphemy. Nay, blasphemv is a sufficient ground of
utterly rejecting those work<, however wonderful,
which are wrought in favour of it. Not the durmty af
the person : because robbing God of his glorv is 2
crime, 5¥ so much the more heinezs, by how much the
more excellent the person is that commits the horrid act.

Should the head of a family, for instance. -:ll him-
self king ; under a pretence tha* he possesses authori-
iv over his cnildren : should he frequently 3o call him-
self, without any restriction, or explanaticn, and aiso
require to be honoured as a king ; he would involve
himself in much guilt. But the crime would be mcre
agzravated, if a magistrate should usurp the name and
the honours of majesty. among his fellow~citizens ; be-
cause it would he of more dangerous conaequence to
the state. And it would be stll greater, if the gover-
nor of a province were to o <o ; a'ld greater }et n
proportion to the dignity of the guilty perqm.-—ThUa
the name, Gop, being, by a most antient and noly use,
appropriated to His who made heaven aud eartl; : the
application of it to any other is se far from beiuy justi-
hed, by the excellence of the creature who dares to as-
sume it, that he 1s, on that very account, so much the
raore guilty of impiety and blasphemy.

The name, Gop,in our language. and ©s; :n Greek,

* Admitting, for th.e sake of argument, that sueh an usu.per conld
perform real rojracies.
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answer those a2upust and vencralle pames which the
Supreme Beinz appronoizies to bideself, 1u the Uld
Testamert : names = iic’y ouzht to Le sacred 1o Hi,
because ire toox tiem o3 limseif, and because thev
v'P*" £9 o 'st:r.g" is; Hum from a:] his creatures. One
of thiem signifiza. HE THAT 55 sUFFic1ENT ; to denote,
that all oth.er beings have need of Gad, but ihat He
has no nzeed of tiem.  Another sigeifies, I ax: or, 1
Ax THAT ! av: to 1adicate. inat God 1s self-existent
and isdeperndent. uncuarxze.x ie and etermal. I cmt
severai gthers, which mizst be mentioned : bat 1t may
Le ohserved of them in meneral. that thev express such

an eminence of perfectivn and gisrs, as canust agree ic
any but the Most High.

1 the iangzuage of the New Testament. and in that
of the Sepiuagint, aie iwo names, Oms aud Kipsss
intended to express wiat is signilied 5y the various
characiers wiich cur Maker :z;:s,uuwa. in the hebrew
oracies. .’msi cerfainiv. we ought Lot to imagine ;.mz
the nanies. which God Latl: set apart ior bimself in
New Tesiament. are less sacs -ed, or iez3 pruper to Lim,
than those by wiich he revealed himself in 1..e U:id.
Forif it was then necessary, that God abou.d e Gistiti-
guzsheu trom all Lis creataras: and if, on that acc sunt,
he tOGk Ol hims 3 K Lnames as 6“[}1‘833 }l!b exsentiar git)i'_‘.‘;
there must be the same prupriety, and an eguai ueces-
sitv. now. Nay, 1t 1s more necessarv now, that ile
gm.,«.’. the infinite distincticm between God and Iis
no::iesi creatures shoulid be dlc,m.u ed and asserted 5 Le-
cause th,s 1s (e time. 1IN W nv it was foreiold. that
#“ Gop ALoONE s.’wuld' 00 extioI7T—xg that, as there
would siave Leen evident und :13 unaant reas:n. 16 Con-
derin an:d punish a man for biasphen:v, who, under the
Old Testament. Qu()d}d have tsu urpei the rame Je:io-
vaAH, wita the adoration du2 to him wio ealls tuat
name IS ¢cwN : $0 Hothing can be nore apparesnt i:an
the impiety of him, who should now tsurp the name,
Geb. and receive that worship which has been alwavs
paid to the most High only, under that character.

When lHerad, makm«r an oration to the people, was

smitten by divine venfreance, for recerving this impious
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acclamation. ¢ It i1e the voice of a god, and not of a
e man !** neither thz people, nor he. couid consider it
as literally true. Herod, elated as he was, did not be-
lieve hunaelf to be God ; nor couid the multitude sup-
pose that their king was all on a sudden become the
Supreme Being : vet his impiety met with exemplary
punb}‘n.ent.—lf Jesus Christ, therefore. be a mere man,
he cannet be acquitted from a charge of blasphemy, by
leading ; ¢ That iie declared himseif to be a man, and
¢ that he af‘Lnowledc'od his ¥zt ‘1er to be greater than
+he.” Because a man may be guiitvef horrid im :piety,
in receiving Divine 3!0001.1‘3, withost either beteviag
l'di’(.zalxﬁ" that he is the true God: 352 appears bv
te en:z:ple f Herod. For he vwho i.aurn% the glo:) y
of Gad, though it be but in part, is gaiitr of Haaphem
agd Ge who ascribes it tz 8o uSHIDer. s guiiy of ido:?sr,.
Have not the Jews, "rv»rx. seficient reason to abide
by the sentence ¢f their Sa: anizedrim, and; on the orin-
ciplee of our adversarier, ts matntain; That lesus
Christ was justiy condamnned and put to death, having
been convicied of blaspheauy 2 And what can be said
in vindicaton of our Rlessiah ? it may, perhaps, be
said ; ¢ Thers is a wmarnifest difference between the
¢ conduct of Herod, and that of Jesus Christ.  The for-
¢ wner received divine honours out of pride, and con-
‘trary io the =ill of God: but the latfer cails himself
¢ Gop, and reerives adoration, only because the true
¢ God wiii have it s0.”—But where, and by whom, Las
God declared his will, that Christ should bear 4is
name, aid receive nisg wonshlp ? If theve he ai:v such
revelation, it must have heen made. eitlier by the pre-
phets: or by his Son ; or by tie apusties. If “ ey sav,
Bv his Son; the Jeus will immediately asx, W hether
all the seducers in the world do not pretend to divine
authoritv. for what they say and do ' 'Thev ali af-
firm. that the names they bear, the works t'+v peris ro,
and the honours they receive, are by the commund of
God ; yet they are easily convicted of faiscnond, and
their wonderful works, if they perform any, are povved
to he imposture ; hecause they usurp the characters
ahd glorv of God.—If, hy the a]mslb : thev are no
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less embarrassed. For tiex who reject Chirist, con-
demn his apu-tne‘ ;s cendemn them of Ma-p rem¥, for
ascribing the iory of God fo a crucified man.-lf
tiercfor=. such a revelation have Leon made, it was by
tiie irophk:sts. But if so, Christ is the true Gad. For
all those oracles which reprezent the Messiak as Gop,
speak of him as the TrvE Gop. Noti:ang can be more
express tian tsat command which 1s given to < all the
¢ angels to worsip him ™ nor 1s anv thing more cer-
tain, than that it 1s the true Goad of whom the words
are spoken. And as the pro[;heta have so e\preasl_y
and repeatedly declared, that there is but cae God,
the Creator of keaven ana c2-t% : it is evident that he
of whom they speak must be tiie true. the eternal God.
That s*ab}ime Be: oz whom the prophets foretell, as
coming into the world ; as sending his messenger be-
fore hlm as (:ommamdmtr his cen‘ants to ¢ say to the
¢ cities, of Judah, behold vour God!” is the Creator
of heaven and earth. If not. there must be twwo Gods,
of whom thev speak : but Moses and the prophets unite
in asserting, and 1nsist upon it, as a principle essential
to tiat r el.mu n which thev faught and esiablished, that
there 1s bnt one God. Hear ho“ {saiah declares the
unity and publishes the names of God. ¢ Thus saith
¢ the Lorp the King of Israel, and his Redeemer, the
¢ LorD oF HG. TS T am the Flrst, and I am the Last,
¢and besides me ﬂ:ere 1sno God.” According to these
important and sublime expressions. He only is to be
called Gop; whose names are. Jurovai, THE Re-
DEEMER OF IsmaeL, THE LorD oF Hos1s. ThE Fiest
AxD THFE Last.—. \oam; ¢ am tie Lorn, and there
:1s XONE ELSE § there 15 xo Gop i sosides me—That
- tzev nayv hnow from tihe rising of tie ~an and from
- the west, that ‘Lere i3 Noxn =psinss ~E: I am the
¢ Lorp and there 15 NONE F 2r. b ferm the Licht, and
¢ create darxuess 3 [ make poace. ana creafe ull I
‘ the Lono do ali these things—Tlere is xo Gop rrsk
¢ secidie me : oa just Cod and a Maviour. there is NoxE
cBEstpL vi—i am Godoand there 12 NONE pLsB. —
g:“(' l I v ...'t .'; fCiti'!'ﬂ‘(’ii manner tng pmp?:ct asserts
the tmportant trathc ! Hear, with wiat veiemence of
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spiiit and force of lanvuaore. he maintains the supreme
dignity of JEHOVAH'S cnanacter, 11 $pposiiisn to all
t’mt are called god, who made not ti:e heaveus snd the
carth, the higit and the darkness! Uf this tae Jews
cannot be iznoramt. ¢ On this prmcxple, they will say,
¢ our fat‘lers condemned your Messiah, He cailed him-
¢ seif Gop, and we know there is hut one God, the
¢ Creator of heaven and earth. Your Messiah. not be-
‘ ing the Former of all things, could not be God ; he
‘ was, therefore, guiity of blasphemy, and w orthy of
¢ death.’

How, then. shall we vindicate the conduct of Christ,
if we suppose him to be a mere man, and yet allow
that he called himself Gop ? Shall we say, that he has
nothing of God but the name 2 But if so, any other
man mwht be 50 called as well aslLie.—Shall we assert
that he 1s a metaphorical God ; that he is so called 1n
thie sense 1n which kings bear the name > But the con-
trary appears, by his receiving adoration. When we
call a man who is exceedingly Dbrav e, Kingz of the cour-
ageous : we do not mean to ascribe any ro,altv to him.
BC“‘JGS. when we attribute anv taing to a person met-
anhoricaily. we do net use the name sinply, without
any limsitation or explanation.—~Shall we say, then,
that Christ is a sulbzcrdinale God 7 But the Scriptures,
by excluding a plurality of gods, exclude also every
subordinate zod : for thev utterly reject every being,
as unwooth to be called Gop, who is not the ‘Creator
of all ¢ =1":¥.—‘n hen the Supreme Law rrner SAVS,
“ Thon shait have no ether gads before me:” does he
mean to exclude alf persons and ¢l! things that are ot
Gad, or only some 2 If some only, then the Lsraelites
were allowed to have other zods before him ; previded
thev were but of the r.ght sort. But if all, uil entirely,
then the Jews did right in accusing Christ of blasphe-
my, when he propmed himself, or was preached to
them as a subordinate god

I may, perhaps, be toid, ¢ When the Supreme Law-
¢ giver said, * Thou shalt have no other guds before
“mc3” he meant to exclude the false zods of the hea-
‘ then.” But whatever gods he thnded they are ex-
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cluded by a gereral proposition ; which utterly fortids
all such objects of worship as are not the true Ged.
The Lawgiver coes not abhor the idols of the Leathen,
because they are the idols of 42¢ heathen ; but because
they are not the TrrE Gop, and yet are worshipped.
Suppose it were not wood, or stone, but a man, or an
angel ; so soon as you adore him, he beccmes a hea-
then idol : otherwise, one that worships an angel could
not be convicted of idolatry, by the first command. It
is, then, a general prohibition, and absolutely forbids
the worship of any one besides the Supreme Being ;
consequently, it must entirely exclude all subordinate
gods.—Nor can the meaning be, to exclude a plurality
of supreme gods. For if so, of all the heathen deities,
the worship of none but their Jupiter would be con-
demned, by this command. Besides, why should it
condemn a crime that never did, and, according to all
probability, never will exist 7 for none ever yet wor-
shipped two supreme gods.

Were not the Jews in the right, then, when they
complained that . esus, being a mere man, made him-
self God ¥ Or, can we blame their conduct, unless we
consider Christ as of the same essence with Him who
created the universe ? They affixed the idea of the
Supreme Being to the name Gobp ; having been taught,
by the prophets, that there is but one ?}od, and that
all other deities shall perish from the earth. So that
if they were under a mistake, in this respect, they were
led into it by their prophets ; but if not, they weie
obliged, on the principles of our opponents, to condemn
Jesus for usurping the names and honours of God.—
For it should be observed, that names do not naturally
express these 1deas rather than those ; thcir significa-
tion being fixed, either by God himself, speaking in the
Scriptures ; o by general consent and custom. We
are not, therefore, to consider the letters which com-
pose the name Gop, in English ; @3, in Greek; Jz-
HovAH, in Hebrew ; ashaving any thing sacred, or pe-
culiarly significant, in them ; but we must examine
what ideas are affixed to these names. Now these
1deas are not such as any particular person may plcuse
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to fix upon them : but those which have been, and are
annexed to them, by the unerring Spirit, in the Bible ;
and by the common coasent of mankind.—Were z
Count uf an empire, for instance, to assume the title of
Emperor ; he would. no doubt, displease the prmce
and it would be but a poor apology to s2v, ¢ That i ny
¢ the exalted title, he meant no more than a sovereign

rince in his own country.” He would soon be in-
formed that the common consent of men, not his par-
ticular fancy settles the signification of the term. In
like manner, it would be to no purpose for Christians
to say ; Though Jesus assumed the name, Gop ; yethe
did not apply it to himself in that sense in which it is
commonly used : for the question 18 not, ‘hai ke un-
derstood by it ; but, What mer ought to understan:
by it, when it is given to him.

If, therefore, we wouid know what Jesus meant, by
ca.lm'r himself Gop ; or what his disciples intznded,
by giving him that name ; we must inquire what was
the common acceptation o1 the term, in the language
of men in general, or in that of the Jews, or of the pro-
phets, or of God Limself. If the name agree to Ciiris,
as a mere man, let our adversaries inform us which of
these they follow. It is not agreeable to the manner
of speakine among men in general ; for it never was
their custom to cail a mere man by the name, Gox.
Much leaa 18 it conformable to the current Ianmxao'e of
the Jews ; nor to that of the prophets : nor to that of
God. lhe Jews used to afhx, to that sacred name,
the idea of the Great Supreme; the 1dea of him who
formed the untverse : for they kuew of nc other God.
‘The same is evident concerning the prophets who had
taught them so to velieve and so te speak ; and of the
Holj y Spirit, who had so taught the prophets.




SECT. 1I. 50 CIfAP. II.

CHAP. 1L

Tiie argoment continued.

TurJew s, who lived in the apostolic times, ought not
{o be blamed for speaking as God and the prOphets had
taught them. Theyv cannot be justly blamed for not
b°mg able to guess, that the name, Gop, had a signifi-
cation which had not been heard of till :hat-time; a
signification which fully acquitted a man who, without
it, would have been convicted of blasphemy. Much
less are the mmodern Jews to be censured for speaking,
as their forefathers taught them. Eat let us C(’dSlller
the various ways, 1n which the miembers of the antient
synagogue v ere 1nstructed by their prophets, in this
respect.

The propfets {requently reminded them of tnis pre-
cept; ¢ Thou shalt have no other gods before me ;”
without ever subjoining the least quahﬁcatmn, or re-
“riction, by which they might learn, that this com-
mand was ot general and e‘:!matory in all ages and
places. ‘Yvere the Jews, then, obliged to believe, with-
¢it any mzaner of notice, that a command so inviolahle
til theng rad lost its force in the time of Jesus Christ ?

‘They coustantly oppose that God who made ail
things. to every creafed god. As they assert the umiy
of Gui, with great trequencv and great solemuity ; so
they dlstmvmsh him by his character, ¢ He made the
« hieavens and the earth.” Nay, they declave that
« the gods who made nigt the heavens and the earth,
“ slxa:l perish from under the heavens.” The Jews
could not but consider this assertion, as general : aud
as teaching them, that no one ought to be acknow led red
as God, but him that created the world and 15 un-
cl anveablc.

The proplets taught, that God cannot be represent-
ed by any plC\lll(‘ or image ; because there is nothing
in the worid £t to represcit him. = To whom,” or to
wlaty sass God, «will ye liken me 7 By which tlie
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Jews were informed, that nothing which migit he rep-
resented on canvass, or in cta.uarv ou 'nt {0 be ac-
knowledged as God. Consequently, t"e\ muzt con-
clude. thaf a mere man was very far fromn decernnv tg
be called Goo.

The name Jenovan. with all other Divine tities and
characters which our Maker assvmes 1n the Scripture,
are names of distinetion : and were desizned to exalt
hlm far ahove all creatures. - 1 am JeEnovan. thatis
s mv pame.  Fhere is no Gop Lesides me. Ye shall
vog :ﬂ.’.’!l‘ hv my naine. Wiiosoever sweareth upon the
¢ earth. shall swear bv the Gob of truth.”? Now these
characters and claims were desiened to distinzuish God,
erther from al! Ias creatires. or f»nly from some of them.
It the latter, in vain dues He sav : ¢ There is no Gop
¢« hesides me.”  Because iv mivi:t he answered. Though
that he thy name, it does nat distineuish thee from ev-
ery crea ture : for there is. or there will be one. that
shall bear 1t with thee. If the former. then whoever
calls himself Goop. disowns the condition of a creature ;
and, consequently, if Jesus Clyist zssumed that same,
or any other expressive of the same glory, the Jews
could not but accese him of blasphemy.

The propiiets ahundantly assert the unity of Godl.
Nor can we consisler their extraord inary care, in this
respect, as owing to anv thing, but the dancrer there
was of men falling into idolatr v; by acknov.'ledgmc
as God, one that was not IFHOV\H. But were the
davs of the pmphcts the enly time in which men were
m any such danger ¥ Were they rot exposed to the
same evil, when the Sanhedrim Jmloed Jesus Ch:ist ?

Jut why do I ask such guestions r for, if we believe
our adve ersaries, the ev enthaq proved, that it was pos-
siple for men, with the writi ngs of the piruphets in their
hands, to hecome idolaters ; by placing a creature,
honoured with the name of God on the throne of the
Deity.—'The Jews, then, were ohhged to be jealous
for the glory of God, as the prophets had been in the
times of their fatne:s. For they m:ght easily foresee,
that if a uere man were suffered tc call himself God,
he would soon be put in the place of God ; and the
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event has verified such an apprebension. As the pro-
phets, therefore, had for so many ages constantly de-
clared, that there is but one object, to whom the name
Gop belongs, in order to guard the people against idol-
atry ; the same reason required the Jews to withstand
a man, who dared to assurre the names and titles of
God.

Jehovah, by the prophets, declares, « T will not give
“my glory to another, nor my praise to graven images.”
The Jews, therefore, had reason to coiciude, that He
had not given his glory to Jesus Christ. For either
this proposition is general ; and so signifies, that God
never gives his glory to any one: or itis particular,
and lmports. that at some times, and on certain occa-
sionsy he does give his glory {o another. If the latfer,
the assertion is tnﬂmn and the reasoning vain. For
the meaning must be,, God gives not his "Iory to ano-
tirer, on some occ.;snons, though he does it on others.
g! n("eere, e will not give his pnuae to graven images.
If the former, as it must und ubtedly be, the Jews
—==va gblized to conclude, that God Lhad not glven his

wlouy to Jesus Christ ; and corsequel.tlv he couiu hot,
without manifest impiety, either invest himself with
the titles of God, or pretend to Divire honours.

‘The prophets have so great a respect for the names
of God, that they carcfuliv avoid taking any metaphors
from them : which is a very resmar kable difference be-
tween human and Livine lfanzuzze.  The former, be-
ing that of men who do not suffici=ntly reverence the
Deity, abounds with metaphors turen from God. Al-
most every thing is represented, by one or another,
as divine, adorable, infinite. Incense and sacrifice,
dedication and devotion, with many other expressions
that are taken from the worship of God, cost us no-
thing, and are frequently used. But they are banished
from the language of the Holy Spirit; who, speakmv
of God as God, and of a creature as a creature, avoids
those metaphors which would seem to infringe on the
rights, or the honours, of the Great Supreme ; or as
mlght seem to elevate the creature above a state of de-
pendence.  When the Holy Spirit personifies death,




SECT. II. 52 CHAP. I1.

he does not call him the cop, but the ¢ x1xc of terrors.”
And though the psalmist, Speakmtr of the rulers of this
world, says, « Ye are gods ; vet he immediateiy adds,
6 but ye shall die like men.” The fignrative appiica-
tion, therefore, of the adorable name, in this passage,
cannot possibly injure the glory of God; because it is

iven to princes for no other reascs, but to form an an-
tithesis to humble them. ¢« Ye are gods—but ye shall
¢ die like men.”’—If, then, the reverence which the
writers of the Old Testamert had for the proper names
of God, be so great: and if the same reverential regard
be tound in the penmen of the New Testament ; who,
when speaking of a creature, do not fetch their meta-
phors from the attributes of God, as the heathen au-
thors did, and as is common at this day ; ough. we to
censure the Jews of an excessive tenderness, who could
not suffer the name, Gobp, te be given to a mere man,
and given to him in such a sense as requires us to wor-
ship him ¢ For, either the name, Gop, expresses the
glory of the Creator, or that of the creature, or one
that is common to both. 1t cannet be a glory common
to both ; for if it were, the prophets csuld not have so
often declared, that there is but one God : besides, ev-
erv one of us mwht call himself by the adorable name,
without any scxuple Nor can it be the glory of the
creature ; for no man ever could suppose it. It must,
therefore, be the glory of the Creator ; a glory peculiar
to him. And if so, the Jews could not but accuse Je-
sus of blasphemy: who, though a mere man, assumed
a name which expresses the Creator’s glory.

(nce more : Te prophets have two prmclpal ends
in view, when they proclaim the characters, perfections,
and honours of the Supreme Being. The one is, to
glorify Gop. by exalting him far above all creatures ; 3
the other, to save mank uld by preserving them from
dolatry, and by iustructing them in the knowled ge and
worship of the true God. " But these high desl‘rns are
opnosed, are destroyed, as to mu;tltudes, if the Jews
permit a mere man to assume the names of God. For,
as naines are given to persons and things. with a de-
sign to make them knowp, and to distingaish one froma

r 2
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another; if a mere man taxe upon him the names of
God, he will, in some degree at least; be confounded
with him : and thus the deswn of the prophets to glo-
Tify God, by exalting him far above all other beings, is
opposed. For as God glorifies himself, by lav::;g a
peculiar claim te such characters as do not, as cannot,
agree to a mere creature; so the creature impiously
dishonours God, by assumm«r those names which are
appropriated to him.—T he other great end is no less
opposed, by an usurpation of God’s names. For when
Jesus calls Liiwself Gop, he must apply the name, either
with, or without an idea. If the latter, he acts absurd-
1y. If the former, 1t must be either the same which |
ien in common affix to it ; or a particular one of his
own. If the same which manlind in 7 general annex 10
the term, it must be that of the Supreme Being ; and,
consequently, he leads men directly into 1dolatry if
it be a partu:ular one of his own, he lays a snare for
mmmortal souls ; f5r he takes a direct step tolead men
into error, from-error to idoiatr v, and from idolatry to
damnation. Ile renders lanwuave a commerce of de-
ceit and mischief; uhcreas, b) its natural appoint-
ment, it ought ever to be an intercourse of truth and
benefits. Bestdes, the signification of the name, Goo,
not depending on the caprice of any particular person ;
his latent meaning cannot acquit him from a charge of
blasphemy.
¢ Jesus Christ, 1t wiil be objected, did not czll him-
* self Goo, but the Sox of God.> Supposing he did
not assume the nanie, Gop, in the course of his per-
gonal minisirv; suppositg the Sanhedrim could have
produced no evidence of any thing like it, as the ground
of that seiitence which thev pwnounced upen lum;
vet it is beyond a doubt. that his disciples gave him
both the names and the praises which are peculiar to
God. When, therefore, the Jews are informed, that
the evangelists and apostles wrote the New Testament
by his authouty and under s pecoliar direction 3 they
cannot, so lorg as they understand their own language
and read their own prophets, but consider the gospel as
imuious, and arc obliged to approve the sentence which
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their fathers passed upon him. For they cannot doubt.
but their Sanhedrim had authority to ludfre him ; that
they had good reason to accuse him of blasphemv, be-
cause the writings of his disciples (by which only they
are ahie to Judtre of his own sentiments and claims)
invest him with the characters and honours of the true
God ; and, that they could nst but pronounce a blas-
pnemer worthy of death, without deserting their duty
and betraying their trust.
¢ But thev wio composed the Sanhedrim that con-
¢ demned Jesus Christ, acted on the principles of envy,
‘malice, and rage. -Admlttmtr they did, yet the Jews
in after-times will reply ; ¢ It is not for us to search:
¢ tie he-rts of our fore-fathers : our husiness is to in-
¢ quire into the justice of their sentence. It was never
‘heard that v-se and impartial men, laid more stress
¢ on sarmises conceived, of the ill disposition of a judge
‘ on the bench, than on the charaeters of justice, or
‘injustice, found in the sentence he passed. We can-
‘ not penetrate the hearts of men ; but we are faught,
‘by our law, how to dlstmgulsh blasphemers. For
¢ lta first command is, ¢ Thou shalt have no other gods
“before me.”” By this we are obliged to reject your
¢ Messiah, for assuming the titles and honours of God ;
‘ though, by your ewn confession, he is not the God of
Israel ;

gl
CHAP. I1I1.
The principal Titles and Characters which. in the writings of the
Proghats, form the idea of the true Gop, are applied 10 Jreus
CHrisr.

T a1 Jesus Christ assumed the name, Gop, in a pro-
per sense, appears fromn his apostles having ascribed to
him those perfections, which form the idea siguified
by the most venerable name. For, as before observed,

there is no difterence, in this respect, between what he
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says of himself, and what his disciples say of him ; they
speaking by his authority and his inspiration.

To the name, Gop, the prophets affixed the 1dea of
an almighty Being, who created the heavens and the
earth. The work of creation is fr equently mentioned
by them, as the grand characteristic of the true God.
Of this none can doubt.—The formation of the universe
1s also expressly and repeatedly ascribed to Jesus
Christ. <« All things were made by him, and without
¢ him was not any thmg made that was made. By him
¢ were all things created that are in heaven, and that
‘¢ are in earth, visible and invisible—all things were
¢ created by hin and for him. He laid the foundation
¢ of the earth, and the heavens are the works of his
¢ hands.””’—That these things are spoken of Christ, 1s
evident; nor can the words admit of a different sense,
without manifest violence, as I shall shew in a follow-
ing part of this Treatise. Here I shall only observe,
that the apostles. having so frequently attributed the
creation of all things to Jesus Christ ;: and that work
being so often mentioned, by the antient prophets, as
the effect of omnipotent agency, and the most obvious
character of the true God especially when contending
with idolaters ; the w :iters of the New Testament must
have acted a most unaccountable part, and, they being
only the amanueunses of Christ himself. he must bave
been guilty of impicus arrogance, if he be a mere
creature.

‘The prophets represent God, as an omniscient Beiag.
Perfect knowledge 1s also ascribed to Jesus Christ.
« Lord, thou knowest all things, thou knowest that I
¢ love thee,’ said Peter to his Divine Master.—Should
it be objected, ¢ 1t is no where said, that Christ ap-

¢ proved of the henour which is here done hun by his
¢ apoustle > T answer, That is little to the purnose. For
the expressions must be either false, or true. If true,
Jesus must approve of them, for he is truth itself ; and
they prove the point for which we plead. If they be
false, they are pregnant with blasphemy : and, it so,
the henour of God and the salvation ol Peter made it
absolutely necessary, that he should have been sharply
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reproved for them. What, shall Christ say to that
very apostle, ¢ Get thee behind me, satan !*> when he
only endeavoured to dissuade him from going up to
Jerusalem, there to suffer ; and shall he meet with no
rebuke from the humble, holv Jesus, when he robs God
of his glory and gives it to anotber, by ascribing a -
vine perfection to a mere man ! Peter’s fault, for which
Jesus rebuked him, arose from his indiscreet zeal for
the honour and safety of his Master. He did not par-
ceive, while he was endnavourmg to prevent the death
of his Lord. that he was attempting to counteract the
counsels of heaven ; and to hinder an event, by which
the glory of God is mure highly exalted, than by any
other- in the whole administration of Pnondonce—
There is nothing so precious as the glory of God, it be-
ing the ultimate end of ail tbmgs consequently, so
far as any thing is contrary to it, it must be detestable.
But, in the passage before us, the apostle not only
cpeaks unadvisedly, in regard to the glory of God ; but,
if his assertion be false, he is guilty of blasphemy. For
he riot only ascribes to Jesus the knowledge of all things
in weneral: but also that of the kuman heart. in par-
ticular. ¢ Lord, thou knowest all thnm's, thou know-
“est that I rove TueE.” This is a distinguishing
character of JEnovan’s glory, and a perfection pecu-
liar to the true God. For thus it is wriiten ; ¢ The
“ heart is deceitful above all things, and desperately
“ wicked ; who can know 1t ? I THE Lorp search the
“ heart, I try the reins.”” Here the God of Israel at-
tiibutes to himself the knowledge of the heart, as his
own peculiar glory.

To place this momentous truth in a still stronger
light, the words of Solomon, in his admirable prayer - at
the dedlcatlon of the temple, may be considered.
“ Thou, even THou oNLY, Knoweqt the hearts of all
‘ the children of men.” Hence 1t is evident, that the
title, ¢ Searcher of hearts,” 1s included in that idea
which the prophets give of the eternal God ; ang that
it cannot helong to a mere creature, nor be given to him
without blasphemy. Yet it is equall clear, that Jesus
takes the Divine title to himself, and that in the most
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solemn and remarkable manner. ¢ All the churches
¢ shall know that I am HE which searcheth the reins
¢ and hearts ; and 1 will give unto every one of you
¢ according to your works.” 1t follow! s, therefore,
that Jesus not only assumes the name, Gup: but also
asserts nis 1nterest 1in those attributes which form. in the
writings of the prophets, the most proper and sublime
idea of the Great Supreme. Consequently. if Jesus
Christ be not the God of Israel, the Jews are obliged
to reject his testimony as false, and his high pretensions
as blasphemous.
1t will be said, ¢ Christ does not appropriate this title
¢ to himiself 1n the same sense in which the God of Israel
¢claims 1t, 1n the antient prophets. When Gml 1s said
¢ to * know the heart, and to try the reins,”” the words
¢ are to be understood of such a knowledge as is peculiar
¢ to hims for he is not beholden to another for 1t.
¢ Whereas when Jesus Christ says, ¢ 1 search the reins
¢ and hearts:” the words are to he understood of a
¢ derived knowledge. For he does not know the secrets
¢ of the heart immediately and of himself, but because
¢ od reveals them to him.”—Bat when a person attri-
butes to himself an emment qualitv, or an exalted
character. which i1s calculated to raise a suspicien in
others, that he assunies an honour which does not belong
to hin ; he 1s obliged to explain himself, by 1emonno
theambv*ult_y of the terms: otherwise, his temper may be
Justl v accused of arrogance, and his cond uct of robber Y.
So.if a subject should have a desire to be honoured with
the title of majesty, under a pretence of his possessing
some considerable office 1n the state: and it he were:
actually s honoured, he would be guilty of a capital
erime,against the dignity of him whose glorv he usurped.
And thou«rh, in his own defence, he slmul(l say, 1'hat
he digt notdesire, nor accept the title in the same sense,
nor aflix to it that exalted idea, which it bears when
apphed to his lawful sovereign, and which is commonly
annexed to it by other men “and that he meant no more
by it than a subordinate aml dependent majesty; he
would soon be informed, that his excuses are mean and
his reasons despicable. ‘He would quickly be told. that
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the word majesty, being, uy general custom and the
pleasure of ruling owers, appropriated to express the
sovereign dignity of Kings 3 by which they are not only
d1~tm¢rmahed from ail their subjects, but also from other
princes : he could not, without giving just and great
offence, assum< the title in any sense, much less w1th-
out giving ine least cx;}!anatmn of 1t.—So the title,
« Searcher of hearts,” is, by di- ine authority arnd com-
mon use, appropriated to express the peculiar and essen-
tial glory of God. By common use: For no man, if we
except our adversaries, ever ascribed it to any but God 3
and believers consider it as one of thouse divine chalac-
teristics, by which he 1s distinguished from all other
intellizences, and infinitely exalted above all creatures.
By Divine authority : For itis God, by the ministry of
his prophets, who ascribes it to hlmself who assumes it
on different occasions, as belonging to himself only. and
as being a peculiar character of his glory. None, there-
fore, besides God, can assume it without offence ; much
less could any mere creature take it on himself, without
explaining in what sense he appliesit. Yet Christsaye,
with an air of authority becoming none but JEHoOvaA=H,
and with the utmnost solemnity, as of a mat’er of the
last importance ; ¢ All the churclres shall know THAT
“ ] aMm HE wHICH SEARCHETH THE REINS AND
“ gearTs; and I will give unte every one of you
¢“ according to your wor ks.’s s In which words, the
Redeemer connects the idea of universal Judge, with
the sublime character, Sear-her of hearts ; as the proph-
et Jeremiah does, when he speaks of the most Hicm.
And, indeed, if Jesus were not the latter, he would be
very unfit for the office of the former; he being but
poorly qualified ¢ to give to every one acce rdm% to his
“ works,”” who 1s not capdble of s searching the heart.”

Nor have we the least intimation 1n hcnpbme, that
God’s knowledge of the heart 1s inemediaie, but that of
Christ mediate, or by revelation. For the apostie doeg
not attribute this knowledge to Jesus Christ, hecause
the seciets of ti:e heart are revmled to him ; but hecause
he considers him as knowing all things. ¢ Lord, thou
“ knowest all things, thou knowest that I love thee,”
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For 2 person to know the thoughts of the heart, because
God icveals them to him, iz 1o kuow them oulv as man ;
but to knew them, because he knows all thmos, 18 to
knew them as Gop. duch is the knowledge which is
aere attributed to Jesus Christ.—Fusther: If to know
tiie secrets of ti:e heart, by revelaucn, were a sufiicient
season of ihe title, Searcher of fiearts ; the apostles
themselves mignt have clained the g:ory of 1it. For
they, no doubt, as some of the andeat prophets, on

rticular occasioas, had the thoughts of men’s hearts
revealed to them. 'Thisgft,itis prul abie. was greater
in some than it was in others. Suppose, then, that one
mdividual among them had it in the richest measure and
to the highest degree, so that he knew aii secreis ia
general. (O such a suppesition, I demzand, whether he
might lawfuliy have assumed the character, Searcher of
hearts? 'L'o assert that he mighi, is biasphemous ; be-
cause it aitributes that whick is peculiar to God and
Jesus Christ, to anather. 1i it be allewed that he might
not, it follows, that wheever calls himseif The Secrcher
of hearts.means something more thao knowing the heart,
by revelation.

It may. perhaps, be replied ; ¢ How great soever we
Suppose | the know mdge ofp this man to ke, yet the knowl-
¢ edge of Christ wili be found more perfect; which is
¢ a sujficient reasen wiy he should net bear the title
¢ with him.’-—~But i{ the supposed person’s knowledge
b’ infericr te that of Christ; the knowledge of Christ
must be still mere inferior to that of God. If then, it
would be unlawful for such an one te assume the exalt-
ed title, cut of respect for Christ; a regard for the
honcur of God ought much moere to have prevented the
man Jesus from ever assuming it. For the honour of
God 1s of n.finttelv greater conscquence than that of
Clirist if he be a mere creature. Besides, the l\nowi-
edge of Jesus. if he be not God, and the knowledgze of
this man, being both of the same kind. can differ only
1n degiee. But the know ledge of God, and that of Jesus
C‘mst. are essentially difterent. God’s knowledge of
the heart 1s immediate and of hunself ; but that of
Christ, is mediate and by revelation. So that if the
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man, supposed to know the heart, cannot say, « All
¢ the churches shall know that I an he which search-
¢ oth the reins and hearts,” without usurping the glo-
ry of Christ ; neither can Jesus claim the power of
searching the heart, or adopt the title, without usurp-
ing the «rlory of God.

Avam : There is a difference, a very material differ-
ence, between knowing the secrets of the heart, and
being the searcher of the heart. He who searchea the
heart, must be acquainted with its thoughts; but it
does not necessarily follow, that he who knows its la-
tent desires and intentions, is posszssed of a capacntv
to search it. It may be said of 2 man, to whom iie

thoughts of another are revealed, ¢ He knows l:1s heart -’

yet a prudeii and pious man would 2void such gen-

eral expressions, lest he should bLe suspected of pro-

fanenea and would rather say ; ¢ He knows his heart
elation.” But he will never say, ¢ He fries his

: UV rcvciauin.

s reins and searches bis heart : because that would
be false and impious. For when any one is said, to
know the thoughts, to search the heait; and to try the
reins, the phrases do not signify knowledge ohtained
from another, by revelation ; but to know, find out,and
discover,by his own understanding, what lies concealed
frem others.—Once more : When Ciirist says, ¢ I am
“ g which searcheth the reins and hearts;’” he either
means, that we should keep to the natural signification
of his words, or that we should depart from it. If the
lutter. he has laid a snare for us; ; he had a design to
deceive us. For what e'se could be the reason of s
talking with such solemnity. so as not to be understood ?
And how should he be understood, when he am\ea an
unnatural sigiification to his wordsr It the [former,
we cannot i;ut concluide, that knowing the secrets of
the heart, by revelation, and sea-(,'mnr the heart, are
different thlh'r\

The pr nphets descrihe the true God. as the Savionr,
the only Saviour of sinners.  For thus it is written ; ;
“J,even I am Jeuov AH, and heside Me tiere is no
“ Ravioue.”  And agun: ¢ Look unto Meand he ve
“saved, all the ends of the carth 3 for I am God, and

.
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¢ there is non-= else.” There is an allusior. I acknow-
ledge, in these passages, to the idols of the hLeathen,
that were unabie to save their deluded votaries: but
et this general truth is plainly and strongly 1mplied,
That God only can save the ends of the earth. The
immediately preceding verse, in the jatter of these
texts, puts this beyond a doubt. For thus 1t 1s wnt-
ten, « There is no God else besides Me; a just God
“« and a SavioCR, there is xoNE BEsipDEs ME.” And
yet Jesus Christ not only professes to save sinners, but
he calls himself THE Saviovr, by way of eminence,
and in contradistinction to all others. Is it not mani-
fest, then, that he assumes a character, in the most
emphatical way, which the God of Israel had challenged
and appropriated to himself >—When the prophe;s re-

proved the foll and wickedness of them that put their
trusi in idsls, by saying; there is no Saviour but the
God of Jacob; they either intended to lay dewn a
principle for the instruction of men in all succeeding
ages, or only for the time then presegt. 1If the latter,
the reason that God used in antient times, by which
to confound idolatry, is no lor:ger of any force on such
an occasion : nay, which is more extravrdinary, an or-
acle becomes false, at the very time in which it is ac-
complished. For this divinely gracious declaration,
¢ Look unto Me and be ye saved, all the ends of the
‘¢ earth ; for I am God, and there is none els: ;> re-
fers to the calling of the Gentiles, and was not fulfilled
til! after the Messiah appeared : and yvet 1t is since
his appearance, that we hear of a Saviotrr and Loro,
besides the God of Israel, who delivered that oracle.
If the forwmer, and if this declaration be a perpetual
truth, ¢ There is no God besides Me, a just God and
¢ a Saviour, there is none besides Me;”” then I de-
mand, whether he ought not to he accounted a blas-
phemer, who, thouuh he be not the God of lsmel, yet
calls himse!{ THE SAVIOUR OF THE WORLD ?

¢He calls l.nneclf, it will Le said, a subordinale
¢ Saviour.” What, then, does Jehovah mean, when hie
savs, ¢l am a just God and a Saviour, there 1s Nox®
¢ pESIDLS ME~—}, everr I am the Lewo, and besides
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 Me there is ~o Saviovr !> Does ke not exclude,

subvrdinate gods and saviours ? Supposing the antient
Israelites had considered Moses as a2 subordinate god
and saviour, and worsiiipped him after his death, ‘De-
cause tiey were delivered by his ministry out of E«rvp-
tian bondage ; would they not have acted contrary to
the meaning of these declarations > It is absurd to
imagine, that the prophets did not intend to exclude
all subordinate gods and Saviours; because the far
greater part of pagan deities were consulered by the
:!upc: of idolatry, under those characters. 1t is, at the
=a.ne time, evident. that the penmen of the antient

Scriptures teach us 1o acknowledge but ene God, and
otz Saviour, even the Gad of Isracl. Conscquentl_v,
he who calls humself 1T#x SsvioUR OF THE WORLD,
does not only assume the name, Gop ; butaiso annexes
to it one of the most srac !uu:, cndearm and glorous
ideas, that are included in it in the antlent oracies: or
that can be afiixed to it Ly men or angels.

The prophets, to distinzuish the true God from ail
other beings, cail him, * 1HE Finst axp THE LasTt.”
This character they apph to Jenovawn, as peculiar to
i and incommunicable. Yet, in the Revelation of
Juhn, it i1s repeatediy assumed by Jesus Christ.—It is
agreed, on al! hands, that this very sublime title was
never given to any but the God of Israel, till after the
incarnation : it was, therefore, become peculiar to
Him by antient and universal costom. Nor can it be
questicned, 1f any creature had dared to apply it to
himself, before the Messian came, but he would have
been cnarged with impiety and blasphemy. And were
either man or angel, at this day, to assume it, the sanme
accusation would be laid against him, and his conduct
would be detested. Conccquentlv, our adversaries
themselves, were it not to zerve an hypothesis, would
not hesitate a moment to aliow ; That as this character
was peculiar to God, vefore the Messiah came, so it is
now, and so it must ever be ; and that it is avsurdly
hlaspherious, to think of appl)!ug 1L to any other.—
Should it be said, ¢If any person were to assume this
¢ this title now, he would he cuilty of impiety : because
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¢ he would wrong Jesus Christ, to whom it belongs :’—
I answer, He wenld injure God much more, to whom
it really appertains. And if any man, who should
usurp it at this day, would rob Christ of his honour : he,
who should have dared to assume it before the Re-
deemer came, would have committed sacrilege on the
true God. Hence it appears, that {nis character is
peculiar to the Great Supreme.

Again : This title stands among the przises of the
Most High ; even in those passages where he nrofess-
edly displays s glories, and asserts his sovereign ma-
jesty. Now if it be rot adapted to answer such a de-
sign, why should 1t stand in connection with those
magnificent descriptions of JEnovan’s glory ? But if
it be fitted to express the eternity and majesty, the
orandeur and glory of God, it must be peculiar to Him
—so peculiar, that it cannot, without blasphemy, be
assumed by any mere creature. It is so connected
with other characters and attributes, which are con-
iessedly peculiar to God, that it is impossible, without
rendering the finest oracles of the prophets nonsensi-
cal, to dlstmguash it from them. Sometimes, for in-
stance, it is connected with his poicer : ¢ Who hath
*¢ wrought and done 1t, calling the generations from
“ the begmmn ¢ I the Lorbp, the First and with the
¢ Last, J am 1 e.” Sometimes 1t is joined with the
characters of his grandeur aud majesty. ¢ Thus saith
- the Lord the king of Israel, and his redeemer tie
* Lord of hosts; I am the Furst, and 1 am the Last,
s and besides me there 1s no Gol.” Here it 1s obL-
servable, that after the Most Hizh kas taken to Ein-
self tiis truly sublime title, he adds.  besides Me there

» 1s no God ;> to inform us, that none but He pos-
sesses the (lommion ana glorv implied 1n it, and in those
which attendit.  Atother tines, he connects the glory
of this title with that which attends his character as
Creator. < Ilearken unto me. O Jacob and Isracl, my
“ called : Tam He, I am the First, I also ain the Last.
= Mine hand also hath laid the foundation of the earth.””
Once more : It 1s used to express the unity of God.
For thus it 1s explained 3 + Before Me there was no




SECT. II. 03 CHAP. IIL,

¢sno God formed, neither shall there be after Me.”
But if this title were not peculiar to the eternal God,
how could it signify his unit

Further ; When Jesus cal slnmself ¢¢ The First and
¢ the Last,” he either applies the august character in
the same sense, in which it was used by the prophets,
or in one that is dlﬁ'erent If the latter, he leads men,
by ambiguous expressions, intc error and idolatry.
Nay, on ‘the principles of our opponents, he is guilty
of blasphemy ; because he assumes a title, in an ab-
solute manner. which does not agree to him but with a
restriction. He alters, by his own authority, the sig-
nification of terms, consecrated by a divine use. He
does what no hLonest and sensible man ever did ; for
he changes the known and ordlnary meaning of words,
relating to matters of the greatestimportance, without
civing us the least notice of it; and, by so doing, he
opens a door for impiety and blaqphemv, to the w shole
world. Kor as he attributes to himself such titles as
are given to the true God, by changing mentally the
established signification of words, in the Old Testa-
ment ; why may not I, or any other man, after his ex-
ample, assume the prmcmal characters of the Messiah,
by chauging mentally, 2ccording to my fancy, the most
known swmﬁcatlon of expressions, in the New Testa-
ment? Butif he apply the character in the same sense,
in which 1t was used by the prophets ; then he de-
scribes himself by a title which they considered as ex-
pressing, the eternity and unity, the dominion and
glory of God. And, by so doing, he practically de-
clares, that it is not peculiar to the God of Israel, to
whom only the prophets applied it 5 and, consequenth ,
tie lanzuage of the prophets is false. For if the God
of Jacob be He, before and after whomm no God has
heen formed ; hcw can Jesus be God, and a Ged also
Lefere whon: as God existed, or shall be formed ¥ ‘The
cor seiquence 1:. either Carist is the true God. or he 1s
cullty of i;lasphenw ; in attributing to himself a title,
which, in the language of the propiets, is peculiar to
the mfimte God.

If Jesus Christ be a mere man, one cannot imagine

1w 9
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how this title can possibly belong to him. For, either
First and Last must % understood of a priority and
posteriority of time ; or, of a priority and posteriority
of dignity ; or, of both. If the first, the sense will
be ; I am the First and the Last in duration. But
how could one that was born in the fulness of time, be
the first in duration ¥ If the second, the meaning must
be ; I am the First and the last in dignity. But how
can Jesus be the last in dignity, when John the Baptist,
who was greater than any of the antient prophets, con-
sidered himself as unworthy to loose the latchet of his
shoe ? If the third, then the signification of the words
must either be; I am the First in time, and the Last
in dignity ; which is manifestly false : Or thus; 1 am
the First in dignity, and the Last in ¢ime ; which is
equally false. For how can Jesus be the Last, in time?
‘Was he the last man that was born ? That cannot be.
Nor was he the last of God’s servants ; for there have
been many who served God faithfully, and were the
honoured 1nstruments of his glory, since the ascension
of Chnst. Or thus, I am the Furst and the Last, in
time and in dignity ; which i1s yet more glaringly
false. For if he be not the First and the Last, in
time ; nor the First and the Last in dignity ; it 1s
doubly false to say that he is so, in both the one and
the other.—But our business here, is not so much with
the truth of s worus, as with the imprescion they
were adapted to make on the minds of the Jews, who
were taught by the prophets. On hearing Jesus re-
peatedly and solemnly apply this title to himself, they
could not but consider him, as usurping a character
peculiar to the eternal Jenovan ; and, consequently,
as guilty of blasphewy. Either, then, the Jews were
to blame for oppusing impiety, blasphemy, and idola-
trv; or they could not aveid passiug sentence of con-
demnation upon Jesus Christ, if he spake as bis disci-
pies wrote, and if they kave given a true representation
of his claims, his language, aud lis conduct : at least,
ey could not aveud rejecting the gospel, the preachers
of 1t being so evidently convicted of blasphemy.
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CHAP. 1V.

Pacy asserts, in the plainest manmner, that Jesus
¢ thought it not robbery to be Equar witn Gon.”
We shall see 1n the prosecution of our subject, the van-
ity of those evasions to which our adversaries have re-
course, in explaining this passage, so as to agree with
their hypothesis. But, however we understand the
text, it must be allowed to attribute to Jesus Christ
some Kind of equality with his Father, who is confess-
edly the true God.

Some, perhaps, may say ; ¢ No conclusion can be
¢ drawn from a single expression ; such an one, espe-
¢ cially, as ought not to be understood in the sicictly
¢ literal sense : because there are examples of a similar
¢ expression, one of which is found in Homer, where it
¢ does not signify a real and proper equality with God.’
—To which I reply ; it is very unbecoming to produce
examples of this kind, from Homer, did he afford ever
so many. For it is notorious, that the writings of the
heathens, and especially those of the poets, abound
with 1mpiety and blasphemies. This consideration en-
hances the value of the Scriptures. For it is their in-
separahle characteristic, to maintain a wide, an im-
mense distinction, between God and the creature; by
never attributing to the letter, what only belongs to the
Jurmer : while, in human writings, men are equalled
with God, and God is confounded with men.—Itis
worthy also of being remarked, that Paul 1s the sacred
penman, who uses this way of speaking; and he, 1t is
well known, 1s ever careful to exalt the grace of God,
and to refer all to his glory. ¢ We have,” says that
ambassador of Christ, ¢ We have this treasure in ear-
“ then vessels, that the excellency of the power mnay be
“ of God, and not of us.’—Besides, these expressions
being of a very peculiar kind, and such as d-« not read-
ily comn¢ into a person’s thoughts, plainiv intimate,
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that he had a particular design 1n penning them.—
¢ Butlere, perhaps. thev may be Iperbolical.’ If they
be, they intrench on tie glory of God. When, upon
strict examination, we have nothing to object against
an hyvperbole, but its want of truth, the fauit is com-
paratively small ; but there should be no reason to
charge it with bemnr impious and blasphemous. Thus,
for instance, the Scrlpture never says; That a manis
as good, as wise, or as powerful, as God ; because such
expressions and such comparisuns are 1mpious, and
pregnant with blasphemy. ‘This evil, the writers of
the Old Testament have avoided with remarkable care
and they who penned the New, ought to have been
still more on their guard against it; because it was
foretold as a dxstmmmhm«r character of the gos pel dis-
pensation, that the pnde ‘of man ¢ should <f;c abased,
** and the Lorp sLo~E exalted.”

Though I might here greatly enlarge, I shall cenfine
myself to the following considerations.—God had re-
peatedly and solemnly declared, by the prophets, That
there is “none like him.” For thus it is written :
« To whom, then, will ye liken God ? or what like-
¢ ness will ye compare unto him >—To whom, then,
 will ye liken me, or shall I be equal, saith the Holy
¢ One ?—To whom will ye liken me, and make me
¢ equal, and compare me, that we may be like r’—
These expressions were intended, and well adapted, to
confound idolatry ; and the truth contained in them
was made by JEnovan the grand principle of his re-
ligion ; which Paul ceuld not but know, being well
1ersed in the antient oracles. But though he hears, un-
deistands, and reveres that voice from hcaven which
demands, “To whom will ye likenme ¥ To whom will

« ye make me equal 2’ yet he boldly asserts, Jesus
¢ thought it not robbery to be kquiar with God.”—
Again : the apostle could not but know the ground, or,
if you will, the pretence, on which Christ was con-
demned by the Jews ; that is, because he asserted his
likeness to God and equality with hin. This was a
prodigious oftence to man who had heard God say, hy
his prophets 5 ¢ To whom will ye liken me, and make
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¢ me equal 7 Paul does what ke can to convert the
Jews to the Christian faith; yet he never attempts to
justify the religion of Jesus, from the charge of equal-
ling a creature with the Creator ; though, on the prin-
c1ple= of cur spponents, it was hmhly necessary for
him so to have done, for the salvation of men and the
glory of God. Nay, so far was he from endeavouring
to acquit the cause of his Master from such a char«re,
that he roundly asserts, Jesus ¢ thought it not robber k;
¢ to he equaL with God ;> whichis the very thm*tor
which the Jews were so offended with Christ, and on
account of which they considered him as deserving
judgment of death. Dut can it be supposed that he
who rent his garinents when Lie was taken for Mercu-
ry, whe was a subordinate god among the heathens;
ran it, I say, be supposed, that this very man should
equal a mere creature with the ixri~niTE Gop 7 If he
does, his hyperboles. smclv, must be very edifying, and
pecullarly ‘well-timed ! And does it not highly become
him to set up for an orator, at the expense of viety and
the glory of God

The language of the apostles, in other places, is an
infallible comment on these expressions. For they not
onlv apply the name, Gop, to their crucified Saviour ;
but tliey annex the same ideas to it, which were af-
fixed to the character of JEHOVAH, by the antient pro-
phets. Seeing, then, the apostles zive such titles to
Christ as could not belong to him, if he were not a Di-
vine Person and equal with the Father ; we ought to
question but Paul here uses the term equal, ina proper
aud literal sense.—Further : Either these expressions
are adopted by Christians, or they are not. If the lat-
fer, it must be because they think the apostle spake
unadvisedly ;5 which subverts the credit of his wrltmtrs,
and saps the foundation of Christianity itself. If the
former, then we may safely conclude, that the other
apostles spake after the same manner. And if so, we
appeal to our adversaries, Whether the Jews, ‘who
heard them speak thus, are not to be justified in calling
them blasphemers ? when, on the one part, they saw




~/

SECT. Il. 70 CIIAP. IV,

that Christ was a mere creature ; and, >~ the other,
that his disciples asserted his equaluv with Coad.

When Jehovah says, ¢ 'T'o whom will ye liker me #”
he does not mean to e,\clude a resemblance of analogy ;
for as he exists, thinks, and acts, so do rational crea-
tures : but his design is t5 exclude a2 resemblance of
equality. Now the one or the other of these, must be
intended in the text before us. Not the former ; for if
you ascribe to Christ a resemblance of analogy only,
you attribute nothing to him, but what may be affirmed
of angels, of saints, and of men in common : and yet
neither Gabriel, nor Paul, nor any man living, could
say, ¢I think 1t not robl)erv to be equal with God,’
without being guilty of blasphemy. It must, there-
fore, be a resemblance of equality, which 1s here at-
tributed to Jesus Christ, according to the atural sense
of the term. But though the meaning of the adjective
equal, be sometimes well expressed Ly the w ord like ;
as when God savs, ¢ Who is like to me >’ Yet, when
the term like, is taken for resembling, or canformable
it is never expressed by the word equal —XNoer is that
equality. which is here attributed to Christ, metaphor-
ical. "For to consider the apostle as saying, ¢ He

¢ thought it not robbery to be equal with God, bv a
¢ metaphm, is absurd and ridiculeu Besules, as be-
fore observed, those figures are lmmu.s, which convey
an idea contrary to the glory of God.

As the Jews were not culpalle for speaking like
ciher men. especially like their ov:n prophets, who in-
rtructed them; so they are not to be blamed for con-
cluding, that none czn be said tobe « equal with God,”
Lxcept e be God, or except he wrong God. Nor

could they heip thml\vw, that the ap()atlEb cordially
approved of such langua«re concerning Jesus Christ:
for if not, why did they use it r—¢ But thev explain
¢ thunselves, on other occasions.” Supposing they
did, this proposition ; ¢ Jesus, a mere creature, thinks
¢ 1t not robbery to be equal with God 5 would still be
impious. Besides, by such e\pl.mat.ons they woula
pull down with one hand, what they build with the
other.
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To conclude ; If Jesus be not equal with God, it
must be a sin to think that he is; and if so, why should
any one assertit ¥ Te what end were the.,e expressions
needful ? To the glory of God ? No; they di (F ishonour
the Deity. 'To exait Jesus Chnist ? But cannot he be
exalted without setting him on alevel with God ¥ Was
it to shew the accomplishment of the antient oracles ?
But they frequently declare, that there is only one
God, and that nothing is like him. Was it to edify
men ¢ But is it p0551ble for men to be edified, by hear-
ing of a creature, of one that owes his being to Divine
power, and his blessedness to Divine favour, being ex-
alted to an equality with his Maker ? Peter and Paul
were not only the disciples, but also the ambassadors of
Christ, and their characters are justly held in very
Ligh esteem, by every lover of sacred truth; yet if
either of them had said, ¢ I think it not robbery to be

¢ equal with Jesus Christ,” we should have called him a
blasphemer, and execrated his memory. Now, on the
principles of our adversaries, God is infimtely more
exalted above Jesus Christ, than Christ 1s above his
apostles. If, then, an apostle would have been justly
accused of impiety, had he equalled himself with his
Lord ; ought not hrist to be censured for blasphemy,
when he claims an equality with God ?

csni—

CHAP. V.

Jesvs CurisT rcceived Religious Worship.

T aar the apostles and disciples of Christ esteemed
and treated him as a truly Divine Person, and that he
claimed. in a proper sense, an equality with God, will
further appear by considering ; That he received, as a
tribute duce to his dignity those honours aad that ado-
ration, which belmws to none but JEnovAm.

That God, and none but He, ought to be worshipped,
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is a fundamental truth. Whenever, therefore, men
have set up themselves as cbjects of worship, they have
pretended to be gods ;5 and when they have relinquish-
ed their claim to divinity, they have ceased to require
adoration. So that though we had not keen expressly
told, by the inspired writers, that Jesus Christ is Gep ;
vet we could not have questioned it when we found
them assert, that he received adoration from his disci-
ples, and that the angels were commanded to worship
him.—If Jesus Christ be God by nature, he has an un-
doubted right to Divine honours; ne cannot but re-
quire them. But if not, we cannot, without sacrilege
and idolatry, address them to him, because they are
due to none but JErovan. For though it were possi-
ble, on our adversaries’ hypothesis, to account for the
titles he bears, for the authority he claims, and for the
works of creation and providence being ascribed to
him ; yet his conduct, in receiving divine worship,
would forever remain indefensible, 1f he were not the
true God.

A man, for instance, who should take the name of
king, where a rightful sovereign is acknowledged,
would certainly be very guilty. But his crime would
be greatly enhanced, if he dared to assume the titles
appropriated to signify the grandeur of his sovereign
and the exfent of his dominions. For example, if, in
France, he should call himself, King of Fraxce, Na-
vaRRE, &c. If, in Hungary, King of BorneMia, Hux-
GARY, &c. But he would be still more guilty, if he
caused himself to be treated as a king ; if he demanded
the titles of majesty, from those who addressed him ;
and required, as some kings do, to be served on the
knee. In this case, either the allegiance due to the
lawful sovereign n.ust he renounced ; or this pretender
must be calied an usurper, and be punished as guilty
of high ticason.—Thus the Jews, on the principles of
our opputents had sufficient reason to treat Jesus
Ciriat.  The rega-d which they had to the honour of
God. and tiic obedience they oned to the precepts of
his uncuangeaide taws would not suffer them to cor-
nive at the couduct of a man, or of any mere creature,
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who received those honours which are due to none but
the God of Israel.

‘T'o invalidate this conclusion il must be proved,
either, that religious worship is not an honour peculiar
to Ged ; or, that Christ did not pretend to this wor-
ship; or. that he did not mean to be worshipped on the
same ground, and in the same wcay, as the true God.—
It may, perhaps, be said, ¢ Worship 1s not an honour

pecuhar to God ; for the angel who appeared to the
triarchs, and to Moses in the burning-bush, was
¢ worshipped, though a mere creature. *—This is a
sreat mistake. For that angel was a Divine Person
and the true God. This appears from hence. Abra-
iam addressed him, as ¢ the Judge of ail the earth,”
and acknowledged that he was “but dust and ashes™
hefore him. That angel revealed himself ic Moses.
out of the burmng—bush as ¢ the Gop of Abraham, of
¢ Jsaac, and of Jacsh.” From which words Christ
himself infers, that ¢ God is not the Ged of the dead,
% but of the living.” Consequently, he teaches us to
conclude, that He who spake to Moses out of the bush,
was more than a creature ; was the true God. For he
who is < the angel of the Lord > in the oracle of Mo-
ses, i1s ¢ the Gob of the living,” in the language of Je-
sus Christ, and both according to our hypotiesis.

Again : That honour which is peculiar to God, ought
never to be given to any but God. Religious worehxp
is such an honour : religious v orship, thereiure, ought
never to be given to any but God.—That honour which
canrot be rrwen to a creature, witheut 1dolatry, is pe-
culiar to God. But religious worship 1s such an honour,
as appears from the ulolatry of the Gentiles, which
consisted in paying adoration to object. that weie not
God.

¢ But worship 1s two-fold : that is, subordinate and
¢ supreime.  ‘The former is paid to subordinate betngs 3

: the le*ter is due to none but God.—This distinction,
were it founded in truth, would be but of little service
to the cause, in defence of which itis appited ; because
it is easy to shew. that Christ received supreme wor-
ship. This worship consists, either in thought, in

(.
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word, or ip action. He. therefore, who requires us to
think of him, as we do of the true God, would have us
worship him as such. But Christ would have us think
of him, as we do of the true God. For he attributes
to himself the perfections of God, and he claims an
equality with him. Consequently, he would have us
think of him, as we cught to do of God.—He who speaks
of himself, or directs ‘others to speak of him, as of the
true God; would be acknowlecged and worshipped as
such. But Chnist speaks, and would be spoken of by
us, as thg true God. This appears from his taking the
names, and ascribing to himself the works of God. If
not, why does he assume such names, why does he de-
clare that he performed such works, as are proper to
God, if he would not have us speak of him as God ?
What, shall ke speak of himseif 2s {xod ; shall he assert,
that he cregted all things and performed the works of
God ; and, after all, be 1 unwilling that we should speak
of hlm, as God P Absurd to imagine ; impossible, to
prove.—He who requires we should do that for him,
which we cannot lawfully do for any but the true God,
expects to be worshipped as such. But Christ requires
us to do that for him, which we ought not to do for
any but God. This appears from hence. We are
bound to love God above all things : consequently, an
affection so ardent, and a duty so hwh are due to none
but Ged. We ougit, however, to love Jesus above all
things ; to love hun more than our lives, which, of all
things in the world, are the dearest tous. He requires
that we should suffer martyrdom for his sake ; and, by
so doing, enjoins a duty which we do not, which we
cannot swe, te any but God. None of the prophets,
nor any of the aposties. ever said; ¢ He that for-
¢ salieth not wife and children, and houqes and lands,
‘“ vea, and his own life, for my sake, is not worthy
¢ of me ”

- But Christ declares, that he acts in the name of his

¢ Father, and that the Father is greater than he; which
¢ is sufficient to forbid us addressing him with supreme
* worship.”—To this I answer ; Suppose a minister of
state should give orders, under his own seal, for coin-
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ing money with his inage upon it ; at the same time
assuming the names and titles of his lawful sovereign 3
would his conduct be justified by (leclaung once, or
twice, ¢ \lv sovereizn is greater than I, and I act in
¢ his name >> Should we net, in such a case, have rea-
son to say, He denies by his actions, what he confesscs
in words, and contradicts himself >—The application
is easy. For as there is a certain idea of royalty,
which sulgccts ought never to apply toany besides their
king : as there are names and titles so approps 1ated to
tiie person of a sovercign, that they cannot be given to
any other without uﬂ'mce- and as there are par rticulac
honours due to a crowned head, which cannot, on any
pretence whatever, be pawd te others, without being
suilty of high-treason ; because the sizmificatior. of
words and actlons 1s not fixed by the caprice ¢r ai-
thority of any particular person, but by general consent
and custom : so, by a mest antient, sacred, and invio-
lable use, ¢ tabhshed by the prophets, estabhahed by
the eternal Sovereign himself, there are some ideas so
appropriated to God that they cannot possibly belong
to any other ; there are some titles so peculiar to hun,
thatitis hlvh-treason, in a divine sense, to give them to
any other ; arnd there are certain hoaours so peculiarly
due to hun, that thev cannot be given to auother,
without ¢ denying the God that is above,” and incur-
ring the complicated guilt of blaspheu% and idolatry.
Such an honour is religious worship.  For, if there Le
any dispositions of heart t,if any language of the tongue,
if any actions in life, by which it i1s possible for us to
express a suitable distinction hetween God and every
mere creature, they must be those of a devotional kind.
And as the most sincere, the most fervent, the most
sublime adoration we can pay to JEHOVAH, neither ex-
presses, nor implies any more, than a dutiful desire
and endeavour to treat Gor, aAs Gop ; so the least de-
gree of that worship, when given to a mere creature,
1s an alienation of the rights of Deity, and a placing
that creature on the throne of the Most High.

¢ Subordinate worship is distinguished from that which
‘s supreme. 'The latter belongs to God only, as the
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¢ source of beirg and perfection : while the former may
‘be ziven to Christ, though a depen(.ent being: he
‘ having received, from the Great Sovereign, pecuhal
¢ honours and authori itv. " —But there 1s abundant reason
to conclude. that this subordinate worship was not
known to the divine Legislator, nor to the pronhets.
nor to the apostles. nor to angels, nor to Jesus Christ
Limeelf; of all which in their order.  That the Rivine
Legislator knew nothing of this kind of worship. arpeans
from hence : Ile forbids all worsnis. i general, which
does not -c-ow- to the trze God: and that in a moral
precept, the obiigation of which 1 is verpetua!. This he
wouhl not have done, had subordinate worship been
ux ﬁ.. : lest. by ambiguous expressions, he should have

o kind intoerror. Ner would he have forbidden
i-. wirjout exception, to worship any besides God : but
r::ly to worship any other with supreme worship. T{
the Divine Lawgiverintended that the promised Messiah,
thourh a mere cneature. should be adored when he ap-
peared ; why did he, in =uch general terms, utteriy for-
Lid al! manner of warchin that is not given to the God
of Israel >—Besides, he ev u!entlv designed to discour-
ace and condemn tire Gentile ulmatrv But that
idolatry principally conslsted, in uordnppmtr various
¢i-inities with subordinate worship: for the antient
Leathens, no less tiian the Jews, acknowledged but one
sunreme Being.

*The law forbids. it will ! said. such subordinate
¢ worship, as terminates on uI..r;i.s 5 not that which has
¢« Christ for its ohject."—But when the law prohihts that
kind of worship. it does it 1 general terms; in such
terms as foibid all sorts of sunordinate worship, without
any exception.—Qur adversaries. perhaps, may say,

¢ ‘There being idols and these idols hecoming the o'gects
¢ of worship, “Tender that worship idolatrous.” But they
should rather say, There is an object worshipped : this
warship,being given toan ohject which does not deserve
it. renders the object, though innocent in itself, an idol.
'The God of Israel eXpressmw himself in a "eneral wayv,
and forbidding to worship any thing in heaven or on
carth. after tie manner of the heathen s it is evident
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that s6 soon as we address subordinate worship to-any

thinz in heaven or carth, we make an idol of it. 1Itis
w orthy to be remarked, that the law does not only say,
« Thou shalt have no other gods ;” but * thou shalt
¢ have no other gods BEForE ME;” which seems prin-
cipally to forbid subordinate worship.

The prophets were ignorant of subordinate worship.
They had no instance of it before their eyes, but what
they detested as idolatrous. They never heard, they
never speak, of any such thing as lawful 5 as havmg
any existence among the pure worshlppers of Jehovah.
Nay, they laugh at, they despise all subordinate gods ;
because they cannot conceive how any man can worship
an object that ¢ created not the heavens,” and causeth
not ¢ the rain to descend upon the earth :>> which they
vould not have done, had they known that there was,
or ever would be, a subordinate God, to whom adora-
tion should be pzid.—* But the prophets, I shall be
‘ told, charge the people with idolatry, because they
¢ addressed supreme worsblp to gods who created not
¢ the heavens and the earth.’ Qtute a mistake : for the
heathens did not pay supreme worship to their subordi-
nate divinities; because they did not look upon them
as the source of being and the original of all good ;5 Ju-
piter being the only god, whom they acknowledged un-
der those exalted characters.

Nor were the apostles acquainted with sabordinate
worship, as appears from the following considerations.
They considered all worship, even that which was onl y
external, and could not be esteemed as addressed to a
supreme object, when given to a creature, as doing in-
finite prejudice to tire crlmv of the Creator.—¥hen.
Cornelius fell dows at Peter’s feet, he did not look up-
oir hun as the Supreme Being. 'lhouu.: hie worshipped
him, it was not, lt could not be, as the Original of all
good, and the Ruler of all woilds. Ile knew ver ¥
well that Peter was but a man ; for the angel had tohl
him so, when he commanded him to send for that apos-
tle from Joppa. This worship, therefore, could _be no
more than sihordinate, and even that in a very low de-
gree. The devout Centurion could. not pussivly think.

G- 2 O
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of worshipping a man, caiied Simon, surnamed Pefer,
who had lodged at the house of another Simon, a tan-
ner. with the same adoratic~ which he paid to Gonp.
And vet, as worship, ever ‘nal worship, was an
act determined by custom to . spress that honour which
15> due to noue but the Great Supreme ; Peter did not
<6 consider the cood intention of (ornehus, as to re-
ceive it. No: with an holv emotion he cald to hc ad-
miring and revenmfr friend : ¢ Stand up! 1 myselfalso
% am a man.”—Hence it fol! lows, that it is not lawful
to worship anv but the true God. For Peter, from a
revard to ti:e glorv of God, refuses and rejects with
abhor rence, that worship which (omelms was disposed
to give him ; by saying, “ I am a man;” I am not Ged.
Concequentlv. subordinate w orship is contrary to the
giory of God.—Herce also it 1s manifest, that whoev-
er isa mere man by nature, ought neither to reguire,
nor to receive relmous worshlp, whether supreme or
subortdinate.
More fully to prove and illustrate this conclusion, 1
would ask ; Whatis it that hinders Peter, on this oc-
caston, fr om acce pting worship ? It must be, either the
1'e<pect which he has for Ged, or that which he has for
Fesus Christ. If the former, he must consider what is
called subordiiate wurship, when addressed to a crea-
ture, as injurigus to the glory of God : and if so, not
only Peter, but Jesus Christ “himself, if he be a mere
creature, is bound to refuse it. If the latter, he should
not have said, as the reason of rejecting it, ¢ I also am
4+ a man :”’ because Christ, of whose honour he is so
jealous, is also a man, and. by nature, no more than a
man. But the apostle here telis the Centurion what he
is, only to let him know what is due to him. He calis
Limselt a man, to inform him, that if any mere man
should claim, or accept, this kind of worship, he would
areatly (hshmmm God.—And though the cﬁalacter of
“ntm, as an ambassador of Gaod, desexve(l extraordina-
rv honours 3 thoush it was umlm' this notion that Cor-
velius considered him. and under this idea that he at-
temspteit to worship him s yet he rejected it with de-
festation. as an impions infringement on the rights ot
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Jenovan, without assigning any reason hut this, < 1
¢ also am a man.” It i1s evident, therefore, and by
the conduct of Peter, it is established as a general
principle : That no man, though a messenger of God ;
that no mere man, whatever title he may bear, ought
to be honoured with religious worship.—In a word, If
the regard which Peter has for Jesus Christ, hinder him
from sharing in that worship which belongs fo the xreat
Redeemer ; the respect which Jesus ought to have for
the Supreme Being, should prevent him from partaking
in the honours of relizion with the true God.

Nor Gid the angels know of any subordinate worship,
when John had his prophetic visions in the isle of Pat-
mos. If they had been acquainted witi it, at least, if
they had considered it as lawful ; that holy intelligence,
who conversed with the beloved disciple and shewed
him so many wonderful objects, wbuld either not have
refused those honours which the apostle was, once and
again, desirous of giving to him ; or have rejected them
on different principles. For none can suppose that
the amazed, delighted, and revering apostle, mistook
the angel for the Great Supreme. He would have
worshipped his celestial informant, because he was the
angel oi God ;3 not because he took the servant for the
eternal Sovereign. ‘The angel, however, not knewing
of any religious woiship which might be addressed to a
erc creature, says ; ¢ See thou do it not !—~Worship
“ Gon.”” Asserting, in the clearest manner, that all
worsinip must be paid to God, and to hiin only.

Once more : Jesus CHRIsT himself was not acquaint-
ed with this distinction, nor knew any thing of subor-
dinate worship, when he was tempted of the devil, &a-
tan, when he tempted our Lord to worship him, did not
pretend to be the true Goad ; consequently, he did not
solicit Jesus to worship him, as such. For he plainly
imtimated, that there was one superior to him; one
from whom he had received the kingidoms of the world
and the glory ef them. ‘The devil. then, desired to he
honoured with subordinate worship. But Christ re-
jects with abhorrence his blasphemous attempt, and
shews the iniquity of it. by adducing that precept out
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of the law ; ¢« Thou shalt worship the Lorp TaY Gob,
¢ and Him oxvLy shalt thou serve.” It follows, there-
fore, that this command forbids us to worshtp any one
besides the God of Israel, either with a supreme, or a
subordinate worship : or, rather, that this distinction
has no foundation in Scripture ; but is caiculated to
dispuise blasphemy, and vindicate idolatry.

et

CHAP. VL.

The charaeters of JEHOVAH’s glory in the antient Oraeles applied
tn JEsts CHRIST ; and the argument arisng from that applica-
tion ilustrated. .

"I'te aposties and evangelists, when asserting the dig-
nity of ther Divine Master, made no scruple of apply- .
ing to bhim those oracles of the Oid Testament, which
express the characters of Ged’s essential glory. Of
this various instances have been already produced,
which we shall examine mere pa:ticularll)y here-
after : and our adversaries themselves do net deny it,
since they pretend that those oracles are applied to
Christ, by way of allusion, or accommodation.—But it
is very surprising and absolutely unaceountatie, that
the apostles should make such applications tc him, if
he be not the true God. For common sense, one would
have thought, was sufficient to inform them, that such
things as were spoken only of the Creator, ought not
te be applied to a mere creature. For it was never
known that such applications were made without being
censured, by those ‘that feared God. of impiety and
blasphemy. 'The antient heathens, indeed, were not
very scrupulous in this respect : for it was common
with them to dehase God and to exalt creatures, by
attributing to them the glories of the Deity 5 and in
this the prodigiou  excess of their superstition princi-
pally consisted  Cheir example, however, ought to
have no weight with us ; as it was, we may assure our-

o
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selves, detested by the apostles. For thev bad been
instructed in the school of the prophets ; they, there-
fore, were incapable of falling i.ito such a mistake.
The care of the prophets, in that respect, 18 very re-
markable. Always jealous for the glory of God, they
are perpetually cautious that the Creator should not be
confounded with any of his creatures. Apd being thus
constantly upon their guard, they never apply the
characteristics of Jehovah’s zlory to any mere creature.
It cannot, I think, be supposed, that those exzlted
and descriptive characters, which the apostles give of
Jesus Christ, are more sacred, or more pecuiiar to
him, than those w hich the prophets gave of the God of
Isracl. As, thercfore, we should not dare to apply the
peculiar characters of Christ, to any. of his apestles ;
so a similar reason ought to hinder us, ought to have
hindered all, from applying the dlstmo'uxshmcr charac-
ters of Jehovah to Jesus Christ, if he be not “the true
God.—A man would be justly charged with blasphemy,
were he to apply to Peter, for mstance, the following
names, characters, and works of Jesus Christ. Were
he to call him, ¢ The Lamb of God, which taketh away
“ the sin of the world—Our king, prophet, and priest ;
“ the high-priest of our profession, and a priest for-
‘ everafter the order of Melchisedeck—T1he Prince of
;eace—-lmmanuel-——[‘ he Word—The Alpha and
“* Omega, the First and the Last—The Lion of the
“ tribe of Judah—The Saviour and Redeemer—The
“ Son of God, hiz own Son, and his only begotten Son*
—\ere he to proceed and assert, That Peter ¢ re-
“ deemed the church with his own blood—That he
“ bare our sins in his own body on the tree—That we
“ have redemption through his blood, and are recon-
“ ciled to God by his death—That there 1S no name
“ but that of Peter, by which we must be saved—That
« Poter is made unto us of God, wisdom and righteous-
“ ne 3, sanctification and redemptlon—— Chat Peter
“ dwelleth in our hearts by faith—And, that there is
“ no condemnation to them that are in Peter”—Were
any one thus to speak of that great apostle, what would
the Christian world sav of him ? ‘They would cer-
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tainly call him, either 2 madman, or a blasphemer.—
Nor would their indignation against his conduct be
mech abated, were they to hear him once and agaia
acknowledge ; ¢ That Jesus Christ is greater than Pe-
¢ ter.” Feor they would boldly tell hua, that, by such a
declaration, he only coniradicted himself, and tacitl
acknowledged his blasphemy.—Nor would 1t aval
such an one to say, ¢ That the application he makes of
¢ the characters and attributes, the grace and works, of
¢ Jesus Christ to Peter, is only by way of allusion and
¢ accommodation.” For it would quickly be replied ;
Such allusions and accommodations are impious : are
absolutely unwarrantable ; are pregnant with blas-
hemy.
P If, ‘ther, an application of the principal characters,
attributes, and works of our l.ord to Peter, would be
considered and treated by Christians, as abominable
blasphemy ; it must be a much bhigher degree of that
malignant crime, to apply the nzmes and titles, the at-
tributes and works i the Supreme Being, {o Jesus
Christ, if he be not. a Livire Person. Nor is it any
wonder that the Jews should so consider it. For if the
disproportion between Jesus and Peter be great, that
which is between Ckrist and God is inconceivably
greater, according to the principles of our opponents;
the former being finite, the laifer unbounded. Conse-
quently, the blasphemy, in one case, is infimtely great-
er than in the other.

The impiety of applying the characters of Christ to
Peter, will appear in a still stronger light, if, in the
case supposed, he who makes the apglication be con-
sidered as knowirg, that this question, Is Peter equal
to Jesus Christ ¢ had been debzted on very important
occasions ; and that he foresaw this error would be-
come general in the world; so that, for many ages,
Peter would bear the names and receive the honours of
Jesus Christ. In such a case, he would be guilty of
prodigious impiety indeed ; the consequences %oreseen
being se injurious to the hohour of Christ, and so fatal
to the souls of men.—This, it is obvious, is applicable
to the apostles. For they were not ignorant that this
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question, Is Jesus Christ equal with God  had been
debated. Nay, they weli knew, that it was under a
charge of pretended blasphemy, for claiming an equal-
ity with God, that the Jews had persecuted their Mas-
ter and procured his death. And 3+ they foresaw that
false teachers would arise in future ages, and were able
to describe their heretical doctrines ; they could not
be ignerant, that vas. multitud=s professing Christian-
ity wonld so apostatize; as to put Jesus Christ, a mere
creature, in the place of God. But if they knew .and
foresaw these things, ought not a zealous regard for the
honour of God, and a tender coicern for the souls of
men ; to have prevented their applying these oracles
of the Old Testament, whicl: express the glory of JE-
HOVAH, in contradistincticn to that of his creatures, to
Jesus Christ 7—~Who, then, on the principies of them
we oppose, can justify the conduct of the apsstles, in
sodoing ; Who can exculpate jesus himseif, by whose
command and inspiratior: they wrote ? Who can just-
ly condemn the conduct of the Sanhedrim, who ar-
raigned him for blasphemy, and caused him to end his
life on the cross, as an enemy {o God and a decejver
of men 7 Or wbo can blame the mudern Jews for con-
tinuing in their infidelity ?




SECTION III.

If Jests CarisT be not the true Gob, of the
same essence with his Father, He and his
apostles have led us intc a complicated and

pernicious error.

CHAP. L.

The prnciples which we oppose, obseure, depreciate, destroy, those
exalted ideas which JEsus gives us of his Father’s Love, and of

his own Compassion to sinfal men.

Tae genera! reason of the leading prgmsition in this -
Section, is, The sacred writers of the New Testament
have not spoken of Christ, as of a mere creature ; though
they were perfectly well informed, as to his true dig-
nity and real character.—But it is necessary that I
should be more particular. In order, therefore, to

rove and illustrate the proposition, I shall endeavour
to shew, That the Socin:an hypothesis cbscures, depre-
ciates, and destroys, those exalted ideas which Jesus
Christ gives us of his Father’s love, zand of his own com-
passion to sinful men—That it so weakens the idea,
which is given usin the New Testament, of the great-
ness of the mystery of godliness, that one cannot help
suspecting the apostles of a design to deceive us, by
bombastic expressions—That it deprives Jesus Christ of
his horiour, by making him possess, in a metaphorical
sense, those titles which are given him in one that is

roper— That it supersedes the necessity and vacates
the death of Christ—And, that it renders the language
of Scripture obscure and false, absurd and impious.
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I affirm, tiien, that tie Socinian hypothesis obscures,
depreciates, and destroys thuse exalted ideas which
Jesus gives us of his Father’s love, and of his own com-

sion to sinful men. It is manifest, that the grand
beuefit and the highest evidence of the Father’s love
consist, in © giving HIS ONLY BEGOTTEN do¥,”and in
delivering him up to death for us. This git, accord-
ing to the Holy Ghost, includes all others. For the

stle says ; « He that spared not his own-Son,—how
¢ shall be not with him also freely give us aLL things 7>
—But if Jesus be by nature a mere map, or a mere
creature, the gift nust be of incomparably less value
than the salvation of mankind : and, so far from won-
deringz that God has purchased our salvation at so dear
a rate, we have reason ‘o be surprised that he should
procure it at so small an expense. For however holy
and excellent we may suppose Jesus to be, yet we must
allow, that an innumerable multitude of 1mmortal be-
ings, who love God with all their hearts aud serve hi
with all their powers, will be, in the day of their con-
summation, a more delightful oijject in the eye of Om-
niscience than Jesus Christ, if he be a inere creature.
The salvation of mankind, therefore, 1s more precious
than tie life of Christ ; especially when it is consiider-
ed, that in losing his lite, he did not lose his holiness.
—Butthe comparison here, does not only lie between
Christ and tie multitudes redeeined by him ; it extends
aiso to the teuporal life which hLe lost for them, and
that eternal life which they acquire by imm. The re-
sult, then, of such a comparisun must he, that tne gift
of Chirist, as a mere creature, is of much less value than
tie salvation of mankind.

Buat.if Jesus Christ be Gobp-Max, the intimate union
of the Lhumanity with his Divinity, may weli be conceiv-
ed to render his life and bleod nfinitely precious. Of
tiis we may assure ourselves, by reasouing from the
less to the greater. A clod of the valieys. for instance,
15 of no worth or diguity : we do not care how many
biows it recewves : 1l inakes nodiderence to us, whether
it be preserved or destioyed.  Buiof 1t be united ty a
spitit, the union will immediately coafer a dignity upon

1
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it 3 so as to zive a proportional value to its actions. or
suﬂ'ermos. on the behalf of any one. Then suppuse it
exalted to an union with the Divine essence, and 1ts
intimate relation to God will render its vicarious obe-
dience and sufferings of infinite worth.—Or thus; If
the sufferings of a person of quality be of more valuz
than those of a peasant ; if those of a king’s son, than
those of a person of quality ; and if those of a king
hanself, than those of his own son ; it follows, if we
proceed in this gradation ad infinitum, and can find a

rson whose dignity has no bounds, his sufferings will
EZof infinite value.—Such, according to our hypothesis,
is JEsus CarisT: for he is « Gop manifest in the
flesh.” In all his sufferings, and in the depth of his
humiliation, he possessed the glories of the GopHEAD 3
which ennobled and dignified, bevond conception and
‘beyond bounds, all that he did and all that he under-
went for the salvation of sinners. Such a Saviour, be-
¢ng the gift of the Divine Father t¢ misérable men,
must be a present of infinite value, and could proceed
from nothing short of infinite love.

But, after all that can be said for the contrary sen-
timent, a man is but a man : and we should esalt the
mercy of God at a childish rate, were we to exclaim :
¢ Unspeakable love! unbounded mercv! which uave
¢ the temporal life of a mere n:z:n, for the eternai sal-
¢ vation of mankind !> Nor would an exclamation of
this kind be much more pertinent, on the Arian hypeoth-
esis. There must necessarily, therefore, be a more ex-
alted mearning in these and simiiar expressions ; ¢ In
¢ this was miaifested the love of God towards us, be-
¢¢ cause tihat God seut kis oxvy cEGoTTEN SoN into
« the world, that we nnght live thirough him—Geod so
¢ Jovea the world, that he gave Lis ONLY BEGOTTEN
¢ Sox“—"Ihere must, I sav, be a more exalted mean-
ing in ihew, than thar whichis given to them by our
opponents.

When hml eavi. God ““spared not his owx Soxy’
the meanirg 15, that he cave us the 11 ¢ of s Son.
Then. reascring iroin the aoreafer (o tiie lessy he con-

cludes. that (v"' will cive ws il ooy ',!t's.«i!xgs : he-
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cause the apostle considers the life of Christ, as more
vaiuable and more precious than all things besides. But
is there any proportion—let common sensege the judge
—is there any proportion between the temporal hfe of
a man like ourselves, or of any mere creature, and the
eternal felicity of all the redeemed ? Or, can any thing
be more weak, inconclusive, and false, than the apos-
tle’s reasoning, 1f the principles of our adversaries be
troe ¥

They will say, ¢ God manifests his love, by giving
¢ us eternal life with his Son.” 1 reply, The assertion
includes two things ; everlasting life, and the way in
vhich it is granted that 1s, by the ministry of Jesus
Christ. The far)rer. being vouchsafed to guilty and
miserable creatures, is undoubtedly an ev 1dence of Di-
vine love : the lafter is but very weaklv expressive of
any such thing. For it cannot, surely, be considered

a great and wonderful effort of God’s love, to give
the temporal life of one man, for the eternal hife g
millions.

Let me illustrate the point. In the deliverance of
the antient Israelites from Egyptian bondage, two
things may be remarked. God redeems them from
the alavery under which they groaned; and, previous
to their deliverance, he commands them to kill the
paschal-lamb, and to sprinkle its blood on the door-
posts of their houses. ‘Fhe love of God to the tribes
of Jacob, in granting them deliverance, is greatly to
be admlred for they were reduced to a sad extremity,
and had long desired to be relieved. But we should
think ourselves much abused, if any one endeavoured
to persuade us: That the love of God to them appear-
ed in a wonderful manner, because the blood of a lamb
was the sign, to the destroving angel, to spare their first-
born ; or, because the sacriiice of t‘aL passover was a
mean, in the hand of Goc. of working out their deliv-
erance. Should any oue exciaim ; ¢ Behold how God
“loved the Israclites ! He so loved them, that he put a

¢ lamb, nay, many lanbs to death, that he unght redeem
¢ them from slavery > would you not think him deliri-
ous '—But here I shall be remiuded, ¢ That the llfe of
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¢ Christ, as a mere man, is mcompar'ﬂ)h more precious
¢ than the life of a sacrifice under the law.” Suppose
it be ; vet, # the life of a lamb hears no proportisn ta
the temporal deliverance of the Israelites ; tie tempo:
ral life of Jesus. as a n:ere man, or a were c: -eature,
can bear no proportion to the eternai life ef mankind,
Nay, in the former of these two cases there is some
proportion, and a comparison may be formed ; but none
at all in the letier. For, as the life of a lamb is tem-
poral, so v i3 the life of an Israelite, wiich was redeem-
ed by it ; and 1t must be allowed, th:t between tempe- -
ral and temporal there is some proportion. But the
life of Christ, as a mere creature, is tempora! and of a
limited worth ;: whereas the life Le has purchased fer
us, 1s eternal and of infinite value ; between which
there is, there can be. no proportion.

¢ The love of God appears, it will be said, not in giv-
¢ ing a man, simply considered ; but in giving one that
‘@ his ouwrn Son.> But is Jesus the Son of Ged ina
proper, or in a figurative sense ? If the former, it
must be by eternal generation. which is that for which
we plead. If the latter, I desire to be informed, Wheth-
er it be anm extraordinary and an astonishing “effort of
Divine love, to give a man for our redemption, who is
the Son of God only by a metzphor 2—Suppose a sove-
reign were obliged to destroy a great number of his
subjects. to assert the rights of justice and maintain the
honour of his Jaws 3 etcept some person be found wor-
thy of being admitted as their substitute. who, by lay-
ing down his life, shall deliver them from death. Sup-
pose, {urther, that this prince, being moved with com-
passion, should engage to give the life of his own son
for their redemptmn ; you could not but conceive the
highest idea of his mercy and love, to his offending sub-
jects. Butif, afterwards. you should be well informed,
that he did not give his oun son, and be zlso assured
that he never had, properly speaking, a son of his own
but that all the mystery of this astomshmg love, which
made such a noise in the world, consisted in this: He
adopted one of his subjects ; took him out of a state of
extreme indigence ; educated him hLe the son of a
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prince ; determined fo give himup to death,_ as a raf-
som for his perishing subjects; ard then, if it were

ossible, to reward his sufferings, by making him the
heir of his crown ;—in such a case, it would be imme-
diately said, Though the conduct of this prince is very
extraordinary, and though his clemency is worthy of
admiration, 1n pardoning attainted rebels, and in re-
deeming those who deserve to perisli ; yetit is a child-
ish hyperbole to exclaim, ¢Behold, how he loved his
¢kingdom ! He so loved it, that he gave his Son, his
¢ owcn Son, his dearly beloved, and only begotten Son,
¢ to die for his oftending subjects !’

Still more fully to illustrate the point, we may bor-
row an instance from the sacred Scriptures. The of-
fering up of Isaac, our adversaries themselves allow,
was a tvpe o. the sacrifice of Jesus Christ. Isaac, the
delight of his father and his only son, was bound im
order to be sacrificed by Abraham himself, notwith-
standing all the yearnings of parental bowe!s. Thus
he became a lively type of Christ; of Him, who is the
only begotten of the Father, and in whom he takes infi-
niteand eternal delight. Him did the Father deliver
up to sufferings and sorrows, to agonies and death.—
Tl.e types, which prefigured the death of Christ, all
agree in representing him as sufferiug in our stead ; as
the antient sacrifices were substituted in the place of
those for whom they were offered. Every type, not-
withstanding, had its particular relation, by which it
1s distinguished from others. Thus the bleod of the
paschal lamb, being sprinkled on the door-posts of the:
[sraelitish lhouses, secured the inhabitants from the
sword of the destroying angel.  So the blood of Christ,
being sprinkled on our heurts, preserves us from the
stroke of Divine justice. But the oftering up of Isaac,
being without the shedding of blood, cannot have this.
resemblance with Jesus Christ.  'We must, therefore,
Lok for another, which consists in this : As Abrahanx
offered up his 6uly son, so the Divine Father delivered
up tu death his only begotten Son.—Supposc, then, any
one were to persuade and convince you, That Abra-
bam did not oifer up his only son, nor his own son 3

N2




SECT. Il1I. Gi) CuAp. 1.

but took the son of Eliezar. cave him the name of Isaac,
and, if you will, pat on him the ¢isties of Isaac : you
YM)uld lmmedlateh forbear to wonder at the obedience
and faith of the renowned patnarcn. in making no scru-
ple te sacrifice his own and only son.—We have bheen
wont to look for the image onl) , in a type, and for the
reality, in its accomplishment : but, if we believe our
adversaries, we must invert thlq order : we must look
for the reality in the type, and the image in its accom-
plishment. According to this new mode of interprefa-
tion. Abraha:n performed a great and wonderful act of
obedience, by which his faith in the promises and his
love to God have been rendered illustrious to all gen-
erations ; for he offered up his own son, his dear “and
only son ; and this he did in reality, ot in appearance
only. But Ged, in delivering up Jesus to death, gives
us only a servanf, whom he caz;s his Son, that there
might be a greater appearance of love in his dying for
us : so that these and similar expressions, ** He spared
¢ not his own Son,” are used with little propriety ;
are vain and delusive.

To advance the dignity of Jesus Christ, it may, per-
haps, be said ; ¢ He, whom God gave to be our Saviour,

¢ is the heir of eternal life.’” But if he obtained this
exalted honour, in consequence of his sufferings, and as
a reward of his death ; though it may be said, God
crowns his servant to reward his patience ; yet it still
remains a truth, that he gave us no other than a servant,
for the redemption of men : a servant who was bound
to fulfil the Divine iaw for himself, being then bat an
¢ unprofitable servant.”

The sentiment of our.adversaries is no less injurious
to the love and compaiﬁz(m of Uhrist, as revealed in the
gospel. On thewr hypothesis,itis depreci:n’od.obscured,
lost. If he really sufiered in our senze, he underwent,
for a season, the weight of tiie Litvine cusrse 3 his very
soul was penetrated by the sword of eternal justice; and
he felt the desertion of hiis Fatiier. with a grief propor-
tional to the ardour of his own love. Thus his iove to
sinnersis equal to the feivers of God’s avenging justice;
un-der the stioke of wnich e agonnzed, bled, and died.
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Bt if he suffered oniy in the sense of our adversaries ;
if he suffered, without bearing the sins of men, or sus-
taining the punishment deserved by them; there was-
nothing in his death deserving of our astonishment. in
errard of his love to us, nor any thing very heroic»i in
On this supposition, Codrus, km-r of the Athenians,
would be as worthy of praise as Jesus Christ. For that
prince, putting himself at the head of his army against
the enemy, and being persuaded, by the answer of some
oracle, that if he hunself were not slain in the battle,
his susjects could not gain the victory ; threw aside his
7oyal apparel, put on ragged clothes, went inte the
camp of the enemy, and frustrated their design to save
him, by provokmo' a soldicr who slew mnm. The love
which this Athenian prince discovered for his subjects,
by this instance of his concern for their welfare, is equal,
more than equal, to that of "Christ for believers. 'The
former freely gave up his life, with a view to preserve
hig ccuntry “from slavery, though uncertain as to a
future state of existeace: but the latter lays down his
life in absolute ~ertainty of iiving again after three days,
and of reigning forever wi.h his redeemed.

On the hypothesis oppused we have more reason to
admire the love of God to Jesus Christ, than that which
the Fatiher has manifested to us,by him. God, indeed,
in the forgiveness of our sine and the salvation of our

souls, manifests his love and mercy to us ; and this we
ought to acknowledge with gratitude and joy. Butin
the recompense he inakes to Jesus Christ, for having
suflered deatl, by making him the depositary of all
spiritual gifts 5 by g mautuw hun the power of bestowing
eteraai hfe, and of mﬂlctmg eternal death; and by
corferring upon him names of the highest dignity and
expressive otPDivine authority ; he manifests his love to
i in an unparalleled way—in such a manner and to
such a degree, that Christ has no reason to grudge the
pains le anderwent and the blood that he shed, in order
toarriveat such a state of honour and happmess Nay,
he could not have done so well for himself in any other
way, nor so much to his own advantage. So that in-
stear] of saying, ¢ God so loved the world, that he gave




SECT. 111. 03 CHAP. I.

¢ his only Legotten Son:’ we must say, ¢ God so loved
¢ Jesus Chris st, that, after he had honoured him with
¢ the title of his Sun, he gave him the world, and put
¢ all things. in subjection to him.” Instead of saying,
¢ He that spared not His own~ Sox,—how shall he not
¢ with him also freely give us all things :” we nust say,
<It is no wonder that he who promises to give us efer-
¢ nal life. has given us the life of Jesus Christ.’

¢ But Jesus Christ, they will say, is the master and we
< are the servants : it must, therefore. be an extraordina-
¢ry act of love, for a master to give himseli up to death
¢on purpose to ransom slaves : and such slaves as were
‘his enemies.’—Hecre it is necessary to consider ile
love of the Fziher. and the love of the Son. 1n a separate
view. The Father gives, not himself, but Jesus Cirist,
to die for us ;: and Christ, it is inanifest, cannot be call-
ed master. with regard to God. In that respect, he is as
much a servant as any of us; he being God’s cwn
creaturc and suvject to his laws. God, therefore, does
not give a master, but his ewn servant. He is, indeed,
the most perfectof all that ever hore the character. yet
he is but a servant, and must be so forever. So that
though the love of God 1s mauifested in saving his ene-
mies from deserved ruin ; vet the excellence of that
love is far from appearing in the gilt of a servant—A
servant, that owes liis emstence to a sovereign act of
Divine power, and all his hlessedness to the communica-
tions of Divine favour—A servant, who, in the redemp-
tion of sinners, loses neither his holiness, happiness nor
glory : who loses his life but for three days, by which
Toss he obtaiped the empire of the universe ; and who,
consequently, sacrifices no great matter on his part.
For if he be a mere creature : : if, In caﬂ'ermg, lie lave
nothing to fear but death itself 5 if, by his sufterings, he
obtain otem.il ichicity for those he redeems: and if ke
1s to e highly exalted alter lis abascinent, where 1s the
mightv etk st of his love ? They wlio devoted them-
selves tor the preservation of tleir countiy, in the
certainty of dving, and the unce: tainty of lnmor after
de:th : m:tau.mn fm a reu)mpcnsc only an tmaginary
glory, wiich could not abate the borrors of dissolution s




SECT. IIIL. 93 CHAP. 1.

offered much greater violence to themselves than Jesus
Christ did, i1 all that he underwent. Nay, there are
few men 8 the world who would not be ready to suffer
a similar death on the same conditions. Where is the
man who, if it were in his power, would not be willing
iy purchase eternal happiness for innumerahle millions
of his fellow-creatures, by suffering the patns of cruci-
fixion ; 1f he were sure to rise again the tinrd day, and
to enjov, as the reward of his safferings, immense felici-
tv. everlasting honoars,and dominion overall creatures?
1t inust therefore, be granted, that Jesus Christ is no? a
mere man. and that he did not suffer death like that of
ot:er men, who have fallen martyrs to the truth : but
that he is really a Bivine Person. and, being incarnate,
died under thc stroke of etgrmal justice, as the substitute
of the gnuilty, that he might redeem the wretched and
save sinners from the wrath to come. For, let our
adverszries make use of what evasions they will, they
cannot overturn the doctrine of cur Saviour's Diniuity,
without essentially altering the Christian religion; de-
stroying the true sense of the antient types ; and so de-

reciating the love of God to sinners, in the gift of his

n, and the compassion of Jesus in dying for them, as
to render the strongest and finest expressions of Scrip-
ture, respecting Divine love, little better than arraut
bombast, or mere flights of imagination. :

Of this they seem to be conseious, when called to
explain themselves on the subject of our heavenly Fa-
‘her’s love, which so strongly characterizes the cove-
nant of grace. ¢God, say they, was the Father of just
‘men under the Jewish economy : but he did not ap-
¢pear to be so. This is the reason why he is seldom
¢ called Father, in the Old Testament. Nor is he so
‘cailed there, because he designs to give us eternal
‘ life ; but hecause he created vs, and bestows upon us
‘the good things of time.’—The Socinians inake the
wonderful love of God to consist, in his giving us efer-
nal life ; and, in so deing, they speak agreeably to their
cwn sentiments.  But the writers of the New Testa-
ment speak a different language. They represent the
ifinite greatness and astonishing excellence of God’s
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love, as appearing in the gift of His owx Sox. This
they cousider as tie grand evidence that God loves
mankind. For thus tbev speak, and thus the Redeem-
er himself speaks ; % God so loved the worid, that he

ve A1s ONLY BEGOTTEN Sox—In this was marifest-
¢ ed the love of God, because he sent His ONLY BEGOT-
¢“ TN Sox—He that spared not His owx Sox.”*—This,
on the principles of cur opposers, is an insurinountable
difficulty. &hen they prove God’s love to men, by
his giving them efernal lzfe, we understand them very
weil ; but when they endeavour to prove it, by the
Father giving to us his Son, we can discern but little
propriefy, or truth, in what they say.

Phey, indeed, tell us, ¢ That God, in giving his only
¢ Son £0 be a sacrifice for our sins, engages himself to
‘us by a pledge of inestimable value; and promises,
‘ not only to forgive our transgresswns, but also to glve
“us eternal life. And by the manifestation of this great
¢love to us, when we were his enemies, he effectually
¢ draws and reconciles us to himself. And, as he will
‘not forgive our sins bat by means of his Son, who
¢ gives himself for them ; he thereby engages and sub-
‘jects as to his Son: and at the same time declares
¢ how much he abhors those sins, which must be expi-
¢ ated by his Son’s blood ; and what an aversion we al-
‘so ought to have for them.'—Such reasoniog i1s only
calculated to conceal the weakness of the cause it is in-
tended to defend. For, not being able to prove the
greatness of God’s love to mankind, in that way which
the apostleg take to exalt it; that is, by the gift of
“ H1s own Sox;” our adversaries prudently coilect
such considerations as are, exclusive of its grand evi-
dence, best fitted to discover the Father’s aftection for
us. These considerations are, the reinission of sins
and eternal l:fe, our being enemies to God, when he
formed the desizn of saving us; and those inducements
to noliness, which are drawn from the method in which
our sins are forgiven. But these considerations, how-
ever great and noble in their proper places, leave the
difficulty before us in its full force. For our mquiry is,
Whether God presents us with a great, a wonderful, an
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incomparable eift, when he gives the life of a mere man
for our salvationt This is the question before us; nor
will the followers of Socinus ever be able to satisfy
either themselves, or others, upon 1t.

* God, say thev, in giving his Sen, engages himself,
‘bva )Iedge of mestlmahie value, to give us elerna.l
¢ life.”—Bat can it be said of a mere man, how holy
soever he be, that he is a pledge of inestimable value 2
Or, can_ the gift of his femporal life, which he parts
with only for three ‘days. be considered as a perfect
security, that believers shall enjoy eternal happiness ?—
Nay, supposing Jesus to be, by nature, the most exalted
of all mere creatures ; would it be logical, would it be
rational, thus to arzue © If God, in his great love, de-
livered up one mere creature to death, we may safely
conclude he will deliver millions from 1t. Ifhe deliv-
ered up one to temporel sufferings, he will certainly
deliver vast multitades from efernal torments. If he
gave a person imjinifely inferior to Himsell, to indure
the pains of crucifixion for us : he will undoubtedly
grant us the enjoyment of Himsel{. o wake us com-
pletelv and everlastingly happy. How different the
apmtle s wmanper of arguing, in a passage before cited !
‘> He that spared not mis owx Sox, but delivered him
% up for us all ; how shall ke not with lnm also freely
“ opve us all thm% £ Whoever duly considers how
Paul speaks of God's o1 Sun,of usall, and of all
things ; cannot but ohserve he supposes it quite evi-
dent, that there is no proportisi between Jesus Christ
aud all the redeemed, though taken collecgvely ; nor
hetween the giit of lhm, “and the grant. of all other
blessings. But such a way of peai\mw is ubsoluteiv
unaccuuntablc 1s highly absurd, ea the hivpotheses sup-
posed.—¢ God engages himself, bv a pxed’:a of inesti-
¢ mable value. to give us eternal life.” What, was it
the capital design of the death of Chri ist, that it should
be a pledge of our future felicity ! As if Guod had caus-
ed Moses to die, many years “hefore he diu, that his
drssolution might ve a plul re to the Israelites. of their
depantuc out of Eavpe and scitlement in the land of
Canaan !— By his ¢ ercat love to us. when e were his
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¢ enemies.” But where is this greal love r Is the lile
of a mere man so precious ? es§eciall y of one who, by
dying, exchanges a state of sufferings and sorrows, for
a state of honour and joy, which he obtains for himself
and all his disciples.— And as be will not forgive us
¢ @ur sigs, but by means of his Son, who gives himself
¢ for them ; he thereby engages and subjects us to his
¢ Son.> This very nearly discovers, what our oppo-
nents are ashamed to own, and yet would be obliged to
confess, were they to reason consequentially from thewr
own principles. The couseqrence I mean, is, That
the death of Christ is more beneficial to himself, than
it is tous 3 and, that God has done more for him, on
that account, than he does for us. We ought, there-
fore, no longer to say ; < God so loved the world, that
¢ he gave his Sen ;7 but, ¢ God so loved his Son, that
¢ he gave him the world.” For they will by no means
allow, that the death of Chrict redeems us to God.
They peremptorily affirm, and insist upon it, that God
is not reconciled to sinners by Jesus Christ. Hear
their words : ¢ It is not true, that God, being provoked
¢ acainst mankind, was reconciled by Jesus Christ :
¢ for quite the contrary may be asserted. 'FThatis, God
¢ being appeased towards mankind, reconciles to him-
¢ gelf, by Jesus Christ, men who were provoked agairst
¢ him.” If, then, Jesus does not reconcile us to God,
does not make our peace with him ; we might, for aught
that appears to the contrary, have done tolerably well
without him. For as to our natural aversion to God,
he could easily have removed it, by the operation of
his grace on our hearts, withouc the mediation of Christ.
But as for Jesus, Leing a mere man, he could not have
expected, nor would have enjoyed, a supernataral glory
and power, if ke had not signahzed his obedience by
his aeath. The fruit, therefore, which we reap from
his suiferings, 1s very small ; but the benefits which he
receives from them, are very great; because it is in
virtue of Lis obedience to death, that he be_owmes the
head oi wen and angels.—¢ He, at the same time de-
¢ clares, liow much he abhors those sins which nust be
¢ exnpiated v s Son’s bloud 5 aud what an aversion
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¢ we also ought to have for them.” But if Christ be a
mere main, or a inere creature, his death can have but
little force to convince us, how much sin is the object
of God’s abhorrence. The inference, in this case. will
rather be ; There is uo reason that we should make
ary great scruple of committing sin ; seeing it may,
witn so inuch ease and at so small an e‘lg)ense, be expi-
ated : for the blood of one man is suflicient to atone
for the sins of millions,

CHAP. 1L

The doctzine of our adversaries destroys the ides which the Serip-
wures give us, of the Grealuess of Lospei-caysicries, aud the Na-
ure of uue Fatn.

As the principles which we oppose, exceedingly de-
preciate the love of Gud and the compassion of Jesus
to sinful men ; so they are equally uufavourable and
irreconcilable te what the Scripture says, about the
greatness of gospel-mysteries, and the ualure of true
faith. FKor, if Jesus Christ be a mere man, who can
understand the apostle when he says ; « Without con-
“ troversy, GREAT IS THE MYSTERY of godliness : GOD
 WAS MANIFEST IN THE FLESH, justified in the Spirit,
* secn of angeis, preached unto the Gentiles, believed
*on in the world, received up into glory

The mystery of tiie incaruation, as we profess to be-
lieve it, is great and sublune. Such it is, whether we
cousider the ineftable union of the Liwuan nature with
the Divine ; or the marvellous condescension and love
which are manifested by it ; or the important conse-
quences of such an uuion. But we do not, we cannot
see, how the birth of a mere man, who is born in flesh,
because he could not be born otherwise, can be reckon-
ed a great mystery.—To speak accurately and to rea-
son justly, on the hypothesis of our opposers, we should
rather look for mysteries in the terms of Scripture,
than in the objects of religivn. So that we should not

1
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$ay, ¢ Great is the mystery of godliness ; but, Great
is the mystery of the language which is used by the
apostles. For the chief difliculties found in our divin.
ity, lie in the objects of it ; whereas those which prin-
cipally affect their scheme, lie in the ferms of Scrip-
ture.—But, as the Holy Scriptures were intended by a

cious God, to be the rule of faith and practice. to
the most illiterate ; its language ought not to be the

chief source of difficulties. Yet, as the objects of the:

gospel are sublime and incomprehensible, it :s no wen-
der if they occasion the principal part of that obscunity
which we find in the Sacred Volume.

Let us now consider this passage a littie more atten-
tively. By the mustery of godliness, we must here un-
derstand, the doctrine of the gospel. This is evident
from the following enumeration of particulars, which
constitute the great subject of the gospel-ministry.
¢ God was manifest in the flesh, justified in the Spint,
< gseen of angels, preached unto the Gentiles, believed
¢ on in the world, received up into glory.”—Now 1 de-

mand of those who believe that Jesus Christ 1s a mere

man by nature, what is the weaning of these words;
¢ (yod was manifest in the flesh ? If it be this, ¢ 'The
‘ man Jesus conversed ameng men ;' the mystery, cer-
tainly, is not great. It is, indeed, surprising, that
Enoch and Elijah were translated into heaver, and that
Christ was received _p into glory: because heaven is not,
naturally, a place for bodies : but that a mere man was
seen upon earth, and conversed among other men, was
never wondered at by any.—Besides, who does not

rceive that these words, “ God was manifest in
the flesh ;" impiy a distinction, point eut an opposi-
tion, between God, whom we cannot see ; and a body,
which we can see—between God, who is spiritual ; and
flesh, which is sensible 2 But what will becoine of this
opposition, and of the reality of this mystery, if the
true God was not manifest in the flesh ?

¢ Jesus Chnist, they will say, though a mere man by
¢ pature, is called Gop, because he represents Him."—
But will this justify the expressions before us ¥ Kings
are called gods, because they, in some sense, represent

1
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God ; yet whoever said of a sovereign prince, ¢ Without
-t controversy, great is the mystery of reyalty; God
¢ was manifest in the flesh >—"The gentlemen with whom
we contend are not aware, that they make a ridiculous
match of real flesh and a true wanifestation, with a
metaphorical God : wliereas they should unite one that
is properly called God, with real flesh and a true mani-
festation. For that which makes, I will not say, the
greainess of the mystery, but the truth of it, is, the op-
position implied. between what is signified by the term
God, and whatis intended by the word flesh. Now
there is an opposition beiween flesh and one that is
properiy calied God ; but there is nane at all between
a metaphorical God. and real flesh.—In what, then,
does the greatness of this mystery consist ; ¢ God was
¢ manifest in the flesh 7
Perhaps they may answer, ¢ In the glory of Divine
¢ power, with which Christ was invested when he eun-
~¢versed upon earth ; which appeared in such miracles
‘and in so great a number, that it seemed as if God
‘ himself was come down to inhabit flesh.”>—But if so,
the mystery of the gospel has nothing in it more surpris-
ing than that of the law ; and we may find, in Moses,
as well as in Jesus Christ, ¢ God manifest in the flesh.”
For Moses appeared invested with a power, which
acted on all the parts of nature, as if he had been the
Lord of the world.—And did not the apostles work
miracles ? Yes; and greater, in some respects, than
those of their Divine Master, in pursuance of his own
promise. ‘Lhe glory of God’s power, therefore, was
manifest in them.  Yet, in what page of the New Testa-
ment is it said of any apostie ; < God was mamfest in
the flesh P’ Further: Either the miracles of Christ shew-
ed that the Divine power resided in him, as in its orig-
inal ; and then our opposers must acknowledge that he
is the true God : or they were the effects of a derived
power, and so God himsclf performed them by his min-
tstry and at his request ; which is true of the apostles :
and so we may say of them, as well as of Christ; ¢ Great
% is the mystery of godliness: God was manifest in
the flesh.”




SECT. III. 10 CHAP. IV

But in what comsisis the greatness of the myvstery,
thus understood ? __ it so uncommon.is it so actonhh.n«r
that God should exertand display his power, on impor-
tant occasions, and for his own glorv. at the request of
a prophet, or of an apostle ¥ Would it have been proper
to say. when Ehjah made fire to descend from heaven,
to confound the impicty of Baal’s worshippers,  God
‘ was manifest 1n the flesh >”—Certainlv, as these ex-
pressions are so singular znd so emphatical,and as they
were unknown hefore the incarnation : thev must refer
fo a very wondeiful ohject, and a very mvs terious fact—
a most aston: ishing and 1mportant fact. which had ne
existence till * the Word was made fiesh.” For, as
danguage is adapted to the ebjects it represents, the
smonlanty of expresclons indicates, if the writer be
honest and wise, a singularity in the object whieh 1s
represented by them. As the Lmtruaore of the law would
i:ave appeared aew and extraordmarv to the antient
tientiles. so would the language of the gospel to them
that lived under the !aw : hecause the objects of the law
are very different from those of nature, and the objects
of the gospei from those of the law. What, then, shall
we think of these new and uncommon expressions,
““ God was manifest in the flesh 3 if thev do not sign:fy
a-newv and wonderful object, unknown to nature, un-
known to the law ?

The interpretation which our adversaries put upon
this passagze, is inconsistent with the language of the
apostle. Ear, according to him, Gop 1s mamfeqted
or appears, in flesh; hut according to them, flesh is
:nanifested, or appears, to be God : the term flesh. in
the phraseo.loo'v of the Holv Ghost. frequently slvmfv
ing the human nature. Socinus teaches. that he who'is
by nature flesh, is exalted so as to be called Gop : he-
cause he represents God in a wonderful manner: so tiit
we have flesh first and then a manifestation. or repre -
sentation, of God. But Paul informs us, that he who
was God appears ir flesh : consequentlv. he sugrests
the idea of Gon. prior to that of manifestation in the
flesh. 'This 1s the first and most natural impression of

his words.

TR
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When the prophet gives that esalted character, Iss-
MANUEL, to Jesus Christ ; we immediately conceive of
him as possessed of such perfections as cannot belong
to 2 mere man. For so high a title was never given,
by the Holy Spirit, to any prophet, or apostle. Itis
evidently abme their state and dignity. And yet, per-
haps, our argument from it ight not be quite conclu-
sive, 1f it were the only sublime title whlch the Scrip-
ture gives him. But when we hea: an apostle call
him, ¢ GOD wMman~iFesT 1IN THE rLEsH;’ the two
characters illustrate each other,and we are taught to
consider them both in the highest sense the words
will bear. To answer the natural import of the former,
the true God must be really with us: to correspond
with the scnse of the latter, the true God must be
incarnate.

Jesus Christ, according to us, is God and man. He
existed. not only before he was born of the virgin, but
also before Abraham. He was, in the beginning, with
God ; he was God, and * was manifest in the flesh,”
having assumed our nature. ¢ He was justified in the
“ Spvnt ;> having sent the Holy Ghost, to vindicate
his character from every unrighteous ~harge ; to assert
the eﬂicacy of his death, and the truth of his resurree-
tion. ¢ Seen of angels;” at hLis birwn, in his agony,
and in his triumpu. ¢ Preached unto the Gentiles ;”
with great success. ¢« Believed on in the world 3**
notwithstanding the reproach under which the doctrine
of the cross lay. « And received up info glory ;”’ in

:Le presence of 2 great number of his disciples, where
he ever lives to make intercession for his people. And
now, what difliculty is there in all this? This is the
gospel which we have recezived from the beginning.—
According to the Socinians, Jesus Christ 13, by nature,
a mere man; but is highly «x2'ted for his obedience ;
80 exalted. as 7o be called imn Now, 1n a imere man,
I find but three things: a bady, a scul, and the com-
pound resulting from the vi:ion of both. 1 demand,
therefore, which of these was manifested in the fesh #
Not the soul ; for it would He ahsurd to call the soul of
Jesus, Gop : and equally s0, to talk of its being mani-

1 2
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fested in the flesh. Besides. we are speaking of a suls-
Ject that was ¢« received up into glorv :** which is affirm-
ed. not less of the body, than it is of the soul. Nor is
it the body of Jesus Christ that was manifested in flesh.
For it is ridiculous to say. that flesh is manifested in
flesh. Nor was the whole compound, or the entire man,
manifested in the flesh ; for this compound is on!y the
body and soul united.

If the question were about a guality, it might be said.
That the pewer. or wisdom, or holiness, ar authority of
God. was manifested in the flesh. But it 1s about a
person ; for those words, ¢ received up into glory,” can
be understood of no other. 'This person, therefore,
must be either human, or Divine. Not the latfer ; for,
according to our opposers, there is none but the Father.
He must, consequently, be the former. But a human

rson is a man : a man, therefore, was manifest in the
flesh. But can it be said, without the greatest absurdity,
that a man, consisting of a body and soul united, 1s
manifest in flesh ¢ It cannot be denied, if Christ be a
mere man, that the same nature was thus manifested,
which was afterwards received up into glory ; for our
opponents will not allow that he has two natures. His
human nature, consequently, must have been manifest-
ed in the flesh ; the very thought of which is big with
absurdity.

But the tenets of our adversaries not only militate
against the mystery of God’s manifestation in the flcsh;
for they destroy all the mysteries at once, by removing
whatever is difficuit in religion.—The doctrine of the
cross, as represented in the New Testament, has soue
things i it which are sublime and wonderful, difficult
and incomprehensible: things which are contrary to the
dictates of depraved reason, and to our natural preju-
dices. Heuce it 1s called by one who was thoroughly
acquainted with it; ¢ A stumbling block to the Jews,
¢ and foolishness to the Greeks.”” But what 1s there
mysterious and incomprehensible in the cross of Christ,
it ke be a mere manr Did the Jews never see a man,
who was acceptable to God. persecuted by the wicked P
Did the servants of Ged never suffer death, to signalize.
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their zeal, or to confirm the truth ® If there be any
mystery in the cross of Chr:st, it must be, either because
he is a righteous man who suffers; or a prophet ; or
¢he Son of God. Not the first: for neither Jews nor
Gentiles can look upon the death of an innocent man,
under the power of his persecutors,as a new,or a strange
thing. Not the second ; for many prophets had been
seen to die fer the truth. Nor, according to our adver-
saries, can it be the last ; for, if we believe them, he is
the Son of God only by a metaphor: or, at most, as
Adam was in his first state ; having been formed im-
mediately by the power of God, and enriched with his
gifts and graces.

Paul speaks of ¢ the foolishness of preaching, by
¢ which God saves them that believe.” 'The gospel is
cailed foolishness, because it contains such things as
appear Incredible, and really are incomprehensible.
But what 13 there of this kind,in the gospel, if the system
of our opposers be scriptural? For they remove, or
pretend to remove, all the principal difficulties out of
the way. Is not this a strong presumption that their
gospel, and their christianity, are very different from
:hose which Paul preached and professed r—Common
sease and a moderate share of impartiality must, surely,
allow, that there are more difficulties and greater ob-
scurity in those objects which the gospel reveals, than in
those presented to us in the works of creation. And
yet, if the hypothesis which we opposed and admitted,
there are more mysteries in thesmallest insect, ina spire
of grass, or in a grain of sand, than in all the Christian
religion.- < T'here were many things under the antient
Jewish economy that were grand, sublime, and myste-
rious ; yet they are nat denominated mysteries, by the
Holy Spirit, as those under the gospel-dispensation are.
Nor were the objects of the law ever sail to be foolish-
niess, on account cf their being contrary to human pre-
judices : and yet, if our opponcnts be in the right, there
were greater nysteries undes the law. than any we have
under the gospel. God, for instance, appearing in the
burning-bush, was a greater mystery, than ¢ God man-
% ifested in the flesh.”
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The hypothesis which we oppose, supersedes the
necessity and destroys the nature of true faith : the na-
ture and excellence of which consist, in receiving such
truths as lie beyend the powers of reason to discover ;
such truths, as we could not receive, but upon the testi-
mony of Ged who reveals them. Faith and sight are
different things. By the lafter we receive such truths
as have a natural relation to our notions and light ; by
the former, such as are contrary to our prejudlces, on
the bare anthority of God in the ‘Scriptures. Whereas
this distinction is utterly destroyed, it the gospel reveal
no objects, if the Christian religion contain no truths,
but sucl: as are level to our capacntles, and as agreeable
to them as natural truths. But we shall have eccasion
to resume the consideration of these things hereafter.-

L e

CHAP. IIL

‘The hypothesis of our adversaries deprives JEsUs CHR1sT of hjs
highest honaur ; by making him possess those Titles in . metaphor-
ical sense, which the Scripture applies tohim in onc thatis proper.
This proved by two instances.

(GrEATLY diversified and truly sublime are the titles
of honour and grace, that are given by the Holy Spirit
to the great Redeemer ; but which, on the principles of
our adversaries, have htﬂe snvmﬁcancy in them. I
shall here make choice of two, as a specimen : one of
which is most strongly adapted to express his personal
dignity and essential glory ; the other, his grace and
work as our Medlator. ’{‘he titles I mean are, THE
Sox oF Gop, and THE Saviovr; both which are fre
quently applied to him in the anpture

Jesus Christ, it 1s evident, is frequently and emphati-
cally called, ¢ The Son of God—His owen Son—The
¢ begotten of the Father—His only bogotten Son—And,
¢ the Son of the Father in truth and love."—It must,
therefore, be allowed, that God has a Son, who 1s, in
the most emphatical sense, his own ; who is his Son in
a higher sense, than those who are so called in virtue
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of adoption. It must also be acknowledged that they
who are the children of God by adoptlon. have a claim
to the character of sons in a stronger sense, than they
who are so called only bva metaphor.

But our opponents invert this order. For, according
to them, Christ cannot be called TueE Sox or Gobp,
but only by a figure : and, on the other hand, helievers
are the sons of God by adoptlon though they be so only
in Jesus Christ. But how can a metaphoncal son. be
more truly a son, than adopted sons? And how can
adopted sons owe their adoption to a metaphorical son ?
—-['or, either Christ 1s himself adopted by the Father,
or he is not. If the former, how comes it that the
Holy Sr rit, though he often speaks of the adoption of
believers. should never say a word of his adoption?
Wty is tnis language unknown to the Bible ; ¢ God has
¢ agopted his Son, Jesus Christ 7’ and so unknown, that
it would be looked upon as blasphemous. If the laiter,
he is only a metaphorical son: for he is not so b{;nature 5
our adversaries cannot bear the expression. Nor is he
30 by adoption ; for the language of Scripture does not
allow the thouvht. It follows, therefore, that he i3 so
only by a metaphor ; and consequently, the sonship of
believers is of a superior kind to that of Jesus Christ.

The title, ¢ Sons of God,” which believers bear, has
ever heen justl esteemed an eminent proof of their
interest in the F!ather ’s love. It is a glorious and won-
derful fruit of Divine grace, and as such they acknowl-
edzedit with gratitude and joy. Butthe character, Son,
which Jesus bears, ought never to be considered in that
light. For it cannot bn said, He 1s the Son of God,
because God loves him ; hut, God loves him because he
1s his Son. The beloved disciple says, ¢ Behold, what
“ manner of love the Father hath bestowed upon us,
¢ that we should be called the sons of God!” But we
never hear any of the inspired writers say, « Behold,
‘ how God loves Jesus Christ, that he should call him
¢ his Son!” The reason is, the exalted character is
foreizn and accidental to us ; but proper and essential
to him. In respect of us, it is matter of mere favour ;
in regard of him, it is his eternal right.
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Jesus, the Son of God. is said to be ¢ in the bosom
¢ of the Father,” and to ¢ sit at the right hand of God.”
In the bosom of the Father—At the right hand of God.
Of these two characteristics. the former is more peculiar
to the Son of God, as such. Itis a mark of superior
honour to be seated at the right hand : but of the great-
est affection to rest on the bosom. And as it is mo:e
natural to love, than to honour. a Son : sa, to be + in
the bosom of the Father.” is a situation more peculixr
to the Son of God, as such. than that of sitting at his
right hand.—But we shall have occasion, when ans
swering the objections of ou. opposers.in the concluding
Section of this work, to consider the Sonship of Jesus
Christ more at large. I proceed, therefore, and oriefly
observe,

That the character, Saviovr, so frequently and so
distinguishingly given to Jesus Christ, entirely loses its
gracious and glorious import, on the principles of our
opponents. For if he be a mere man; if the whole
which he did for us be included, in preaching the gospel,
in suffering persecution and death, to set us an example
of patience and to confirm the truth which ke taught;
he has done but little more for us than the apostles and
martyrs themselves. On this supposition it is hard to
say, what benefit any of the human race, who died be-
fore he appeared in the world, could receive from his
undertaking. If these were the only, or the principal
benefits we receive from him, we may venture to assert,
that Moses was more truly the Saviour of the Israel-
ites, than Jesus Christ is of mankind. For Moses him-
self did that, which Christ does principally by his
apostles. ‘I'he former delivered the chosen tribes out
of slavery: the latter is only called a deliverer, while
he leaves us to save ourselves. Moses, indeed, did not
suffer death as Christ did : but then, as to a real and
proper atonement, or as a price of redemption, the
death of Jesus is as unprofitable to us, as the death of
that antient law-giver wouvld have heen to the posterity
of Jacob. But this particuiar must be the subject of
the next Chagpter.




SECT. 111. 107 GHAP. 1V,

CHAP. 1V.

According to the seniments of our adversaries, tlie Death of CHRIST
has no real Usefulness in it.

Taevy who are acquainted with the gospel of divine
grace cannot but know, that the death of Christ is not
only useful, but absolutely necessary to our salvation.
His vicarious obedience and atoning death, are the
grand subject of the ministry of reconciliation. Hence
the determination of Paul, ¢ to know nothing but Je-
“sus Christ and him crucified ;” and to glory only in
the cross of his crucified Lord.

This interesting truth was clearly taught by the an-
tient prophets. Witness that famous oracle, in the
fifty-third Chapter of Isaiah; which contains so many
tllustrious characteristics of the Messiah, depending
upon his death; and that animated description of his
sufferings and sorrows, in the twenty-second Psalm.—
John the Baptist no sooner sees Jesus than he points
him out, as an atoning sacrifice. * Behold,” says that
venerable teacher, «behold. the Lamb of God, which
“ taketh away the sin of the world !”’—~Christ himself,
when discoursing familiarly with his disciples, frequent-
ly foretels his own death. And when one of his apos-
tles endeavours to dissuade hun from going up to Jeru-
salem there to suffer, he sharply rebukes him for it : of
such importance was it, in his esteem, to the salvation
of man and the glory of God. And when he was ex-
piring on the cross he cried, with his last breath, ¢ It
‘s FINISHED ;’ plainly implying, that his death is of
the last impertance ; that his death comprehends all.

The propitiatory death of our great High Priest was
foretold in the earliest promises, and preﬁguted in the
antient types ‘T'he dying Jesus was represented by
the paschal lambh ; which was sacrificed in Egypt, in-
stead of the first born of the lsraelites ; the bleod of
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which, being sprinkled on the dovr-posts of their houses,
secured them from the sword of the destroying angel.
For. as the paschal-lamb ransomed the first born, being
sacrificed tor them ; so Jesus delivers believers from
the sword of Divine justice, by dying in their stead.
It is necessary, however, to be observed, that as those
things which were but imperfectly represented under
the law, are fully accomplished under the gospel ; there
is this difference between the type and the antitype :
The former, though not an equivalent for the hife of a
mnan, was accepted of God ; because the design then was,
not to make satisfaction to God’s justice; but only to
prefigure that sacrifice which was to make a full satis-
faction. But Christ is a worcthy ransom ; a substitute,
whom we need not fear being rejected, as inferior to
those for whom he dies. He is therefore, called, ¢ The
¢* Lamb of God.” He is THE LamB, by way of excel-
lence ; the only lamb that can atone for our sins and
ransom our souls. Such is the import of the phrase,
according to the style of inspiration ; in which it is com-
mon to add the Divine name to any thing that is pecu-
liarly excellent, great, or remarkable. As, for instance;

* The mountains of God ; the cedars of God ; the gar- -

den of God 3 and here,¢ The Lamb of God ;”— Our
dying Surety was represented by the scape-goat, on
the great day of expiation. ‘To fulfil this type, there-
fore, he must bear our sins ; he must be anathema ; he
must be made a curse for us. For if not, why wag he
represented by this goat ? What was there, in any ( ther
view, common between them r—I] might, on this occa-
sion, multiply particulars out of the Jewish ritual, but
these may suffice.

"Chat the application we make of these antient types
is not fanciful and forced, the sacred penmen ot the
New Testament sbundantly shew. They unite in as-
suring us, That ** Christ our passover is sacrificed for
¢ us —That he is the Lamb of God, which taketh away
“ the sin of the world—That he himself bear our sins
““in his own body on the tree—That he was made sin
% for us—That he was made a curse for us—7That hLe
¢ zave his life a ransowm for many—That Le was deliv-
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wered for our offences—"Viat he hath reconciled and
i redeemed us to Gaod by his blood—That his blood

« purges the c«mscim ice from dead works, and cleans-
« eth from all sin.”—{'hese declarations are perfectly
conformable to the lauguage of prophecy, in which
it is said : ¢ The Lord “hath laid on him the lmqmty
i« of us all—He shall make his soul an offering for
¢ s:n—The Messiah shall be cut off, but not for him-
¢ sel—For the transgression of my people washe strick-
“ en—He was wounded for our transgressions, he was
¢ bruised for our iniquities, the chastisement of our
¢ peace was upon him, and with his stripes we are
¢ healed.”—W hat. now, can we infer from these, and
a multitude of similar passages in the Book of God, but
that the death of Christ was vicarious ; that he died,
not only for our good, but in our stead ; and that his
death has procured for us, not some tr :ﬂmg benefit only,
hut remisston of sius and eternal life ? being a full sat-
1sfactionn to the demands of a violated law, and the
claims of eternal justice.

But, notwithstanding all this, if Jesus be a wmere
creature, the doctrine of the satisfaction cannot he de-
fendec. Of this the Socinians are aware, and therefore
they renounce it; even though it1s an article in the
Christian faith of the greatest lmpmtanc an article, so
often repeated so variously and so emphatlcally ex-
pressed 1n Scripture, that we might, with equal reason,
renoutice Revelation itself, as call it in question. But
let us now inquire, what advantage we have by the death
of Christ, accmdu‘«* to our Opponents.

They tell us, ¢ i hat the blood of Christ confirms the
¢ new covenant, which God makes with mankind
¢thivugh him.—But if his death scrve only to confirm
the covenant, in their scnse of the expressions. there is
little reason to consider it as the principal object of our
believing regards. ¥or of all the events relating to Je-
sus Christ. this is the least adapted to confirm the coy-
enant. [ we consider him as dying in our stead, and
as sustainng the punishinent deserved by our sins;
there can be no doubt but his death assures us of the
love of €ed, and ratifics his covenant of grace: but,

K
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en their hvpni‘ esis, it 18 not fitted to answer anv such
design ; his life. at least, 1s much better adapted to that
purpose. Fo: those multipiied and shining miracles
which he wrought encouraze our faith in him, more than
the sorrows and pangs of his death.—¢ But though his
“miracles are better calculated to assure us of his pow-
‘er; vet his death is the greatest ewlence of lis love,
¢and best fitted to persuade us of it.” To persuade us
of hislove! But how shouid an unprofitable death be
so well adapted to persuade us of his love : Was it ever
Ynown that a wise man laid down his life for no other
end, but to convince another how much he loved him ?
Besides, on the principles of our adversaries. the death
of Christ 15 more beneficial to himself than it 1s to us,
as we have bhefore proved.

But in what respect does the death of Jesus confirm
the covenant ? Is 1t on the part of man. or on the part
of God 2 Not the former. I presume ; it must, therefore,
be the latier ; but then it 1s on our principles, not on
theirs. That is, the death of Christ gives us the high-
est assurance that God will perform his gracious prom-
ises to the utmost. This we allow ; 1n this we rejoice,
as a most comfortable and certain truth; bhecause we
consider the death of the incarnate Son. as tie greatest
possible evidence of the Father’s love to onr souls.
Hence we conclude. that as Gsd has done us this won-
derful kindness, he will do us every otlier that e has
promised ; this being such a favour. as 1> greater than
any, greater than all the rest. If 1t were not <o, 1t
wouid by no means follow, that hecause hie has deliver-
ed up Jesus to death, he will give us eternal life. For
thuu«-h it1s highly pr.)hd Lle. that he who does a greater
l\mdness wiil do a less: vetit is far from being u‘:tam,
that he who does a less will also do a "'!Pltt‘l. If
Jesus he a mere man, and if his death be not a satisfac-
tien to Divine justice 5 Ing life cannot he so vaiuable
as ti:e eternal happiness of those he redeems : and, con-
swluvml\. tre cift of the former cannot assure us that
we shall have thc latter.

¢The death of Christ 1s al<o of use to confirm his
¢ doctrine.’—Suppose it be, yet 1t cannot be the grand

I N
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use of it; because the Scriptures never meuntics 1t as
suci:.where the henefitsresulting from it are enumerated.
Besides, if this were s principal use, it would be of
much less advantagze to iz, than his life ; the latter being
al-undantly better ad'.s,i.’ I i u-nﬁnm lis doctrine.
His life is all glorious with grear, hei.-fent, astonishing
wo: ks, w hich | prove that tl-e doctrine he teacnes is truly
Divire : because llcaven, by a thousand miraculous
facts. :ives him an ur.su-pecled testunony.  Dut though
bis death pldnm siiews, that he sincerely believes his
doctrie to be Iivine: yet. separately considered, it
does not prove that it is so in reality.” Nor is he the
only person who confirmed the truths which he taught,
by suffering a violent death. In this respect ti t‘lere was
nothmv in his death, but what was common to prophets,
ap()atles, and martyrs.—Agaic ; To whom should the
death of Christ confirm the truth of his doctrine ? to his
enemies or his friends ¥ Not his enemies ; for the great-
est and most dreadful part of his suflerings was ‘unob-
served by them. They neither beheld his blecdy agony
in the garden, nor knew the cause of hLis bitter cry on
the cruss. And as to those sufferings which did come
under their notice, they looked upon them as the just
reward of his supposed biasphemy.—Not his friends ;
for his death was considered by themina very dlﬂ'erent
point of light. So far from confirming, that it stavger-
ed their faith in his doctrine 5 and they cried out, -+ We
¢ trusted that it had been he \\luch should have redeem-
“ ed lIsrael.” Nay, were we to consider the death of
Clirist, without atiy reflerence to an atonement for sin,
to his preceding winacles, and subsequent resurrection 3
it would Le so far frowm confirming his doctrine, that it
would prove the stiongest coututation of it that walice
itself could desire. _
But what doctrine is the death of Christ supposed to
confirm ¢ Isit that of furgiveness with God r "Lhat our
offended Sovereign mllpmdun stnners 2 Far, very far
from it, on the priuciples of our opposers l‘or by what
maode of argumentation shall we aifer, that because a
perfectly innucent and righteous person was treated with
sush severity, by the eternal God ; : that he will exercise
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his pardoning mercy on criminals. wiro deserve to per-
ish 7 The natural. the unavoidable inference, is of a
contrary kind. Forif such things were done in a green
tree, what shall be done in the l-'\ I 3:dg sent began
vnth the holy Jesus, where shail t::¢ sinner and the un-
godly appear! If God spared not his own Son. how
much less wili he spare his enemies ! tiow should think-
inz men believe Jesus when ke teiis them. that God wil]
pity and pardon sinners : while they belold their Maker
treating the holy Teacher himseli with sach alarming
seventv ? The death ¢i Christ, therefore, detached
from a consideration of its being sathfactorv to the
claims of Divine justice, or an atonement for §in 3 1S SO
far from being a source of hope to the guilty, that it is
calculated to raise in their breasts the most awful appre-
hensions, and to sink them in utter despair.

¢ In the death of Christ we have an adnirable example
“of patience’—Granted ; but then it is on our priaciples,
not on those of our opponents. He has given such an
example of patienice as never had, nor ever will have its
equal ; for he not only endured the fierce torments of
crucifixion, but sustained, which was infinitely more
dreadful, the wrath of God. ¢ He was made sin—
“ he was ma<lc a curse for us.” Appearing as our
substitute, the sword of eternal justice awoke upon him,
and he was deprived, for a season, of his Father’s
presence ; a privation the more keenly sensible, because
his love to the Futher was fervent, constant, perfect.
Yes, Jesus, the dear, the adma!)le Jesus, under..ent
those pains and sorrows, those agonies and horrors,
which are included in the penal sanction of the law, and
which the justice of Gud 1uflicts, when satisfaction for
sin isrequired. Who, tien, who car forbear to wonrder
at his patience and fortitude :

But the doctrine of our opponents. gives us a very
different view of our suftering Lord.  For if he suffered
only in their. sense. there “have been much greater
examples of patience and fortitude in multitudes of
martvrs.  Muny of those faithful witnesses suftered for
a much longer time, and under a greater variety of
keenertormeuts and yet,instead of belnvo -erwhelined
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with sorrow, were transported with joy. This 1s a
certain fact, but quite astonishing, and perfectly uhac-
countable, on the hypothesis which we oppose. It
shocks reason, and staggers faith ; it nonpluses mnagin-
ation, and glares on the mind as an impious absurdity.
What, shall He who is perfect, shall the Lion, of the
trie of Judah, be terrified at the approach of death;
death in w hlch he suffers no sensations of Divine ven-
geance, nor any bitterness of the Divinc curse denounc-
ed against sin ; while his servants, vho have all their
strentrth aml consolation from him. tr'umph in the midst
of torments ! What, shall he be seized with agonizing
sorrows, while t"ev are transpor -1 with jov! What,
shall he sweat blood at the appreach of death, whlle
they behold a Divine hand wipiug off their blood and
sweat, for as to tears they do not shed one! He com-
plains that God has forsaken him, while they rejoice,
that everlasting arms embrace and support them !—
Wkat could be the reason of this astonishing differ-
ence © It must have heen, either on the part of God, or
on that of second causes, or on that of the suﬂ'ennn'
person. It was not on the part of second causes ; for
the torments of the martyrs were, I will not say equal
in duration and degree, but in many instances greatly
superior. Nor on “the part of the suffering person ;
because Christ had incomparably more strentrth and-
holiness than the martyrs. It must then have been on:
the part of God, who ministered abundantly more con--
solation to the martyrs than he did to Jesus Christ.
But why 50, if he did not look upon him as the sinners
substitute ? Considered as the Son of God, he was al-
ways. even when he hung on the cross, the object of
his' Father’s infinite love : consequentlv, if God hadi
viewed him under that character only, he would, m,
the time of his sufferings, have been a partaker of joy
vastly superior to those which the martyrs pnssesseda.
It mav, perhaps, be said, ¢ Chrizt was “perfectly.holy
“and eutuel) innocent vshen he suffered death; nat sc.
‘the martyrs.’— 'hey were, however. mnocent with-
respect to the cause for which they softe.cd.. Besides,.
the sense of a man’s innocence dues not.use tc.aggrae
k2
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vate his sufferings, but rather to support and comfort
him under them. This Jesus himself declares, when
he says; # Blessed are they wiich are persecuted for
“« rlohteoueness sake.’ -—b( ually unavailing would it
be to sav, °Jesus was the ﬁrst in suffering such afflic-
¢ tions ; “and they who set the example ¢ trenerallv suffer
¢ most.’ For it is not fact that he was the first mar-
tyr. He lumself tells us, that the prophets were per-
secuted before him: and encourages his disciples, by
this very consideration. And thouan this might serve
to justifv a small difference, between a number of suf-
ferers ; ; yet 1t cannot pnqsl}plv account for that amaz-
lnfr dlspantv which is found. if we only consider ex-
ternal things, between the furtitude of Christ and that
of the martvrs.—lt was not ivng after the death of Je-
sus that 9t.ephen was stoned. The great number of
martyrs, therefore, whoin he had seen die for the truth,
could not :..ve raiced Lis patience and courage to that
heroic pitch, which he discovered on tire occasion.
Yet those virtues shone with a much brighter lustre in
him, than they did in his (l\m«r Master, o we only re-
gard outward appearances. he latter is immersed 1n
sorrow ; the former is elevated with joy. And, when
surrounded by bis cruael enemies, he cried out- ¢ Be-
« hold, I see the heavens opened, and the Son of man
standmo' on the right hand of Gud!” One 1s aillicted
beyond measure in his thoughts of Gaod, and says;
“ My God! my God! why l.dst thou for &al\cn me : 2%
The other 1s transported with giadness at the sight of
his ascended Lord ; and the jov which sparkles 1n his
eyes and shines in lis countenance, seinders his face
like that of an angel.  Who, now. on the Socinian hy-
pothesis, can account for this astonm=hing diiference.
Some, indeed, have supposed. ¢ That the body of
¢ Christ, being formed 1immediately bv the holy Ghost,
¢ was more senelhle of pain than the Sadies of other
¢ men.—But who 1s able to prove that & body must be
more sensible of pam, because 1t was formed by the
Holy Spinit, and is the residence of perfect holiness : ’
Besndes, Jesus did not suffer in his body, when he was
in the garden of Gethsemane. His sufterings were




QECT. IIL. 115 CHAP. IV.

then of a mental kind ; vet so great were they, that he
sweat blood. Nay, he expressly declared, that his
soul was sorrowful. exceeding sorrowful, sorrowful even
unto death ; when no human hand was upon him, when
no human enemyv was near hin, and before he suffered
the least pain in his body, except what was occasioned
by the agonies of his mmd The frowns of his Father,
who was then assertmg the rights of his violated law,
were chieflv sensible to him th rrough the whole of his
passion. ‘These penetrated his very soul. It evident-
ly appears, from the hkistory of his suffcrings, that his
budm pains did not ruffle the temper of his mind. He
had as much command of himself, in that respect, when
he hung on the cruss. as when in famhar converse
with his discipies. W ltnese that saving to his mother,
“ VY oman. behold thy Son!** and to the beloved disci-
ple. * Son, beliold thy mother !> Witness also his glo-
rious promise to the” penitent thief; < Verily I say un-
¢ to thee. this day shalt thou be with me in paradise.”
~Te as httle purpose would 1t be to suppose, * That
¢his overwhelming sorrows were occasioned by the
¢base ingratitude of the Jews.’ For, to pubhsh the
word of life to ungrateful men, and to be recompensed
with persecution and death, were common to him with
multitudes of martyrs. Besides, this was far from be-
ing the first time that he espeuenced the incratitude
of his nation. Nay, he very well knew, long before,
that this mmatltude would run so hl“’h as to be the
death of hins 3 : and of this he had mtorn‘ed his disciples.

The ingratitude of the Jews might add to his sorrow ;
but it could not be the pnnupal cause of his an«rmsh

neither in the garden, nor on the cross. Unless, there-
fore, we would make another gospel, we must acknowl-
edge, that the desertion of his Father lay nearest his
heait. He considered che time of his passion, as ¢« the
¢ hour and power of darkness 3’ when 1nsulting tongues
and violent hands, the rage of hell and the wrath of
God, were all united to plunge him Ceep in accumula-
ted dnd consummate woe.—nce more ; If the appro-

bation of God usually comfort them that suffer in a
righteous cause, how came it to pass that Christ was
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not relieved by it? And if the certainty of possessing
an eternz! and blessed life, caused the martyrs to shed
their blood with jov; sLould not the certainty which
Jesus had, not only of living in consummate happiness
forever. but also of making others everlastingly blessed,
fill him with unspeakable joy 2  What, shall men who
are accustomed to love the earth, rejoice to leave 1t ?
while Jesus Christ, who 13 periectly free fromn every
sorid and sinful passion ; while He who is the perfect
pattern of every moral excellence, 13 seized with a
thousaad mertal tervors. just as he is zoing to heaven !
This i1s. on the Sacinian priuciples, absurd to umagine 3
impossibie to he true.

To conclude : If Jesus died for us only in the sense
of our adversaries, his death and that of the martyrs
stand much on a level. 1n point of advantage to us.
And it so, it is unaccountably strange, that the Holy
Ghost should put such a difference hetwcen the one
and the other. ¢ Was Paul crucified for you? or were
¢ ye haptized in the name of Paul 7> We were net,
indeed, baptized in the name of that apostle; but, if
the doctrine of Socinus be true, Paul and Jesus must
have died for us in the same sense, and for the same

end.

CHAP. V.

The sentiments of our adversaries render the language of Scripture
obscure and false, absurd and impioeus.

T ais is the last of those propositions which we en-
gaged to prove in this Section ; and the principal mean
to shew, That Christ and his apostles have led us into
a complicated and pernicious error, if the sentiments
of our oppuseis he true.

'Those passages of Scripture which we shall produce,
on this occasion, are such as refer, either to the origin-
al state of Jesus Christ, or to his pre-existence, or sueh
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as reveal his eternal Divinity ; of all which in their
Ordl‘l'.

O the first sort are iise following. ¢ VWhat ard if
“ye siall see the Son of man asc el where ke was
¢ before >7—I am the bLread winch came down from
¢ heaven— 0 man Lath ascended up to Leaven. but he
¢ t:at came down from heaven—He that cometh from
i al,ove.is above all : Le that is of the earth, is earthly,
¢ and -me¢ -ta1 of the earth: he that cometh from Lieaven
¢ is above all—The first man 1s of the earth, earthv :
¢ the second man 1s the Lord from hea\en—l came
“ down from heaven, not to do iy own will, but the
¢ will of him that sent me—I came forth from tue Fa-
¢ ther,und am come into the world : again, I leave the
“ world, and go to the Father—I proceeded forth, and
« came from God; neither came I of myself, but he
% sent me—Now that he ascended, what is it but that
“he also descended first, into the lower parts of the
¢ earth r>’

In these, and similar passages, as they are explained
by our opponents, we can discern neither wisdom nor
propriety, neither truth nor common sense, but quite
the reverse. For all that we find in Jesus Christ, con-
sidered as a mer= man, is, that he had a soul created
immediately by the power of God ; that his body was
formed in the wombh, by the agency of the Divine Spirit ;
that he received, in an extraordinary manner, those
gifts of the Holy Ghost, which were necessary to dis-
charee the work of his mlmstry ; and that he was in-
vested with his office and sent of God to perform it
among men. But if Jesus may be said, ¢ T'o have pro-
¢ ceeded from God ; to have come down from heaven,
«and to have been with God, in the beginning ;> be-
cause his soul was created immediately by the power
of God ; the same things may be affirmed of men in
geneml For every man has a spmt that returns to
God, who gave it. Thus it might be said of any man,
W hat and if ye see him ascend where he was before ?

£ud each might say of himself, 1 came down from
b ven—I proceuled from the Father, and came into
L e world: and now I leave the world and go to the
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Father. And so everv one might have a share in those
privileges and honours. which have heen alwayvs con-
sidered as peculiar to Jesus Chris*.—And though the
body of Christ was formed by the immediate power of
the Holv Ghost, vet that is far from being a sufficient
reason for these and similar expressions: «1 came
¢ down from heaven—I came from God.”” For Adam’s
body was formed immediately by the hand of God;
and vet tie Scripture is far from speaking of our "’I‘Cat
rogenitor alter this manner; so far from it. that the
Fanvumre uzed is of a directly contrary signification.
For the Spirit of inspiration, speaking of A(lam. Savs 3
¢ The first man is of the earth, earthy; the sewnd
““man is the Lord from heaven.”
¢ Jesus Christ, it will be said, was not only conceiv-
¢ed in a Divine manner, but was also replemished with
¢ the gift. and graces of the Holy Spirit; and in that
¢ respect he may be said to come from God, and to
¢ come down from heaven : because it is the work of
¢ God to raise up a man in a supernatural way, and to
¢ endue him with the z:fs of the Holy Spirit. In wuch
¢ the same sense as when it is said, “ Every good gift,
“and every perfect gift, is from above, and cometh
¢« down from the Father of lights.”” Or, as in that ques-
tion, ¢ The baptism of John, was it from heaven. or of
“men?” and in opposition to the meaning of those
words, ¢ This wisdom descendeth not from above. but
“is earthly, sensual, devilish.”—But these passages
are far from being paraHel are very unsuitable on this
occasion. For there is a vast difference betw een speak-
ing thus of certain quelities, which are not susceptible
of local motion; and, consequently, cannot be saui
but in a figurative sense, to go or come, to desceud or
ascend ; and speaking thus of a person, who may, in a
proper sense, be saud to descend or ascend. Besides,
it is plain from all the circumstances of these texts,
that the expressions adduced, as examples, ought to be
understood 1n a metaphorical sense : whereas “the very
eontrary 1s evident, in relation to those passages which
we have just produced, in respect to Jesus Christ. Feor
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who does not see a local ascension, an ascension pro-
perly so called.in tiiese words: © What and 1t ye shall
¢ sce the ~on of man azcend where he was before r”?
And 1f the word ascend be literal. must not the imme-
diately following w ouls, where lie was before. be so too ?
When Jesus savs, ¢ i came forth from the Father and
¢« am come into the woild ; again, I leave the world and
¢ g0 to the Fatl:er:™ who can reasonally doubt, whether
he can:e from the Father and came into the world, in
the same sense in which he speaks of leaving the world
and going to the Father ¢ If, then, he left the world
and went to Lis Father in a proper and literal sense,
he must, in the saine sense have come down from the
Father.—Again : if they who receive the gifts of the
Spirit. who are sent of God, and who are the peculiar
wosk of his power, may be sald to ¢ come down from
% Leaven ; nothing could be more just than to affirm
it of the apostles. “For they were endued with super-
natural and wouderful gifts ; they were dlvmely sent ;
and they, both in regard to their regeneration and
their g ualifications for the apostleship, were, in a par-
tlcul'u manner, the work of God. Yet the Scripture
never says, they came down from heaven. John the
Baptist also, was hol y. in several respects; and was,
In varicus ways, the work of God; for he was holy
from Lis mother’s womb, filled thh the Holy Ghost,
raizcd up. in an e\tmouhnary manner, and sent of
God: yet the evangelists are so far from saying, *he
“came down from heaven,” that they tell us he * was
“oi the carth.,” For thus they represent the Messiah’s
harbinger speaking of his Lord and of himself: ¢« He
“ that cometh from above, is above all. He that is of
“the varth, 1s carthly. and speaketh of the earth: He
“that cometh from heaven, i1s alove all.”

Tie enemies of our Lovrd’s Divinity, being unable to
satisfy either themselves or others, endeavour to extri-
cate themselves out of those difficultics with which
they are pressed. Ly supposing and asserting; ¢ That
¢ Christ, before he entered on his public mmlatry, AS-
¢ cended into heaven 5 and, having received instructions
“relating to his important work, came down to perform
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e various duties of his office.” This thev ¢ »..~ ey
25 e foundation of thase vartous wavs of speantog. by
which Jesus is .‘p-r-e-ntcd as procescing fm.n tse
Faither: as cominz down from above: and as being
the bread which ca:me from i.eaven. Al whichis qmck-
ly said. and soceer imazined : But fet us examine this
conjecture. and sce whetaer 1t ¢ not contrary to truth
and probzbility.

Whence, then. had thev this account? From any
evangeiist. or anv of the mynred wiiters 7 If so, let
them produce the passaze. il Jesus did, indeed. as-
cend bodily into heaven, as they s suppose, it was no
small miracle : : and, conaequentlv. 1t ought not to rest
on the bare assertion of our opponenta. Nav, had it
been a {act. 1t ought to have madea considerable figure
1n the evanoehcal history ; which, nievertheiess, 15 . not
the case. It must have been, however, of as much
importance. as Elizabeta’s visit to Mary ; as the arri-
val of the eastern Mam : as the account of our Saviour's
sgurnev to Jerusalein at twelve vears of age ; or of his
tempt..tw.] in the wilderness. It was. at least, as
necessary to our edification. that the sacre:l historians
should have informed us. of his beinz caught up into
heaven, by the Spirit of God ; as to repr esent him ele-

vated by the devil. and D‘aced o a pinnacle of the

temple. It was. surelv of as much 1importaice to tell
us, that he had been for some tin:e 11 hraven: as to
inforin us. that he wj«mrnul at Nazareth. Yas it
necessary to mention the ope.nnar of tire he:ueu», at
his baphs'n, and the descent of the Holv Ghost upon
him r then. certainlv. it could not have been lmpcr-
tinent to have told us, that he was taken bodily into
heaven.

Our opponents vall have the abode of Moses on
mount Sinai, while God was structing him for s fu-
ture service ; to be a type of tins sappased ranture of
Jesus Christ. and of his abade in heaven with a sim-
1.ar view. But they do not consider Low nnpm‘,aulc

:5, that the type should be 50 ex actlv recorded 1n the
hlcmry of the Old Testament: and that its accomplish-
ment, which is of 1mmensely greater umportance to
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mankind, should lie hid under a veil of silence. To
what principle can we attribute this omission, on such
an interesting occasion, in historians who relate matters
of much less consequence ? For, next to three or four
graad facts, sech as the death. resurrection. and ascen-
sion of « hrist ; ihere was no one event in the history of
our Lord, of greater importance to us, or more to his
honour, than that which is in question before us. I do
not accept his transfiguration ; an event which the
evangelists relate with all its circumstances. Because
it was much more honourable to Jesus. and of much
greater consequence to us, for hun te ascend into hea-
ven, to converse familiarly with his Father; than to
converse with Moses and Elijah, on the Mount of
transfiguration.

Wlat, then, can be said to excuse the silence of the
evangelists, on this eccasion ¥ Did they propse to re-
Jate only such things as referred to the humiliation of
Jesus ; and. on that account, omitted an event which
seemed to regard his glorification ¥ Bat this 1s contrary
to plain fact. They relate, with great particularity,
many glorious and wonderful circumstances which at-
teuded the birth and life, the death and resurrection of
their Divine Master. What, then, can be said, to
justify this extraordinary, unnatural, and incomprehen-
sible silence ? )

But what necessity was there that Christ should as-
cend into heaven ? for as the opinion of our opposers,
n this respect, 1s not grounded on any report of the
evargelists, they must needs establish it on some kind of
necessify. ¢ It wasnecessary, Socinus says, that Christ
¢ should be conformable to Moses. who was his type.
¢ As Moses, therefure, was with God on the mount ; so
¢ 1t was necessary that Christ should be, for some time,
¢ with Gad in heaven. Besides, it was necessary that
¢ Christ =hould go up into heaven, to receive particular
¢ instructions, respacting the truths which he was to
¢ teach mankind.’—As to the latter of these assertions,
it mav be observed, that local motion contributes but
little towards our being taught of God. The ap(;stles
were perfectly instructed in the truths of the gospel,and

3.
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1a the mysteries of the kingdom of God : vet they were
not taker up into heaven. in order to learn what they
should pi:each to mankind, or what they should write
for the use of the church in succeeding ages. How,
then, could such an ascension be necessary for Him who
received the Spirit without measure ;: and who, being
holy from his conception, astonished the Jewish doctors
with his wisdom, when but twelve years of age ? Nor
did Johi the Baptist ascend into heaven to learn the
will of God, or to receive qualifications for his office;
yet, so soon as he saw Jesus approaching him, he ex-
claimed : s Behold the Lamb of God, which taketh
¢“away the sin of the wc-ld ! Which comprehensive
words contain an epitome of gospel-truth. But why
should the Master be at more pains 9 receive instruc-
tion than the servant?

¢ There was no necessity, it will be replied, only so
¢ far as 1t behoved Christ to be conformable to Moses,
¢ who was his type. For as the latter was a mediator
¢ between Jeliovah and the Israelites ; so the former be-
¢ tween God and believers. As the one inforined the
¢seed of Jacob of God’s design to deliver them out of
¢ Egyptian bondage ; so the other was to reveal the
¢ merciful counsel of God, respecting the redemption
¢ of mankind from everlasting damnation.”—Is 1t net
amazing that men of such celelirated paris and learn-
ing, should reason after this mannerr If, then, I do
but imagine, that there are such and such relations in
the antient types, I am fully warranted to make what
additions I please to the evangelical history! I may.
thercfore, <av, Jesus had an dmpediment in his speech,
because Muoses had : Jesus was a skepherd, because
Moses was.

To which it wiii be said, ¢ By no means. Because
it 1s not v hat Mases vas, or did, simply considered ;
‘but what Le did, as a t;pe that was to be accomplished
¢in Christ. But he was with Jehovah on mount Mnai,
¢ as a mediator and as a type.’—Bat if it be allowable
to over-stretch the relations which there are in the types,
what is there that may notbe maintained > Moses, for
instance, ascended the mountain ticice, to be instructed
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in the law and will of the Lord ; must we, therefore,
conclude, that Jesus went up twice 1uto heaven.on a
similar account 7 Moses, when on the mount. fasted
forty days and forty nights. and that once and again;
must we from hence infzr, that Christ went up  into
heaven a first and a second time, and that he fasted
twice. when there. for an equal space of time? The
foruier, coming down from the mount, brake the tables
of the law : and. descending from it a second time,
hrought other tables with Lim. which were preserved ;
was there anv thing similar in the conduct of Jesus ?
When Moses came down from the mount, so great was
the lu_*re of his countenance that the Israelites could
net steadily behold him, till he had put a veil on his
face ; but will :v s3e say. that the countenance of
Ch:ist shone, &%= e came down from heaven, and
that he also was oi1gce® to veil his face, before his dis-
ciples could convesse with him 7 None will pretend to
carry the parallel sc far, between the Jewish lawgiver
and his glorious Antit;pe. Consequently, as the rela-
tions of the types onght not to be carried io eXcees, it
is unwarrantable, it is absurd, to ground the truth of a
supposed fact, which is otherwise unknown, on suck
comparisons as may be justly esteemed the ﬂlghts ol
imagination.

But were we to admit the conjecture of our adver-
saries, their cause would receive but little advautage
from 1t; because it would not be sufficient to justify
those expressions which describe our Lord as comi
doun from heaven. For supposing he did ascend into
heaven, vet he was there hut for a-short space of time :
he did not ascend thither, as to a place where he fixed
his ordinary abode. that Leing pecuhar to his second as-
cension.  \Why, then, should the Scripture sav, He was
to ascend “ where he was before 3 Hhere he was be-
Jore : Can this be spoken of a transient abode ir heaven
tor a few davsr Paul was caugi:t up to the third Leaven;
but was it proper to sav, at his death, His immortal
spirit1s gone where he was before ? Jesus went up to
Jerusalem at the solemn feasts : could it be said of him,
the second time of his going thither, He is gone where




SECT. IlI. 12+ CHAP. V.

he was before > Would not such languaze intimate, that
he had been used to make his abode at that renowned
city. and so convey a false idea ? Or, could it be sald
of Moses, the second time he went up to the mount,
He is gone up where he was before =—Besides. it is
not commen for the Scripture to say, Jesus went up to
heaven ; but, * he came from heaven; he came down
“ from heaven ; he came from God ; he proceeded from
¢ the Father,” and was to go to him, as he came from
him. Which expressions plainly shew, that he came
down from heaven, as from his natural place ; not that
he went up into heaven by a miracle, to be there only
for a few days. So, in reference to Paul’s rapture, the
Holy Spirit does not say, He came from heaven ; he
¢ame down from heaven ; he came from God ; though
this was a fact: because it is not so much his descen#
Jrom heaven, as his ascension thither that is the object
of our admiration. According, therefore, to this pe-
culiarity of our opponents, it would have been much
more proper for the sacred writers to have told us re-
peatedly, that Jesus went up into heaven ; than for them
so frequently to say, he came down from heaven. For, if
the former be a fact, the latter cannot be doubted ; be-
cause we behold him on earth, preaching the word and
performing miracles; but that he ascended to heaven,
18 what we did not know. and, therefore, should have
been informed of it.—When the heroes of antient Rome
were honoured with a triumph, it was coramon to say,
¢ They went up to the capitol ;> hecause that was the
most remarkable thing in the whole procession. But
they never thought of saying, with an emphasis ; ¢ They
¢ came doun from the capitol ;> because their descent
from it was far from being so considerable as their going
up to it.—So of the Jews it used to he said, ¢ They went
‘up to Jerusalem every vear, from ali the parts of their
¢ country, to worship there.” This was necessary to
be known : much more so, than that they came down
every year from the metropolis, though the latter was
equally true ; because it is not the principal thing, to
which both Scripture and reason require that we should
attend. Thus, if Jesus went up to heaven, and came
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down from thence, after having continued there a few
days; it was of incomparably more importance to us,
to be informed of his ascension, than of his descension ;
and yet the Scripture speaks frequently of the latter,
not at all of the former.

Still further to confute the ungrounded conjecture
and illustrate the point: Suppose we met with a stran-
ger, who shouid talk after this manner ; ¢ I came from
¢ Japan,and I go to Japan. Ye shall soon see me return
¢ where I was before. I departed from Japan, and I
¢landed in this country ; not to do my own business,
‘but the business of the king of Japan. Ye are of this
‘ country, but I am of Japan. I came from the king of
¢ Japan, and landed in this country ; I also leave this
¢ country, and go the king of Japan, for he sent me.
¢ Now that I am to return thither, what is it but that I
‘was sent intc this country ¢ He who is of this country,
¢ speaks as the men of this country; but a2 man who
‘camne from Japan, speaks as one of that empire.
¢ None of you ever was at Japan, except- myself who
‘ came from thence, and who reside, or who am in Ja-
‘ pan.’—Now I appeal to our adversaries, and I take all
mankind to witness, what is the nataral impression
which these declarations ought to make on our minds.
Do they naturally raise in our minds an idea, that he
who speaks thus is an European, who has been at Japan
a fortnight, or a month only, and is quickly to return
thither 7 Or do they inform us, that he is a native of
Japan who had long resided there. and is speedily to
retarn to his own coustry 7 It must, certainly, be pro-
per for such an viie to sav, ¢ | came fromx Japan ; 1 came
‘forth from Japan 5 1 am of Japzn’ But as for an
Europcan, who had been there for a few days, or weeks
onlv, hie would say; *I have heen as far as Japan ; I
‘have heen at Japan : I have seen Jogan.’

Again: It is very observable. taat the Scripture es-
alts Christ above all, hecause « he came fromn above.”
This is a pertinent and (ouciusive rcason, if he canie
from heaven, as from kis natwia! place: but 1s far
from bheing so. if lie sulv came dwan from thence, after
having aniraculously aszended taither.. Or i conglusixe,

oy
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we may for the same reason assert, that Faul 1s abore
all ; because he partook in the same honour, having heen
rapt up into the third heaven..—Xor does Jesus barely
say, 1 came down from heaven;”’ he also gives his
reason for it. ¢ I came,says the great Redeemer, not
éto do my own will, but the will of him that sent me.”
He expressly gives the reason why he came doicn from
heaven ; but says not a word why he went up thither ;
which, on the principles of the Soeinians; is absolutely
unaccountable, is highly absurd. For it is as if Moses
had said to the Israelites ; ¢ I came down from the meunt
¢ for such, or such a pufpose ;> without ever informing
them that he went up thither and conversed with God.
In such a case they might well have replied ; ¢ As the
* mount was not the place of your abode, we are sur-
¢ prised at your ascending that eminence ; but we do
¢not wonder at your coming down. Tell us first why
¢ you went up : and then you may let us know, if you
< please, why you came down.’

The apostle forms an opposition between the first and
the second Adam. ¢ The first man is of the earth,
¢ earthy ; the second man is the Lord from heaven.”
By which it appears, that as the earth was the natural

lace of the first man, so heaven must be ihe natural
place of the Second. And as these words,* The first
¢ man is of the earth ;” dc not merely signify, that
Adam was for a few moments in the earth, and was
afterwards raised out of 1t : but that, before he was
enlivened by the breath of God, he was 10 the earth, as
in his original, or natural place: so these words. - The
¢ second mnan is the Lord from heaver,” ¢ not only
signify that Christ came from heaven. after having been
there a few days; Lut that, before he descended to
earth, he had been aiwavs 1n heaven. as in his proper
and natural place.—From all which it s evideat, if
Jesus be by nature a mere man, that various passages
of Scripture are obscure and uniuteliigible. Nor will it
be any diflicult n:atter to prove, on the ~ame Liypothesis,
that they are false, absurd, and impious. b order to
which 1" would propose the following particulars to the
reader’s consideration.
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Tiie passazes adduced shew, with others of a similar
kind, that Cirist existed in heaven, before his coucep-
tion, as in bis natural place. For what else can be the
primary import of such expressions as tuese -+ What
¢ and 1f ye shall see the Sen of man ascend where he
¢ was before r He caine from above—He came down
¢from heaven—Tlhe second man is the Lord from
¢ heaven.”” But this idea i1s false, if Jesus be a mere
man.—Again : Qur Lord has heaven for his original,
in a much higher sense than any other man. For the
Scripture opposes nim to all others, because they are
from belowr, but he from above : they are of the earth,
but ke is from heaven. But this representation is not
according to truth, if Jesus be by nature a mere man.
For. as such, he cannot be from ahove, or from heaven,
but either hecause he had God for his original ; or be-
cau=e Gud sent him ; or because he was replenished with
Divine gifts ; or because he was predestinated to the
glory of heaven. But ail these particulars agree to
other men. For God is the immediate cause of their
souls. He immediately produced both the bedy and
soul of the first man. He sent the prophets and z2postles,
and endued them with extraordinary and miraculous
gifts. He predestinated his peopie to the enjoyment of
eternal happiness, and fits thein, by the sanctifying
influences of the Holy Ghost, for the fruition of glory
in the heavenly world. Consequently. as noue of these-
characters are peculiar to Christ. but common to him
with many other men ; proplets. aposties. and thou-
sands more, may be said to -+ come fro:n ahove: to come
¢ down froin heaven: and to coene from God.” in the
sa:ne sense in which those words are apphed to Jesus
Ciirist.—So, o the other hand, if we helieve our op-
punents, Christ 1s from belv.v, and of the earth. in the
same sense that we are  We are said to be from be-
low, and to be of the eusch, either becisse we ruve a

ross, terrestrial nature; or because ou: hedies were
%rst taken out of the earth. Jesus tasalso a corpoieal
nature, and Lis body was formed ol inatier wiidch came
originally from the earth, as well as owrs. o0 would
it avall to say, ¢ ‘Lhat it was refined and fasiuwoued by.
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¢ the Holy Spirit.” For the matter of which the body
of Adam was made, received its human form from the
immediate power of God.

In a word, Christ, on the Soeinman principles. may
be considered, either as man, or as a messenger of
God. Under the latter of these considerations, he
came from above ; he came down from heaven ; because
his call was immediately from God. But then if this
were the only sense in which he came from God, he
would have no pre-eminence above the antient prophets.
If we consider him under the former view, he must
have come from heaven, either in respect of his body,
or in regard to his soul. If the lafter, because it was
brought into existence by the immediate power of God ;
he has no advantage above men in general. For it 1s
wriiten, ¢ The spirit shall return to God who gave it.”
If the former. because it was produced by divine pow-
er; it is common to him with other men. If on ac-
count of its being produced 1n a miraculous manier ;
it is an honour in which Isaac and John the Baptist
shared. If because it was produced without the interven-
tion of man ; it 1s common to him with the first Adam.

'This leads ne to observe, that t)ose passages of Scrip-
ture from which we argue, paiurally suggest to our
minds, not only that Jesus came from above and came
down dgom heaven, in a much nobler sense than men
in genecal, or than the first man in particular ; but
also, that it 1s w tnis very respect, that he is incom-
parably sanerior tv our cemmon narent, tle first Adam.
According 10 that saxings:  The first man is of the
¢ eaith, earthy 1 the second man is the Lord fron; hea-
¢ ven.” But, if Jesus be a nmiere man, this must be
false. For. as such, he cumes of the earth, as our
great progenitor did; and the first Adam came {rom
heaven in wuck tiie same seir-e, as the Second.— Aczin e
The Scriptures teach us to consider Jesns as humbling
and abasing hi.uself, wien he caiie inte our world
because thev represent him as cotning fian heaven. a
place of perfect holiness and giory ; to cactib. which is
the residence of impurity, disorder. and trsuble.—~Thus
it appewr s that the passages we have examined, are cal-
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culated, on the Socinian hypothesis, to raise false ideas
in our minds.

The above declarations of the Holy Ghost, if under-
stood according to the sentiments of our opponents,
present us with a sense wlich is absurd and ridiculous.
To prove this, we need only consider them in connec-
tion with their comment. When explaining theze
words ; ¢ What an« if ve shall see the Son of man as-
¢ cend where he was before ¥ they pretend that tnis
clause, ¢ where he was before ;> is to be understood
figuratively. ¢Jesus means, say they, that the Son of
¢man had been in heaven, before he ascended thither
¢after his resurrection : not only because he was, long
¢ before that, continually in heaven, by meditation ;
‘but also Gecause he had a knowledge of all celestial
¢ things, even the mest Divine secrets ; and all things
¢ which exist and are dore in heaven, were so well
‘known by bim. that he saw them as clearly as if they
*had been before him. So that, though he was on
‘earth, yet he was also in heaven.’—But how absurd,
how ridiculous, does this text appear, under the dis-
guise of such a comment! What, are fo bein heaven,and
to think on heaven, synonymous phrases! Who ever
used them as such ? Why does Christ make use of a verb
which signifies the time past, when he ought to express
the tume present 2 If, when he uttered these words, he
intended te signify, that he was in heaven, in regard
to his thoughts and meditations ; why did he not say,
What and if ye shall see the Son of man ascend where
he now is 2 What can be the meaning of these words,
“ Where he was before ¥ Or what idea are we to
affix to the term before 2 By what means are we to
learn, that the Wisdom of God, who speaks literally,
as all agree, when he says, «If ye see him ascend ;”
concludes the literal sense in the middle of the sentence,
and that the rest must be understoud figuratively ? even
though tunese two phrases, o ascend—ichere he was—
are so closely connected, that all mankind, one would
have thought, must have taken them, either both in a
literal, or both in a figurative sense. How can they
avold seeing an oppesition between the place where
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Jesus was, before his incarnation : and the place where
he was, when ke uttered these words ? If he was then
upon earth, in a proper sense; he must, according to
these words, have been also in heaven, in a proper sense.
What honest and sensible man ever expressed himself
after this manner: <1 am going to Japan. where I icas
¢ before ;* wlien he only meant, - [ am going to Japan,
* where I wa: in my tnuuvhts and desires ¢ —-dehew-s
are exhorted to neaw.m “mindedness : ; to set their af-
fections on things ahove ; but theyv are never said to
ascend ¢ where thev were before.” For though we
may say, ¢ Our hearts are in heaven. if our treasure be
¢ there ;> the metaphor plainly appearing : yet we can-
nof, wnthout impertinence and nonsense say, * Yhat
¢ and if ve shall see us ascend where we were before >
because there is mothing, in these expressions, but
what leads us to consnder thera 1n a literal sense ; and,
therefore, the mind is shocked at the thought of a
metaphor.

These words, “ I camme down from heaven,”” as in-
terpreted by them, are thus to be understood. ¢ My
¢ flesn was fermed by the wonderful counsel and power
¢of God, and so i1t came from God himself. When,
¢ therefore, it 1s said, that Jesus Christ ¢ came down
¢ from heaven ;” no more is intended, than that he
¢ came from God —But if so, what is the meaning of
that saying ; ¢ The first man 1s of the ezrth, earthy ;
¢ the second man 18 THE LorD FROM LEAVEN P”
Adam’s body, as before observed, was formed by the
immediate power of God. He, therefore, came from
God, in that sense: he. consequently, according to
this interpretation, came down from heaven, as well as
Jesus (hrist.—Besides, who, that is not blinded by
prejudice, and whose judgment is not perverted by a
sanguine attachment to an unscriptiral tenet ;—w ho, 1
say, can [orbear to see a very dih_rent meaning in these
words, ] came down from heaven, not to do my own
¢ will, but the will of him that sent m2 3> fromn what
IS contame(l in these, ¢ My flesh was fmmed by the
¢ wonderful power of God ¥ Foi, in the former. there
15 a sending antecedent to a coming down ; and a
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coming down, eonsequent to a sendinz : but in the
letter. not a tittle of all this. The mtelpretatlon,
therefore. which our opponents put on these passages
of sacred writ. renders them absurd and ridiculous.
Once more : The language of Scripture, in the texts
before us, according to the Socinian creed, is not
reeahle to common modestv. nor to that respect we
owe to the Deity; and, consequentlv it must be tmpious.
For if Jesus be a wmere man, he 1s of the earth, as well
as the first man. He cannot, therefore, so often speak
of ** coming from ahove :* and of ¢ coming down from
é heaven,” in contradistinction to the original of other
men, without being cha:geable with lmmodestv with-
out being zuilty of arrogance.—Much less can it be
said of !‘.un, as a mere man, * He i1s Tug Lorbp from
¢: heaven.” -We do not use to speak thus of one who
naturally belongs to the earth, and ohtains the inhen-
tance of heaven and the title of Lorbp. only by grace.
On the ccntrary, truth and modesty require that we
shouid sav ; Jesus Chiist beinz of the earth, is, hy
pature, earthly ; but, by the favour of Goil. he 1s the
Lord from Heaven. Now, as sne cannot be void of
modesty, in this respect, without fzliing into impiety ;
because a person cannot assuise s-wh honoars to him-
self. without ifringing on the gloiv of God: so it s
evident, that the ld.lwua"e of gcrlpture 1s not only ob-
scure aud false, not oi:ly absurd and riziculous. but also
nnpm'ls - if Jesus Christ | ne a mere a man.—Lhe Anan
hvpotiiesis shall be considered, in a foliowing chapter.

CHAP. VYL

Evidences of the same troth, arising from those pasesges of Seripture,
which expieass ihe Pre cxistence of JESts CHilsT.

THL Scriptures inforin us, that Christ existed before
he was conceived in the womb of Mary : that he was

before dohn the Baptist ; that the prophets were inspic-
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ed by him : that he was Lefore Abraham ; that he was
in the i neginrizsg of all things : and that he was hefore
ali aves. The Dlvme recorils asser t, that he * was
& in the form of God :2*? and. afterwards, * made him-
¢ self of no w,;uta(-m.. by tzkisiz upon him the form of
¢ 3 servant.” He. ti;erefore, nrust have existed before
his humiliation : and. consequeitly, before his concep-
tion in the virgin’s womb.—The same 1ufallible rule of
our faith declares, that he * was made of the seed of
¢ David, according to the flesh.” Certainly. then, in
his woanderful Person there must ke a nature distinct
from the human : a nzture, in respect of wlich, hLe
was not made of ti.e seed of David—An unersing
writer calls himn, ¢ Gop manifest in the flesh.” Whkich
must imply, that he who was thus manifested, existed
prior to his appearance in a corporeal nature.—Anevan-
gehct inforwms us, that Tue W orp, who was in the be-
ginning, and “as God. ¢ was made flesh :° which ne-
cessarlly supposes that He existed before that fiesh 1o
which he was united.

Again : Jesus himself affirms, with a solemn asscvera-
tion, a kind of oath ; ¢ Verily, I say unte you. hefore
¢ Abrakam was, I am.” Either, then, he existed be-
fore that renowned patriarch was boin, or higword;
convey a false idea : that being the natural signification
of the terms, and the first i impr ession tiey make on our
minds.—Peter, speaking of the antient prophets. repre-
sents them. as * searching diligently what, or what
¢: manner of time the SpiriT oF CHrisT which was
¢ 1n them did lgmﬁ. when 1t testified before-hand
¢ the sufferings of Christ and the trlm_y tha: should
¢ ollow.” But if Jesus did not exist in the tinnes of
the p:ophf'tq. tliey could not spedk they could not
write, by lis L_pult, or by his inspiration. Hence we
fearn that the Spirit of C 'hrist was ue less really grant-
ed to then, under the Mosaic economy, than h(’ was
afterwards to the apostles. He existed, therefore, in
the times of the former, as well asin those of the latter.
For there i1s no reasou to s.prpose. that the Spurit, by
whose direction the Hebrew seers predicted the suffer-
ings aud glory of God’s Messiah, is called the ¢ Spirit
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6 of Christ.”” merelv because they prophesied concern-
ing him. The prophets foretold the coming and ministry
of the apostles: but ie that a sufficient reason to say,
that the Spirit of the apostles was in them 7 —The
evangelist John asserts. that Christ - was 1n the begin-
¢ ning ; that he was with God :* and that “ by him all
« things were made.” Cocsecuently, he existed before
time commenced. and before the world was formed.—
But. not to multiply quotaticns, I shall only once more
observe, that Christ, when addressing his divine Father,
savs; * And now, O Father. glorify thou me with thine
¢ own self. with the glory which I had with thee before
¢ the world was.”” And, in another place, wiih great
solemnity and with an air of Divine authority, he calls
himself, < The Alpha'and Omega, the Beginning and
¢« the End, the First and the Last.” Now, if we admit
the venerzble and august Speaker to talk sensibly and
to mean as he speaks, we must conclude. that he existed
before the creation, and possessed a Divine glory prior
to the birth of tume.

To judge of the plain and natural import of these
passages, we need only to consider the impression they
have made on the minds of meu. for so manv ages. sinee
the Scripture was penned. The Socinians may choose
what arbitrators they please. to determine the direct
aud natural signification of the expressions. If tie
suspect. either the judgment or the impartiality, of the
ortizndox, will they trust tie Arians ; wno are not
prerossessed in favour of the proper Deit_y of Jesus
(:ist, any more than themselves 2 But if they should
co~uder the disciples of Arius as incompeter:t judges,
wi:l they trust the Mahometons ; who agree with Socinus
in rejecting, not only the eternal Divinity, but also the
pre-exiatence of Christr Yet the mussulimnen will tell
theus. that they see the same, in the passages adduced,
that we ¢o; which obliges them (o reject the New
Testament. as heing. either entirely supposititinus, or
esseatially corrupted.  Aund,indeed, 1t may admit of g
querv, whether we have not reason to susi:-ct ti:at thig
ts the secret persuasion of our adversaiics ; seeing their
anterpretatious ol these passages are s0 various, and
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some of them, so contradictorv.—Is it probable. for
instance, that the natural impression of these words,
¢¢ Before Abraham was. I am :” suggested to Socinus
that interpretation of them, which he says cost him so
much labour, and which God did not discover to him
till after he had spent several days in prayer ? And yet,
it is very observable, that his pretended divinely reveal-
ed sense of the text. was never adopted by the ‘teachers
of his persuasion. Nor is it any wonder that they
should unanimously reject it. For if. when our Lord,
said, « Before Abraham was. I am ;> he only meant,
¢Iam, before Abraham was, what tlie name dbraham
¢ signifies ;> thatis, The Father of many nations ;—in
other words, That Christ existed before the Gentiles
became the children of Abraham ; if, I say. this be the
meaning of Jesus, never any expressions were of a more
obscure, fallacious, and ensnaring kind.—But this novel
and far fetched interpretation is abso’utelv void of truth.
For these words. ¢ before Abraham was,” do not
signify, ¢ before that eminent patriarch was Jbraham ;’
but before he who was honoured with that expressive
name had a being ; before he was in the world. Even
as these words, ¢ Before Pompey the Great was 3’ do
not signify, ¢ before Pompey was surnamed, or was
¢ really the great ;’ but before he existed. —-—Bes;des. the
goss of Socinus renders the assertion of Jesus absurd.

or what mightv wonder was 1t, that He should exist
before the Gentiles became the chxldren of Abraham ?
The very meanest persen, who lived at that time, might
have said the same of hunself.

But another Socinian writer gives a more plausible
interpretation of the text. He supposes, ¢that Jesus
¢ was before Abraham, in the same sznse in which he
¢1s calle’l, the Lamb slain from the foundation of the
¢woild.” In answer to which I observe, That the two
passages are far from being parallel. The latter is
evidently figurative ; as appears by the term slain. or
sacrificed, and hy other circumstances of the text. But
in the former, every thing leads to the literal sense. It
is an objection purely literal which the Jews make,
when they say; ¢ Thou art not vet fifty years old.”
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Nor does the text beloare us, which so stronzly denotes
the pre-existence of Christ, express any thing, when so
asiderstond. but what is contained in great numbers of
otiers. Besides. to render these two passages perfectly
-v-x.ular we mast sappose 1t recorded in Scripture ;

s Prat Jesas.beine 1 ihie form of a sacrifice, was after-
s wariis lnl‘”"\"ll !u tihe ..,mn hizn the form of 2 man—

- That nie camie from sezfeiing wien he appeared in the
dworld—Thzat be died before Abrakam was—That his
crucifivion and deadl were from antient times—That
¢ he sufteresd from the sezinmne, or ever the earth was—
¢ And tiat. just before he made his exit on Calvary, he

‘thes addressed his Father; Behold me, ready to
* endure the same suffering which [ underwent with
- tiee before tie world was.” But would net such
language be considered as false, ahsurd, and ridiculous ?
Wouid not such a way of speaking, concerning Jesus
Christ, be detested ; even though i1t must be aliowed,
that the Holy Spirit does call him, % The Lamb slain
“ from the foundation of the world ?”

Further : In the passage quoted from the Revelation,
there seems to be one of those transpositions which are
common in the Scriptures, and in all sorts of authors ;
and if so, it may be thus rendered : ¢ And all that are
“upon the earth shall worship him, whese names are
¢ not written, from the foundation of the world, in the
s hook of life of the Lamb slain*.”> These words,
“ from the foundation of the world;” being connected
with, ¢ written in the book of life.”” For eternal pre-
destination to grace and holiness, to happiness and glo-
ry, is the thing intended by those expressions; and
that divine purpose, respecting the chosen of God, is
represeuted as the reason why they shall not worship
the bLeast, aud perish in their :mqu:ty Such bemﬁ
the rrcnerul sense of the text, it does not seem at al
necessary to suppose, that tie eternal efficacy of our
Lord’s atonement made on the cross, is intended by
these words ; ¢ Slain from the foundation of the world 3’
though we rea(hly allow, that all the people of God
from the beginning, were pardoned and saved 1n virtue

% Compare Rev. xv7i. 8.




SECT. III. 136 CHAP. VI.

of it.—And though, according to this translation. the
term slain is transposed ; _yet when it is considered
hat Jesus is represented, in the Revelation of Jokn. not
only as a lamb, but also as a lamb slain aad sacrificed ;
we have no reason to wonder that the names of the
elect are said to e written, not only < in the Book of
the Lamb,” but in that of the Lamb slain.

In reference, therefore, to these words, ¢ Before
¢ Abrabam was, I am ;> our adversaries must either
say, that Christ was before Abraham in .he purpose of
God ; or, that he was before that illustrious patriarch
became the father of many nations. But these inter-
pretations are contemptibly weak, and render the ex-
fressmns absolutely unworthy of the Divine Speaker.

8 it not very surprising, think you, that Christ should
hav: existed in the decree of God, before Abraham was
born ? There is nothing in this which may not be said
of all men, universally, who have lived since that pa-
triarch’s time. Is it not also astonishing, that the Mes-
siah should exist, before the Gentiles were become the
children of Abraham ? This was true of all the apostles,
even of Judas the traitor. And was it to confirm such
ehiidish fancies as these, that the Wonderfu! Counsellor
and the Wisdom of God, made use of that solemn as-
severation, verily? ¢« VERILY, VERILY, I say unto you,
¢ before Abraham was, I am.”

But admitting there was a difficulty in this passage,
which, to us, appears so clear, so express and perempto-

; yet it would be but reasonable to explain it hy many
other parallel places, which endently assert the pre-
existence of Jesus Christ. It is an easv matter for a
man of learning, of genius,and of a fruitful invention,
to find out a number of subtile distinctions ; but it is not
30 easy for him to rest satisfied in them, w hen they are
invented. When they tell me, for instance, * That
¢ Christ was before the prophets, and before Abraham,
‘1n excellence and dignity ; and that we understand of
¢ a priority in existence, what the Scripture speaks of a

¢ pre-eminence in dignity ;> my judgement connot ac-
quiesce in it. For the word of nspiration assures me
repeatediv, that the Lord Redeemer ¢ is the First and
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«the Last.” Here the distinction is of ne avail,
but rather tends tv embarrass them. For he is the first,
in that respect in which he ought to be the last : for they
wHl not say that he 1s the last in dignity. It cannot,
therefore, be a priority of exceller:ce that is here meant.
—And how comes He to be represented to us, as ¢ with-
¢ out beginning of days > We cannot examine all these
passages which speak of the pre-existence and eternal
Divinity of our adored Redeemer, but we shall consider
a fevi more of them with particular care.

et

CHAP. VIL.

The «<2me Truth esinced, from Phil. i1. 5—8.

Pave,inhis epistle to the church of Christ at Philippi
<ays; *‘ Let this mind be in you, which was also in
¢ Christ Jesus. Who, being in the form of God,
¢ thought it not robbery to be equal with God : but
“ made himself of no reputation, and took upon him the
* form of a servant, and was made in the likeness of
“ men. And. being found in fashion as a man, he
* humbled himself, and became obedient unto death,
‘ even the death of the cross.””—This emphatical and
admirzable passage is thus paraphrased by the Socinians.
*Who heing in the forn of God; commanding the
¢ creatures and controlling the elements when he was
‘upon earth, as if he had been God ; did not de-
‘tain and obstinately insist on an equality with God,
¢as one that is guilty of robbery. But he renounced
‘this equality, to wake himself of no reputation ;
‘ taking the form of a servant,in obeying, though he com-
‘ manded before, being treated as a slave, and becom-
“ing like ordinary men : and this though he was before
“in the form of God, by the power with which he was
‘ invested : and, shewing himself obedient, ke submitted
‘ to the death of the cross.’—Such is the interpretation
of our adversaries. But, it may be observed, that
thesc expressions, ** In the form of God—thought it
M 2
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‘ npot robbery—mnade himself of no reputation—took
¢ the form of a servant”’—suffer manifest violence by
this explanation. The following considerations may
serve to shew the inconsistency there is, between the
text and the comment.

When we meet with a singular expression in Scrip-
ture, itis natural to explain it by such as are parallel, or,
at least, have some likeness to it. Our oppcnents,
therefore, if they consider this phrase, ¢ being in the
¢ form oi God,” as extraordinary, should compare it
with those passages which, in their natural import, sig-
nify nearly the same thing.- Such, for instance, as the
following : «In the beginning was the Wor-4—The Word
 was God. All things were made by him, . nd without
¢ him was not any thing made that was made. The
% true God—God blessed forever.”’—Does Paul inform
us, that our Lord was ¢ in the form of God,™ before he
made himself of no reputation and took upon him the
form of a servant? Conformably to this John declares,
that ¢« the Word was in the beginning, and that the
“ Word was God.” As, according to the one, the
Word was God, beforz he was niade flesh : so, accord-
ing to the other, Christ was in the form of God, prior
to his taking the form of a servant, or his appearance
in human nature. Thus both express the same thing,
and support the same truth.

Whence had our opposers their signification of the
Ehrase, “ peirg in the form of God r” In what language,

uman or Divine, do they find it signify, to work mira-
eles 2 If the performance of a multitude of miracles
were a sufficient ground of saying, that he who wrouzht
them was in the form of God, Moses had a claim to
the honour ; for he performed astonishing works in the
air, the earth, and the waters. Nay. the aposties were
in the form of God ; for they wrought very wonderful
miracles, even greater, in some respects, than those of
Christ himself, in pursuance of his own promise.—
¢ Jesus, it may. perhaps, be said, wrought miracles in
¢ his own name and by his own power ; but the apostles
¢ performed theirs in the name and by the po-..er of
¢ their Lord.” But if Jesus wrought iuiracles in his
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own name and by his own power, our opposers must
either give up one sf their strongest ohjections against
our ser.timents, or contradict themselves in the most
palpable manner. For some of the most learned and
ingenious among them suppose, that they-embarrass our
cause excecmuglv when they remind us ; ¢ That Christ
« came not to do his own will, but the will of him that
 sent him—That the doctrine he taught was not his
¢ own, but the Father’s—And that he wlio believes,
“ does not believe on Jesus, but on Him that sznt him.”
They insist upon 1t, that ¢ the Father was the chief
¢ author of those wonderful works which Jesus did : that
¢ the Father was the real author of his resurrection :
¢ that the Father does all things by the Son, and that
¢ the Son can do nothing of himself.” If, then, Jesus
perfcrmed miracles, not in his own name and by his
own power, but in the name and by the power of the
Father ; he was no more independent on God, when
he wrought them, than the apostles were when they
astonished the world by numbers of miraculous facts.
Consequently, if they cannot be said to have been *‘ in
¢ the form of God,” because they did nothing but in
the name and by the power of their Master ; neither
can Jesus be so considered, because he did rothing but
in the name and b_y the power of his Father.

Nor are the Socinians able to fix upoa the time
when Christ was *- in the form of God,” without con-
tradicting themselves, or confronting the Scripture.
For, either it was during the thirty years which he
lived as a private person; or after he appeared in a
public character, between the time of his haptism and
that of his death. Not the former ; because in ali that
space of time we do not find that he wrought any
miracles. Nor can it he the latter ; for if it were, he
must have assumed the form of God at that very time
when he began most evidently to humble Limself ; even
when he was teninted of the devil, and began to suffer
ail the inconveniences of life. and all the outrage of
persecution. Butisit possitle. without the most glaring
impropriety and the greatest absui dity, to cail a state of
extreme poverty, and shame, aud aﬂhctwn, a *being
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“in the form of God ?**—The miracles which Jesus
wrought, were after he humbled himsel{’; after he was
laid ina manoer—after he escaped the fury of a tyrang,
thirsting for his blood—and after he returned from his
exile in Em pt. Sothatifhe was ** in the form of God,”
because he controlled the course of nature and esercnsed
dominion over the creatures, in the wonderful a:iracles
which he performed : it must necessarily foilow, that
he was not in t:at Divine form till after he began to
humble himself and to make himself of no reputation ;
which is a direct contradiction of the sacred text.

Again : To understand iese words, ¢ Beinz in the
“formn of God, he thougit it not robbery to he egual
¢« with God,” in the sense of our adversari 1€s, s 1nCon-
sistent with the occasion of them and ti.e scope of the
place. Paul, it is manifest. meations the conduct of
Jesus Christ, as a wonderful, astonishing, unparzlleied
instance of condescension, with a view to enlo.(,e nis
exhortations to humility. But.ir Jesus be a mere wan,
or only an exalted creature, it 18 no wonder that he
¢ did not obstinately insist,” that he did not so much as
think, ¢en an equahtv with God :* for, in so0 doing. he
would have been guilty of Luciserian pride, and of the
most implous wbnery.

By considering these two clauses, in their proper
connection, “ being in the form of God—he thought it
“ not robbery to be equai with God ;”” we have a further
proof of the truth for which we contend. For it is
evident, that our Lord’s claim of ¢ equality with God,”
18 here founded, by the apcostle, on his * existing in the
« form of God ;” and not on his performing of any
works whatever.—Nor ought the two terins vawpyer
and a«lwr, \hich stand opposed in the passage, to be
overlooked. "It is vory observable, that the apostie uses
the former, when he speaks of the * form of Ged ;”
asserting, that Jesus e.risted in that Divine form : plam-
ly swmfvmg, that it was not an accidental and transient
thing, bat a property belonging to his glorious Person,
and therefore permanent. But when he speaks of the
opposite form, he ewploys the latler of those expres-
sions, and says, he received it ; evidently denoting, that
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it was not essential, but foreign and accidental to him.
For hie who rzceives a form, 13 not supposed to have
had itaiwzayse ; noris it considered as essential to him.—
Besides, if Jesus be 2 mere createre. he never was. nor
ever can be, strictly speaking. in any form but that of
e servant, in respect of the sternal Sovereign.

But as the Holy Spirit, sneaking in the Scripture, is
his own best interpreter, it is proper to compare this
nassage with others, in order to see its genuine meaning.
ii’ﬁen the apostie speaks of Jesus Christ, as ¢ being n
« the form of God,” as being < equal with God ;> and
yet isferms us, that he *¢ tosk upon him the form of a
“servant. and made himself of no reputation ;> we
sangot but consider the Lord Redeemer. as existing in
iwo very different siales : a state of the sublimest glory
preceding, and 2 state of the deepest humiliation follow-
ing. So, when we advert to that saying, ¢ He was
“mzde of the seed of David according to the flesh ;”
we have the idez of tiwo natures in our Divine Saviour.
One, iz respect of which, he is David’s offspring ; the
other, such as coasfitutes him David’s L.ord. One, the
existence of which commenced at his conception ; the
other, witheut beginning and unchangeable.—These two
passages, it is evident, are perfectly correspondent. For
if Jesus existed before he was made of the seed of David,
according to the flesh ; it must have been either in the
form of man, or in the form of God. Not the former,
for then he must have existed in flesh, prior to his
being made of the seed of David, according to the flesh ;
which is absurd and contrary to the testimony of the
Holy Ghost. It must. consequently, be the latter ; that
15, before his incarnation he existed in the form of God,
and in that only.

This will appear in a stronger iight, if we consider
the following passage ; « God was manifest in the flesh.”
Christ existed before he was in the flesh. For though
he was made of th~ seed of David, yet not abselutely,
but ¢ according to the flesh.” Christ was Gor ; for
Gop was manifest in that flesh which was made of the
seed ¢f David.—By cemparing this and the two pre-
cediny passages together, it appears, That Jesus Cirist
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existed in the form of God, that he was God ; and
might, consequently. be consndered as eq.xal with the
Father before that flesh which was made of the seed of
David, and in which Ged was wanifested. a6 a hemng,

Once more : He whois the true and fait’.ful Yitness
asserts, concerning himself : ¢ 1 came forth from the
¢ Father. and am come into the worid : again, I leave
¢ the world and go to the Father.”” Beiore our Lord
eame into the world, he was not made of the seed of
David ; was not flesh. nor manifested 1n the flesh; nor
was he 5 the form of a servant. No :; considered in
his first state., he was the Son, the onh Son of the
Father ; that Divine Person who, existing in the form
of God, and being God, was to be manifested in the
flesh ; was to be the “onderfnl Inaxasces.

CHAP. VIIL

The same truth confirmed and illustrated, from Jobn i. 1—-14. The
Sociciac interpretatior of this passage considered and exposed.

T ae beginning  of the Gospel according to the evan-
gelist John, would be quite unintelligible, were we to
deny the pre—enstence and eternal lfhvxmty of Jesus
Christ. The following expressions, for instance ; ¢ In
¢ the beginning was the word—The Word was with
¢ God—The Word was God—All things were made

“by him—The Word was made fSesh—The world
¢¢ vvas made by him”’—These expressions, 1 say, taken
in any other view, are no better, are no other, than
incomprehensibie nonsense : and men, who are not
obliged to understand that which is in itself unintelligi-
ble, cannot be culpable for not discovering a sense in
them, which is contrary to the natural signification of
the terms.

“In the beginring was the Word.” Our exposition
has nothing ubscure. nothing perpiexed in it; but that
of our opponents is far-fetched and j jejune.is forced and
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unnatu: rai. Thev insist upon it, that by ¢ the begin.
ning.” the commeicement of the vo~pel-dlspemat|on 18
intended.  But so to interpret the phrase. 1s to restrain
a general expression to a particular and uncommon
sense. without the least warrant from the circumstances
and scope of the place. and is nothing short of offering
vioience to the text. It cannot be supposed, with the
least shadow of reason, that a part:cular beginning is
mearnt, because nothing precedes it. nothing Tollows it,
co to determine the sense : or which gives the least inti-
mation that the expression ought to be understood in a
sigtilfication different from that which it usualiy has.
For these words begin the gospel, and are repeated by
the evangelist afterwards, without giving any notice of
tiserr bem'r used :a a particular sense. 'Loi imagiune that
a mental reservation may determine general expressions
to a particular meaning, is a great mistake. Any one,
writing the historv of Aurrustus, would be very imper-
tinent if he should say ; * In the beginning was Augus-
‘tus ;° meaning. that he lived from the time of Julius
C e-,ar. Or, if 2 man were to write the history of Moses,
and the surprising things which the God of Israel
wrought by his ministry. and should introduce the
wonderful “arrative thus; <In the beginning was
¢ Moses :* meaning, he was from the time that God be-
gan to deliver tie seed of Jacob fromn Egyptian bondage.
For these mentai expianationgs would not prevent the
langeage from heing contrary to good sense, because it
would be uniatell; sible.

If the evanuehst s meaning had been what they sup-
pese, | he migh .t have explained himself by saving, < Jesus
¢ Christ lived from the beginning of the gospel.’ Yet
even then his expressions would not have been free from
sbscurity : because we should have been at a loss to
know. frem what period, or from what event, this be-
ginning ot the gospel was to be dated. For if you un-
derstand the first glad tidings of the great salvatwn,
which was to be accomplished by Jesus Christ. it is
evident, on the principles of ou. opponents. that He did
not then exist; the prophets having published the sal-
vation of God lomr before the Messiah’s conception. If,
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bv this bezinning. you understand the t:me when the
pm--‘- tic ui acles bezan tu be fuifilled ; then. [ demand,
“ns it is not dated frym the time of lrabrlel s dpnoar—
ance to Zach:anas. o: 5 Mary 2 Or fro:n the time that
the father of Jo. n the !iapnat being filied with the
Holy Soinit, described tize Imunura“le and important
work of his new-ha. 21 son, and foretold the imnediata
appearauce of Clirist 7 Or from the day that Nimeon
uttered iis comprehensive prophecy, with the infant
Saviour in his arms ¥

To that remarkable claracter, THE Worbp, our ad-
versaries give several significations : which appear te
be invented only out of necessity to defend their cause.
¢ It includes. say thev, a m-*-aphor, or 3 metonymy. —
But if they dealt ingenuously, thev would fix either apon
the one. or the other : : for ene Bzure wonid be sufficient
to answer the purpose. But what wauld suffice. in
itself. does not satisfy our opponents: and the mistrust
they have ef the coe, makes them have reconrse to the
other. For, we mav venture {o say.it1s not the sense
of Scripture thev give us. but their own mistakes, which
they seem detv"mme.i to defend.

‘T'his appears from their comment on the following
alause : i« The Waord was with Gud.” Forif it were
lawful to lake these expressions in a signuil:cation which
1s not natnral to them. several senses miziit be found
equally praper with that which thev have palwed upon
them. “Would these terms. ¢ The Word was with
¢ God,” bear to he interpreted thus, « The Word was
¢ known of God onlv: why might we not insist upon
it, that their more natural <ignification 1s. ¢ The Wurd
¢ was hid in heaven:’ or, ¢ Vhe Word was beluved of
¢God ¢’ or, ¢ The Waord anly knew tne counsel of
¢ God 2’ These are ric-e piohable significations of the
text. and yet they iix upon this, ¢ The Word was
¢ kizown of God only:’ or. according to others, ¢ He
¢ was appointed of God to his office.’

In much the same awkwara and unwarrantable man-
ner they interpret the fol'svinr reimarkable and em-
phatical assertion ; « "1 Waord was Gop.” ‘Fhat is,
according to them, ¢ Every thing in Jesus was Divine ;
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“ 50 that the mimistry of the prophets, compared with

¢ jis. was human.’—Had they been satisfied with this
interpretation ; had they not been conscious of its
futility. they would not have added ; ¢ Jesus is called
¢ Gop. because he sustained. or was to sustain, the
¢ person of God.” Nor can they entirely acquiesce in
this : they, therefore, proceed and assert, ¢ That Christ
‘ was appointed to a supreme glory and power ; and
¢ because he could net fail of enjoying this power and
¢ glory. he is called Gop.—But whac ambiguity is this,
to give such different explanations of the same expres-
sions ! Or, how great 15 that obscunty. which, in a
sinsie word, conceals so many things, and renders
then s» very difficult to be unfolded :

> Ali things were made by Him—The world was
¢ made ny Him.” These two clauses are parallel ; yet
thev fin:d out a way to render them very dufferent. Al
thinzs. is expressed by the world—icere made, by the
world icas madz. Th ey, however, have found out the
secrel to set these expressions at a prodigious distance
che from another : understanding by all things, ail that
pertain to the gospel : and by the world, the world to
co:ue, heaven, or the society of men : by, all things were
made. all things were formed, or p-'oduc"d and by the
world was n.ade. the world was renewed. It is plain
from this different way of explaining sy nollymous passa-
ges, that their main design is to support their own sen-
timents ; how perplexed soever thicy may reader the
sacred tt_xt

Of this we have a further proof hy their asserting,
that the term world is used ia three different and remote
genses, il the same verse: thatis, for the society of men;
for hzaven s and for carnal or profane men. Batif we
must take one r2cm in three different senses.in the same
place 3 who. without a epirit of divination, can be cer-
tain that he understands any parto! thesacred Records :
Or thdi, 1" any msmvue. e has discovered the meamng
of the 1wty Ghost? So to treat the iuspiced writings
ts,nei . juterpret, but to aicommodate them to ourown
€rroleous Upm. V.18,

But yesides that variety of interpretativns, which

N
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they give to the same expressions, they attribute to the
P‘V&ﬂg&llat different ends ; so very different as to be
sometimes directly opposite one to another. Nor ean
this proceed frum a want of discernment : for we readily
acknowledge, that we have to do with writers of great
ingenuity : but from that embarrassment in which the
necessity of defending their cause involves themn, there
being so many express passages of Sc.ipture directly
oontrary to their avowed sentiments.

If we believe them ¢the desizn ¢f the Holy Spint,
¢ in the beginning of the gospei dccordmw to Jo‘m. is to
¢ obviate an ohjectlon which might be made to the dig-
¢ nity of Jesus Christ, from the precedence which John
¢ the Baptist had. in respect of time.” Bat when they
are utgetl to shew, “h_y Christ is here called Gob,
there beinug no necessity that he should Lear that sublime
name to dhtln"lnsh him from the son of Zacharias ; for
every perplexltv they have a new evasion. T'hey pre-
tew:i, - that the evangelist, thinking no more of f Joha the
¢ Baptist, intends to dhtlﬂglllSh Tesus by the name,
¢ Gop. from all the antient prophets: because their
¢ ministry, compared with his. was human.” Here are
several designs ascribed to the inspired writer, let us
now examine them.

The evangelist is afraid we should, ¢ prefer John fhe
¢ servaunt. to Christ the master, because the Baptist came
¢ before him.” For the same reason he might have
be:-n apprehensive, that we should prefer Moses and
the prophcts to Him of whom they spzke, because they
lived Lefore him. But,admitting there was any danger
of looking upon the Baptkst as the Messiah, when “he
bezan to preacn (he gospel; vet the danger was en-

tir elL aver. so s00n as Joiin was heheaded aind Jesus was
risen from tne dead --—-Supposm«_r, however, the evan-
gelist did apprehend that some would be so simnple as to

refer John to C‘mst, on account of his coming before
him, how does he obhiiate this mistake ¥ He is umrel)
sileut when he should speak.and he speaks wthen he
should hold “is tonzue.  the former: Forhe does not
sav, fie servants go before their Master : The pro-
pheis were before the coming of the Messiah, though
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they were less than He ; and, therefore, we must not
wonder that the venerable Baptist appeared before
Jesus Christ, being commmissioned to prepare his way
and to make his paths siraight. The latter : For he
savs. Jesus was from the heo1munrr of John’s ministry ;
which does not remove the o! )Jectlon atall. For thouvh
He was from that time, as well as John ; yet the Bap-
tist exercised the functions of his ministry, while Jesus
did nething 3 which is the very dlfﬁculty the evangelist
shoul:d have prevented.

But thouzh we cannot find, in the interpretation of
our oppanents, suc’. designs as are worthy of the Holy
Spirit: vet we meet with such disorder and confusion
in it. as can ouiv agree to a spirit who intended, either
to lead us into error, or to apeak 50 as not to be under-.
stood. For, by dneae words, # In the beginning,” thev
maintain that the commencement of the baptlst S minis-
try 1s intended : even though it 1s manifest, that the
e\anvehst has not only not \et meitioned Joha, but does
not speak of him till he has concluded his sublime
encomium on the Divixe Worbp ; and then does 1t in
such a manner zs plainly to shew, that he means to
speak of him icr the first time, saying, ¢ There was a
¢ man sent from Gad, whose name was Joun.”’—
Further : In that beginning which is here intended,
« the Word was—was with God—and was God.” But
not a tittle ot this agrees to Jesus Christ, according to
their hypothesis, and their interpretation of the text.
He was not then the MW ord ; for he had not, at that
time, published the counsel of God. He was not with
God ; at least, not in a proper sense; for, according
1o them. he was not translated into heaven till after his
baptxsm. Na: was he God ; for he was not then in-
vested with his omces- 1o the execution of which he
represents God, and bears lis nsiae,

It would be but a small matter for the words of the
evangelist to vant order, if they were not destitute of
{ruth ; but, admitting thc mtermetatmn of our adver-
caries, we can h.udl) doubt of their falsehood. Certain
it is, h(mucn, that we may substitute cU.':fradlctory
propositions in the place of thuse which the saeicd
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writer has used, which wil' appear much more intelligi-
ble, and much more agreeable. in their proper signifi-
eation, to truth and fact.—For instance : Jesus Chiist
was not in the beginning of tiie gospel. He was ot
the Word frem the beginning. He was not then wit:
God. He was noi uod All things. even all that re-
spect the economy of the gnspel, were n6t made by him ;
for several of them were made without him,before hun,
and after him. T'he world was not made b_y gbim. The
Word was not made flesh; but flesh was made the
‘Word. He is the light, but not that hght which illu-
minates every man that cometh into the world.
¢ Jesus Christ was not in the beginning of the gospel.’

‘This proposition, on their hypothesxa. is undoubtedly
frue : the embassy of the angel to Zacharias, giving the
true beg.nning to this gospel, which was afterwards
continued by sending another celestial envoy to the
shepherds of Bethlehem, by the preaching of John the
Baptist, and by that of Jesus and his apostles.—¢ Jesus
was not i1n the begmmng, the Word,’ neither by a
metaphor, nor by a meivnymy. Not by a metaphor :
For it could not then be said, ¢ As a man’s word dis-
¢ covers his thoughts, so Jesus manifests the thoughts
‘and counsel of God.” Not by a metonymy : For he
could not borrow that name from words which he had
not then spoken, nor caused to be published.—¢ He was
¢ not God,’1n whatever sense that august name be under-
stood. He could be so called, ¢ because his ministry
was ¢ Divine,” as opposed to that of the prophets ; for
he did not then exercise his ministry. Ner ¢ because
¢ he sustained the person of God ;* for he did not then
represent God in any wise. Nor ¢ because he was
¢ appointed to the enjoyment of divine pewer and glory.
For the ordinary style of Scrijiure v i1l not admit of it.
It is no where sad, ftor mstance, That Saul was an
apostle, a Iizit of the church, or a teacher of the Gen-
iles, in the beginning of the gospel, when he was full of
ﬁersecuting rage against the disciples of Christ,because

e was then appointed fo the apostleship. Nor, that
Moses wasaMegiator between God and the Israelites,
in the beginuing ; that 13, from the time that he fed the
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cattle of Jethro. Nor, that the sons of Zebedee were
the sons of thuuder, from the time they did not nothing
but fisi: with their father.

Yet. if the interpretation of our opponents were justy
the high encomium here given of Jesus Christ would be
in verious particulars, applicable to Moses. As for
example : “ In the beginning wis the Word.” Moses
was from the beginning that God manifested his design
of bringing the posterity of Abraham out of the land of
Egypt. And he may be called * the Word,” both by
a metapher, and by a metonymy. Ly a metaphor
because as a word serves to express the thoughts of a
man, so he was the chosen instrument of making known
the counsel of God. By a meionymy ; becauselbe waa
the minister of the word ; he brought it from the mount,
committed it to writing, and made it known to the
Levites, who swere appuinted to instruct the people ;
and because he may bear the name of that word, of
whick he was the chief publisher.—~Moses was ¢ with
“ God,” from the beginning. For, though he was un-
Known to men and despised by them, he was known
of God, and honoured with a Divine revelation.—He
“ was God ;” for he was appointed to represent God,
according to those words, which-are so often quoted
by our adversaries: ¢ Thou shalt be to him instead of
“ God.” Yes, he was God 1n all those three senses,
which are mentioned by our opposers. His ministry
was heavenly and divine, in comparison of theirs whe
went before him.  For there was no prophet rzised up
in fsrael equal to him, who beheld God face to face,
and talked with hin as a man talketh to his friend. He
tiay also be so called, because. as just ohserved, he
vepresented God, was invested with lns power, was his
ambassador, and spake to Pharaoh on his behalf,
Again : lie was God, because he was appointed to a
Zlory and to the fwercise of a power truly divine : for
e was to perform most astonishing miracles.n all the
parts of bature.=-+ All things were made by him 57 that
18, all thines relating to the deliverance of the Israelites,
aud the establishment of the law.

This conformity will appear the greater, if it be ¢on-

N 2




SECT. 111. 150 CHAP. JX.

sidered, that as Jesus Christ, on the principle of our
opponents, acted only by the power of his Father, in
working miracles ; so  Moses, in the performauce of his
wonderful works. acted only by the r~ower of God.

Asd as all the miracles which signalized the gospel,

were not wrought by the ministry of Christ : for he
neither sent the angels with the tidings of his birth. nor
kindled the star which appeared to the wise men: so all
the astonishing works, attending the deliverance of the
ehosen tribes, were not performed by the ministry of
Moses, but the far greater number of them certainly
were. Now, so many, so great. and amazingly diversi-
fied miracles being perfor med by his mlmstrv. may it
nof be said ; ¢ W Jthout him was not any thing made
¢ that was made :*—QOnce more : This Old Testament
Word ¢ was made flesh 3** that is. he was flesh. For
Moses was a man, though he acted as God. Therecan
be little doubt, therefore, but this expression belongs to
him, as well as the rest.

Here our adversaries are greatly embarrassed. For
if they allow, that such lanvuaoe might be used con-
cerning \iesea. they must coutess. that he was qualifi-
ed to till the highest encemium that 1is given by the
Holy Spirit to Jesus Christ : : it being certain, that the
Scripture never speaks more honourablv of him, than in
the beginning of the gospel according to John. Butif
they den) that such language is appl.eable to Moses,
they must necessarily own, that the words of the evan-
gelist contaiu a much hlfrher and nobler sense, than
that which they aflix to thet.

el —

CHAP. IX.

The sz1me A reument continued.

StiLr further to evince the truth for which we plead,
from this important paragraph, | shall now proceed to
shew, That there 1s nct one of those remarkable ex-
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pressions, which we have under consideration, that will
admit the sense affixed to it by our opponents.

‘The phrase, ¢ the beginning,” or, ¢ i1n the beginning,”’
" when used so generallv. always swmﬁes the hegmmner
of the world. FKcr instance ; ¢ In the begmmnv God
« created the heavenand the earth—The Lord possesqed
% me 1n the beginning of his way, before his works of
¢: 9ld—Thou Lord, 1n the hegmnng, hast laid the
¢ foundation of the earth-—~He which made man at the
¢ peginning—From the beginning it was not so—Ye
& an-' Him that is from the beginning—The devil
““sinneth from the beginning’ —-lhese, I say, and
similar expressions, must be understood, either abso-
lutely of the beginning of all things ; or, atleast with a
partlcular refereuce To that bevmnnv Had they a
different meaning, they would be umntelhurlble 5 this
being the obvious and natural signification of the terms.

“Iueg WorLp.” mulerstuml simply of one who
reveals the counsels of God. is without any example in
Scripture. Neither the Old, nor the New Testament,
is acquainted with it. The prophets made known the
ceunsel of God : Moses, more fully than any of the
prorhets s and the apestles, more clearly and deligit-
fuliv than Moses ; yet neither Moses. nor prophet. nor
apustle. is ever called 14E Worp.—The only expres-
sion our adversaries can produce. which bears any re-
semblance to tiis, 1s that of Isaiah ; who, 3peakmfr of
John the Baptist, sayb‘ * 'he voice of him that crieth
in the wilderness.” But to suppose that the Mes-
siah’s harbinger is here called the voice of Jesus Christ,
15 an egregious mistake. ‘Fhe sacred oracle says no
such thing, nor suggests any such idea. In the 1.ter-
pretation oftlns tex t * The voice of him that crietiv 1n
* the wilderness, Prepare ye tire way of the f.ord o*” the
verb s, or is heard, must e si.pdred, the sense of the
text evidently requiring it. He that is in the wilder-
ness, he that preaches in the wiiderness, and he that
prepares the way of the Lord, by eihortations to re-
pe:tance. is John the Baptist.  1'l:e vaicc mentioned in
the oracle,1s the voice of bun that crieth, or preacheth
in the wdderness, aud says; * Make straight in the




SECT. 11i. 152 CHAP. XI.

¢desert a high-wav for our God.”” It must, therefore,
be the voice of John the Baptist. This voice. then, must
be understood. either of the preaching. or of the person
of Juohn the Baptist. If the furmer, the textis imper-
tinently cited by our cpposers. If the latler, we at-
tribute nonsense and absurdity to the Holy Spirit : for
the text will read thus: ¢ The person, cf John, is, Pre-
¢ pare ye the way of the Lord.’

The follomncr espressions, ¢ He was with God,” as
understood by the Sacinians. are entirely w ithout ex-
ample. Whe:e shali we find an instance of these, or
similar terms, siznifying. ¢ He was known of God
‘only r* “LLev, indeed. refer us to those words, ¢ The
»¢ Life was with the Father =™ supposing them to mean,
thatit was known of the Father. But how jejune the
sense, how absurd the interpretation - For 1s 1t credi-
ble that the apostle should say nothing more of that
LiFg, than might be said of death and the devil, of sin
and damnation  for all tiiese were known of God from
eternity. Besides, there is a material difference be-
tween speaking thus of a quality, and using the same
language of a person. i we should say. for instance,
¢ The law was with God 2* and ¢ Moses was with God 2
the two propositions must be understood in a very dif-
ferent sense.

“ The Word was God.” is, if vou will believe our
adversaries, another figurative phrase but vou will not
be able to find an examp!e of 1t in \crlpture. They
pretend that Jesus is called Gop, because he is Jeho-
vah’s representative. But though various eminent per-
sons have, in some respects, represented the eternal
Sovereign : yet we do not find that either of them was
ever called Gop, absolutely ; or without some intima-
tion, that he was so denominated only in a figurative
sense. It is,indeed, said, ¢« Ye are Gods,” in the plural 3
but it was never said of any particular person, ¢ He was
God.’--They will have it ‘that our gracious Redeemer
18 called Gop, because his ministry was entirely divine.
But so was that of the apustles. They revealed a
blessed immortalitvy, and wreught very wonderful
works, as well as their Lord ; so that, on this principle,

g
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thev mizht have claimed the glory of that Divine char-
acter as well as Le. Yet we do not read thatanv of the
agostles were so cailed ;: but we find, on the contrary,
that they detested the conduct of tie people at Livstra,
who gave them that name.—* But there 1s a verv mate-
¢ rial difference between Jesus and his apostles. He was
¢the Master, they were the servants.” “True: but
though the aposties were servants.in respect of Christ;
yet Christ, our adversaries must allow, 1s equally a
servant, in regard to God. If, then. an apostle could
rot lawfully call himself Lorp, out of reverence for
Jesus Christ, that name being counsecrated to him;
neither could Jesus assume the name, Gop, because
that sacred appellation had been long appropriated te
the Supreme Being.

Nor can they, by any example, justify that restric-
tion with which they understand the following words ;
 All things were made by him, and without hhm was
“ not any thing made that was made.” For the sacred
writer appears to have intended, to express himseif as
generally as he possibly could. He, therefore, is not
satisfied with saying, ¢ All things were made by him 5
but he repeats the important truth, in a still more forci-
ble manner, by adding, ¢ Without him was not andy
% thing made that was made.””—¢ The matter in hand,
‘say they, limits the expressions.” But this asserlica
is groundless. Both the feregoing and the following
words suggest the contrary ; unless we renounce the
natiiai impression of the terms. In the preceding
context he says, ¢ In the beginning was the Word ;”
which is a general way of speaking, and leads us to
consider the words, *¢ All things were made,” in a sense
equal.y general. In a subsequent verse he says, ¢ The
“world was made by him ;" where Le again speaksin a
gencral wav, and teaches us to conclude, that ¢« all
* things,” are to be understood of all things entirely ;
ail, without exception.

Their interpretation of this clause. ¢ The world was
“made by him,” is equally void of truth. For whether,
by the terin world, they understand the world to come ;
or whicther they suppose the meaning to be, that the
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world was made ours by Jesus Christ: in either case
thev are utteriy at a loss for a similar instance in the
Holy Sc:ipture. They, indeed, produce passages to
shew that the world, sometimes signifies ihe werld to
come ; but the examples alleged are not to the purpose.
T hev pretend that in this passage. ¢ \\ hen he bringeth
« his First-bezctten inte the world)” that tie term
world sngmﬁes eternal life. But the original phrase
ought not to Le rendered. the world ; but t’.e ecrth. or
the habitable part of the world 5 for it i1s =wr xevpirm,
not 3o xecpor. Besides, by w hat arguments wiil tizey
prove that this habitable “earth, means heaven, or a
state of bliss to come =—Nor is that other passage, ad-
duced by them* ; where mention is made of + the world
¢ to come,” suﬂicnent for their purpose. For, whatever
be the meaning of it, there is a manifest difierence be-
tween those expressions, and this general phrase, fie
world ; the latter being in questnon,and it the former.
The two phrases are far from being equivaicnt. Nothin
would-be more absurd than to suppose, that the w
gsigniiies the world to come, wherever the ex presswns
are used, because the latter plirase is once or twice
contaired in the epistle to the Hebrews.—Neither is the
following passage any more to their purpose. “ W hen
< he cometh into the world he saith. Sacrifice and offer-
é ing thou wouldest not.”” For the world.here intended,
must necessariiy be understood of that which we in-
habit, and not of the heaveniy state, Nay. the term
world is so far from being gene:al'v used for heaven,
in the Scriptures, that the two expressions are fre-
quently opposed. To this purpose are the words of
our Lord ; ¢1 came forth from the Father, and am
¢« come into the world ; again, I leave the world, and
¢ go to the Father.”
But in what sense was this world made by Jesus

Christ ¥ * The world, that 1s. the world to come, was

made by him, because. through him it Lecomes ours ;
¢ or. by him we have an hope to obtain it, and shall cer-
¢ tainly, in the end, enjoy it.> But what apostle, what
prophet, what writer of common sense aind commen

¥ Heh i o
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honesty. ever expressed himself in such an awkward,
unintelligible and ridicuious manner, as that in whlch
the ev antrelht speaks, according to thls interpretation ?
—If you “insist upon it, that the sense which they affix
to the term world, s forced and unnatural, and that it
signifies the heavens and the earth with all their inhabi-
tants ; then they endeavour to persuade you, that ¢ the
¢ word made, here signifies renewed.” ‘The meaning,
therefore, of the passage is, ¢ The world was renewed
by Jesus christ.” 'T'o give this interpretation an air of
orobability, they produce various passages of Scripture ;
but the onl y one that appears at all to the purpose, is
the following : ¢ We are his workmanship, created in
¢ Christ Jesus unto good works.” Here, 1t is man;fest,
that the term created is lumited to a particular sense,
and signifies renewed ; as appears from the following
clause, * unto good works.” Had the evangelist said,
The world was made, or created by him, in righteous-
ness. or to good works. or to be a new creature ; the
words. it must be confessed, would have required the
sense of our adversaries. But as he says nothing like
it, all the rules of sound 1'xterpretatlon requue. that
we should take the expressions in their obvious and na-
tural signification.—If Paul, in the passage produced,
had onl_y said, * We are created by Jesus Christ;” and
if, notwlthstandmv he had meant the same. as is now
expleased : he would have used such an obscure and
ambiguous way of speaking, that we should have hardly
cmne at his meaning ; or, most probably, have attribut-
ed a sense to his words which he did notintend. So if
John says, ¢ The world was made by Jesus Christ,”
after ‘m\m" told us, that ¢ all things were made by
¢ him,* and that ¢ without him nothing was made that
“ was made ;” and if he say it only to inform us, that
our Lord introduced an aiteration into the world by
his gospel : we have reason to complain of great ob-
scurity in his language, and must either consider his
assertion as grouudlcss, or embrace a sense of the
terms quite contrary to their natural signification.
Once more: It was never said of any man that ap-
peared in the world, ¢« He was made flesh ;” such a way
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of speakiiig being absurd. Yet,1f we believe oar oppo-
nents, this is the meanmng of, l‘he word was made
¢ flesh.”” Thatis. *Jesus a mere man, came into e
“world? A goodly vay of speaking for an mspired
writer to use ! liut was it ever said, The Kiug was wmade
flesh-—"The emperor was made flesi 7 Wasit ever said,

by the Huiy Spirit. Such a prophet. or such an apuslle,
was made Hesh :—Nor does it avail the cause to render
the text, « He was iesh.”  For such a wayv of speak-
ing 15 not more proper. and is equally unknown tae
both human and Divine lauguage.

It follows, then, that all these expressions in the be-
ginning of John’s evaugelical history, are without ex-
ample, if understood according to the Socinian com-
ment.  But. suppusing it could be proved tiat each of
them was used in Scripture, cnce or twice, in the sciise
of vur adversaries; vet so many singular forms of speech
united, would bhe entlrel) \\luwut example, and con-
trary to all reason. For though a single expression,
when used inan uncommon, or even an u'matmal sense,
may pass, in a crowd of other expressious that are
elear and pertinent, by which it may be understoud ;
yetif a writer use ten oradozen of them, in the compass
of a few periods,he will render his lauwuave obscure and
absurd, and himself cuntemptlble.—-lt is unreasonahte
to suppose, that the general term, beginning, should be
here taken. contrary to all use. for the commencement
of the gospel. But if vou should fiud an example of iis
being used in the sense thev affix to it, among a multi-
tude of instances to the cuntrarv ; it does not, it cannot
follow from thence, that 1t must be understood in such
a2 limited and particular signification here ; because all
the circummstances of the discourse lead us to considerit
in a general sense, as the most natural. But when vou
offer this violence to that expression, you cannot do so
to eight or ten more which immediately follow, without
impeaching the wisdom, or the gooduess, of the Spirit
of God; asif he intended, by connecting so mauy ex-
pressions, which are all to Ine taken 1n a par ticular sense
and contrary to their natural use, to lead us into evror.
Our opposers find their account in considering each ex-
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pression by itseif ; because itis possible, by great appli-
cation, to Imagine some senses thatare pretty near those
which they affix to the words of Scripture. But when
they are ohliged to unite all their designs and explana-
tions to'rcther, they make an absurd and ridicuious ap-
pearance.

Nor would it help their cause to suggest a doubt
cancerning tae Dwme autherticity of the bevlnmncr of
John’s ev angehcal history. For, in answer to such an
insinuation, we nead only observe ; ; That the language
of this evangelist expresses nothing, relating to the per-
sonal dlcrmty, glory, and works of Jesus, but what is
tauoht us by other apostles. In the writings of Paul,
jur mstance, we have the following assertions concern-

ing Jesus Christ. * Being in the form of God, he thought

it not robbery to be equal with God—He laid the
% foundation of the eartt and the heavens are the works
+ of his hands—By him were all things created, visible
« and invisible—All things were created by him and for
“ him—God was manifest in the flesh”—with many
other similar passages.

Equally unavailing would it he for them to philoso-
phize on the manner how the writings of the evangelists
are the word of God. For whether it be by 1nsp1rat10n
of suggestion, or whether by way of su;)ermtendency,
or by "both united, that God influenced the minds, and
tongues, and pens of those infallible teachers; yet it
cannot be supposed that they were baptized with the
Holy Spirit, and received miraculous gifts, only to talk
as they do,if Jesus Christ be a mere creature. For,
only admitting that they possessed a moderate share of
common sense, and were honest and gm)d men, though
entirely destitute of extraordinar y gifts; they could not
hut take particular care that thcy gave no occasion to
impiety and idolatry, by ascnhmg, “the names, prover-
ties. and glories of the true God to a mere creature.

Should it besaid, ¢ These grand expressions, concern-
“ing Jesus Christ, are no othier than the flourishes of
‘rhotoric and the elevated flichts of fancy 3’ I answer,
We mav be soon convinced of the contrarv. by a gener-
al reflection on the characterof those sacred b(H)ks, which

0
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constitute tise canon oi the Scripture. Nota single ex-
pression can be found in any of them, to the pr e_,udlce
of God’s glory. No impious metaphor, no hyvperbole
tending to blasp‘)emv nor any unbeu'mmfr comparison
of man with God, is there to Le found. lhe lanzuage
is humble, modest. religious. it isreallv sarprising that,
though other authors can hardly write a few pages
without injuring the glory of God, this long series of
holy teachers discover, in all their words and uleas. that
respect which 1s due to the Supreme Being. This, as
all must confess, is one of those 1nternal characte:s by
which the Bible is known to be the Boox or Gob.
Nor can it be objected, with any greater appearance
- of reason, ¢ That the idea of Tar Wonrb, taken for the
¢ Son of God, who is God himself, being new and ex-
¢ traordinary ; we are obllged to seek for new and sin-
¢ gular senses in the passage.” For, as before observed,
one singular expression and new idea, surrounded vnth
other expressions and ideas, that are common and plain,
cannot create any very great difliculty ; and all the rest
of the paragraph 1s composed of terms awni thou~hts that
are neither uncommon nor obscure, while? unembarass-
ed with forced and unnatural interpretations. Besides,
it is well known that the antient Hebrews used these
several phrases, The face of God ; the majesty of God ;
the glory of God ; and the Worp of God, as expressive
of the same idea. 'T'lie Chaldee Paraphrase uses them
as synonynous expressions. And Rabli Jonathan ren-
ders these words, * The Lord said unto my Lord ;™ by,
¢ The Lord said unto his Woxrp.> In short, it is plam
that these words, with which the gospel accordmg to
John is introduced, ¢ In the beginnming was the Woid,”
carry in them a mamfest allusion to the beginning of
Genesis : this evangelist beginning the hlstoxv of Jesus
Christ, with the first works of the Yon of God ;5 @iving
us to understand, that he s the first Cause of a!l thm'rs,
and that before the creation he was with God ; while
the other evangelists begin their interesting narratives
with his mamtestatlon in the flesh. The beloved disci-
ple informs us, that THE Worp, by whom the world
was created, was not a mere sound, like the word of
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man : out a Dmm person. who existed with God, and
vas God ; and ex eressly tells us, that this Person is JE-
<5 CHRIST.

‘Uhese *considerations are suificient to remove the
doulit. which sonie sugeest, ahout the genuineness of the
Lecinoine ef this gnspd . as il it savoured more of the
wild cp-mu!mt.uns of the Gnostics,than of revealed truth.
For 1t appeais from heuce, that the rdeas are not so
new and strange as they imagine.—Besides, to suppose
that Cerinthus cempased, either the bezinning of this
rospel, or the Rervelcticn.is an ungrouuucd suriise.
Not the former ; for it cuzht not to be detached from tie
rest, nor from John’s ep.st!cq nor from his Apocalvpse ;
I wluch these phrases, the Foid 5 the Ford of Gol
and Jesus Christ, the true God, are used 1epcated1}.
Not the latter ; for Cerinthus would never think 1t ad-
visable to forge and publish books under the name of
his avowed opposer ; nor would the churches of Asia
have received the absurd imaginations of that heretic,
for the gospel of John.—Nor can any two things Le
more incompatible, than the doctrines of the evangelist,
and the dogmas of that heresiarch. Cerinthus Leliev cd,
that anrrels created the world ; thate fallen angel gave
the law : ; and that Jesus was 1e.:‘.’v the son of Joseph.
Ie taught, that Jesus was a man, and Christ the power
f God’; which power came upon him at his baptism,
and returned to heaven at his death. Ie affirmed, that
Jesus suffered the inconvenieaces of life, and the vio-
lence of persecution: Lut that Christ w10u<>ht stupen-
dous miracles, and was superior to all opposntnon—-— ‘That
Christ was impassible, though Jesus suttered ; and that
Christ fell upon the apq.btleq, at the feast of Pentecost.
I pass over the crimes which he authorized, and the
extravagant subordination of Adons ; which were com-
men to him with other Gnostics. Now these are such
notions sz have not the least countenance in the gos-
pel accor 'hnrr to John, Why, then, these unreasonable
doubts and restless i inquiries ? If the paragraph under
consideration must he suspected of being composed by
a Gnostic, because it establishes the pre- e\lstcnce and
Divinitv of Jesus Christ; we mayv, for the same reason,
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suspect the whols New Tesianment to be the work of
those herelics. and rejest it all at once.

CIIAP.

The Asian Erpothests equls indefencible.

Oxa superficial survey of the Arian system, it seems
much more plausible than that of Socinus ; hecause 1t
|veserves entire the pre-existence of Jecus Christ,
which 1s a doctrine most expressly and repeatedly
mentioned in the New Testament : and, indeed, were
we to stop here. the former would undoubtedly have the
advantage. But when we more closely consider the
subject we find, that the Socinian hypothesis is free
fzom several capital difficulties whicn attend that of the
Arians. those ant'ent encemies to the cause of truth and
tihe Divinity of Jesus Christ. This will appear it the
foliowing tliings be considered.

The term Gop. must necessarily be understood,
either as a name of office, or of nature ; as denotmg
».rternal qualities and trusts. or wintrinsic excellence
ani essential perfections. Tke Arians, therefore, can-
1:0t defend themselves, when they are urged with the
consideration of the name. Gon, which is given to Jesus
Christ, by saving; €Tt is a name of office. and Chnst
¢ only bears it as an ambassador of the Most High s’
which is the evasion of the Socinians. For as the dis-
ciples of Arius confess, that Christ existed, not only
nefore liis appearance in the world, but also before the
creation ; they cannot deny but he was. 1n some sense,
Gop, before the formation of the universe. These pas-
sages of Scripture, which they explain of his pre-exist-
ence, are very express, in this respeet. ¢ In the be-
“ainning w as the W ord. dud the Word was with God,
«and the Word was God.””  But if they aliow, that
the Word was with God, in the bwmmn«r; and that
he was God, before the formation of the world : : they
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ought also to grant, that he was % ia the form of God 5
that he is ¢ tte true God ; the mighty God ; the great
% God ;: God blessed forever." For there is no more
reason to allow the cre, than there is to acknowledge
the other.

But, as they deny thic oo 5e-ynence, they will permit
me to ask, How the names and ph.ases, which are ap-
propnated to the Great Supreme, can beiong to Christ
in his first estate ; in which he neither represented God,
nor acted in Lis name, nor was his ambassador to men ?
For if he were a mere creature, however exzlted and
alo~ious, it could not be iawful to express his essence
and attributes by the name, Gop. Can it be said,
without 1mplety ‘of the most excellent creature, He
¢ oxists in the form of God. and thinks it not robbery
“ to be equal with God 3 Though the Logcos, in his
pre-existent state, possessed a Divine elory, in compari-
son urith us ; can we, on the Arianh ypothesls, attribute
a Bivine glo. y to him, when considered as being witl
Gop ¢ What, must he bear the name of that incompre-
ensible Being, who is infinitely iaore exalted above
{:in, than the most excellent creature is above the
meanest insect, or the smallest atom !—Instead, there-
fore, of saying, *“ He was in the form ef God, > before
he humbled hlmaelf we must affirm. that he was always
i the form of a servant. in the form of a creature : and

sat miuch more in heaven, than when upsn earth :

much more brfore the creation of the world, than when
he converseq with men. For with what periections
soever a creature may be endued, it is much more 1n
the form of a servant, when in the immediate presence
of God. than when amongz men. Instead, therefore,
of e sacred writers infor ming us, that Clmst, in his
first estate and when with his l‘a‘nen. was God ; they
should have said, that he was then, comparatlvel),
uothinzr., Asa nobluvan, wiose grandeur Is very con-
sulerable, when in a countrv village, loses much of his
splendour, when at the King’s court, and in the royal
presence.

Again : Jesus Christ, considered in his first estate,
and as with God, bears the name, Gor, either because

o 2
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he is God, or beccuse he acts as God. or because he
‘!’epresent.~> God. Not the first ; for, on the Arian prin-
ciples, he is a creature ; and therefore, how excellent
soever he be, he cannot, without falsehood be described
by a name consecrated to the Creator. Nor the second ;
for in his first state, before the creation. l:e did not act
at all; or, if it were supposed that he did, it was only
as the mitister of God; and, consequent“. he ought
not to bear a name approprlated to tine first Lause.
Nor can it be the last ; for he could not represent God
to the inhabiiants of the heavenly worlid, before they
had an existence. Nor, when tieangels were formed,
had they any need of such a representation. For thcj
see God face to face: that is. as much as 1s necessary
to the plentitude of their i:oliness, happiness. and glory.
Nor could he represent Lim to men: for. at the time
supposed, they were not created. Desides, why, 1n
order to represent God, must he bear his name r May
not a superior te represented. without the person repre-
senting bear his peculiar character ¥—Here the Arians
are greatly embarrassed ; which embarrassment is much
increased by consulennc, that Jesus bears the name,
Gop, wi ith dlstmgmshmw and sublime epithets. For
he 1s called. the TruE Gop ; the micuTY Gobp 3 the
aReEAT Gop ; and Gop BLESSED FOREVER.

Auother dlchult" altu-'lm r the Arian hypothesis, is
this : They cannot explain those passages of \crlpturc
which assert, that Clirist ** made the worlds ;* that he
i created all things, visible and invisible 5 that he
¢ laid the foundations ¢f the earth, and that the heavens
¢: are the works of his hands ; and that he upholds all
¢ things by the word of his power ;”~—they cannot, 1
say, explain these, aud similar passages, without con-
tradicting themselv es; by acknowledging his Divinity,
properly so mllod,aften thm have denied it : or without
running on the most evident absurdities. For as they
understand those passages literally, which declare that
God ¢ made all things by Jesus Christ;” and that
¢ without ham was not any thing made that was made ;”
they are obliged to attribute to him the creation of
keaven and earth, with all their inhabitants. It, there-
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fore, pecessanly follows, that the Wonrbp either made
ail Ullll“‘.'. Dy iis vwn power, as the sum cuuguwﬁa the
earti: by his beams; or, having no inherent power for
such a work, was the mere instrument by which the in-
finite power of God exerted itself ; as the apostles, who
had no power of their own, by which to work miracles,
were only iustruments in the hand of Omnipotence, to
control the course of nature, and to astonish and bless
the world. If the latier, we have reason to complain of
being deceived by the language of Scripture, which says
expresslv ; ¢ All things were made by him.”> How un-
accountakle it is, that he should be called Gob, if he be
only the instrument by which Divine power and wisdom
dicplay themselves ! And, conséeiering the care which
tiie apostles take, to guard agaiust a supposition that
they wrought miracles by their own power: we cannet
but think it exceeding strange, and as tending greatly
to mislead our conceptwns, in matters of the highest
importance to the glory of God and the salvation of 1 men,
that they are not equally careful to inform us, That it
was not by &iis own power that Jesus forme« the universe
and w rought his wonderful works. But, so far from it,
they repeatedly declare, that their Divine Master is he
“*by whom and for whom all things are”—That he
«]aid the foundations of the earth, and the heavens are
* the works of his hands®—That ke ¢ created all things
“ visible and invisible 5 from the loftiest angel that
surrounds the throne, to the meanest worm that crawls
in the dust. Now these, and such like expressions, it
must be acknewledged, are very extravagant, if Jesus
contributed no more to the production of the universe,
than the apostles did to the miracles wrought by their
instrtumentality.—But if it be said, ¢ Jesus formed the

“creatures by his own power, which he received from
¢ the Supreme Being ;° then it follows, that the Father
communicated to him the power of creating. But that
is an iifinite power ; for it surmounts the infinite dis-
stance which 1s between being and nothing. Now in-
finite power is an infinite perfectlon aind, itis manifest,
that an infinite perfection cannot be cu.nmumcated to

a creature, which is and must be fin:.> 1nits powers
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and capacities. The sapposition of the contrary is ab-
surd, as it involves a centradiction : because it implies,
that such a creature is both finite and infinite.

Again: If Jesus Christ, being only an exaited creature,
did create all things ; ke must be considered, either as
an instrumental cause. or as the principal cause. Not
the former ; for no instrument can act bat where there
15 an ob]ect. and such an ore to which it is 1n some
measure proportioned. But in the work of creation
there is no chject en which to act: the work itself piro-
ducing the oliject. Ii the lafier, he 15 the Creatar: ke
possesses an infinite power: ke is truly and propesy
Goon. For if ke be inv ("-te(l with infinite power, why
not with unerring wisdom and supreme g odness -
Why not with every perfection of the Deity >

Further : hlt} rer Jesus Christ acted alome, in the
creation of =:i things. or in conjunction with his Father,
If the form:., why is the for matiun of the world ever
attributed to the Father 7 If the latter, either he exerted
the same, or a difierent power. If the same. it was an
infinite power ; for such is the Father’s. 1f a different
power, it was created and finite. Butas Omnipotence
needs no coadjutor, {to will, and to create. heing the
same with God) so the supposition of a finite power
giving existence to the universe, and the idea of a
created Creator, are the first-born of absurdities.
Nothing moie offensive, nothing more shockinz to com-
mon sense, than the thought of 2 creature crea! ting the
world ; yet with such inconsistencies is the Arian SVS-
tem attended and such ahsurdities doits abettors digest.

Once more : On the Arian hypothesis, it1s impossi-
ble to defend Moses and the patriarchs, from a charge
of idolatry ; in worshipping, as the true Ged, the angel
who appeaxe(l to them so often. Because they eannot
say, with the Socinians, ¢ That this angel was not
¢ worshipped on account of his own e\ccllence, but
¢ because he represented Geod ; and that, dctached from
¢ his exalted office and mini t: y. he w=s not worthy of
¢ more honour than any other of those heavenly intelli-
¢ gences.” For this angel, according to themn, was Tne
Worp ; whom the evangelist teaches us to consider,
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as existing from the beginning with Gad, and as being
Gad. So that all the honours he claiired and received
from the aniient patriarchs, must be looked upon as
due to ks own perfections @ and. consequertly. we are
taught to apply to an angel thuse oracles which kad for
their object the eternal God—To apply to the servant,
nwhat is peculnar to his Lord ; to a subject, what 1s due
culy to the Sovereign. But this consideration will be
resumed hereafter.

CHAP. XL

The Language of the Holy Spirit, on the Socinian hypothesis, is ob-
scure, absurd, and not consistent with piety.

As to the obscurity of Scripture, on the principles of
the Socinians, it is so apparent that I need not spend
any more time in proving it; Ishall, therefore, only
inguire into the occasion of it. The obscurity we find
in many passages of sacred Writ, is reducible to one
or another of the tollowing heads. Let us now see,
whether the darkness and diffizulties attending those
texts, which are controverted between us and our op-
ponents, be referable te any of them.

In many parts of the Scripture there is an obscurity
attending, which arises from the nature of the things
propnsed to us. To this head belong the difficulties
with which we meet in those passages of Scripture which
relate to the nature of God ; the mystery of the incar-
nation ; the decrees of election and reprobation ; the
satisfaction of Jesus Christ ; the eternity of those tor-
n:ents which await the wicked ; and all those great and
sublime subjects, which are mcomprehenslble by man,
uxcept they cease to be what they are, or he cease to be
what he is.—But we cannot reduce to this prineiple the
ohscurity which our adversaries find, in the pa.ssaves
hefore mentioned. For there 1s not, there cannot
anv ercat mystery in s creature revca!ing the counsel
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of God. Itis no surprising thing for a man to live at the
timo whon the gmnpl-(hsnem tmn commmenced. or in

CR283, T as s

the time of John the Baptist; to be known of God oily;
to be appointed to a more glorious ministry than that of
the prophets ; or for a man t» be made flesh, that is. 1o
partake of a corporeal nature. It was no very wonder-
ful thing, acéording to the interpretation adopted by
our opponents, which Jesus asserted. when he said of
himself; ¢I was, in appomtment. before Abralam—I
¢ possessed a frlory with the Father, before the world
¢ was because it \was determined, in the Divine decree,
that I should possess 1t.’

Another cause of obscurity in the sacred Vritings. is,
The darkness which was brought on our minds, by the
{irst grand apostacy. ¢ If our gospel be hid, it 15 L:id
» to them that are lost ; in whom the god of this world
hath blinded the minds of them that believe not—
The natural man discerneth not the things of the

Spirit of God, neither can he know them.” YWe
should, therefore, examine ourselves and see. whether
the obccunty of which we complain, spring from our
own depravity. It might, indeed, be justly suspected
to arise from this quanter. in reference to the contro-
verted texts, if we were the persons who feund them
obscure ; but as itis chiefly our opposers, they ought to
acl\no.ﬂedve the obscurity. For in our sense, the ob-
ject is sublime and mysterious, but the lunguagze plam
and familiar: in theirs, the ohject is well proportioned
to our capacities, but the language is obscure and per-
plexed.—Further : Are we, or our adversaries—-let com-
mon sense judze—Are we or our adversaries, the per-
sons who are chargeable with a secret desire of giving
an unnpatural turn to these passages, in favour of Gur
own opinion ; and with acting under the influcnce of
evil passions, in finding out ehtuelj new and very ex-
traordinary sences? What mistake, what nregularity
can there e in st nposmg that these expressions, ¢ In
¢ the Leginuing.” are to Le understood 1n a general
sense * Or tiat these, * T'he Word was Gop,™ mcludc
something 1ose exaited aiid more Bivioe than the ulory
of a mere servaat X Or that these vords, ¢ By him all

on
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- made th af was made 3™ s:vmf\ something mnore, than
preaching the gm;)eh reformm the 01ld and the
effects which foilowed > Or that these. 6 Befme Abra-
- iam was, I am,” include an assertion and commenda-
iion of personal excellence, which do not agree to the
meanest of rational creatures > Who, I ask, 1s abie to
tix 2nd to prove a charge of mistake upon us, or of any
exiravagance, for thus thinking of such passages as
these ?

Again: The genius of the original tongues, which,
in some cases, is very different from ours, is another
cause of obscurity. Tt is granted, however, that this
is not the source of those difficulties with which we meet
in the passages disputed between us. The genius of the
sacred language 1s far from leading us to invest a mere
creature with the most glorious characters of the Crea-
tor. To this it is quite averse. Other languages have
something heathenish and impious in them. They do
net scru ple to use the terms, adorable, divine, sacrifice,
incense. eternity, and supreme good, when speaking of
a creature. But the language of mspu'atlon, being the
language of Gop, never plOStltllt(’,S terms of such sacred
cmmﬁcancy to little or base purposes; is always sober,
religious, and consistent with itself. The penmen of
Scripture, it iz true, sometimes use hyperboles ; but
never such as car injure the glory of God.

Further: The Scripture is obscure in referense to
events which are yet in the womb of futurity. Great
perspicuity, in pr ophecy, might impede the accomplish-
ment of it. No body w onders s, for mstance, that thmgs
should be involved in enigmatical figures, in the visions
of Ezekiel, so as to render his discourses obscure 3 3
hecause they are the secrets of futurity. But, in the
cxpressions belore us, there is no propheC) They, in
ceneraly vefer to the time past.  Such as, ¢ Before

- Abraham was, I am. In the bevmnmg was the
“ Word. The Word was with God. The Word was
“God.”  The obscurity, therefore, of which our op-
ponelits cnmplam, cannot arise from this source.

Ouce more: A false philosophy, or a misapplication

» thines were inade, nJ thout hi;n was not any thm‘r
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of that which is true, is another occasion «f chscurity
in many passages of Scripture. Various terts, in the
Old and in the New Testament, though clear in them-
selves, have been much obscured by scholastic and
philosophical comments. Yet even this cannot be the
source of those difficulties which our adversaries find,
in the passages controverted between themn and us. For
the question is rot about any obscarity in the words of
the Holy Spirit, as explained according to our senti-
ments : but as interpreted according to theirs. And
they pretend, that their hypothesis is quite free from
the cloudy and embarrassing subtilties of the schools;
yet, it is on their principles that these passages are so
exceedingly diificult and obscure.

This, then, iz an obscurity which has none of those
causes that are common to difficult passages of Scrip-
ture ; which is very surprising. But this surprise will
increase, when it is considered, that as the obscurity
has not its cause in us, nor can be reasonably ascribed
to us, it must be attributed to God. But if He be the
only cause, it will be impossible for us to account for it,
with honour to his character. ¥or his design init could
not be to glorify himself. Because an obscurity in his
Revelation, which leads us to believe that Jesus, a mere
man, 1s God ; that he created the world ; and i1s invested
with the essential glories of the Supreme Being, cannot
possibly tend to the honour of God.—Nor could his
design be to illuminate the minds of men. For how
should an obscurity enlighten the mind ? Besides, was
there no other way of communicating heavenly hght,
without exposing mankind to the danger of so baneful
an error '—Nor was it to ¢ry our faith. For though the
greatness of the objects revealed in the Bible, and the
contrariety which is in them to our natural prejudices,
may serve to exercise our faith ; yet it does not appear
that ambiguous and obscure expressions, if employed to
represent those objects, could answer any such purpose.
And though the Holy Spirit had intended to put our
faith to the trial ; he certainly would have been very far-
from doing it in such a way, as had a natural tendency
to injure the glory of God and hazard our salvation by
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suggesting such ideas as opened a door to _blasp};em_y
and idolatry. If, notwithstanding, the Spirit of inspi-
1ation real\y designed, that the passages in question
should ke understood in the sense of our adversaries, he
has been greatly disappointed ; for ihere have been cem-
paratively few that have so considered them, or whose
faith has been so exercised by them.

The hypotiiesis of our opponeits not only renders
the language of Scripture ogscure, but also false and
deceitful. A discourse is generally considered as false,
when those ideas which common consent and custom
have affixed to the terms of which it consists, are not
found to be true ; even though the speaker, or writer,
should annex, mentally, a signification to each word,
so as to render the whole consistent with fact. For
equivocations and latent reservations are a species of
lies ; though, in the sense of those that make them,
they may be real truths.—Now it is dc monstrable, that
the sentiments of our opposers render the language of
Scripture deceitful. For if it be lawful to give the sa-
cred Records a sense that is remote from the ordinary
signification of the terms which are used, there is no
opinion 8o absurd, no doctrine so monstrous, but may
be easily established by the Bible.

Admitting the lawfulness of such a procedure, it
would be no hard matter for me to prove, that the true
God had no hand in the work of creation ; nay, that
there is no mention of any such thing in the antient
oracles. Even such a sentiment, horrid as it is, I could
maintain, without offering greater violence to the Scrip-
tures of the Old Testament, than our adversaries do to
those of the New.—~I would assert, that he whe created
the heavens and the earth was an angel, the minister of
Jehovah ; one who is not God, by nature, but merely by
office. If reminded of the names given him in Scrip-
ture; I would answer with the Socimans, tHe bears them
only as he is the minister and representative of the Most
High. The epithet almighty, which is sometimes given
him, would not much embarrass me. 1 should say, this
angel does all things in our lower world, by the will of
the Great Supreme, who has committed the administra-

P
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tiop of its government to him : hut there other wos ids, ad
znﬁm.um. which do not, in the least, come under his
control.  And thougzh ‘ne is called < the searcher of
hear:::” vet he bears the august character, only because
the Most High God reveals to him every thing that
passes in the coul. He i is, indeed, said to have « crea-
ted all things ;> but these words are to be understood
with great limitation : not of all things witheut excep-
tion ; but only of such as respect ns, or belong to this
visible world He was 1 confess worsthped ; and
worship has been considered as an honour peculiar to
the true God : but there is a very important distinction
which 1s here to be made, between supreme and subor-
dinate worship. And should it be said, This depend-
ence of the angel, who is cailed God, upon the Si-
preme Being, is no where mentioned in Scripture : I
should soon produce instances to the contrary. Asfor
example : ¢ The Lord rained upon Sodom—brimstone
and fire, from the Lord.” And those words to Abra-
ham, spoken by him who is called Gep ; “ Now 1
know that thou fearest Gon.” And so wk en e God
of Israel is represented, as the greatest * among the
gods ;7 may we not consider him as the greatest a-
mong the angels, to whom the Infin:te S upreme l:as
committed the government of several parts of tie uni-
verse # which wonld imply, that the God of Israel is
not the Supreme God. In vain would it be objected,
That the God of Israel is the creator of heaven and
earth ; and that the act.of creating supposes an infiniic
power, which cannot belong to any but the Most High.
For our adversaries furnish me with a solution of this
difiiculty, by shewing that the term creavit does not
always swmﬁ to puduce out of nothing ; but merely

to prodizce ; and sometimes, to fa.shwu,to dispose.—
ifit were ohy.cu:d The God of lsracl sgeaks as the
true God when h2 says, % I will not give mv glory to
s another ;7 it mightbe answered, T e aagel who has
received the governent of this world, has a slory pe-
culiar ‘o lsmsclf exclusive of other intelligences, and
possesses this glory in oppesition to ldnls. which are
vasity.—~It might Ge further supposed, that the true
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God bas granted him the power of communicating to
another, so much of his e'nper as he plcases 5 and
therefore, he could impart it to Jesus Chnst, as the
true God did to him.—Now l leave our adversaries to
jadge, whether it would be easy for them to force me
in these entrenchments, which they have prepared ;
and to consider. of what vast i:nportance itis, never to
deprive the terms of Scrinture uf ‘their natural siamifica-
tmu. Beciuse if we once take the liberty of aﬂ'lxma'
new ulcas, to tie words God. u-m'cm.), and such like
expiessions. we destrov all cer t.u'ltv in the analogy of
faith aad in the sacred Scr iptase. and “abandon ourselves
to perpetual skepticisin.

As Jehovah is the Ga:l of truth. it cannat be sup-
posed, without shocking impiciy. that he ever designed
to betray us into error, b) speaking to us 1o ambl'ru(ms
and deceitful language. 1If then, such a proccdure
would be considered as contr ary to.his eternal truth ;
it is no less inconsistent witlh his wisdom, nor less c!"-
rogatory to the dignity of his Revelation, to speak in
languase that is absurd and ridiculons. Yet such is
the language of the Bible, in many places, if understood
accordmg to the principles of our opposers. |

What expressions, for instance, can be more ridiculous
than these, if Christ be a mere man, honomed with the
name, Gop, on account of his ministry ¥ ¢ He was
 made of the seed of David, according to the flesh #*
What is the meaning »f the term, ﬂeall 2 If vou under-
stand it, as o} posad o spirit, the sense of the passage
will he, e was made of the seed of David, according
to the body : notaccordine to the soul. A g(m(l‘
way of ape.tkm«r this, lor Ga:naliel’s pupil, for Christ’s
apostle touse ! Ale .ander had a body and a seul 5 yei
all would unite in pronouncins that man contemptibly
weak, who should sav ; Alesander was made of the
seed of Philip, ¢ eccm-duzo- tothe flesh. Nay the language
would be absurd 11 the mouth ul one, who believes the

canqueror of the world to he the son of Jupiter. For
such an one shouid say 3 Alexander was not the son of
Philip : not, He was the sen of Philip. according to
the flesh.—It may. perhaps, be said, * These \\ouls,

- mcnu!.ng to tie flesh,” are op;*o‘cd, not to the
.
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¢ nature of Christ, but {o his heavenly offices and divine
¢ ministry : and the meaning is, Jesus was made of the
¢ seed of David, not as he is God, or as he is honoured
¢ with a divine ministry ;: but as he isman, or possessed
¢ of a corporeal nature.” But Peter was the son of Zeb-
edee, not as an apostle, but as a man ; his apostleship
being a divine office, and coming immediately from
God. Yet this proposition, Peter was made of the
seed of Zebedee, according to the flesh, would be ridi-
culous.—¢ The text under consideration may imply,
¢ that Jesus Christ had a nobler origin than other men,
¢ having been conceived by th. Holy Spirit.” But it is
not the power by which, but the matter of which, he
was made, that is intended by these words, ¢ He was
made, according to the flesh ;” Again: Jesus was
made of the seed of David, and made flesh, by the
power of the Holy Ghost. This Froposition, there-
fore, < He was made of the seed of David, according
¢ to the flesh ;™ is, in the sense of Scripture, equiva-
lent to this, He was made of the seed of David, accord-
ing to the flesh, by the Holy Ghost. And if so, we
are still at a loss for the meaning of, ¢ He was made,
¢ according to the flesh.” For if Christ be a mere man,
by nature, these expressions, ¢ according to the flesh,”
are perfectly ridiculous.

Equally absurd, on the Socinian hypothesis, is that
celebrated saying of our Lord’s ; <« And now, O Father,
« glorify thou me with thine own self, with the glor
¢ which I had with thee before the world was.” If
you expound these words, of the glory which Jesus had
in the Divinedecree ; you render the expressions ab-
surd, being contrary to the common forms of speech.
For it 1s as if a man should say ; ¢ Give me, Lord, the
¢ heaith which I had with thee before the world was—
¢ Feed me, O Father, with my daily bread, with which
¢ I was fed in thv presence before the world was creat-
¢ ed—Grant, O gracious Gud, that | may safely arrive
¢ at that celestial place, wheie I was with thee before
¢ the foundation of the world.”’—Many other instances
might be adduced of that ridiculous air which the
Socinian sentiment gives to the language of inspiration,
but these may suffice.
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The same perverse hypothesis renders the language
of Scripture impious and blasphemous. This in.piety
hasvarious degrees, Forinstance; The sacred wnters,
when speakmg of Jesus Christ, take no care to avoid
such expressions as might give occasion to blasphenm.
Of which number are these, God ; equal with God ;
the Creator of all things ; worslup, and others of a
similar kind, which were never piously used but to ex-
press the glory of the Eternal Sovereign.—Again :
They represent Jesus Christ as using these expressiors,
in connection with others, which imply an excessive
and criminal familiarity with God, if he be not of the
same essence with him. As when he calls himseif,
the Son, the oicn Son, and the only Son of God ; as-
serting, that God is his Father, not occasionally, and
<o as to intimate that he claims the divine relation
o:ly in a figurative sense ; but frequently, in the most
soicma discours.z, =1 that without any limitation :
saving, my Futier, when an apostle would have sa:d,
my God ; plainl¥ signiiving, that he assumes the ex-
alted title in a fiteral and proper sense.—~urtier :
This impiety appears. to a shocking degree; in tae
writers of the New Testament placmfr a cneat-lu. 011
an equality with the Creator, by dich expivEsions as
these, *~ ile thought it not robber y to be equal with
¢ Goid—Philip, he who hath scen me, hath seen the
Father.” As il he who beholds the glimmering of a
glow-worm, saw the splendoi of the meridian sun !
And by attributing to Jesus, a2 mere man, the same
authority as they do to the Father, in the great com-
mission which was wlwn to the anostles. * Go ve,
‘* therefore, anid tea ach all nat.e s, blp”l'lll"’ thesn in
¢ the name of the Father, an: of the San. and of the
“ Holy Ghest.” Asif one <basld savy Go and en: ol
the people by the arder of t'.e i-:.ur and Lis slave i— %
still further d(‘"l ce of impiety culi=ists in th's 3 When
the penmen of Scripture express the honour vhich is
due to Jesus Christ, they do it by the geaeral tecn
u'ors]u[), without ever giving the least intimation tan
it means a subordinate wors! nip, o that there 1 anv

? 2
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such thing : though, on the principles of our opponents,
there is as great a difference between supreme and
subordinate adoration, as there is between the Creator
and the creature ; and though :t be certain, thatif a
man should frequently give “the title of majesty to any
one but the king, he would be highly culpable in th~
eye of his sovereign, whatever mental distinction he

might make between supreme and subordinate majesty ;
because terms have their signification principally from
general custom, not from the particular fancy of the
person who uses them.—Once more : The apostles in-
vest a2 mere creature with the qualities, and attribute
to him the works, of the great Creator. Nay, which
1s carrying impiety to the highest degree, if the hypo-
thesis of cur opposers be true, they boldly apply to a
mere man the sublimest oracles of the Old Testament ;
those oracles which were intended to express, in the
most emphatical manner, the infinife glones of the
Most High. But this argument shall be the subject of
the following Section.
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SECTION 1V.

If JeEsus CurisT be not of the same essence
with his Father, there is no harmony be-
iween the propheis and the apostles, or be-
iween the Old Testament and the New.

el

CHAP. L

If Jesvs CAarrsT be not of the same essence with his Father, the
Prophets, who spake o1 hirc, did not foresee things as they were to
come to pass.

—

As the religion of Jesuz depends on the testimony of
the propbets, and on that of the tles, united ; itis
absolutely necessary, for the confirmation of our falth
that these testimonies should agree aud mutually sup-
port each other. An hypothesis, therefore, which de-
stroys that agreement which ought to subsist between
the penmen of the Old, and the writers of the New
Testament, saps the foundations of Chnistianity. Such
is the system of those who maintain, that Jesus Christ
is a mere creature. For if that sentiment be true, the
Spirit, by whose inspiration the prophets wrote, neither
foretold, nor foresaw things as they were to come to
pass under the gospel- dlSpensatlon nor did that Spirit,
whomn the apostles received and by whose d.rectmn they
'lPal(e, understand the oracles of the Old Testament.—
o prove the former of these propositions, we need only
consider, In what manner the rophets describe the
true God—How they represent tﬁ essiah—On what
fundamental truths they establxsh the Jewish religion—
And with what circamstances they describe the estab-
lishment of the Nocw Covenant, and the calling of the
Gentiles.
The prophets describe the true God, by titles which
they give to him, exclusive of all other beings. To
dictizruish him from all his creatures, and to acsert his
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infinite superioiity over them, those amanuenses of
heavenly wisdomn call him ; THE CREATOR OF HEAYEN
AND EARTH—THE FirsT aAxD THE LAsT—7THE Kixg
OF GLQRY—THE SEARCHER OF HEARTS—THE SAvVI-
OUR AXD REDEEMER—TEE JUDGE. LAWGIVER, AND
Kixe—And, tueE Most Hicu.—Here it is to be ob-
served, that these are not only the characters of the
true God but they are such characters as are peculiar
tehim; such in which no creature has a share. For
He only is the Must High : He orly knoweth the hearts
of the children of men : “He only blotteth out transgres-
sion for his own szke : He onl; y is the Saviour and the
Redeemer of Israel ; for He expressly declares there
is none elsec.—it uuo‘lt also to be remarked, that these
charactersare such as p*mcnpallvdlslmgmsh the Creator
from the creature ; and that it would be very difficult,
either to invent, er to meet with others in the sacred
Records, by which the important distinction could be
more stro'w!v wmaiked, or appear with greater clear-
ness. For there is the utmout reason to coirclude. that
these are the tities which JEnovau chose, by which to
distinguish Lunseif from all ciher beings.

Yet these titles are all given to Jesus Chiist, in the
New Testament. Of Him it 1s sawl, +* Thou, Lord, n
¢ the beginning. hast laid the fnundation of the earth,
¢ and the heavens are the works of thy hands.” Heis
called, repeated!y, ¢ The First and the Last.””> He
expressly claims the pxelo‘ratne, of ¢ searching the
“ reins and the heart.” He is called by Zacharias,
¢ the Highest,” or the Most Hizh ; hefore whose face
John the Bahtlst went. Heis the King of kings, and
« the Lord of lords.” He is s the Saviour,” and he 18
“ our Judge.”

But if tiiese titles belong to Jesus Christ, what was
the reasoa th:at the prophiets gave them to the God of
Israel, as peculior to him, and incommenicable 2 Did
not those huly men foresee that they wouid ke applied
toa mete creatuie 3 who, how excellei:t svever, must
be considered as il.ﬁ')itclv below the eternal God ?
What, is there not.ing in all those grand characters
and sublime descriptions of the Deity, contained in the
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Old Testament, but what is equivocal, and was to be
applied to Jesus, a mere creature, as well as to the in-
finite JEnovan ! When the Holy Spirit informs us, in
the antient oracles, that the Great, the True, the Eter-
nal God, possesses these characters as his own peculiar;
what can we think, but that the Spirit of inspiration
either did not foresee the glory of Jesus Christ, who-
was to bear these Divine titles ; or, if he foresaw it,
that he intended to betray us into an error, which con-
founds the creature with the Creator ?

These horrid suspicions will be increased, if we con-
sider the characters of the Messiah. 1f He who inspir-
ed the prophets did not foresee what would come to
pass, after the appearance of the Messiah ; what the
effects of his doctrine would be ; how it would te con-
demned of impiety, by the Jews ; how they would prose-
cute Jesus to death, under a charge of blasphemy, for
claiming an equality with God ; and that his disciples
would make him the object of their worship ;—if, I say,
He by whose inspiration the prophets wrote and spake,
did not foresee tﬁese things, Ee couid not be the Spint
of Him who is omniscient. And if he did foresee them,
we have reason to wonder,and it is hard to forbear
complaining, that, instead of taking proper precautions
to prevent the errors and idolatry which he foresaw, he
took the most direct way to give birth and encourage-
ment to them. For what else could he intend by call-
ing the Messiah, ¢ Gop wiTH us; THE M1GHITY Gob 3
“«JEHOVAH otuRr R1GHTEOUsNESs; THE Gop AND
¢ SAVIOUR oF THE WHOLE EARTH 3 THE LORD THAT
“ SHOULD SUDPDENLY COME TO HIS TEMPLE !’

¢ But though the Messiah is called, ¢ God with us,”
¢and, ¢ Jehovah onr righteousness :”’ yet he is not call-
- ¢‘ed Gop, absolutely. Besides, these two characters
‘only signify, that God, by the Messiah, would be with
‘men, so as to grant them the special marks of his fa-
s vour; and that, by him, he would justify and save
¢ them."—But we do not here argue from the force of
the expressions, but from t"e wisdom and the design of
the Holy Spirit who used wiem. Though it were not
the Spirit of God, but a man of common prudence and
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piety, who acted on this occasion ; we cannot imagine,
if he foresaw that mea weuld fall into such a mistake
as to commit idolatry, by treating a mere creatuie as if
he were the true God, that he w onld ever thiuk of de-
scribing Jesus Christ by such characters as those hefore
us. If our adversaries could put themselves in tie
place of the prophets,and were, by Jehovah’s order, to
form an anticipated model of the Christian religion ;
they would take particular care not to describe the ex-
pected Messiah after this manner.

¢ Itis not so surprising, perhaps they may say, that
¢ the prophets should cpeak thus of a man, to whom
¢ they knew God would cominunicate his name and

¢ glory.>—But if that had been’the reason of their con-
duct, it is unaccountably strange, that they should so
frequently inculcate the follomn«r truths, as the funda-
mental principles of their rehsrmn. “ The gods that
‘“ made not the heavens, shall pensh from the earth—I
¢ will not give my glory to another—T'hou shalt worship
¢ the Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou serve—
¢ He that sw eareth on the earth, shail swear by the
¢ God of truth.” ‘Truths these, essential to the Jewish
religion, and quite inconsistent with the idea of a sub-
ordinate and dependent God.

The truth of the proposition we here endeavour to
confirm, will be still more evident if we consider, Hith
what circumstances the prophets describe the calling of
the Gentiles and the establishment of the New Cove-
nant, by Jesus Christ. These grand events are describ-
ed bv the following characteristics. «In universel and

exuberant joy. + Be ye glad and rejoice forever in
e that which 1 create : for hehold I create Jerusalem a
¢ qucmw and her people a joy—=Sing, O HlHeavens,
¢ and be joyfui. O earth, and hicak forth into singing,
“ () mountuus.” And, asif Inanimate creatures weie
suddenly to possess the powers of reason, 1 order to
share in the pleasure and praise, the pumhots declare,
1 nat the 1sles and the sea. the earth and the mountains,

the forests and the lIC‘Clts shall shiout for jov.—God's
dwelling cmovg wen. e and vejoice, O danghter
“of Zion! lor !c). l come. aml Iwiil dwellin the uu«lst
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¢ of thee. saith the Lorp. Behold yotrr cop will
s« come—He v1il come and save vou. Tlien the eyes
¢: of the biind shail he opeued, and the ears of the deaf
¢ shall be unstopped. T'hen shall the lame man leap
“as an hart. and the tongue of the duml, shall sing.”—
The exaltation of God. ¢ iiie LlokRp ALONE aall be
exalted in that day.” The destruction of idols. < The
¢ gods, that :nade not the heavens, shall perish—The
¢ 1dols he shall utterly abolish—From all ‘your idols
will I cleanse you,

If the Spirit, by whom the prophets uttered and
penned their prednctwna, foresaw things as they were
to come to pass ; then he knew very well, that he de-
sciibed the callmcr of the Gentiles and the eatablhhment
of the New Covenant in such a manner as would never
be verified—He knew that the gespel, whileit destroy-
ed one species of idolatry. weuld introduce another
Hoie dau'rex ous. For if we compare the Christian
idelairy, which makes an idol of Jesus Christ, by seiting
hin on the tirrone of the Supreme Being, with the ldol-
ata y oi the Heattiens: we sha find that the latter has

the advantage of being the less dmmﬂmus, in several
respects. The Pa(ran idolatry was grossiy absurd, and
unworthy of understandm'r persons ; but tie Cnnshan
ul(»latrv 1s spiritual and much more nlausible. The
former sprang from an abuse of natu: al light 5 the lat-
ter from the most notural use we can m ake of written
Revelation. For what use more natural, than to un-
derstand its e\:pnessinns in their common and well-
known signification 7 The Paganidolatry was repeated-
ly and penemptm11yfarbzddt»u by the Holy Ghost, from
aze to age ; forbidden under tie most awful penalties,
and i in the most alarming way, both in the Old and the
New Testament ; whereas the Christian idolatry is a
mischief which the Spirit of prophecy either dud not at
all foresee, ory foreseeing, used no means to prevent ;
but rather, by various forms of expression, to encourage
and authorize. The former did not run so high, as to
equal their subordinate divinities with Juplte., their
supremme god 2 but the latter consists 1n treating Jesus,
2 mere creature, as the Most High. Though the
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Heathens worshipped several gods, yet they did not
consider them as ssed of infinite perfection ;
whereas Christians believe it of Jesus Chnst. God’s
jealousy also is sooner provoked, by investing a very
excellent creature with his attributes and glory, than
by transferring his Divine honours to one that 1s mean
and base ; because the consequences are more danger-
ous to tie interest of men and the glory of God. The
Christiar. idolatry, therefore, being a more plausible
evil, is more g :rnicious, thar {hat of the Heathens.
Either, then, the Spirit who inspired the prophets,
did not foresee things as they were to be ; or he knew
that the calling of the Gentiles would not be signalized
by the destruction of idols: but, on the contrary, that
a more absurd and less dangerous idolatry, would give
way to one more refined and more destructive, that
would soon overspread the world—that the desire of
the nations, would become the idol of tiie people ; and
that the very name, which was to be given among men,
and by which thev were to be saved, would become,
for many ages and over all the earth, a name of blas-
phemy.—Conseqeen‘ly, God has been so far from be-
ing exaited, under the new dispensation, by the abase-
ment of men; that. at its commencement, he himself
began to be abased, by the exaltation of the man Jesus:
because the exaltation of Christ occasioned the apostles
- to compare Lim with God, 2nd boldly te ascribe to him
an equality with God, by investing him with all the
prerogatives and titles of the Great Supreme. 'The
prophets, therefore, had no great reason to rejoice, in
the prospect of the gospel and its reception in the
world ; since, by its inost natural in:pressions, it betrays
men into idolatry.—~To which 1 n:ay add, were the
sentiment of our adversaries true, God would be much
less present in the Christian church, than he was in the
antient sanctuary : for he was there in the cloud of
glory over-shadowing the mer 7-seat, in a very illus-
tricus manner ; but our opponents will not ailow Jesus
Christ to be any more than a man. The Spuit of in-
spiration, therel{)re, instead of making ¢ God’s dwell-
“ing with wen,” one of the characteristics of gospel-
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times, would have spoken more agreeably to fact if he had
said ; under the new covenant, God shall not vouchsafe
the illustrious tokens of his intimate presence, to so
a degree, as he did to the ancient Israelitish church.
Thus the characters of the true God, which are drawn
by the ancient prophets; the charatters of the Messiah,
recorded in the Old Testament ; the fundamental princi-
ples of the Jewish worship; and the circumstances which
were to attend the establishment of the New Covenant and
the calling of the Gentiles, all conspire to show, that the
spirit of prophecy either did not foretel events, as they
were to come to pass; or that the system of our cppe-
nents is false.

CHAP. 1L

' Jeess CHRIsST be not of the same essenee with lns Father, ei-
*her the Apostles did not understand the Prophets, or they de-
signed to betray us into error.

AS the hypothesis of those who consider Jesus Christ as
a mere creature, casts a foul reflection on the predictions
of the ancient prophets; so, by unavoidable consequence,
it obliges us to conclude, That though the apostles made
the Old Testament the foundation of their whole doctrine,
by constantly appealing to it; and though they received
the Holy Ghost whose province it was to lead them into
the true sense of it ; yet, after all, they did not understand
it. The truth of this proposition we shall endeavour to
prove in the following paragraphs; by considering a few
of those passages in the Old Testament, which the apos-
tles apply to Jesus Christ in the new.

The eloquent Isaiah says, ¢ the voice of him that crieth
¢ in the wilderness, firepare ye the way of JEHOVANM, make
¢ straight in the desert a high-way for our Gop.” Zacha-
rias filled with the Holy Spirit, and applying this oracle to
his infant son, cites and expounds it thus: ¢ and thou,
¢ child, shalt be called the prophet of the HigugsT : for

Q
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¢ thou shalt go before the face of the Lorb %o prepare his
¢ways.” In both these oracles, it is evident, these exzlt-
ed characters, JEnovan, our Gop, the Hicuest, and
the Lorb, are applied to the same glorious Person. And
1t is equally certain, r{)hmthe constant application of thera
by the sacred writers, they are peculiarto God. Con-
sequently, if they belong to Jesus Christ, he must be a
Divine Person, of the same essence with his Father, and
the Most High. -

That all these adorable names- really beleng to our
Lord, appears from their being applied to him by the un-
erring spirit. _ For e, before whose face John the Baptist
was to go, is Jesus Christ. It must be either He, or God
the Father. Not the Father; for either these words,
¢ thou -shalt go before the face of the Lord,” are to be un-
derstood 1n a firofier sense ; in such a manner as th® Lord
was to come properly to men; agreeable to that saying,
¢ vour Gop will come—and save you:’ or they are to be
taken Jiguratively ; and only signify, that God would visit
mankind in an extraordinary way, either in ]usnce, OF 0
mercy ; and that John should be instrumental in preparing
the way to Divine mercy, by bringing them to repentance.
If the former, the oracle cannet agree to (God the Fa-
ther ; for he did not come properly to men If the /azter,
John did not walk before the face of the Lord; except in
the same sense as Noah, who was a preacher of righteous-
ness, and denounced the judgments of God on a sinful
generation : or as Moses, who spake to Pharaoh that he
should let the people go; and to the Israelites, persuad-
ing them to believe. what was revealed to him ; thus pre-

paring the way to God’s mercy, in the redemptlon of Is-
rael, and to his justice, in the punishment of his enemies.
But if so, we 1rust seek the accomplishment of the pre-
diction, not in John, tut in Christ. For if the communi-
cation of Bivine bencfits be intended, by God’s coming
to his people; hc came the most remarkably when he
baptized the apostles with the Holy Ghost and with fire,
and when, by their ministry, he converted the nations;
for then did his ¢ law go forth from Zion, and his word
¢ from Jerusalem.” If the imilicting of judgments be
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meant ; then God came, in the most signal and terrible
manner, when he sent the Roman legions to destroy the
unbelicving Jews, with their city and temple. But then
it was not John, but Christ, whe principally prepared the
way, in both these respects. For he prepared the way to
dmne mercy, by his preaching and miracles, his suffer-
ings and death. He revealed the pardoning leve of God,
and cenfirmed the everlasting eovenant. ‘The ministry of
Jobn was of short duration, and the preaching of the
apostles produced much greater effiects than his. To
suppose, however, that Jesus Chsist, not John the Bap-
tist, was the forerunner deseribed by the prophet, is ab-
surd to the last degree; yet such is the comsequence, if
the passage be interpreted in a figurative sense.

H, then, this oracle was pot fulfilled by the coming of
the Fasher, it must have received its accomplishment in
the appearance of his Son. In the language of the pro-
phets, therefore, Jesus Christ bears those venerable, those
truly Divine names,JEsovAH ; our Gop ; the HIGHEST;
and, the Lorp ; for such are the characters of Him be-
fore whose face John the Baptist went. He is, conse-
quently, the truec God.

The next ancient oracle that I shall consider, is that
whick is quoted in the epistie to the Hebrews; where it
is produced to show, what an immense diffi¢rence there
ls, between Jesus Christ and the angels. ¢ Theu, Loxb,
¢in the beginning, hast laid the foundation of the earth,
¢and the heavens are the works of thine hands. They

. shall perish, but thou remainest ; and they all shall wax
¢ old, as doth a garment ; and as a vesture shalt thou fold
‘ them up, and they shall be changed: but thou art the
‘ samz, and thy years shall not fail.’ These words were
undoubtedly spoken by the psalmist, of the true Ged ; the
prophets having so often informed us, that he on'y made
the heavens and the earth. Besides, the preceding words
cannot be understood of any but JEmovau. Either,
then, the incpired writer of the epistle to the Hebrews,
did not understand the passage he produced ; or he knew
that the immutable, the eternal God was dcscribed by it :
for the sublime characters contained in it are so peculiar
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to him, that there is no instance of the prophets applying
them to any other. So that whea the inspired author ap-
plics them to Jesus Christ, he must either consider him as
of the same essence with the Father ; or else he speaks
against his consciences to advance his master’s honor, and
betrays the interests of God’s glory.

To say, with the Socinians, ¢ that he does not apply
¢ these words to the great Redeemer; but that, di i
¢ from his former subject, he makes a short apostrophe to
¢ God the Father ;’ is to declare, not the meaning of the
text, but what they desire it should be. Such an apostro-
phe would be very aukwardly introduced here. Foritis
not the design of the sacred writer, in this place, to assest
the glory of God the Father. The Hebrews, to whom
he wrote, had no doubt of that: their minds were filled
with ideas of his dominion and grandeur. Nor does he
compare the Father with the Son; but the Son with the
angels. The Hebrews entertained the highest opinion of
that Revelation with which Moses and the prophets were
bhonored. The infallible author takes occasion, therefore,
to prefer the new Revelation to the old ; representing the
latter as communicated by the prophets, who were only
servants in the house of God ; but the former as made by
the Soxn, who is lord of the hoase. See Heb. 1. 1—3.

But because it might be objected, that the law was giv-
en by the ministration of angels; he takes occasion to
show the vast superiority of Jesus Christ, in comparison
with those noble intelligences. He allows, indeed, that
they bear the honorable character, ¢ ministers of God.’
As it is written, ¢ He maketh his angels spirits, and his
ministers a flame of -fire.” But then he signifies, that the
Sox partakes of his Father’s authority and godhead. He
participates of his authority. This he proves by those
words of the psalmist: ¢ thy throne, O God, is for ever
¢ and ever : a sceptre of righteousness is the sceptre of
¢ thy kingdom. Thou hast loved righteousness and hated
¢ iniquity : therefore God, even thy God, hath anointed
¢ thee with the oil of gladness above thy fellows.” Hhere
we behold our Lerd, as mediator, receiving the kingdom
from his Father. But because he partakes with him in
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the glories of tie godhead, or in the essential perfections
of the Supreme Being; he afterwards applies to Jesus
such orccles as equal him with the Father, and manifestly
prove him to be the eternal God. For he adds, without
the least intimation that he is speaking of a different per-
son; ¢and thou, Lord, in the beginning, hast liid the
¢ foundation of the earth, and the heavens are the werks

¢ of thine hands. They shall perish, but thou remainest,

: thou art the same, and thy years shall not fail.” Which
distinction, between the authority he received, and his es-
sential dominion, is contained in a preceding verse :

¢ whom he hath appointed heir of all things—by whom
¢ also Le made the worlds.” The former clause is expres-
sive of that economical kingdom, iIn respect of which it
is said ; ¢ thou hast loved righteousness and hated iniqui-
¢ ty.” This kingdom he received from the Fatker. The
latter clause indicates his essential glory, his eternal pow-
cr and godhead ; in regard to which this oracle is applied
:ohim : ¢ thou, Lorp, in the beginning, hast laid the foun-
¢ dation of the earth, and the heavens are the works of
‘ thine hands.” This is that participation of the godhead,
‘n reference to which Jesus savs; ¢ Iam in the Father,
- and the Father in me.” Hence it appears, that the sup-
posed apostrophe, if admitted, would be of little service
i0 the cause we oppose. For though it might serve to
elude the force of these words, ¢ thou, Lord, in the begin-
‘ ning, aast laid the foundation of the earth’-—yet our ad-
versaries could not defend themsclves by it against the
evidence of these ¢ by whom also he made the werids;’
it being evident, that he who made the worlds, may well
be considered as having laid the foundation of the earth,
and formed the heavens.

Agzin: these words, ¢ thou remainest—thou art the
¢ same—thy years shall not fail;’> are, even in the judg-
ment of our opponente, to be understood of Jesus Christ.
Nor could they, with the least shadow of reason, deny it:
because the terms are synonymous with those which pre-
cede, and are incontestably applied to him. ¢ Thy throne,
‘O God,is for ever and ever.’” The following expres.
sions, ¢ as @ yesture shxlt thou fold them up, and they

Q ~
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¢ shall be changed.’—they also understand, as relating to
Jesus Christ; as expressive of the rencvation of all thicgs
by the Son of God, at the last day. But then they vio-
lently separate these words from those wkich immediately
go before, and with which they are closely connected.
They would persuade us, contrary to ail the rules of lan.
guage ; contrary to the natural signification of the words,
and scope of the discourse; and contrary to common
sense ; that there are rwo persons spoken of—that He, of
whom it is said, ¢ thou, Lord, in the beginning, hast laid
¢ the foundation of the earth;’ is not the same with Hiny,
of whom it is said immediately after, ¢ thou remainest—
¢ thou shalt fold them up.” They sometimcs declare, that
they will hearken to nothing but their own reasor:, when
they dispute with us; but here we need nothing but cur
own cyecs, to dispute with them.

The next oracle we shall consider, is that of Isaiah;.
which is applied to Jesus Christ, by the evangelist John
¢ But though he had done so many miracles before them,
¢ yet they believed not on him—Esailas said again, He
¢ hath blinded their eyes, and hardened their heart, that
¢ they should not see with their eyes, nor understand with
¢ their heart, and be converted, and I should heal them.
¢ These things said Esaias, when he saw his glory, and
¢ spake of him.” This passage presents us with an irrc-
fragable argument for the Divinity of our Lord Jesus
Christ. That the evangelist applics to Jesus that splendid
appearance of Divine glory, mentioned by Isaiah; and
that it is the glory of JEnovam, the God of Israel, which
he describes ; cannot, one would think, admit of a doubt.
Or, if any doubt should arise concerning the latter, we
nced only to pcruse the history of that remarkable vision,
as it stands in the prophect, in order to be fully satisfied.

That it is the glory of the Supreme Being of which
the prophet speaks, appears from the several parts of that
description which he gives of it The majesty of nonc
but the true God can be so great, as to cause the seraphim
to vail their faces before 1t. None but Him, would those
princes of hcaven thus address, and thus profoundly
adore ; ¢ Holy, holy, holy, is the Lord of hoste ! the whole
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¢ earth is full ¢f hiz glory’ Nor could the presence of
any but the Most High, cause the prophct thus to ex-
claim; ¢ Wois me! for I am undone! because I am a
¢ man of unclean lips—for mine eyes have seen the Kixg,
¢ the LorD of @osTs.—And that the evangelist applies this
oracle to Jesus Christ, 1s equally evident. For it is of
Him that he speaks, in the verses preceding ; and it is of
Him that he continues to speak, in the verses following :
which puts it beyond all reasonable doubt, that it is Him
also of whom the evangelist speaks, when he says ; ¢these
¢ things said Esaias, when he saw his glory, and spake of
« him.”> From all which arises this argument. Isalah saw
the glory of the Supreme Being. But, at the same time
and place, he saw the glory of Jesus Christ. Therefore,
Jesus Christ is the Supreme Being.

All this 1s evident, one would have thought; evident
beyond dispute. But what cannot subtily do, when re-
solved to eclipse the brigktest truths ? It asserts various
things, which are all equally unwarrantable. For in-
stance : It endeavours to persuade us, that the pronoun
him, does not relate to Jesus Christ, but to God the Father.
It refers these words of the evangelist, ¢ these things said
« Esalas, when he saw lis glory, and spake of him ;’ not
t0o what immediately precedes ; but to another citation from
the prophet, at somme distance ; ¢ who hath believed our
‘ report, and to whom is the arm of the Lord revealed ?’
and it maintains, that che prophet, in describing the glory
of God, described also the glory of Christ ; because the
latter is contained in the former. But these suppositions
and assertions are all so wild and unnatural, that a man
must be blind not to see through them ; and exceedingly
fond of error, not to despise them.

As the evangelisty through the whole chapter, treats of
Jesus Christ, not at all ¢f God the Father; what reason
has any one to believe, that these words must relate to the
Father? ¢ these things said Esaias, when he saw his glory,
* and spake of him.” Who does not perceive, and what
but a predilection for an unscriptural hypothesis can pre-
vent a man from acknowledging, that the last clause of
the sentence is to be understood of the very same person

4
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that is intended in the immediately foilowing words:
¢ nevertheless, among the chief rulers also, many believed
¢ on him.” If Jesus be meant in the larter why not in the
Jformer verse >—the prophet spake of the true God, en
every occasion. This the evangelist knew ; of this he
could not be ignorant. These things, said Esaias, ¢ when
¢ he spake of God’—when he spake of God! why, then,
he must say them all his life ; say them contirualiy ; say
them in every page of his propheeies; because; threugh
the whole course of his ministry, he spake of God; pro-
cleiming his glories, revealing his will, and asserting his
dominion. ¢ But this, they say, 1s a parenthesis.” How
does that appear? have they nothing to do, but to sup-
pose, or assert, without proving ? yetif it were, the pro-
noun /im, would still refer to Jesus Christ; because, both
in the foregoing and following verses, the evangelist
. speaks of Christ, and of him only.

Nor is there the least shadow of reason fo. any to con-
sider these words, ¢ these things said Esaias, when he saw
¢ his glory, and spake of him; as connected with those,
¢ Lord, who hath believed our report, and to whom 1is the
¢ arm of the Lord revealed ?* for with what propriety could
it be said, that Isaiah saw the glsry of the Lord, in a chap-
ter where he beheld and speaks of hardly any thing, but
the poverty and disgrace, the serrows and sufferings, of
the Lord Messiah? in a chapter which contains very lit-
tle besides one continued description of his humiliation ?
the humiliation of Christ is there described by, the mean-
ness of his extraction : ¢ He shall grow up, as a root out
‘of a dry ground’—The disgrace which attends him;
¢ we hid as it were our faces from him’—The afflictions
he endures ; ¢ He hath borne our griefs and carried our
¢ sorrows’—~His meekness and patience ; ¢ He is brought
¢ as a lamb to the slaughter, and as a sheep dumb before
¢ her shearers, so he opened not his mouth’—His death ;
¢ when he shall make his seul an offering for sin’—And
the circumstances attending his burial; ¢ He made his
¢ grave with the wicked, and with the Tich in his death.’
It is, indeed, said, ¢the pleasure of the Lord shall
prosper ¢in his hand-—-He shail prolong his days—e
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He shall divide the spcil with the strong ;’—but these
promlses lie so concealed among the many affecting
images of his humiliation and complicated cufferings,
that it is to the last degree unreasonable, to call this a
vision of hig glory.

Had the evangelist thus expressed himself, ¢ These
¢things said Esaias, when he spake of. him;’ it might
bave been supposed, with some little appearance of pro-
bability, thatthe phrase, these things, referred to the first
passage cited by bhim; ¢Lord, who hath believed our
¢report ?’ Yet even then it would have been much more
patural to connect it with the immediately preceding
citation. But he expresses himself otherwise ; ¢ These

things said Esaias, when ke saw his glory, and spake of
¢ him> Now the prophet beheld his glory, in the sizik
Chapter, not in the fifty-third ; for in the latter, he saw
very little besides his humiliation.

Equally unreasonable is it to suppose, ¢ That Isaiah, in
¢ heholding the glory of God, saw the glory of Jesus
¢ Christ ; because the latter is contained in the former.
For if we may have recourse to such evasions, we may
deny or maintain any thing, just as we please. Had that
been the meaning, the inspired writer might have applied
the oracle to himself and his brethren, as well as to Jesus
Christ : because the glory of their character and office,
as the children of God and the apostles of the Lamb, was
contained in the glory of Jehovah and derived from it.
According to this interpretation he might have expressed
himself thus; ¢ These things sald Esalas, when he saw
¢ our glory, and spake of us’ Say not, ¢ This would have
been a profanation.” For if that infinite disparity which
is between the glory of Ghrist, and the glory of Jehovah,
do not prevent what was spoken only concerning the glory
of the latter from being applied to that of the former ; then
the difference between the glory of Christ, and the glory
of the apostles, being finite, cannot hinder an oracle
which describes the glor of Christ, from being with
much greater propriety applied to them. Again: The
glory of Christ, if he be a mere creature, cannot be the
same with God’s ; nor can the peculiar glory of God, such.
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as Isaiah describes, be the same with Jesus Christ’s.
You might, therefore, with much more truth and pro-
priety say, He that sees the king’s glory, beholds the
glory of his meanest subject; than to afirm, with our
adversaries, That Isaiah, by seeing God’s glory, saw the
glory of Jesus Christ. Because, m the former case, the
extent of the disparity is easily conceived ; but in the lazzer
t is inconceivable and unbounded.

Another passage full to my purpose, is the following.
¢ When he bringeth in the First begoiten into the world
¢ he saith, .4nd let all the angels of Gobp worshifi him.
It is agreed, on bath sides, that the sacred writer applies
0 Jesus Christ ihose words of *he psalmist, ¢ Worship
bim all ye geds,’ or, ¢all ye angels ;> as the inspired
author teaches us to understand the original word, in this
place.

That the psalmist speaks of the true God, when be
=2ys, ¢ Worshkip him all ye gods, or angels,” appears by
only reading the psalm. Thus 1t begins, ¢ The Loxrp
* reigneth, let the earth rejoice ; let the multitude of isles
¢ be glad thereof’ But why should the earth and the
1sles exult in the glory of this dominion, :f their Creator
be pot the sovereign intended? Besides, the great name
JEHOV AH, so often applied to Him whose kingdom
and sovereign dominion the sacred penman describes, and
accompanied with so many characters of the glory of the
Most High, could not be given to any other without mani-
fest impiety~¢ Clouds and darkness are round about him :
‘ righteousness and judgment are the habitation of his
¢ throne. A fire goeth before him, and burneth up his
‘ enemies round zbout. His lightenings enlightened the
‘ world: the earth saw and trembled.” These, it must
be allowed, zre the characteristics of His presence, who
created the heavens and the earti:. These are descriptions
of His awful glo.ies, who, whenever he pleases, can
shake the pillars of naturz; can employ thunder and fire,
and all the dreadiul artillery cf heaven, to destroy rebel-
Lous worms, and to render his Divine majesty and sove-
rcign dominion more conspicucus.—* The hills melted
“like wax, 2t the presence of the Lord; at the presence
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of tke Lord of the whole earth.” Nothing is more evi-
dent than that, ¢ The Lord of the whole earth,’ is a title
peculiar to the Eternal Sovereign. ¢ Behold, the ark

‘of the covenant of the Lord of all the ¢ carzh, shalt

¢ go before you over Jordan. says the magnanimous
Joshua. ¢ These are the four spirits of the heavens,
¢ which go forth from standing beiore the Lord of all the
¢ earth—And 1 will consecrate their gain to JEnovanm,
¢ and their substance te tic Lord of the whole earthy’ say
the prophetic seers—The rmanner also in which the title
1s given him, in the text beisre us, is no less remarkable-
than the title itself. For the Psalmist, designing to raise
eur attention, or excite our adiministration, and to fill us
with reverence cof that Subiime Being of whom he speaks,
redoubles Ms expressions ; and, with a singular emphasis,
says; ¢ The hills melted like waz, az the piresence of the
¢ LorD ; at the firesence of the LorD of the whole ecarth’
And then he adds, ¢ The heavens declare his righteous-
‘riess, and ail the people see his glory.” But whose
righteousness is revealed by the heavens, whose glory is
beheld by the people, except *hose of their great Creator
and Preserver? ¢Confounded be all they that serve
¢ graven images, that boast themselves of idols.’ Asit
18 the true God who is opposed to idols ; and as it is the
true God who is glorified, by the confusion of idolaters ;
so none but He can be intended in tiis place.—* Thou,

‘ Lord, art high above all the earth; ikou art exalted fzr
¢ above all gods If these words do not express the idea
of the trae God, language is not capable of doing it; for
nothing is more cvident, than that He only is to be su-
premely exalted.

If, then, each ef these characters be adapted to show,
that the true, the great, the infinite Gob, is intended in
this Psalm ; certainly such a collection of them must leave
i0 room for doubt. Nay, such is 1 .e evidence, in this
respect, that if we refuse to acknowledge the Great Su-
preme, in this devout and very sublime ode ; we shall not
be able, with certainty, to find iiis characta,rv nor to be-
hold his glory, in any oracle, or in any part, of the Old
Testament. For that immensely giorious Being, whose
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perfections are herecelebrated, is described by the same
characters which are given to the true God throughout
the ancient Scriptures ; and especially by his great and
terrible name, JEHOV AR : a name, which he appropriated
to himself, on a very important occasion—which he sig-
nalized by a thousand miracles—which is bhere connected
with the idea of universal dominion, and with the dis-
plays of his glory in heaven and earth. So that if it were
any other than the true God, whe is described by charac-
ters so essential and peculiar to Him; no expression
could be used, about an affair of the most solemn import-
ance, mer2 ambiguous, or more deceitful.

Is it not then surprising, that Socinus should apply alf
these characters to Jesus Christ; to one whom he con-
siders, as a mere man ? ¢ Since it 1s evident. s27s he,
¢ from the confession of all the world, that in this Psalm
¢ there is a prophecy concermning the kingdom of Jesus
¢ Christ; why might not Christ (a man to whom all pow-
¢ er in heaven and earth was given, and being considered
¢ as entering on the possession of his kingdom, propheti-
¢ cally foretoid and described) be with propriety called,
¢ The Lord of the whole carth 2> 'Why, because he who
bears that divine title is described by so many other char-
acters, which are peculiar to the true God.» Because
He who is the subject of this Psalm, is also the subject
of that which immediately precedes, whose glory is thus
described. ¢ All the gods of the nations are idols; but
¢ the Lorp made the heavens. Honor and majesty are
¢ before him ; strength and beauty sre in his sanctuary.
¢ Give unto the Lorp, O ye kindreds of the pecple, give
¢ unto the Lorp glory and strength. Give unto the Lorp
¢ the glory due unto his name : bring an offering and come
¢ into his courts. O worship the Lorp in the beauty of
¢ holiness ; fear before him all the earth. Say among the
¢ Heathen, thac the Lorp reigneth—Let the heavens re-
¢ joice, and let the earth be glad ; let the sea roar and ihe
¢ fulness therecf. Letthe field be joyful, and all thatis
¢ therein ; then shall all the trees of the wood rejoice be-
¢ fore the Lorp ; for he comcth, for he cometh to judge
¢ the earth.’—That these two Psalms are parallel, is very

i
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evident. For they both speak of God’s glory, of his
coming, and of his kingdom. They both exalt the true
God above the divinities of the Heathen. They both re-
quire mankind to worship the Lord, the eternal JEnOVAR,
as having supreme dominion over all creatures. And
they both imvite Inanimate creatures to rejoice at the pre-
sence, and in the government of God.
It is, then, of the truec God these words were spoken,
‘ Worship Him all ye gods ;’ or, ¢ Let all the angels of
¢ God worship Him.” But it was concerning Jesus
Cauist that the bigh command was given. Of this an
infaiiible author assures us. Of this, therefore, we ought
by no means to doubt : nor do our opponents themselves
deny it. Let them draw the inference, then, and ac-
knowledge with us, that Jesus Christ is the true God, and
is described in the ancient oracles as the Supreme Being.
For hence we learn, that they who are called gods; or,
to adopt their own language, they who are gods by office,
are here expressly commanded to worship Jesus Christ,
as God by nazure. ’
Socinus iz vain endeavours to solve the difficuity, with
which he is here pressed, by saying ; ¢ They who worship
¢ Christ, worship the Supreme God ; because Jesus re-
¢ presents him in a singular manner, and in a very eminent
¢ sense.” For the qu stion is not, Whether, In adoring
Jesus Christ, we adore the true Ged ; but, Whether these
words, ¢Let all the angels of God worship him,’ were
not spoken of Jusus Christ
Should any ocne maintain, that he who loves his brother,
loves God, because he loves him only as bearing the image
of his Maker; he would say rothing but what is warrant-
able. But were he to infer from thence, that when the
Divine Lawgiver says, ¢ Thou shalt love the Lord thy
¢ God with all thy heart,y he speaks of our neighbour,
and not of God only; his conclusion would be very ex-
travagani. So, were we to grant, that he who worships
Christ, worships, in some measure, the true God; yet
we shouid not be obliged to allow, that he who requires
us (v adorc (God, requires us by the sanie command to
adore Jcsus Christ; there being no conscquence from the
R
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one 1o the other.—Besides, if in adoring Christ, we wor-
ship the true God ; then the passage under consideration
might have been applied to all the kings of the earth.
For they, in some respects, bear the image of God; and
we honor them as God’s vicegerents here below. But
are we from hence authorized to say, That he who hon-
ors kings, honors God himself? If we be, we may
apply to them the oracle in the ninety-seventh Psalm, as
it is applied to Jesus Christ. F¥or if it belong to Christ,
though it be meant only of the Supreme Being, because
in worshipping the former, we adore the latter ; nothing
hinders us from saying, that it belongs also to kings ; be-
cause in honoring them, we honor the Eternal Sove-
reign, whose image they bear.

But the question 1s not, What subtilty can invent, in
order to elude the force of this argument; but, What is
th~ natural import of the words, -as applied in the epistle
to the Hebrews ? and, Whether -any can be excused
from taking them in the sense adopted by us ? seeing, on
the one bhand, they were spoken of the true God ; and,
on the other, taat the Infallible Spirit applies them to
Jesus Chnsi.

CHAP. IIL

The apostles did not apply the ancient oraeles to jJEsts CHRIST,
by mere Allusion, or Accommodation.

CLEARLY te discern the importance of the argument,
which is drawn from that application of the ancient ora-
cles which the apostles have made to Jesus Christ; we
need only to inquire, Whether the Holy Ghost, when
speaking by the prophets in the passages just considered,
designed to characterize Jesus Christ. For, if that was
his design, he certainly intended that we should consider
him, as the Lorp ; our Gop ; the CREATOR nof HEAVEN,
and EARTH; JEHOVAH; JEHOVAH OF HosTS ; and the
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Most Hican. Butif be did not intend to represent the
Redeemer by these characters; if they were designed
for the true God, in distinctuen from Jesus Christ ; then
we must look upon their application to Jesus, by the
apostles, only as an accommodation of the ancient Scrip-
tures to present events, founded on some sort of resem-
blance between the one and the other. But though such
accomimnodation be not without.example, in Divine and
human language ; it has no place-here, as may appeas
from the following considerations.

Some of these passages incontestibly belong to Jesus
Christ, by the intention of that Spirit who inspired the
prophets ; as has been already proved. These, there-
fore, demonstrate, that Jesus is invested with the pecu-
liar characters of God’s glory, by the intention of the
Holy Ghost—Nor will the design of the apostles, in
atng and applying the ancient oracles to Jesus Christ,
permit us to consider that application as merely by way
of allusion, or accommodation. For their design 1is,
either to prove his Divine mission, or to condemn the
unbelief of the Jews, and to remove the scandal of it
by showing that it was foretold ; or to declare his infinite
excellence, and superiority over all creatures; or to
persuade mankind to render him those honors which are
his eternal right, by showing that the Holy Spirit requires
they should be addressed to hum.

The apostles adduce these oracles to prove the Divine
mission of Jesus Christ. On this account Peter, in his
discourse to the inbabitants of Jerusalem, at the feast of
Pentecost, cites a prophecy from Joel. ¢ And it bhall
¢ come to pass In the last davs; saith God, I will pour
¢ out my Spirit upon all flesh.” This prediction he J—
terwards applies to Jesus Christ in the {ollowing woids.
¢ This Jesus hath God raised up, whereof we are all vit-
¢ nesses, Thereiore being by the right hand of God ex-
¢ alted, and having receivea of the Father the promise
¢ of the Holy Gliost, he hath shed iorth this, which ve
¢ now see and hear.’-—Hernce 1 infer, that the apostles, de-
signing to prove the Divine mission of, their Master from
the anrieint prophecies, must bave lost their reason if
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they did not see, that they defeated their own intention,
by applying to Christ such oracles as express the pe-
cuiiar glory of the Deity, if they had not considered Him
as a truly Divine Person: because they could not be
igno:ant, that the great stumnbling block of the Jews
was, ¢ That Jesus had made himself equal with God.
Consequently, a small degree of prudence would have
been-suihicient to show (he apostles, thatevery application
of ancient prophecy -to Jesus'Christ, which was in the
least adapted to convey an idea of that kiad, would be so
far from convincing the Jews that he was the Messiah,

that it wouid strengthen their prejudices and harden
their hearts against him ; and be eonsidered by them as
an additional evidence. that he was an usurper of the glory
of God, and suffered death on the cross as the just reward
of his blasphemy. Can it be supposed, then, that the
apostles, who longed for the salvation of their brcthren,
would lay an invincible bar before them, by making ar-
biirary allusions and forced accommodations ?

Another end .ntended by the apostles, in applying the
prophecies to Jesus Christ, was, T o condemn the unbelicf
of the Jews, and to remsve the scandal of it ; by showing,
that their infidelity and hardness of heart were foretold
by the prophets. For this purpose the evangelist thus
introduces the following passage from Isaiah. ¢ There-
¢ fore they could not believe, because that Esaias sala
¢ again : He hath blinded their eyes, and hardened ‘el
¢ heart ; that they should not see with their eyes, nor un-
¢ derstand with their heart, and be converted ara I should
¢ heal them. These things said Esaias, whea he saw his
¢ glory, and spake of him.’—The reader #tll remember,
that the prophet saw the glory of the tzue God, as proved
already. Now a design to show, that the unbelief of
those who rejected the Messiak. had been foretold, re-
quired the apsstles to produre such oracles as really and
propercy respected the tirie and person of their Messiah
such as were original'y intended to be applied to him,
and had beer. so arplicd by common tradition. So far
were they from being obliged to make alllsive appiicas
tions t!xa' wese unnatural, or accommodaticns thar were
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impious, of the peculiar characters of Jehovah ; that so
to bave done, would have justified the conduct of the
Jews, and rendered their unbelief lawful.

A further design of the apostles, in making such 2p-
plications to their Divine Master, was, To declare his
infinite excellence ; to assert his supieriority and dominion
over all creatures, without exception. This appears from
the first chapter of ihe epistle to the Hebrews. But ar-
bitrary allusions and accommodations, are by no means
suitable to this design. For with what propriety, truth,
or honesty, could the author of the epistle just mentioned,
attcmpt to prove, That the Old Testament speaks greater
and nobler things of Jesus Christ, than it does of angels ;
by passages in which the Spirit of inspiration bad the
Jormer no more in Lis eye, than he had the laz.er? If it
were a bare accommodation, we need only a turn of
thought a little different from his, applying to an angel
what he applies to Christ ; and we shall, with equal rea-
son, drav; conclusions dxrectly opposite.

Once more : The apostles designed, by these appli-
cations, to persuade mankind to render those honors to
their Lord, which are his eternal right ; by showing that
the Hoiy Ghost requires they should be addressed to him.
In pursuance of this intention, they cite such passages as
command adoration to be givento him ; and such as de-
clare the purpose of God that it shall be paid. Of which
number are the two following. ¢ Let all the angels of
¢ God worship him—At the name of Jesus evcry knee
¢ shall bow.” But, as mere allusions and accommodations
have their foundation in those resemblances, which our
imagination finds between ancient prophecies and pres-
ent objects ; it is absurd to suppose, that the apostles
ground the worship of Christ upon them. Were thisthe
casc, they would act just like a man who should endea-
voar o0 provc, That a private soldier deserves the titles
of majesty, and ought to be honored as a prince and con-
queror ; because he had met with some actions, or ex-
pressions, in the history of Alexander the Great, which
might, by way of allusion or accommeodation, be applied
to him.

R2
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Besides, such accommodations would be impious and
blasphemous, if Jesus Christ were not of the same essence
with his Father. For if, cut of regard to Christ, you
would not - dare to accommodate to any man living these
words, ¢ Behold the Lamb of God, which taketh away
¢ the sin of the world;’ areverence for the Supreme Be-
ing ought still more forcibly to restrain us, from appiying
to Jesus, a mere creature, the peculiar characters of the
great Creator. Because the disproportion, in the lazter
case, 1s infinitely. greater than that in the jformer :
and because the character contained in the words of the
Baptist, is not so peculiar to Jesus, as those titles are to
the Great Supreme, which are found in the ancient
prophets. For, according to our oponents, Christ is in
such a manner 7he Lambd of God, that another might
have been so as well as he, if the eternal sovereign had
so ordained : but the Supreme Being i3 in sucha man-
ner Jehovah ; the Mighty God ; the King of Glory ; the
Creator of Heaven and Earth ; and the Lord of Hcsts ;
that none but He can fiossibly have the glory. If, then,
we could not, without blasphemy, apply to any other
man, whether by way of allusion, or accommodation, this
one character, The Lamb of God, which, though peculiar
to Christ, bas no relation to his essence ; how much more
impious would it be, to apply to Jesus sc many grand titles
of the Most High, which are not only peculiar to him,
but expressive of his essence ? In the former case, the
honor of a creature, highly beloved of God, is prejudiced ;
in the latter, the glory of God himselfis injured. In zkat,
the only danger is, lest scandal be given by a profane allu-
sion ; in tAis, there would be both scandal and seduction ;
such seduction as would terminate in idolatry and ruin,
by confounding the creature with the Creator.

Our opposers, then, may put their imagination upon
the stretch and rack their witz ; they may labour to ren-
der some books of the Holy Scrlpture suspected, and
speculate or: the manner how the apostles were inspired,
as long anc as much as they please ; but it will all e to
no purpose, while. it remains a fact, That the apostivs
‘have applicd to Christ, whether by way of allusion, or of
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accon:irodation, or otherwise, those oracles of the pro-
phets which characterize the true God. For if Jesus
Chrisibe not a partaker of the Divine essence; if he be
a mere creature, to whom such characters cannot possi-
biy belong ; we must consider the apostles as betraying
us into idolatry, by impious witticisms, and blasphemous
applications of the prophetic writings—It necessarily
follows, therefore, if the hypothesis of our adversaries be
true, that the prophets did not foresee things as they were
to come to pass ; and that the apostles, either did not un-
derstand the prophets, or they designed to betray us into
error; consequently, that there is no harmony between
the Old Testament and the new.




SECTION V.

If Jesus Carist be not the true Gob, neither
the ancient Jewish, nor the Chnistian gfe-
ligion, isattended with sufficient criteria fo
distinguish it from Imposture.

i

CHAP. L

The propositico proved, in respect of the Jewish Religion.

IN order 0 prove the proposition, it will be proper to
consider, how God was pleased to manifest himself un-
dzr the old, and also under the New Testament. At the
commencement i the Mosaic econemy, Jehovah mani-
feste2 himself to the son of Amram, upor Mount Horeb,
in a burning-bush : but it 1s very coservable, rhat he who
appeared tc Moses is caiied, “the anzel of the Lord.
¢ And the AXGEL of the I.cap, says the sacred historian,
s appeared unto him: in a fzme of ﬁre, out of the midst
¢ of a bush--And Maoses said, I will now turn aside and
¢ sex inis great sight—And when Jerovan saw that he
¢ turned aside to see, Gop called unto him out of the
¢ idst of the bush, and said, Moses, Moses. And he
¢ said, here am I—And Le said—! am the Gop of thy
s father, the Gop of Abraham, the Gop of isaac,and the
¢ Gop of Jacob’” But I forbear to transcribe the whole
account of this wonderful vision ; the reader may peruse
it at his leisure.

It may, however, be remarked, that when Moses dis-
covesad a reluctance to obey the Lord, by going to rha-
raoh, because he had 2n impediment in his speech ; he
was rebuked by him in the followirg manuer: ¢ whe
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i bath made man’s mouth ¢ or who maketh the dumb, or
¢ deaf, or the seeing, or the blind ? have rot I the Lorp ¥
And, Moses inquiring what he should say to the children
of Israei, when they shouid ask who 1t was that sent him ;
God gave himself a new name; for he said, ¢ 1 awu
« THAT 1 AM. Thus shalt thou say unto the children of
¢ Isracl, 1 AM bath sent me unto you.” At the same
time, to obviate any suspicion which might arise in their
minds, that Moses spake of an unknown God, the Di-
vine Speaker adds; ¢ thus shalt thou say unto the chil-
¢ dren of Isracl, the Lorp Gep of your fathers, the Gop
: of Abraham, the Gop of Isaac, and the Gop of Jacob,
¢ bath sent me unto you. 7hisis my name for ever, and
¢ this is my memorial unto all generations’ And, after-
wards, with great solemnity adds; ¢ I will stretch out my
¢ hand, and smite Egypt with all my wonders, which I
¢ will do in the midst thereof; and after that he will let
s you go. And 1 will ;ive this people favour in the sight
¢ of the Egyptians, and it shzli come to pass that when
‘ye go, ye shall not go empty.” And again, * when
¢ thou goest to return into Egypt, sce that thou do all
¢ those wonders before Pharaoh, which 1 have put in
¢ thinpe hand : but I will harder ‘his heart, that he shall
¢ not let the people go.’—He, therefore, whe spake to
Moses in the bush, must be the samc divinely giorious
person, who spake to the pcople of Israc! from the tsp of
Mount Sinai, in the following.language : ¢ 1 am the Lord
¢ thy God, which have brought thee out cof the land of
¢ Egvpt, out of the Louse of bondage.” Consequently,
the viry same who gave the ldw to Israel, with such so-
lemnity, majesty, and glory.

He, then, who manifests himseif to Moses, is, accord-’
ing to our hypothesis ; tue angel of the Lord ; the mes-
senger of the covenant; the cternak wisdom ; the son
of God; JenovaH ; God blrssed for ever ; b+t so soon
as you quit this hypothesis, you run into the most g¢'aring
and impious ebsurdiues. Tnut He who reveais timself
to Moses, is the angel of the Lerd, we ought not to cues-
tion, we cannot doubt; because it is expresslv Jeclared
in the sacred text. Nor can any figutc be herc suppos-
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cd. For, admitting that an angel of God might, by a
figure, be called Gop ; yet we are certain tnat God the
Fathet cannot, by a.y figure, be called the angel of the
Lord.

Here, consequently, according to our opposers, we
find a creature investing himself with the names and
the aitributes, the works and the giory, of the infinite
Creator ; so appropriating them to himself, that it is im-
possible to distinguish him from the true God. For he
wno appeareéd to Moses, repeatediy calls himself Gobp,
ond Jesovan. He, once and again, denominates him-
self, the Gop of Abraham, the Gop of Isaac, and the
Gop of Jaccs : and, 1n so doing, assumes the several
names which the Hebrews commonly gave to their
God; whether to distinguish him from a‘l his creatures,
cr to contrast him with the gods of the Heathen, or to
cxpress his infinite perfections—Besides, this angel ap-
propriates these adorable names to himself on such an
Geeasion, as rendered it of the last importance to Moses
and the chosen tribes that he shouid not assume them.
For he takes them at a ime when he cannot possibly do
it, without imfiosing on him to whom he speaks ; so im-
posiiig on him, as to betray him, aad the Israelites in gen-
eral, into idolatry ; and this aiso when Moses was careful
not tc be deceived ; when he drew near to see who it was
that appeared to him ; and at a ime when it was of the
utmost consequence for him to know, by whose authority
he was to speak to the people of Israel, and who it was
that sent him.

Again: he who reveals himself to Moses, not content-
ed with those names which the God of Abraham had
usually taken, and by which he made himself known to
the patriarchs, gives nimself a new name. Now, admit-
ting that a creature'might, on some occasions, lawfully
assume one, or more, of the names of God ; yet, certain-
ly, no creature can give himself a nesw name of God,
with whatever powers he may be invested, or to whom-
soever he may speak. For God says, ¢ I am JiHovAH;
‘ that s my name—they shall know that my name is Je-
‘ aovax’  These declarations most emphatically show,
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that the great name is not common to the creature with
the Creator. They inform us, if any expressions can do
so, that it is peculiar to tl € Supreme Being, and conse-
crated to his adorable essence ; that it so belongs te the
Most High, that 1t cannot be assumed by any other.
How comes it, then, that we hear an angel say; ¢ I am
¢ THAT 1 AM—Szy to the children of Israel, I ax hath
¢ sent me unto you :° How came he to utter these words ;
¢ THE Lorp Gop—the Gobp of Abraham, the Gobp of
¢ Isaac, the Gob of Jacob—-this is MY xaMmE for ever;
: and this 1s MY MEMORIAL to all generations 2’

Further : This angel does not only take ‘the names of
God, but he also attributes to himself the works and the
glory of God. The works of God. This he does, in a
very emphatical manner, in those chiding interrogatories
addressed to the procastin~ting Moses. ¢ \Who made
¢ man’s mouth? or who maketh the dumb, or deaf, or

‘ the seeing, or the blind? Have not I the Lorp ? these
expressions evidently show, that the angel considers and
reveals himself, as the Creator of all things. The glory
of God. This he does when he calls himself, ¢ the'God
¢ of Abrabam, of Isaac, and of Jacob.” For Abraham’s
God was acknowledged, by that illustrious priest Mel-
chisedeck, as the ¢ possessor of heaven and earth; by
Isaac, as the object of his worship, for he is called ¢ his
Fear ; and by Jacob he i1s adored, as ¢ God Almighty”’
Besides, he says to Moses, ¢ draw not nigh bither ; put
«oit thy shoes from off ii; feet, for the place whereon
¢ thou standest is holy ground’ In which words he
strongly demands that devotional reverence which is
due to none but God. And this angel, after he had
brought the Israelites out of Egypt (for we have shown
that he who spake to Moses in the bush, was the deliver-
cr and* lawgiver of the chosen tribes) speaks from the
summit of Horsb and says ; ¢ thou shalt havc no other
¢ gods before me.’

Now, on the hypothesis of our opponents, it should seem
that this was done, to render the Israelites guilty of im-
piety and idolatry. Of impiety : for if the true God be
more glorious and worthy of adoration than this angel,
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with what propriety could he say, ¢ thou shalt have no
sther gods befere me 2’—Of idolatry : for with whatever
characters th's angel mignt be invested, if he was not
the Most High, he could not lawfully reqguire such hon.-
ors as are pcculiar to God. 1n a word, when the jaw
commands us to worship God, and him only, it either
spcaks of a sufireme or a subordinate worship. If the
latter, then, as before observed, there is no such thing as
supreme worship mentioned in the cecalogue. If the
Jormer, as our adversaries themselvcs acknowledge, then
it follows, that this angel, though inferior to Jehovah, re-
quired of the Israelites that supreme worship, which is
due to none but the true God; and, consequently, be-
trayed them into idolatry.

This idolatry is of a remarkable kind, and has various
pecuiiarities attencing it which are very surprising. For
it is not criminal, on the part of the Israelites. They
cannot be justly blamed for concluding, that he who
calls himself ¢ the God of their fathers,’ is the true God ;
and that he who assumes the great name¢, Jenovan. and
claims the honor of ¢ making the dumb and the deaf. the
¢ sceing and the blind,’ is the Creator of all things. Nor
are they culpabie for paying to him who reveals himself
to them as ti:e Creator and the Mighty God, supreme
worship—Again: this idolatry is, if I may be allowcd so
to speak, of divine institution. fdolatry usually springs
from cur corrupiion; but this hasits original in Divine
Revelation, if that which Moses received deserve the
name. For God himseif sent the angel who assumed
the peculiar characters of Jehovah’s glory; or, at least,
the angel pretends to be God, the God of the Hebrews.
For when he says to Moses, ¢ 1am the God of Abraham,
¢ the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob;’ he either de-
signs to pass for the God of those patriarchs, or he does
not. If not, his discourse 1s impertinent from the begin-
ning to the end. If he does, it is he himself who betrays
the children of Israel into idolatry—Once more : this
idoiatry was wunavoidable. For the ancient Hebrews
could not avoid it without maintaining, either that the
truec God, the God of theirfathers, when condescending
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to reveal himself to man, was not worthy of that adora-
tion which he requires ; or, that He who manifested him-
self to Moses in the bush,and to the people on Sinai, was
not the true God, the God of the patriarchs.

¢ But this angel speaks in the person of him whom he
¢ represents; and it 1s as an ambassador of the Most
¢ High, that he bears the names of God.” Then he
should have told Moses so, when he anxiously inquired
of him, who he was ; and desired to be informed, by
what name he shouid make him known to his brethren in
Egypt. Had that been the case, it was easy, it was nat-
ural, it was absolutely necessary for him to have said,
¢ ] am the ambassador, or the messenger, of Abraham’s
¢ God’ But, instead of that, he says, ¢ 1 am the Gop of
¢ Abraham.’—Various reasons concur to assure us, that
he did not consider himself, that he did not reveal him-
self, as an ambassador. For instance: an ambassador
does not give new names to his master, when speaking in
his person, and standing in his place. An ambassador,
who represents his sov c"cign, cainnot say, ¢ ye shall have
¢ no other king but me ;* without lorfeiting his allegiance,
and deserving to be treated as an encmy to his prince.
An ambassador does not attribute to himself the fierson-
al qualifications of his master; such as, his wisdom and
power, as this angel aitributes to himself the perfections
of God. Nor can any ambassador assume to himself the
names and zitles, the works and hozors, of the sovereign
whom he represents; without provoking the jealousy
of his master, and being guilty of high treason. For, an
ambassador i3 called tc advance the honor of his master ;
not to assume his prerogatives and rob him of his glory,
as this angel does, if he be ¢nly an ambassador.

Our opposers may search for examples as much as
they please, to countenance such a conduct; yct I will
venture to say, they can find only one, which is that of
the stage : on which we behold a private person, assum-
ing all the names and titles of the king he represents;
attributing to himself his warks, and requiring his hon-
ors. But here it 18 all fictitious ; there ic noching serious
I it: or, if the actor were serious, he would be in dan-

S
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ger, either of being despised for his weakness, or of be-
g punished for high treason. Inexpressibly shocking
would it be, to censider the Mosaic religion in the light
of a comedy; in which an'angel, a mere creature, acts
the part of the Supreme being. For that would repre-
sent, man, as deceived and ruined ; Gobp, as dishonored -
and blasphemed ; and both by Divine cobnivance, both
by Divine agency.

Yet, horrid as the thought is, it 1s countenanced by the
hypothesis of our antagonists. For, according to their
view of this passage, an angel of darkness, intending to
draw mankind from the worship of the true God, and
being permitted by Jehovah to practice his wiles and his
malice ; would have taken the same method, as this an-
gel did, in order to succeed in his malignant designs.
What else could he do sc likely to answer his end, as to
ascribe to himself the names, titles, and works of the
Deity; by saying to the Israelites, ¢ I am the Gop of
¢ your fathers ;~the Gop of Abraham,the Gop of Isaac,
¢ and the Gop of Jacob ’~We cannot believe that he
who speaks to Moses is a mere creature, without sup-
posing, that a mere creature designs to pass for the God
of the Hebrews. For Low is it possible te conceive that
an angel, who does net design to be considered as the
God of Israel, should say to Moses, with a view to in-
form him who he is; ¢ I am the Gop of Abraham, of
¢ Isaac, and of Jacob?” Bat if he be a mere creature,
and yet designs to put himself in the place of God; he
is guilty of impietv, and chargeable with a design of lead-
ing mankind into idolatry. Thus we must conceive of
his conduct. And though we should afterwards find that
he performs very wondcrful works, yet they may be
justly suspected ; because the law directs us to judge of
miracles by the doctrine, not of doctrine by the miracles.*
Thus the Jewish religion loses I's Divine characters;
and, instead of being an appointment of God and the
prectice of it communion with him, we conceive a black

* Deut. xigi. 1=,
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suspicion, that it is a trick of the spirit of darkness, and
an 1dolatrous commerce.

The supposition is horrid ; but, without abandoning
the Socinian and Arian hypothesis, we cannot easily lose
sightof 1t. For what criteria will you find in the Mosaic
system, to convince you of its divinity ; if you once con-
sider it as having its rise in deception and falsehood ?
Do you mention its Aoliness 2 but that, more than any
thing, iz called into question. For what holiness can
there be in a religion which eriginated in imposture, and
is paintained by idolatry ? If you say, God spake to
Moses ; it is answered, not God, but an angel, whe put
himself in the place of God. If you alicge the miracles
thai were performed by Moses; I reply, many and won-
derful werks were also wrought by Pharaoh’s magicians :
so that little more can be inferred from thence, than that
the spirit of whose agency Moses was the instrument,
was more powerful than he who favoured the magicians.
For facts, however great and wonderful, ought not to be
ascribed to the immediate agency and miraculous inter-
position of God, if inconsistent with holiness; which is
manifestly the case, inthe Mosaic religion, en the hy-
pothesis condemned.

That the angel, who reveals himself to Moses, acts
inconsistently with the glory of God, supposing that an-
zel to be a mere creature; will further appear, if the
following things be considered. It is evident from the
Scripture, that God’s design was to exalt Jesus Christ
above all the angeis. For of Lim it is written, ¢he hath,
¢ by inheritance, obtained a more excellent name than
¢ they—t0 which of the angels said he at any time, sit on
¢ my right hand, until I make thine enemies thy foot-
¢ stool ! Let all the angels ol God wership him.” This
1s the doctrine of the sacred author.—~But Christ, accerd-
Ing to the Socinians, is exalted above the angels, not on
account of his nararc ; for the human is far inferior to
the angelic nature; but in virtue of the offices, trusta,
and gifts, which he received. For, on their principles,
1t 1s ouly on account of these that he is called Gep. If,
then, he was a mere angel who appeared to Moses, and




SECT. V. | 208 CHAP 1,

delivered the Israelites from Egyptian bondage ; it un-
avoidably follows, that an angel was more exalted and
more honored than Jesus Christ, contrary to God’s de-
sign.

This appears from hence. Jesus Christ, according to
to our opponents, is cailed Gop, by a kind of analogy;
but this angel calls himself, ¢ the God of Abraham, of
$ Isaac, and of Jacob.’—Christ is addressed only with
subordinate worship; but this angel causes himself to
be adored, as the Supreme Be.ng. For he says, ¢ thou
¢ shalt have no cther gods before me.’—The former at-
tributes to himself the works of God; so does the latter,
in the most explicit manner. ¢ Who hath made man’s
¢ mouth ? or who maketh the dumb, or deaf, or the see-
¢ ing, or the blind ! have not 1 Jenovar ? I will stretch
¢ out my hand, and smite Egypt with all my wonders—1I
¢ will bring you up out of the affliction of Egypt--I am
¢ the Lord thy God, which have brought thee out of the
¢ land of Egypt’—Does Jesus bear veiy high and honor-
able characters? so does this angel. For he is called
Gop, and JEsovaH, repeatedly ; he is also denominat-
ed the Lorp Gobp of thie HEBREWS ; the FEAR of Isaac;
and the JupGe of the whole earth, in whose presence
the renowned Abraham was but dust and ashes; for it
1s the same angel of the Lord, concerning whom all
these things are spoken.

Now as these characters, in the opinion of our adver-
sarics, are too high and grand for Jesus Christ: they
ought, upon their principles, to consider this angel as
usurping the glory of God. But if so, he betrays the
Israelites into impiety, and becomes their idol. Conse-
quently, the religion which he teaches, the religion which
e establishes, lias not sufficient criteria to distinguish 1t
{from imposture.—You meet, 1 allow, with many won-
derful and supernatural things in the establishment of
it ; but then you find them produced by one who usurps
thes glory of the true God, which is a character of the
spirit of darkness. \Vhat a blasphemous thought ! what
a detesiable suspicion! Does the spirit of darkness con-
cern himself in thc hofiness and happiness of men, that
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be should give them so purc and perfect a law ? Impos-
sible ! We may rest assured, therefore, that tiie priuci-
ple which leads to such a monstrous and horrid conclu-
sion, must be falsc.

CHAP. I1.

The proposition proved, in respect of the Christian Religion.

WHAT has been said of the angel who appeared to
Moses, may be asserted of Jesus Christ, if the doctrine
of our opposers be true. To prove and illustrate the
point, I would offer the following things to the reader’s
coisideration.

The New Testament, it is evident, ascribes the most
signal works of God to Jesus Christ: such as, the crea-
tion of all things, which had always characterized the
God of Israel; the pireservation of ail things, which be-
longs to the Creator; and the redempizion ot the world,
which the prophets refer to the Supreme Being, and to
himonly. The same infallible rule of our faith aitributes
to him the fpierf:-ctions, and names, and glory of God.
Tl ~re he is described, as equal with God, as one with
God, and as God blessed for ever—When, therefore, it
1s considered, that all these things were said and record-
cd of him, by Ais direction and under Ais inspirationy we
may venture to afh.m; that a proud, presumptuous, re-
brllious creature, whose intention it was to invade the
honor, and to put himself in the place of God, could not
have adopted a more promising mode of proceeding, or
have better succeeded in his design. But these things
deserve a more particuiur consideration.

The New Testamert ascribes to Jesus Christ the
most magnificent and signal works of God. To begin
with the work »f creation. Could Paul, intending to de-
scribe his divine Master as the Creator of all things, have
used more esuphatica’ < meoe pestirciit expressions thap.

£ ¥
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these ? « For by %iin were i icings created that are in
¢ heaven, and that 2:< in earth, visibie and invisible ;
¢ v ether ther ue thrones, or dominisnes, or principali-
¢ tics, ¢~ powers: all things were created 6y bim, and
¢ fzr im  And He is before ali things, and by him all
¢ things consist’ Of him it 1s said, ¢there is-—one Lord
¢ Jesus Chirist, by whom are all things. Ail ti:ings were
¢ made by Him, and witliout Him was not any thing
¢ made that was made. He laid the foundation of the
¢ earth, and the heavens are the works of kis l:ands’—
‘Thne fireserva’isn of the world, or the ccnservarion of all
thmgs. is aiso attributed to him. For it is expressiy
said, ¢by bim all things consist, ¢ He uploldeth all
¢ things by the word of his puower.’~-The administrarion
of Providence ; and. especially, the care sof belicvers,
¢ Lo. I am with you alway, even unto the end of the
¢ worid. \Wnere two or three are gatl:cred toqcthcr n
¢ my name, there am .1 in the midst of them.” A pro-
mise this. which Christ could not perform. as man, but
only as God: because, as man, he is limitcd by time
and place ; as God, he acts independently on both. To
say that he is in the midst of our religious assemblies
¢ by his Spirit, is not sufficient. For if the Spuit in-
tended be the Spirit of Christ, Christ must be God;
because that Spirit is present, with devout worshippers,
in ali places at the same time., Bt that Jesus is really
and properly God, our opponents will not allow. The
Spirit ws question, theretore, musi be that of the Father,
and not of Christ: consequentiy, not our Lord, but the
Divine Father, is present in our assemblies. Nor is
Jesus said . to be in the midst of his people ¢ by faithy’
wiich is a gift of the Holy Ghost. Elisha received a
portion of the spirit of Ehjah in receiving from Ged
such gifts as were similar to those of Elijah; yet n is
never said that Elijah was with the Jews, or in the midst
of their assemblies, after his ascension into heaven.—
‘That greatest of all Divine transactions, tha: most won-
derful of all Divine works, REpeEmMP1II0N, is attributed
to lim in a peculiar manner. Hcnce he is so often, and
io the most emphatical scnse, called the Saviour and
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ReveeMer . and hence the church is represented as his
pioperty and purciiase. ¢ The church of God, which
¢ he purchased with his own blood” Remarkabic words !
They strongly imply. that Jesus, the Redeemer, is Gob ;
and that he 1s declared to be so, by the work »f redemp-
tion. They lead us also to reflect on tha: gra-ious de-
claration, by an ancicnt prophet; ¢ Your Gior «iH come
¢ —he will come and save you’—Qur s2nciificciis-: iz
attributed to him. He enlightens our minds and con-
verts our hearts. He quickens the dcad 1n sin, and in
his hands the saints are preserved to eternal bfe. Yet
sanctification 1s a Divine work : ¢ for it is God that work-
¢ eth 1n us, both to will and to do, of his good pleasure’’
The Scriptures attribute the work of glorificarion aiso to
Jesus Christ ¢ fle that uvercometh, the same shall be
¢ clothed in whitz raiment ; and 1 will not blot out nis
¢ name out of the book of hife—Him that overcometh,
¢ will I make 2 pillar in the temple of my God, and he
¢ shall go no me-e out—To bim that overcometh will X
¢ grant to sit witk me in my turone.’

Thie ficrfecticns of God are ascribed to Jesus Christ.—
The fiswzer of God. He ¢ upi:oldeth all things by the
¢ word of his power’—The knowilcdge of God. All
¢ the churches shall krow tihat I am He which scarcheth
¢ the reine and heart—Lord, thou knowest ail things.’—
‘ Tae eternizu of GGod. ¢ His name shall be cailed—The
¢ everlasting Father.  Thou art the same, and thy years
¢ shall not fail>—The immensizy of God. ¢ No man
» hath ascended up to heaven, but he that came down
¢ from heaven; even the Son of inan which is in heaven.’
—The truth and faithfulness -»f God. ¢1lam the truth
—Tuus saith the Amen.’—The mercy of God: for He
pardoneth sin—The authority of God : for he command.
cd the gospel to be preached in 4is own name ; and sent
his disciples to ¢ baptize in the name of the Father, and
¢ of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost ;’ and, as the Judge
of ali, He declares, ¢ 1 will give to every one according
¢ to his works.” He also gave power to the aposties to
work iniracles in his name, as the prophets wrought
nuracles in the name of God.~—The justice of God. For
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of Him the Baptist speaks, when he says; ¢ He shal!
¢ burn up the chaff with unquenchable firc’’

Jesus Ci:rist aiso bears the most eminent and expres-
sive tizles of Deily. The Most HigH, is a character
evidently peculiar to the true God. Yet Zacharias,
when full of the Hoiv Spirit, calls our Lord. ¢ The
¢ Highest,” or the Most High~—Thke m.jesty of God is
expressed, m the Old Testament, by the title, ¢ King of

¢ glorv:> Christ is called in the New. ¢ The Lord of
¢ vlorv’—The God of Israel is called ¢« Thie H ¥ Cae °
Je-sus, according {; ine evangelist John’s applicaticn of
isa11i.”s vision, is adored by the seraphim as the ¢thrice
¢ ricly Lord.’—He 1s also styled, the Saviour; the King
of kings, and Lord of lords; the First and. the Last;
which are titles of the Supreme Being.

Again: He is declared to be, one with God; equzl
with God ; the same with God He is ¢cne with God.
¢ J and the Faiier are ore,” says the Amen, the faithful
and the rrue Witness. OxE; not in fiersor. for they arc
distinct: besides, the word g, is in the ncuter gender,
and will not bear such an intcrpretation. Nor in consernt ;
for the sense is too low : it asserts nothing of our Divine
YLord, but what may be affirmed of every creature that
is perfectly holy. .All the saints in iight, and all the
angels in glory, are one with the Father, by a consent
of will; they having no inclination, no desire, contrary
to his. It must, therefore, be an unity of essence that
1s hiere intended.  Ana that it is so,appears from the con-
texi. For Jesus having declared, in the immediately
preceding verscs, that ¢ his sheep shail never perish,’
and that none shall nluck them, cither out of his own,
or out of his Fatker’s hands ; adds, to confirm the asser-
Hon, and to justify bis claim of invincible, Divine power;
¢ I and the Father arc oxg.” It is, therefore, an uzrity of
fower which Le means. But he who asserts, that two
are one by an unity of power; affirms that they are one hy
an unity of esscnce. A Christian, in the present state,
may be one with God, by an unity of consent; he having
nothing to do, in order to such an unity, but cordlally to
scquicsce in the mcthods of Divine providence and
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grace : but he could not without blasphemy say ; ¢ These,
¢ or those, shali never pensh; nor shail any one pluck
¢ them out of mlnc, or my Father’s hand. I and the

* Father are one.” But that which removes evcry doubt,
In this respect, 1s, these express:ons are expiained, and
our sense of them supported, by other passages perfcct-
Iy sumilar.

Jesus Christ is equal with Ged. ¢He thought it not
¢ robbery to be equal with God,’ says an unerring writer.
This equality must include something greater. and
something more Divine, than an unity of consent be-
tween Christ and the Father. Notiing short of an unity
of essence can answer the import of the phrase; for,
otherwisz, it would contradict that hizh demand, so oi’ -2
repeated by Jekovah; ¢ To whom will ye liken me, ai-<
¢ make me equal, and compare me, that we may bc
¢ like ’~—Some, perhaps, may say; ¢Jesus Christ is
+ equal with God, because the Father has exaited him to
an cquality.”  An equality, in what respect ? Of nature ?
Our adversaries cannot suppose it. Of offices, trusts, and
honors 2 But the (.df-gatlon and grant of these neces-
sarily suppose, that he who receives them is, in tkat re-
sfect, inferior to him who confers them. That the
Father therefore, should exait Christ to an éyuality with
him, implies a contradiction: because in whatever re-
spect any one is exalted by him, in that very respect
lie must be inferizr to him. Jesus Christ we freely
allow, 1s highly exalted by the Faii:cr; but that exalta-
tion regards his person, character, and state, as mediator ;
under which con51deratlon, theugh hc 1s the church’s
head, vet he 1s the Father’s I‘lghlLOUS servant.—Be-
sides, the glory of the Great Suprecme must be incom-
municable.

Again: To be one with God ; tobe equal with Cod;
to be God’s swn Sorz ; and, 10 be God ; are, 1n the Jan-
guage of inspiration, phrases of a simillar import, and
may be safely explained one by another. So, we find,
the Jews understood them. For when our Lord said,
¢ I and the Fatherarc one ;’ they took up stones to stone
him.  And when Jesus asked them tiec rcuson of their
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outrageous corduct, they answered; ¢ Because that
¢ thou, being a man, mzkest thyself God.” From whence
it is evident, {hat, in their opinion, {0 be onc with the
Father, and to e Gcd, are the same thing —In the same
cxalted point of light they considered the character, Sox
of Geb, as assumed by Jesus Christ. For they looked
upon him as appropriating it to himself, in a firofier, not
in a figura:ive sense. No, they would never have made
such a stir; nor have laid so heavy a charge against him,
!f the only cause of complaint had been ; That he called
himself the Son of God, by a mefafihor, or by edsfitior.
For they considered themselves as the adopted sons of
God ; saying,* We have one Father, even God.” Tkey,
therefore, must mean something very different from this,
when they say; ¢ We have a Iaw, and by our law he
¢ ougit to dic, because he made himself the Sox of
¢ Gop.” And, in another place, they expiain them-
selves ; they let us know more fuily what they understood
by the august character. Yor when Jesus, vindicating
his conduct in healing the impotent man on the sabbath-
day, said; ¢ My Yather worketh hitherto, and I work:
¢ they sought the more to kill him ; because he not only
¢ bad broken the sabbath, but said also, that Gop was
¢ his Father, making hinsclf equal with Gop.” From
which it i1s manifest, that to be ¢ God’s own Son,” and to
be ¢ equal with God,” werc ti:e same thing in their ac-
count. And, indeed, the characters, cn Son, and
only Som, naturally signily an equeliz;, a sameness of
essence~—VY e have no reason, therefore, to be surprised
that the Jews, taking his words in their proper sense,
should think thst he cilaimed and asserted an equality
with God. Nor did our Lerd give them zny intimation,
that they had misunderstood him ; nor yet the evangelist,
as he does in several other instances of much less im-
portance ; wiich silence is a strong presumptive proof;
that they ware .ot under & mistake about the ser se of the
words : for such a mistake, on the principle. of our
opposcrs, might have been an occasion of idolarry in
thain; and a mistake of tuat kind, not remarked by the
historian, would be calculated to answer tnc same per-
nicious purposc in succeeding generatiorns,
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Nothing can be more opposite™than the conduct of
those Jews, who accused Christ of blasphemy ; and that
of others, who said of Herod, ¢ It is the voice of a god,
¢and not of a man” When, therefore, we justify the
one, we must condemn the other. The former will not
allow Jesus to speak of himsed as God, because he is a
man: the latter will not have Herod to express himself
as 2 man, bat ascribe to him the voice of God. Now
if providence condemn the impiety of tkese, by punish-
ing Herod in a signal manner, for not rejecting their
blasphemous applause ; Heaven, on the hypothesis of
our opposers, must approve the language of thoee who
exclauin against Jesus Christ, for making himself equal
with God. And if toeir charge of blasphemy had been
founded on a mistake, by taking his words in a wrong
sense ; he ought, one would tiink, to bave set them
right, by explaining the terms he used. But if he re-
fused to correct so dangerous a mistake on tAeir account,
yet was it not necessary that he should have done it on
eurs 2 that when we read his gospel, we might not en-
tertain the detestable thought, that he equalled hunself
with the Most High. If, however, he thought it proper
not to explamn bimself, at tbat time ; yet it might have
becn expected, that his disciples should have given us
the true sense of 3hc mysterious words, when thy re-
ported them.

But, so far from this, the evangelists and apostles, who
undoubtedly knew his meaning ; and who knew aiso that
he was condemned for a design t abolizA the law of Mo-
ses, and for having bdlasphemed the sovereign majesty of
God, by claiming an equality with hira ; clear him in the
Jormer case,and Ieave us perfectly satished, by showing
in what sense he abolished the law, and in what respects
he fuifilied it. But, as to the lazz.7, they take no notice
ofit. Nay, they not ouly fcrbear to vindicate him f-om
the charge of blasphemy, but seem to write as if they in-
tended to confirm the accusation. For, knowing what
had passed, they give him such titles of grandeur 2nd Di-
vinity after his resurrection, 8s he never assv ned while
he was upon earth. What 1is i, tacn, on the nypothesis
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of our opponents.but to authorize the charge of blasphe-
my, which the Jews fastened upon him, for Paul to as-
sert ; « He thought it not robbery To BE EQUAL WiTH
¢ gop ?’

Further : Aflier these invircible reasors to the contra-
ry. for invinc:blc they are on the principies of our adver-
sarics ; the apostles represent their Master as being the
same with God ; by saying many sublime things of him,
which never were, and which never couid be said of any
but the true God, without impiety. Thev call him Gobp ;
Gop, with the Lighest epithets. For example : They
cz!l him Tue erear Goo; THe TRUE Gop ; Gop
OVER ALL BLESSED Fo:n EVER. In their iniallible writ-
ings he is denominated, THE LorDp ; (the expression by
which the Seventy render the most august names of God)
the Lord of Glory ; my Lord and my God ; the God of
Isrcel ; the King of kings cnd Lord of Lords. He who
is,and wwas, and is to come. Such are the characters
given by the apostles to Jesus Christ, by which to justify
him against the charge of ¢ making himself equal with
¢ God;’ and by which to confute the formal and solemn
accusation, drawn up against him in the face of the whole
world, under which he died !

The genuine import of several of those titles which 1
have just mentioned, lhias been already considered : I
shall, therefore, only touch upon a few of them. The
Lord God of Isracl, 1s a title given to Jesus Christ by the
angel to Zccharias, when forctelling the honoiable and
successfal work of John the Baptist. These are bis
words : * And many of the children of Israel shall he
‘turn to the Lord tkeir God. And he shall go before
¢ Him, in the spirit and power of E.las.” He before
whom the Baptist went, was the Lord, the God of Israel.
But He before whom he wernt, was Jesus Chirist.  Jesus
Christ. therefore, is the God of Isracl.

He is called the true Ged. ¢ We know that the Son
¢ of God is come, and hath given us an understanding
¢ that we may know him that is true : and we are in him
¢ that i1s true, even in lns Son Jesus Christ.  This is
¢ the ¢rue God, and cternal life” That interpretation
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which refers these words, ¢ This is the true God,’ to the
Father, and pot to the Son, is sufficiently refuted by pro-
ducing the passage.

The Great God, is another of his Divine titles. ¢Look-
¢ ing for that blessed hope, and the glorious appearing of
¢ tie Great God, and, or even, our Saviour Jesus Christ.’
The article* which, in the original,is put before Greaz
God, and belongs eqgually to Saviour, s a proof that both
these characters are applied to the same Person ; a cer-
tain proof that our Lord is here called t4e Great God,
as well as the Scviour. The adjective great, being con-
nected with the term Saviour,as well as with the term
God ; which is the reason why the Greek article is put
before the epithet greaz and not before the noun God.

"The same d.vinely glorious Person is cailed, God over
all blessed for ever. « Of whom, as concerning the flesh,
¢ Christ came, who is over all, God blessed for ever.” The
earnest aesire of our opponents, to evade the force of this
passage, is evident by their maintaining, that the words,
¢ who 1s over all, God blessed for ever,’ 1elate to God the
Father ; though he is not so much as mentioned in the
preceding verses, and though the term Christ 1s the
noun, to which the relative w#o naturally and necessarily
belongs.

CHAP. IIL

If JEsus CurisT be not the true God, the Christian Religion
has unt sufficicut Criteria, by which to distinguish it from 1dol-
atry and linposture.

AxD now, if the principles of our adversaries be true,
it is no very difhcuit thing tomake good of the Christian,
what we have already proved of the Jewis% religion : that
is, horrid idea ! it1s not distinguishable from idolatry and
imposture.

* 100 peyohcy Ocov o swingos, Tit 1. 13.
.
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the charge of covetousness,nor from the guilt of idolatry.
— A man who shouid assume the tities and names ot God,
witn a view to e worsmpped, would set himseif up i'or
an idoi, tilough he were once and again to confess, That
God 1s greater than he. Or, to vary the comparison, a
subject who should ascribe to imselfall the works of his
sovercign ; assume his titles ; and call himself, the true
king, the great king, and the lord of the state, whom ail
around are bound to obey ;—who should cause himself
to be addressed as king, and vxact such henors as wzre
never given to any but the real mouarch ; would certainly
be guisty of hign treason, though he mlght have said,
once at least, the king 1s greater than 1.

Again : The Christain religion, according to the So-
cinian hypothesis, is not distingwshable from imfiosture ;
is Jittle better than an impieus comedy, which 1s calculat-
ed to dishonor God and deceive mankind. For, shock-
ing to imagine ! Jesus Christ appears in the church
much like an actor on the stage ; who takes the names
and titles of a king ; who attributes to himself his works,
and requires his honors, without being really what he
pretends to be. Yet with this difference, a player on the
stage, when acting the part of a sovereign, does not pre-
tend that the play i1s an important reality ; nor that the
spectators shouid pay him the honors of royalty, after the
representation ; nor yet that they should be sincerely per-
suaded he is a king, while the play continues. But here
according to the impious genius of the Socinian system,
we have a kind of comedy, in which a mere man cails
himself Gop ; the GrReaT Gobp ; the mica1Y Gop ; and
the TRUE God ;—who requires Divine honors, and, as
God, has received them from his most eminent disciples,
though he depend on God for his very existence.

‘That the Christian religion is turned, by the Socinian
system, into an empty appearance and mere show, is evi-
dent. Yor you find in it, a refiresentative God and a
metaphorical sacrifice ; an atonement, that is only
so 1n apficarance, and an imaginary hell : for the wicked,
according to the Socinians, shall be annihilated.
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¢ But the miracles waich Jesus wrought were trie and
¢ real ; nor ought they to e compared with the represer.-
¢ tations of the stage.” This consideration, detached from
other things, is of little weight. For of what worth are
miracles performed by onc, whe attempted to seat him-
self on the throne of the Deit, : If Jesus usurp the glory
of God, neither humility, nor jus:ice, nor zeal for God,
nor love to men, can be founain bim. On this supposi-
tion, all his virtues and all his piety are obscured and lost :
and in their stead we behold, pride and ambition, injustice
and sacrilege, blasphemy and seduction. For as miracles,
accompanied with boliness, are evidently wrought by the
Spirit of God ; so those works, however amazing, which
patronize biasphemy and idolatry, ougkt ever to be con-
sidered as proceeding from the spirit of darkness.

But I shall not further enlarge on this argument, nor
any longer defile my paper with such horrid suppositions.
Enough, I persuade myself, has been said to prove, into
what a dreadful abyss the principles of our adversaries
lead. Lnough also has been said to evince, that the
DerTy of Jesus Christ is EssenTiaL to the Christian re-
hgion ; which 1s the grand principle I proposed to de-
monstrate.




SECTION VL

The principal objections answered ; and some
Considerations, adapted to relieve the mind
respecting the Difliculties which attend
this Great Mystery.

CHAP. L

Divire Revelation, not depraved Reason, to be our Guide is all
iequiries of this nature.

H AVING established the truth, by arguments drawn
from the Recorcs of Inspiration ; our next "msiness 1s,
to answer the principal objections, which ars made by
our opponents. They argue against us both from reason
and Scripture; but while we are firmly persuaded that
neither sound reasor, nor the !Holy Scriptures, rightlv
understnod, wiil afford any rcal objection against us ; we
cannoi forbear obscrving, that our opposers lay more
stress on arguments drawn from reason, than on those
derived from Drvine Revelation. Strange as this conduct
may appear to some, who are not versed in these con-
t1ovErsaws, We canniot easily question the fact, if we con-
siier ke language oi taerr most celebrated writers.~-
S:naicius, for instance, 18 not ashamed thus to express
himscit; ¢ We beiieve, that though we shoulc find it,
‘ not unce, Lor favice, but very frequently and rost ex-
¢ firessly wriiien mthe Scripture, 7hat God was made
¢ man ; it would be much better, as itis an absurd pro-
¢ position, entirely contrary to svund reason, and full of
- biasphemy, to invent some way of specaking, which
¢ might render it safc (o be afivmed of God, rather than
T 2
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¢ to understand it in the literal sense.’* As ii he hag
said, we are dctermined to ngulatc, not our theologica!
senuments, by the Scriptires ; but the Sciiptures, by
our preconceived opinions. But let us censider this
point a little more particularly.

® These are his words: *Credimus, etiamsi non seriei atgua
€tlerum, sed SATIS CREBRO ET DISERTISSIME SCRIPTUX
¢ extaret, J)eum esse homunem factum. multo satius esse, ¢uia hxe
“res sit absurda, ET SANAE RATIONI PLANE COXTHARIA,
‘et in Deum blasphe.na, MODTM ALI QUENM DICENDI COM-
¢ MINISCI, quo ista de Deo diei possint. quam ista simpliciter
* jta ut verba sonant intelligere> SxalL. Homil. VI1H. ad Cap. L
Jon.

To these bold assertionsof SMAaLCITS, in opposit-on to the
doetrine of the incarnatio , may be added the no less anwarrant-
able declarations of SociNvsand Sc~LICETINGYUS: the former,
in reference to the substitution and atonemen® of “h:ist, the
laiter, relating to the efficucy of Divine grace and the fieedom of
the human will —Ego quidem, saith Socists, etiamsi non
¢ gemel sed siePEe id in Sacris Monumentis seriptum, exisret,
¢ non idcirco tamen rem ita prorsus se habere crederem, ut vos
¢ opmamml Quum ea qu= fieri nor posse aperie constat, Divinis

¢ ettam Oraculis ca fuisse in speciem attestantibus, nequaqusm
* admittantur ; et idcir-o saeraverbs in ELITM SENSUM quam
€ ipsa sonant per INTSITATO® ETIAM TROPOS quandoque ex-
¢ plicasstur”>  fle Servat. Part 1L Cap. V1. Thatis, Though it
fthe doctrine of the atonement and satisfaction cf Christ] were
found, not only once. but FREQUENTLY WRITTEN in the Holy
Scriptures; I, indeed, would not therefore believe it to Le entire
Iy as you sappose. Though the Divine Oracles may attest things
to be su, in appearance yet they cannot, by any meuns. be ad-
mittec, because they are very evidentls impossible - and, there-
fore, the sacred words are sometimes explained, EVEN BY UXN-
TSUAL I1ROPES, t0 2 SENSE DIFFERENT from their literal
signification.

‘The following are the words of SCHLICBTINGIUS; ¢ Jtaque
‘ non quia utrumque Scriptura diczt propterea hzc inter se non

¢ pugnare concludendum est; sed potius quia hzc inter se

¢ pugnant ideo alteruirum = Scriptura non dici statuendam est’
A3d Meisn Def. Socin p 20---That is, We cannot econclule,
because the Scripture afiirms them both, [i.e. the energv of Di-
vine grace, and the freedom of the humnan will] thut therefore
they ure not repugnant the ene to the other; but. as these two
things are inconsistent, we ought rather to concludc, that one of
them is not mentioned in Scripture.

The above quotations from Smalcius and Socinus. with many
jucdiious remarks on the Use and .1buse of Reason, relating to
the Mysteriez of Fuith, may be found in the learned, accurate,
and evzn;l;clical Wirtervs. See bis Mizsel. Sac, Tom. 1. Exer-
civ. XVIL
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If human rcason had not been coriupted by sin, we
m'ght have placed a great degree of dependence upon
it ; yet even then it would not have been rational, to rely
more on the powers of our own understanding, than on
the ight of Divine Revelation, supposing such a Reve-
Jation to have been enjoyed : because the knowtedge of
man, when his reason was unimpaired, was limited ; but
the knowledge of God is infinite. What a disparity,
then, must there be, when the human understanding is
not only Limited, but corrufited ; when the unaveidable
commerce between a man’s thoughts and his depraved
passions, fills his mind with a muititude of prejudices,
which have a tendency in various ways ‘o disguise, or
conceal, the truth —\Yere we bound to believe nothing
but what appears conformable to reason, in its present
state, we might soon reject the great objects revealed in
the gospel, in general. For, after all the strenuous
efforts of our adversaries, tc remove the gr =i = %cul-
ties attending the Christian rel:gion ; there a::, s:id there
alw>ws will be, such depths in it, as are uni:thossable
by <he plummet of human reason. On this account, the
apostle of the Gertiles calls the gospel foolishr-<3s. If
the doctrines of Christianity had nothing mysterious 2nd
inexplicable in them, thcre would be no difficuity in
believing ; nor would faith be any more the gift of God,
than the persuasion we have of natural truths. Conse-
quently, there would be no more occasion for the agency
of the Holy Spirit, in order to cur believing the truths
of the gospel, than there 1s to our understanding the
proilems of gec.netry.

S0 act on this principle of our opposers is to treat
God, as if he were less worthy of credit than an honest
man. A fallible mortal, who has not forfeited bhis
- ara. ter, as a person of veracity, would tuke it deserv-
e:!ly ill, if, when spcakii of any extraordinary fact, of
whizh he was an eye-witness, he was to say, ¢ Take my
* word forit; it 1s as I assert:’ and we should reply,
“ We must consider what you say. If we find it agreea-
¢ ble to our reason, we will believe you ; if not, we shall
¢ entirely reject your testimony.” 1f, then, such language
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would be reckoned indecen*t towards a fellow-worm:
what must we think of a similar conduct, in regard to
God, who is equally incapable of deceiving us, as he is
of being deceived ?

¢ But all divines have used the same prudence in mat-
¢ ters of less importance to the glory of God. They
¢ have though. hemselves warranted to understand, not
¢ in a literal, but a figurative sense, all such passages of
¢ Scripture as would otherwise appear inconsistent with
¢ the perfection and glory of the Divine Majesty. As
¢ for example, when it is said, ¢* God came down; God
¢ was wroth:> and when such expressions are uscd, as
¢ attribute the members of 2 human body to the Supreme
¢ Being’—To which 1 reply; The instances adduced
are far from being narallel. The doctrine of the incar-
pation is not incompatible with the glory of the Divine
Majesty, as is the opinion of the Anthropomorphites: for
we cannot asciie 10 God the parts of a human body,
without suppcsing bounds, mutability, and imperfecticn
in him. But the doctrine of the incarnaton infers no
such impious absurdities. The Divine nature undergoes
no alteration, by its union with the human naturs. Nor
Go the expresstons of Scripture, unders:ood i their most
natural sense, and ccmpared one with another, impose
a recessity upon us of being Anthrops.norpliites ; or to
attribute our weaknesses and impertections to God. For
rawire and rezson do not speak iouder than Divine Rev-
elaton, that God 1s unchang. able—That the heaven of
heavens canns: coniain him—That he is not like a man,
nor any of his creatures.

If reason were to ve the rule of our faith, Revelation
wouid be superseded. For, 10 what purpose should God
make knowr: th:e counsel of his will, it reason were al-
lowed to say ; ¢ This is not the counsel of God. It can-
¢ nct be, for I ao not comprehend it 2 Thius the con-
scicnce wouic be influenced, not by Revelation, but by
tne cotbt waiich rezson had raised upon it — Besides, 1f
1t were lawful for Luman reason to sit in judgment on
Divine Reveiation, the darkness introduced on our
minds, by sin, ccuald never be dissipated, For Low
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should reason, proudof her own pretended abilities, and
resolved to correct Revelation uself, be enlightened?
According to this arrogant and self-sufficient notion, faith
in the Divine testimony is entirely set aside ; reason
being resolved on following her own light, in preference
to that of Ged in the Scriptu-is. So that, instcad of
saying, 1 believe such a proposition, how incredible
soever it may seem, because God has revealed it ; we
must say, though God has revealed it in ti:e most plain
and express terms, we will not believe it, because it ap-
pears Incredible to us—Again : were we thus to exait
reason, what is usualiy called Divine faith, would be
much inferior to that which is human: because we
should not pay so great a regard tc the declarations of
Gob, as to those of our parents, mas-ers and tutors ; on
whose bare authority we rece:ve a great number of truths,
relating to the affairs of common life. But, insucha
case, where is bumility, where is that filial, teackable
spirit, which is one of the marks of our adoption and
regeneration ?  'What need of submitting to the dictates
of Inspiration, because it is the Eternal Sovereign who
speaks ; when we bhave nothing to do but convioce our-
sclves of all necessary truths, by their own internal char-
acters; and to reject, or embrace them, in exact pro-
portion as they agree or disagree with the light of cur
own undersianding ?

¢ Reason, cur opponcnts will say, reason is the foun-
¢ dation of fath: conscquentiy, faith cannot be miore
¢ certaln than reason.’—Reason, I confess, leads to Rev-
elation ; because we are taught by 1t, tbat Gop is in-
fallibly wise, and that we are 1able to err; that we can-
not, therefore, do better than regard the light of Reve-
lation, in preference to the uncertain conjectures of our
own minds. But then, as reason leads us to this infallible
rule, which was given by uncontrollable authority ; she
recquires us to receive, with submission, whatever the
Great Revealer asserts, as a fact ; commands, as a duty ;
or proposcs, as an object of faith.—\VWe may distingnish
three things in faith; and thcse are, the principie, the
discrction, and the conclusion of it. That fundamental
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maxim and first idea in Revealed religion, ¢ whatever
¢ God says 1s true 5’ 1 cali tuc firincifde ot faith.  Us cs-
(Teilom, 1S LAl CXainiNnation by wWh:Ci) We assurc Gurseives
that God sp<aks, and cndcavour to understand what he
means. And the conclusion of 14, 1s tiat zssent which
we give to toe trutd of a Proposition, dDecause it is coa-
tained 1n the Rcovelauon of God ; and because we are
perfectiy satisficd, t.at whatever God says must be true.
T hese taings premised, I readiily grant, that reason icags
us to the firiucifile of faith. By the puiest iigit of our
unucrstanulng we arc persuaced, that whatever God says
is true. R-ason aiso, l frec.y acknowiedge, makes the
discretion of faith : because 1t Is tuat facuity of the mind
wmich is impressed wita those characters of Divinity,
+hat are con:iined ir Revelation ; and afterwards in-
quires, wietiier such or such a doctrine be reveajed, by
examining and comparing one passage of Scripture
with another. But this is ail ; and reason must acqui-
esce 1n what God.savs, withuut presuming to call
1ut0 question the truth or the propriety of his words, when
once their mcaning appeais- The contrary disposition
is not divine {aith, but an 1ntolerable temerity of a kind
of reason tnat would ve dependenton God. e may,
thercfore, safely conclude, without the imputztion of
rashness, that the language of Smalcius, In tr.e passage
procuced, is pregnaut with biasphemy against the Reve-
lation of Goa: and in direct oppos:tion to it we should
say ; thouz.a tnmis proposition, ¢ God was made man,
appeared much more contrary to reason than it really
docs ; yet we ougit to conclude, that we are under a
mistake, and thai tue proposition expresses a wonderful
fact and a cap:tar tuth, because it is contained in the
Worb of JEHuvaAHs —These two declarations compared,
it will appear, tnat the former is daring and presumpta-
ous ; as it inciudes a man:icst preference of the powers
of our own uiderstanding, to the infauible dictates of
mspiration ; which is directly contrary to the nature of
tru- faitn. But tne latter is modest, humble, rational;

as it impiies a reverence for Divine authority, andean
ovident preference of the light of God’s Revelation, to
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that of our own reason ; dispositions these, which are
essential to real fanh.*

® To what is here s2id by our Anthur on this interesting subject,
I beg leave to subjoin the reasouning of & late eicgant aud evangeli-
cal writer, and the tesimony of a great genius 1a the beginning of
the last century, relzting to the same truth. Yhe former ex-
oresses himself thus : ¢ We by nomeans approve 6f a general and
* mdiscriminate outcry sagainst reason. This wou!d be isjurious to
S our ;acred cause, ana imply a reflection on Sur holy rehgion ;
¢ as though it could not bear the serutiny of resson W hereas it
¢ will always copesr to be a reasonable system ; a reasonable ser-
¢ vice ; reason in its highest refinemcrt.—If indee.l reasun affects
¢ to be self-sofficient, she is an impctent usurper : but if she act
‘in = state of depeudence, she is a valuable servant. Does she
¢ pretend to be our light, in matt:rs of a spiritual and heavenly
¢ pature ? she is then a despicable dotard, or an ignis fataus.
‘ Does she kindle her torch at the fire of Revelstion ? she may
¢ then be a discerner of doctrines, and we will call her ¢ The ean-
¢ dle of the L-rd.” Submitting to ker Divine Author. and leari:ing
¢ at ic feet of Omniscienee, she is reason in her senses ; presum-
¢ ing to be equal with the Afll-wise : undertaking to comprehend
¢ his works, or daring to dispute his word ; she is reason :un mad.
*In this quality we disclaim and cashier her; in the other v.e
¢ cherish and ensploy her.—Though 1 could not, by the powers of
‘my rcsson diseover—thongh 1 cannot, by the exercise of my
‘ reasnn fully explain all the articles of my belief; yetl can *give
‘ a reason,” a very satisfactory reason, ¢ of the hope that is in me.’
¢ This is what the apostle requires us to do ; and without doing
s this, we are neither wise nor happy.’

The latter bears his testimony in the following words : ¢ The
¢ prerogative of God comprehends the whole man ; and 13 extend-
‘ed, as well to the reuson, as 10 the will of man : that is, that
‘man renounce himself wholly, and draw near to God. \Where-
¢ fore, as we are to obey his luw, though we find v reluctation in
‘ our will ; s0 we are to delieve hiz word, though we find s reluc.
‘ tation in our reason, we give assert Lo the matler, not to the
¢ author ; which isno more than we would do towards a suspected
¢ and discredited witness.—5acred theology is grounded on, and
* must bhe deduced from, the Uracles of God ; and not from the
‘light of nature, or the dictates of reason—*' To THE LAW AND
‘To THE TESTIMONY ; If they spcak not according to this
‘ word, it is because there 1s no light in them.” Lord Bacen’s
dvancement of Learning. p. 458, 469.
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CHAP. 11.

‘An objection from the supposed Silence of the Scripture, ap-
swered.

THAT we may not be suspected of weakening the ar-
guments of our adversarics, we shall make use of their
words ; and, to avoid prolixity, we contract them a little,
the argument, then, which appcars to us to be the first in
order, and one of the most plausible, is that which they
form on the supposed silence of the Scripture, as to the
mystery of the Incarnation.

¢ We see, say they, that those things which are difficult
¢ to be believed, yet absolutely necessary to salvation, are
very frequently and plainly expressed in tie Scriptures.
Such, for instance, as the creation of heaven and earth ;
the care which God takes of buman affairs ; his knowl-
edge of our thoughts ; the resurrection ot the dead, and
eternal life. Various things also of less importance,
are cleariy and distinctly cor.tained in Holy Writ. For
example, * That Jesus Christ is of the sced of David ’—
Now, if the incarnation of the Supreme God were a fact,
it would be an article of faith absoiutely necessary, and
at the same time very difficult to be believed. It ought,
therefore, to have been very clearly asserted. in the
Scripture ; and so frequently inculcated, by the sacred
writers, who designed to promote and secute our hap-
‘ piness, that none should have had any reason to doubt
* whether it was a part of Divine Revelation. Yet it ap-
¢ pears to us, that there is no such thing contained 1u their
¢ writings. For the passagcs, produccu by our adversa-
¢ ries to prove the tcnet, are of such 2 nature, that they
are obliged to draw several consequences froin them,
before they can infer the incarnation of the Most High
God; or, that he was made man.—Nor is the doctrine
of the incarnation mentioned where it should be, suppos-
¢ g it were true.  Fory, wivon Matthew ana Luke wrote
¢ the history of the birth 7 Clivisty and relate a varicety of
¢ particulars, of much less importance tLan tae incarna-
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tion of the supreme God ; how is it possible they should
have omitted, should have entirely passed over in si-
lence, that wonderful fact, had it been true ? They in-
form us, that Jesus was conceived by the Holy Ghost ;
that he was born of a virgin, in the days of Augustus,
and at the town of Bethlehem, with many other partic-
ulars ; why then, should they omit the most important
and wonderful thing, and that which was more necessa-
ry to be known and believed than any other in the whole
narration ! Luke has nct lorgotten the manger, in
which the new-born Saviour was laid ; yet he has omit-
ted the incarnation of the supreme God, and says no-
thing abcut the hypostatical -union of the Divine
and human nature. How came it to pass, that Mark
should forget the whoie history of Christ’s birth, which
should have included the incarnation ; and John, whom
they will have to speak cf it, should pass over it so
slightly, and express himself with so much obscurity ?—
Again : How came the apostles to make no mention of
so important a doctrine, when they preached the gospel,
and exhorted men to believe on Jesus Chnist; and, to
induce them so to do, set his majesty before their eyes ?
Read the first sermon that Peter preached to the people,
after he had received the Holy Ghost ; the success of
which was so great, that about three thousand souls be-
lieved on Jesus Christ and were baptized : Consider
also his second exhortation to the people, and you may
see, that he makes no mention of the incarnation in ei- -
ther of them. Nor will you find it in any of this apos-
tie’s discourses concerning Christ ; whether to the
rulers and elders of the peopie, or to Cornelius, or to
others. Paul says nothing of it, in the synagogue at
Antioch ; in Arcopagus, at Athens; nor before Felix
and Agrippa, at Cesarea. Yet,certainly, he had a favour-
able opportunity at Athens, to have explained this mys-

¢ tery, when he taiked to the Athenians about the unkrown

¢

God.
In answer to this objection, let the following things

be considered. 1t scems very extraordinary, that they who
have so little regard for ihe Scripture, should improve

U
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its very silence Into an argument against us. Atone time
they declare, ¢ Tiiough the Scripture should exfressly
¢ and reficatedly say, that God was made man, they would
¢ pot believe it;’ at another, they argue against us from
the supposed silence of that sacred Volume. Such con-
duct s neither candid ner consistent.

This objection proceeds on a very dubious principie.
It supposes that those truths which are absolutely neces-
sary to be known, vet very difficult to be believed, are
most expressly and repeatecd;v mentioned in the Scrip-
ture. Baut if iliey mean, every ésck of the Scripture,
the maxim is false ; if ¢ body of ti:e Scripture, the rea-
soning is uscless ; for we maintain, that the mystery of
the incarnation is expressly and repeatediy contained in
the body of the Scripture. The maxim understood
the former sense is so evidently false, that we need nc
other examples to prove it, than those which are mention-
ed in the abjeciton. The resurrection of the dead and
eternal life, so expressly revealed in the gospel, are nci-
ther so ciearly nor so frequentiy mentioned in the Old
Testament. On the other hand, the work of creation
and the coaduct of Prowdence, which are so repeatedly
and strongiy expressed in the Old Testament, are not so
frequently fsund in the New—But must an important
and essenilx: iruth be contained 1n a// the books ol the
Scripture, or in every part of the New Testament? This
ic peither necessary, nor possible. It is not mecessary :
because, as the Holy Spirit has given us for the rule of
our faith, not any particular bock, but the whole canon of
the Scripture ; 1t is quite sufhicientif the necessary doc-
trines be found in the volume of Revelation, though they
may not be included in cvery particular book. Nor is it
frossible : for in the Bible there are several epistles and
books too much contracted, to contain a// that is neccssary
to be known, bclieved, and performed.

The objection supposes, that a truth is rot evidently
contained in Scripture, when it must be inferred Ly con-
sequences. Butlere the objector is urder a great mis-
take, as appcars from the conduct of our Lord; who
proves the immortality of the soul, by a passage in the,
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pentateuch ; though that capital truth is not ccntained in
it, in express terms, but was only inferred consequental-
ly.—The author of this objection is under an equal mis-
takc, when he supposes that these truths ; Jesus Christ
was conceived by the Holy Ghost—Our Lord was born
of a virgin ; are of less 1mportance 0 be known and be-
lieved, than the doctrine of the incarration, had it been
true. For supposing the incarnation to Le a greater mys-
tery, than the conception of Christ by the Holy Spirit ;
yet the latter is no less necessary to be believed tiian the
former. That Jesus Christ came not into the world by
orcinary means, is a fact so necessary to be known, that
without it we cannot b= assured, either of the mystery of
the incarnation, or of the benefits of his death. For if the
humanity of jesus had not been free from original guilt
aud original depravity, it could neither have been united
+0 the Divine Person of the Son of God ; nor bave suffer-
ed a death capabie of expiating the sins of mankind.
This consideration will be of use hereafter. ,
But may we not retort upon our adversaries? May
not the silence of the Scripture be improved, with equal
force, against the conception of Christ, by ihe power ot
the Holy Ghost, and his birth of a virgin? Yet these are
truths, essentially necessary truths, by the confession of
all the world. Our opponents cannot dispute them any
more than we ; because the conception of Christ, by the
Holy Spirit, 1s the first foundation, according, to them,
of his august character, THE Sox or Gop. Nor will
they deny, that ancient prophecy would have been un-
fulfilled,if Jesus had not been born of a virgin.®*  These
truths are also absolutely necessary.—Besides, they are
difficult to be believed : for there have been few things
in the world more surprising, than to hear of a man born
of a 1-irgin.—VW e may, therefore, put the same questions to
our opposers, on the miraculous conception and birth of
Christ, which they do to us, on the incarnation. We ask,
then, if the conception of Christ had been as is gen-
erally supposed, how 1t came to pass that Mark should

® lsaiah vii. 14.
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pass it over in silence ? why does not John mention it ?
WLy did not the apostles always insist on the very mo-
mentous and necessary truth, when they labcured to con-
vert sinners to Jesus Christ? read the fust sermon of
Peter to the people, aftcr he had received the Hoiy Spir-
1t ; consider also his second discourse, aftcr he hac Lcal-
cd the lame man, who lay at the gate of the temple;
and you mnust soon perceive, that he says nothing ex-
pressly about the miraculous conception and birth of his
Divine Master. The same apostie speaks afterwards of
Jesus, to the rulers and eiders of the people io Cornelius
and others; but says not a word of the astonishing con-
ception and wonderfual birth of his Lord. Nor does Paul
say any thing of these astonishing iacts, in his disccurses
in the synagogue, at Antioch ; in Areopagus,at Athens;
nor before Felix and Agrippa. But ought v< from
hence to conclude, that the miraculous conception of
Jesus is not a fundamental article of the Christain faith ?
£ this our opponents themselves will judge.

¢ Yes, they will say, but Matthew aod Luke are not si--
¢ lent on this particular.’—Granted ; nor are a// the sacred
penmen sifent concerning the Incarnation. e produce
the express words of the Holy Ghost, who informs us ;
that Christ 1s ¢ ImmaxveL; Gor wi:h us;’ that ¢ the
¢ mystery of godliness is great, God wias manifes: 1~ the
¢ flesh ;° and that ¢ the word was Gob, and eas made
¢ lesh.’ Te what purpose, then, is that enumeration of
particuiar passages, wnich the author of the objcction has
made ? If he means, that the incarnation 1s not to be
found in the Scripture, because it is not contained in the
passages to which he refeis; we reply, his induction of
particulars is imperfect, and cannot warrant his conclu-
sion. For he has cauticusly omitted those passages
wlich we produce, in order to prove our sentiment. But
if he only intended to collect the occasions on which he
supposes it was proper, for the honor of Jesus Christ,
that the mnspired writers should have mentioned the in-
carnatio ; we ask in our turn, why, on the same occa-
sions, they did not mention his conception by the Holy
Spirit. and his birth of a virgin? For if. according to onr
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principles, the son of God, by the miracle of his incar-
nation, became ImyaxveL; Jesus Christ, according to
their’s, vecame the son of God, by the miracle of his
concefisiom.

The perfect holiness of Jesus Christ is a truth essen-
tial 2 the Christizn religion, and a doctrine of the last
iinportance to our spiriiual comfort. The unerring
writcr of the epistle to the Hebrews, makes all our con-
solation depend upon it. ¢ For such an high priest be-
t came us. who 1s loly, harmless, undekled, scparate
¢ from sinners, and made higher than the heavens: who
¢ peedetn not datly, as those high priests, to offer vp
sacrifice, first for his own sins, and then for the peo-
¢ pic’s”  Yet if you Jook into the evangelical history,
vou will find iiiile, very litle, Indeed, relating to this cap-
ital truth. There, to your amazement, you hear Jesus
Chrnist refusing, to appearance, the epithet good ; when
he says to the youns man, ¢ there is none good but one,
* that 15 God”  You find. indeed, that our Lord says, ¢ [
¢ am the light of the world;> but vou must reason to
know, whether he means the light of holiness, or the
hizkt of tuth. You hear him saying, ¢ I 2m meek and
‘lswly in heart;” but you must learn by inferences,
whether his meekness and humility be attended with all
other virtues; and zlso, whether those virtues reside in
him to perfection. You may hear him ask his adversa-
rics, with confidence, ¢ which of you convinceth me of
¢ sin 7’ and this. I acknowledge, implies, that he is not
an offcnder like men in common ; but yet he does not
expressiv say, ¢ I am without sin’—I concluae, there-
fore, that it 1s not necessary the most inte resting truths
should be contained i» the Scripture, in express and for-
mal terms ; and that it sufhces to infer them by just and
rtasonable coasequence.  For though we had not been
favoured with the epistle to the Hebrews ; though scve-
ral passages in other epistles, ex pressly to the same pozit,
had never been read by us; and though we bhzd necver
heard that those words in [salah, ¢ He had done no vio-
* lence, neither was any deceit in his mouth,’ rclated to
Jesus Christ; yet we should have been assured that he

[ A
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was perfectly holy and righteous; both by the analogy of
faith, and by a muititude of texts, from which we might
have inferred the important co:..sequence.—Hence also
it appears, that there 1s no necessity for a capital and
fundamental truth, to be mentioned inn every page of the
Scripture, nor vet in every book of which tiat Sacred
Volume consists. For the whole economy of salvation,
and al! cur happincss, depend on the consummate holi-
ness of Jesus Christ; and yet you may read a great part
of the Bible, and not find 1t so much as once mentioned.

But, mcre directly to answer this objectios, it may be
observec ; that the sacred writers kcep a miysterious si-
lence, on some occasions, e€ven on matters of great im-
portance; which siience may be attributed !0 various
causes. Sometimes to the nature of that economy un-
der which they wrote. So Maoses and the prophets did
not speak so clearlv of the life to come, as Jesus C=rist;
because the perspicuity of revelatior, in this respect, was
to be a distinguishing character of the Messiah’s appear-
ance; and life and immortality were to be revealed by
him. Nor was it agreeable to the wisdom of God, that
Christ, in his personal ministry, should speak so clearly
concerning the spirituaiity, or so fuliy conccrning the
mysteries, of his kingdom ; as the apostles did after his
ascension, when led into all the truth by the Holy Spirit.
—At other times the spirit of wisdom makecs use of the
clearest and easiest things, to lead us into those which are
more abstruse and difficult.  The great things which the
-apostles were called to declare, werce faczs and doctrines ;
some of which doctrines were very mysterious. The
Jormer were objects of scnse; the laster abstract and
spiritual. Now it would bhave bcen preposterous for
them to have recommended matters of fact, by first re-
cemmending mysterious doctrines : because the order of
pature and reason requires, that the latter should be re-
commended, by aelating and authenticating the former.
If onlv matters of fact had been necessary to be laid be-
fore us, the four gospels would have compriscd the wlole
cf the New Testument ; they beiug the bistory of such
facts as are necessary to ours alvation. Butas,in the grand
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scheme of salvation, there are mysterious dcctrines, with
which 1t is requisite mankind should be acquainted ; the
apostles were inspired to write the other parts of the New
Testament, that we mifght be informed of them. And
if so,1tis far from being strange that Peter, in his first
scrmon, after he kad received the Hcly Ghost, shouid
engage the attention of his auditors, by making remarks
on that Divine effusion, the eficcts of which were so sen-
sible and so wonderful, without saying anv thing about
the incarnation. Nor is 1t at ail amazing that the same
apostle, aficr he had healed the poor beggar teat lay at
the gate of the temple, and perceived tise astorishrment
of the people, shouid take occasion to speak of our
Lord’s resurrection, in whose name he wrought the mir-
acle; and that he should insist on the Jeading circum-
stances of the life and death cof his Divine Master, as
L:ing adapted to enlighten their minds and alarm their
consciences, to soften their hearts and subdue their pride
—much better adapted, to answer these impotent ends,
than a discourse on the mysterious hypostatical union
would have been. The same remark may be made on
the conduct of Paul, on similar occasions.—The silence
objected against us is frequently to be ascribed to the
marvellous condescension of God, in proportioning his in-
structions to our capacities. As itis written, ¢ I have
¢ yct many things to say unto you, but ye cannot bear
¢ them now.” And again, ¢ we have many things to say
¢ and hard to be uttered, seeing ye are dull of aearing.’
Thesc assertions, and the reason on which they proceed,
show the propriety of Peter’s conduct and that of other
aposiles, when speaking to sinncrs not yet converted, or
to such as had but just received tiic light of the gospel:
whom tiey treat as infants, iIn the grace of God and the
krowiedge of Christ, rather than as aduits; laying b.-
forc them the plaimizst truths, and reserving the more ab-
sirusc till a fitter s- ason occurred.

The objection boldly suggests, that the Scripture is
entircly silent, as to the doctrine of the incarnation. But
this is a great mistake. For we find hardly any remark-
able occasion to make it known, but the Holy Spirit im=
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proves it for that purpose. Jesus, at his birth, is called
¢ God with us.” At his bapusm: be s honored in such a
manner as cannot agree to a mere creature.  In the his-
tory of his life and ministry, by the evangeiists, the names
and attributes, the works and worship of God, arc fre-
quentiy ascribed to him.  And the apestics. in their ip-
vaiuable writings. act n a similar way. by describmig and
treating him as the true Goxd.

The objection asserts, thai the passages adduced to
prove our doctrine are such, that we are objiged to draw
several conciusions before thev can serve our tuin.  And
what if they were? this would not nvandate the arcu-
ment formed upon them, provided the conclusions be
fairlv drawn. But it 's a mistake. For the Scripture
expressly asscrts, that Jesus Christis ¢ God mantested
¢ in the flesh’—that be 1s ¢ the word 2’ that ¢ tle word
¢ was God :’ and that ¢ the word was made flesh.” Here
we necd only teke the natural sense of the expressions,
witi:out any further reasoring, ‘o find the incarnation,
For the term flesh, 1s taken, either for the dody. merely ;
wiich cannot be the meaning here, because Christ not
only assum:d a body. but a body united 1o a spirit: orit
signifies sin ; but w:1s cannot be intended, because Jesus
assumed a holy, not a sinful patuic: or it must signify
the Auman nature ; and this. undoubtedly, is the sense of
the term. The obvious ineaning, therddore, of the text
1s; God was maniicsi In the human nature.  If we must
reason, it 1s only for tl:e sense of the terms ; not that we
may Inier, by consequences, a truth wlich lay conceaied.
IFor thes= two propositions, God <vas made man—God
was wunicxl in the Fuman nature—zare perfectly couiva
lent.
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CHAP. IIL

An objection fiom John xvii. 8, apswered.

OxE of the principal arguments in favour of the So-
cinian hypothesis, is formed on those words of our Lord ;
¢ this is life eternal, that they might know thce the only
¢ true God, and Jesus Christ whom thiou bhast sent’—
¢ Nobody questicas, says Crellius, but that, by the srue
¢ Gsd, must be understood the Supreme God. When,
¢ thercfore, Jesus Christ represents his Father to us, as
¢ the only true Gid; it foilows, that none but the Father
¢ 1s the Supreme God.’

Before we retarn a direct answer, it may not be im-
proper to make a few general remarks. Letit, then.
be here observed, that as our Lord may be considered,
either in a state of the lowest humiliation, or in a state
of the highest zlory; so he is variously represented to
us, according to these two very different conditions. Ac-
cordingiy he assumes, in reference to the former, such
tharacters as express his abasement ; aiud, with a view
to the latter, such as denote his exaltation. In the time
of his humiliation, he calls bimsclf ¢ the son of man,’
much more frequently than ¢ the son of God :* but; after
he was glorified, his apostles constautly call him, ¢ the
¢ son of God;’ hardly ever, ¢ tiic son of man’ Belo:e
s resurrection, his disciples thought they said a great
deal in this confession of their faith, ¢ thou art Christ,
¢ the son of the living God ;> but their light increasing
with his glory. when they saw aim risen t:om the dead,
onc of thein waid, ¢ my Lord und my God I \Vien Jesus
taught his disciples o pray, he gdve them an admirable
pattern of devotion in what 1s catled, * the Lord’s pray-
‘er;’ yctin trat cxcelient dircctory, the name of Christ
is not oi,ce mentioned.  But wien the Roedeemer is just
leaving the world, and 1s goinyg to be glorificd, Le says
to his discipies ; ¢ wiatsocver ve sitail ask the IMather 1n
¢“my nae, he will give it you”  And, zfter Lis exaita-
tion, the church places her hupe of Divine acceptance,
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A

devoronal scrvices, cutirely ia his intercession ; ad-

)
dressimy her prayer and praises to the Father, ti:rough
:e Lancz of ber Divine Saviour only. ¢ Unto him be

v gloiv 1 ihe cliurchy by Christ Jesus, throughout all
¢ ages—ve are an Lholy priestiiood, to cofier up spiritual
¢ sacrifices, acceptable to God, by Jesus Christ—I¥ any
¢ man sin, we have an advocate with the Father, Jesus
¢« Ciirist the righteous.’—These things considered, itis
no wender that Jesus Christ, when speaking of bimself
in the time of his humiiiation, should speak suitably ¢o
that condition; nor tiat, in the evangencal history, the
Faticr 1s more frequently calied Gop, than he ; nor yet
that our mecdiator, en various occasions, should speak of
nimself, as subject to his Father ; and of the Father, as
:he Creator of heaven and earth, and the sovereign man-
a~zer of all events.

Arguments drawn from the silence of the Scripture,
are, in some cases excellent ; bui in ¢thers imperunent
and entirely false. Will our epponents assert, for in-
stance, that Christ is not the redeemer ; because he
taught his disciples the dutes of morality, when on the
inount, without expressly mentioning the work of ree
demption ? or, dare they affirm, that he is not an inzer-
cessor with God ; because, when teaching his disciples
to pray, he does not always direct them to ask the bles-
sings they want, in his name ?—Creliius, then, gains no
advantage to his cause, by remarking; ¢ that Jesus
¢ Christ, when speaking of himself on various occasions,
¢ says nothing greatcr ; nor yet his apostles, when speak-
¢ ing of bim, than that he 15 the son of God.” For as,
on some occaslons, Christ spake of himself as a man;
as, oD others, he spake of himself as a prophet, without
saying any thing of s kingly, or priestly office; and
yet we cannot wiih any appearance of reason conclude
from hence, that he is uetter king, nor priesty, nor me-
diator between God and man: so lic might speak of him-
self, and thie apostles might represent him, as a priest
and z king, as mediator and the son of God, on certain
occasion ; without speaking cxpressly of his Divinity,
and vet Lou mulitate, i the least, against It.
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To answer more dircctly. if our adversaries mean
to prove, irom this passagv, ‘that Jesus Christis not Gobp,
they actinconsisteitiy ; tor tucy acknowledge thiat he
bears tiie name n tic ioly Scnyiurea. has, it they
would hencc make it eppear, that fic 1s not tise truc God,
they contradict themscises.  For buunus\)\prcs,es hlm-
seli in the foliowing remarkabic words. ¢ 1t is very fatse
¢ that we shouid oprnl) deciare, Jesus Christ 1s not frue
¢ God. \Vz prcfess te say the contrary, and declare, that
‘BHE Is TRUE Gob, 15 scv e"al of our writings, as well
‘in the Latin. as in the Pglisi: language.’*—¢ Jesus

Chrict, says Sma.cius, mey Lo calied, with a sovereign
¢ right, ov'rR Gobp, and, vHE TrT 2 (op ; andse he realiy
¢1s.’ And, in another place, Le AsSures us, ¢that Jesus
¢ Christis Ged, in the MOST PERFECT MANNER : fic7fio-
¢ tissimo modo.’—11 thec, Jesus Cihrist be Gob, the truc
Gobp, and God 1n tiie most f.ericc? meaner ; and if this
be the seniiment of our oppounents, what do they mean
by adducing 2nd arguing upon this passage ? 1s 1t their
intentior to prove, by tzkisg the words in thelr greatest
rigour ui signification, that Ciwrist is not the truc God,
and that the sublime title belongs only te the Father?
but this 1s diametrically opposite to their own declara-
tivns.  Let them, then, first agree with themselves ; after
which it will be time enough for us te attempt a coalition
with them. It is proper, however, to return a more par-
ticular answer to their objection.

Paul says, ¢ I determined not to know any thing among

¢ you. save Jesus Christ, and iiim crucified” Now, it is
evident, 1f we understand this declaration in the full
rigour of its literal scnse, that the apostie excludes every
object from the doctrine of salvation, besides his cruci-
fied Lord; but will our opposcrs from hence infer, that
the Divine Fatheris excluded from that *h;( ct which the
apostle determined to know, 1n contralistinction to all
other things? no, doubtless. ]’*uth they @ni we must
cxcept the Father; because we éind, from other passages
of Scripture, that the kaow lgdb-: of Him 1s absooutely ne-

L
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ccssary (o eternal felicity. Were we to take the words
of Paul in their strictiy literal meaning, they wouid be
dizmciically opposite to the declaration of his Divie
Master. in the text which is now under considerzcion,
and which our sdversaries, with so much confiderce, ob-
ject against us. For the apostle says, we musc propose
nothing to ourselves, as the object of the doctrine of sal-

yation, but the cruaj‘h d Jesus : while his Leord most s0i-
emiiy asserts the necessiy of knowing e Father, in
order to our future happmess. (,o...,equentiy, these as-
scrtions cannot be both true, if wandcrstocd in the rigour
of their literal meaning ; but they are easily reconciied
by supposing that Paui, when he determipes - to kuow
¢ nothing but Jesus Chmist and him crucified,” does not
mean io exclude the Father ; who, bcing one w nh the Sen

is revealed by him, and known at the same t:me witk: hmn.
And if our adversaries themselves be obliged to adopt
this mcthod ¢ interpretation, when these two passages
are to be recorciled ; wiy will they not admit of it, when
we are called to reconr:i}e the texi before us, which, ac-
cording to ¢hem asserts, that ¢ the Father only 1s the true
¢ Ged;’ with other passages of Scripture which have
taught them, ¢ that Jesus Christ is the true God 2 1
whean Paul says, ¢ I determined not to know any thing,
¢ save Jesus Christ and kim crucified,” we except the
Father; because we are taught, by the same unerring
spiiit, that life eternal consists, not only in knswing
Christ crucified, but also in thie knowledge of the Father:
1s it reasonable, when the Sciipture calls the Father ¢ the
¢ only true God;’ that we should except Jesus Christ;
there being other passages of Holy Writ which declare,
even by the confession of our opponents, tiat he 1s the
true God?

It is very remarkable, that the most ingenious of our
antagonists. when haudling this argument. deprive them-
selves of all acventage fiem 1, Ly the concessions wlich
they are cbliged to make.  Creilius observes,or tl.c pas-
sage, ¢ that the design of Christ was not ‘o deny. that
¢ the 1ccls. or gods of the Heatlens, wore realiy idnls, or

¢ gods of the Hceatliens; but o4y o deay, that they were
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the true God.” And acknowledges that, if we ccnsider
the comstruciion of the words, we ought not to councct
the term only, with thee, Father. ¢ We would not, says
¢ be, have 2uy one charge us with supposithg, merely on
¢ acceunt of the grarnmatical constiuction of the words,
¢ that the term onfy ought to be connected with thee, or
¢ the Father ; for the article before the adverb only will
¢ not bear it ; and, therefore; we must understend the
¢ verb, 12 be. For, otherwise it were as if Jesus Christ
¢ had said, t0 #ncw that thou only art the true Ged ;
¢ which, though true in itseif, is very far from being the
¢ sense of this passage.’®

Sucli concessions, from one who holds the first piace
among our opponcnts, are very considerable : nay, tley
are sufficient to decide the question in ovr favour. For
when we produce a text oi Scripture, in proof of any
partticular doctrine ; we reason, either from the bare sig-
rification of the words, or from the occasion on which
thcy were uttered.  Ji, then, we here dispute from the
occasion of the words, vur opposcrs will prove nothing
against us : for they allow that Christ, in this place, con-
trasts ihe true God, with the idols of the Heathen;
whi~h, though it utterly exclude every fictitious deity, yet
docs not in the least militate against our Immanuel’s
claim of Divinity. Nor will our adversaries have any
advantage, by attending to the dare signification of the
words : for they cannot infer from thence, that the Father
only, to the exclusion, of Jesus Christ, is the true God }
without connecting the adverb only, with thee, Father ;
which Crellius declares they do ot attempt.

‘The passage before us far from atuibuting Deity t6
the Father, in oppusition to the Son, evidently ascribes
the infimite bonor to them both. For the second niem-
ber of the proposition is equivalent to this; that they
may know that he whom thou hast sent is also the true
God. And the meaning of the wlolc text is; that they
may know thee, the oniy true God, wirh him whom thou
bast scnt—As if one should say to the emperor; this

® CreLL. De Deo uno Patre. Sert. 1. Cap. L p. 15, 19,
W
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is the welfare of Hungary, that they may know thee to
be the only true king, and arch-duke Joseph, whom
thou hast appointed over them. Which preposition
would be equivalent to this; That they may know thee
the only true king, with arch-duke Joseph thy son.

hough we might excmplify this way of speaking, by
multitudes of instances in profane authors, yet we shaiji
content ourselves with producing two irom the Holy
Scriptures. When Christ says to his disciples. ¢ Abide
¢in me, and lin you;’ the werb, atide, is necessarily
understood in the second member of the proposition,
thus ; Abide in me, and 1 will abide In you. And when
Pzul says, ¢ Though ye have ten thousand instructors in
¢ Christ, yet not man- fathers,’ {or so it is hterally in the
original ; we must also repeat, in the second member of
the proposition, what is expressed in the first, after this
manner : Though ye have ten thousand instructors in
Christ, yet have yc not many fathers in Christ.  This,
it is manifest. is the sense of the passage. So, in these
words, * That they might know thee, the only true God,
¢ and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent;’ we must re-
peat, in the atter part of the proposition, what is ex-
pressed in the former, thus : That they may know thee,
the only true God, and that Jesus Christ, whom thou
hast sent, is the true God with thee. For whenitis
said, in tne second branch of the proposition, ¢and
¢ Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent 3 it is natural to
ask, What of him ! To which the answer is, That thiey
may know Hix also to be that only true God.

Our oppunents allege the following text, on this oc-
gasion ; ¢ Who is the blessed and only potentate, the
¢ King of kings and Lord of lords: o povos Eyar aba-
¢ yagiay, the only having immortaiity.” But as tise
last words, when reduced to an ordinary comnstruction,
are thus read, ¢ Who oniy hath urmorntality ;> so our
adversaries will have it that these 1oy p-;'vsv a:’)\r,ﬁwc\v@eo\v
ghould be thus read, ¢ Who only i1s the true Gou.” But
this text and criticism will be of little service to their
cause. Nay, they could hardly bave produced an in-
stance more unfavourable toit. For it appears from the
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context, that Jests Carist is the glorious person here
intended. As, therefore, when he is called, ¢ the blessed
¢ and o0.ly Potentate, the King of kings and Lord of
¢ Jords, who only hath immortality ;’ the Father is not
excluded from an interest in those august titles and the
perfecticns signified by t.em: so, had the Father been
called the only true God, it would not have followed,
that the Son is excluded from being a Person in the
Deity ; seeing hc bears the same sublime characier, with
oiher titles of equal grandeur.

But there is an obvious and essential diiference bc-
tween the two passages. In the example adduced, by
Crellius, ¢ the only having immortality,” is a nominative
which does not depend on the verb, but the verb depends
on the nominative ; whereas, in the passage before us,
¢ the only true God,’ 1s an accusative, and depends on
this verb, ¢ that thcy may know;’ an accusative, I say,
which ought to be connected, not caly with thee, but
also with the following accusative, ¢ Jesus Christ whom
¢ thou hast sent” This, it is evident, entirely alters the
case.—Besides, with what consistency could this author
render the text, ¢ That they may know thee, who only
¢ art the true Go.1;’ afier he had confessed, that the agd-
verb only, does not relate mnerely to the nronoun tkee, as
had been observed ?

Further : I demand of our opponents, how they would
reduce this proposition; That they mz, know thee the
true God, and Jesus Christ? Would they not, if ingenu-
ous, reduce 1t thus; That they may know thee for the
true God, thee, and Jesus Christ? When I form these
propositions ; That they may know thee, the only wise,
and Jesus Christ—Thee, the only immortal, and Jesus
Christ—7hee, the only king, and Jesus Christ—no one
would ever suppose, that 1 intend to ¢xciude the Lord
Redeemer from wisdom, immortality, ard royaity. On
the contrary, every one would immediately see, that I
comprehend, in these propositions, the wisdom, the im-
mortality, and the ruyaity of the one and the other.
Wy, then, shouid any person forim a different judgment
of this propositior, which is perfectly similar ! That they
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may know thee the only true God, and Jesus Christ ?
For these words, ¢ whom thou hast se¢nt,” do not in the
least aiter the nature of the proposition.

VWhen cur opponents express the proposition thus,
that they may know thee, who art the oniy true God,—
it 1s mecessary to inquire, whether the term only is to
be conn=cted with the proncun ¢4ee, or with the noun
God. Forif the word only be joined with thee, tbat is,
the Father; it indicates, that the Father only is the
true God: but, if it be connecied with the term Gad,
it declares the Father to be that God, who is the only
irze one. To see which of these interpretations ought
to be preferred, we need only to consult the original.
For there, it is observable, the article does noi stand
immediately either before God, or true God ; but before
these three terms, only rrue God. 1f the original were,
ot wa'ver 10y aAyfivoy O¢o v, the meaning would be, that
they may know thee only, the true God. Wuich proposi-
tioa might be reduced to this ; that they may know thee,
wio only art the true God. But the pen of inspiration has
recorded it thus; ¢e Toy w3 yoy aArfivoy ©eo'y, ¢ that they
¢ may know thzs, the only true God:’ the signification
of which is plainly this. that they may know that thou
art the only true God. Now he who says, the Father is
that God who is the only t-ue one, asserts nothing incon-
sistent with our sentiments. For he who says, the Father
is God ; savs also, the Father is the only true God. And
so when we say. Jesus Christ is God, we assert, that ke
is the oaly true God; hecause we have no idea of two
Gods. If, then, the Scripture do not militate against
the D:ity cf Carist, m saying. that the Fatheris Gud ;
it asserts notaing inconsistcnt with that capital truth
when it affirms, that the Father 1s the vnly true God.

But the scnse of the passage will be more apparent,
znd 1ts consistency with our doctrine more evident, if
wo consider, the occasion of thz words—a parrallel
passage—that equality on which the Father and the Son
are here placed—and the principal terms of which the
remarkable text consists.—=The occasion of the words.
1t was cvidently in opposition to the corrupt theology of
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the Heathens, that Christ thus expressed himself. As
if nc had said ; the Gentiles perish, because they have
no knowledge of any but false gods : but it 1s life et=rnal,
to know thee the true God, in opposition to idols, and
Jesus Christ thy Son. This 1s quite copsistent with our
bypotiests. For who does not perceive, that the words
of the text are limited by the occasion of them? Crel-
lius, indeed, says, ¢ The sense of a discourse is not
¢ always determined by the occasion of it: and it fre-
¢ quently happens, that we deliver general expressions
¢ on a particular occasion.’—That this is the case mn some
instances, we freely allow; but that it 1s always thus,
cur learned opponent dares not afirm. \Ve have several
examples of each kind, in the evangelical history. So
when Christ says, immediately before he raised Lazarus
from the dead; ¢I amm the resurrection and the life.
¢ He that believeth in me, thou: i. he were dead yet shall
¢ he ive’~And when, upon lLis disciples showing him
the temple, he said, ¢ Dcstroy this temple, and in three
¢ days I will raise it up’—it is manifest that, on these
particular occasions, he deiivers gencral expressions,
which are not limited by :i:c subjects of which hic speaks.
But then this 1s not alweys ti:2 case. For example:
VWhen Jesus said to Pcter, ¢ Blessed art thou Simon Bar-
¢ jona ; for flesh and blood hath not revealed it unto thee,
¢ but my Father whicii is in heaven;’ will Crellius affirm,
that the expressions are not limited by the occasion on
which they were spsken? Will Le assert, that by #, or
these things, tl:e goed confession which Peter had  just
mnade, 1snot to be undersiood ?

It being certain, then, that the sense of a period is
somciimes jiimited, and sometimes not linited, by the
oc.asion ci 1t; we must inquire, under whickh of thesc
iwo classes the text in question should be placed.  That
the sense of it ought to be limited to the occasion of tac
words, 1s evident to ine from this conc.deration ; there
is a double allusion in it. The first is in thesc words,
¢ Thisis life eternal.” The second 1n these, ¢ The only
¢ truc God.’ 1Inthe latter of these ciauses, Chrise speaks
in allusion to the false divinitics of the Heathens., Io

v 2
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the former; he makes eternal happiness consist, in the
know'edge of the true God ; in aliusion, and in opposi-
tios: to the statc of Heathzns; wio were lost, by having
only false objccts of worship, and by not knowing the
truec Ged. A singl- zaliusion to the occasion on which
the words were uttered, would have beea sufficient to
lim:t their meaning to that occasion ; and if so, the pas-
sage must undoubtedly be understood, according to its
two-fsld aiiusion, in which the force and spirit of it con-
sist. This dcuble allusica, thercfore, limiting the sense
of the words, requires us to ¢xplain them thus: That
they may know tliee the oniy truc (God, in opposition to
the false gods, who have betrayed the Hezthens inioa
fatal error; for iz the knowledge of Thee, eternal life
€onsists.

¢ But, says our opponcnt, suppose any one should
¢ imagine, that Peter, Jumes, or Johin, is of the same
¢ essence with the eternal Father; might we not correct
¢ and coutute him by this text ? And could the force of
¢ the passage be eluded by saying ; The design of Christ
¢ was oniy to exciude the ficutiovs deities of the H.a-
¢ thens ’—I reply ; Peter is far from being in the samo
predicament with Jesus Christ. He is not Gop ; noris
he called God, and the true God,in th:c sacred Scriptures;
yet all this is affirmed of the Lord Redeemcr, by the
Holy Spirit : nay, as before obscrved, our adversaries
themselves acknowledgce him under these Divine charac-
ters. Peter is far from being invested with the names
and attributcs, the prerogatives and honors of God; but
his Lord, as we have already proved, has them all as-
eribed to him, by the pen of Inspiration—Again : The
words were spoken of the Father and of Jesus Christ;
not of the Father and of Peter. Nor was it necessary
that this passage should be adapted to confute every wild,
and mousirous opinion, that might be embraced on the
sublime subject of the Godhead. Forif Pcier, for in-
stance, shouid imagine that he is the Father, who, ac-
cording to our opponcents, is the true God, in contradis-
¢inction to the Son ; I demand, whether they could con-
vice pim of hiserror and blasphemy, by confrouting




sECT. VI. 247 CHAP. 1I1.

him with this text? ¢ Itis I, he would say, who am the
¢ Father ; and the passage you produce asserts my etcrnal
¢ Divinity—represents me as the trud God’—But were
Peter in the same circumstances witis Jesus Christ ;
did we consider him as havirg existed before tiie world
began ; as being the Creator of heav nand carth:
as the Alpha and Omega, the First and the Last—were
he, by uncrring write-s, calied Gop, the micury Gopo,
the GReEAT Gop, the TRUE Gobp. and Gop BLESSED FOR
EVER ; were be rcepresented, as equal with the Father,
and as one with the Father ;—could we, in such a case,
ri-asonabiy refuse him the title of frue God, while we ad-
mitted the Divine inspiration of the Scr.ptures ?

Our interpretation of this text will be further comfirm-
ed, if we compare it with the following fuarallel prassage.
¢ The son of God is con:e, and hath given us an under-
¢ standing that we may know Him that is true ; and we
¢ are in Him that is true, even 1n his sen Jesus Carist.
* THIS IS THE TRUE GOD, AND ETERNAL LIFE—Wer
shall not spend our time in refuting the criticisms of
some of eur adversaries, wiio have immaintained that these
words ¢ ‘Tnisis the true God, and eternal life,” ought not
t0 be referred to Jesus Christ, who is mentioned imme-
diately before ; but to God, who is spoken of in the pre-
ceding verse. For nothing but an extremc desire to de-
fend thei- cause, at any rate, could induce them to assert
any such thing. Nothing can be more evident, than that
H: whois called ¢ The true God, and etcrnal life,” is
the same who is called frue; of whom 1t is said, ¢ We
¢are in him that is true, even in his Son Jesus Christ.”
Socinus docs not deny it.  Nay, he not only allows, that
Cirict is here called, ¢ The true God, and eternal life ;’
but he also confesscs, that these words are parallel to
those which are now in dispute hetween us. ¢ I am c=a-
¢sily induced to think, cays he, as the sense of this passage
¢ scems to be entirely the same with that of Christ him-
¢ self. John xvii. 5. that this clause, ¢ This is the true
¢ God, and eternal life ;> ought to be referred, not ondy to
¢ the Father, but also to Christ himself, as much as it can
¢ and ought to be referred.’—But here our subtiie oppos:
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er falls into a contradiction. For if the two passages be
not parallel, why does he say, that the sense of the one is
the sense of the other ?.And if they be, how can he main-
tain, that one of them says, Jesus Christ is the true God,
and that the other implies he is 0z worthy of any such
chaiacter ?

But it is of still grecater importance to consider, that
equality on which tae Father and Son are here placed.
They are evidentiy represented, as being unitcdiy, as
being equally, the grand ooj-ct of spiritual and saving
knowiedge. Itis, indeed, pretended by our opponents,
that it hehoved Jesus to speak very modestly, when he
was prayving to his Father. Crellius observes, that it was
by no mieans proper tor Christ, on such an occasion, to
say, that he was the caly true God, with his Fatizer. The
reasons which he assigns are ; ¢ Partly, because he is pray-
¢ ing to his rather: and, therefore, onght to speak with
¢ the greatest modesty ; and, partly, because he consid-
¢ ers himself as the Fatlier’s messenger.  Foritis not to
¢ be supposed that he should, when praying to his F=zther,
¢ set himnscif on an equality with him; by assuming a
¢ title so great, that the Father has none superior. And,
¢ seeing he here oensiders himsclf as his Father’s mes.
¢ senger, we must not suppose, that he attributes to him-
¢ selfthc glo y and majesty of Him who sent him, which
¢ consists 1n Lis being the only true God.’—But if Jesus be
not the truc God with his Father, it is so tar from being
the grratest modesty 1n him not to cail himself so, that
therc is no modesty in 1t at all. Extraordinary modesty,
in a subject, a servant, to say, ¢ I am not the sovereign of
¢ the state !’ \Wondcrful modesty, truly, which restrains
a worm, an atom, from calling 1tself THE CREATOR oOF
ALL THINGS ; (GOD BLESSED FOoR EVER ! Never was
modesty more offended, nor the laws of decoram violated
in a more outrageous mnanner, than iy Jesus Christ on
this occasion, if he be a mere man, or 5 mere creature.
1, therefore, may return Crellius his own words, and af-
firm ; that nei.her modrsty, nor the character of messen-
gery would permit Jesus Christ to associate himseif with
the Father, as unitedly constituting an object that is the
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happiaess of mankind, if he were a mere creature. Not
modesty : For if Jesus be a mere creature, he is not, in
comparison wiui God, so much as a grain of sandy to the
firmament; as a glimmering taper, to the sun; as the
smailest worm, to the Lord of the whole ecarth. Shail we
say, then, that the firmament and a grain of sand support
thelworld ? That the sun and a glimmering taper 1liu-
nminate our tepraqueous globe! That the lord of the
carth and a worm cause great revolutions in states ?—
Not the character of messenger : for in what empire was
a dutiful servant cver known to name bimself with his
master, and to attribute every honor and act of royalty to
himself and the sovereign ? Were a minister of state to
i1ssue a proclamation informing the public, that ali affairs
relating to government must be transacted in the king’s
and his own name ; were he to cauzse his name to be
stamped, with his royal master’s, on the coin, and to be
inscribed on public edifices ; and were he tc grant par-
dons in bis own name. he would certainly be guilty of
high treason. How, then, dared Jesus to assert, that life
cternal consists in the knowledge of God and of himsei£?
How dared he to institute an ordinance, and require it to
be administered in this form of words ; ¢ I baptize thee,
¢ in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the
¢ Holy Ghost 2 With what propriety, truth, and decency,
could he say; ¢ Ye believe in God, believe alto in Me ?°
Or how dare we say, ¢ i believe in God the Father al-
¢ mighty, and in Jesus Christ 2

The principal terme of which this text consists, fuilisn
us with a further proof. that tiie Lord Messiah i not
excluded from the Godhead of tiie Father. Lect us
consider the word know. DBy this term we must el-
ther understand a merely speculative, or a practical
knowledge. Not the former ; because our adversaries
the mselves being judges, iife eternal does not consist in
such akunowledge. For Creilius suys, ¢ Itis false that
¢ etevnal iife consists, nor yet toe means to vbtain ity
¢ knowing that the Father and is Son Jesus Christ are
¢ the only and true God.  Tuis cannot be, 1f taken ac-
¢ cording to the letter.  Otherwise it would be suthcizngy
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¢ in order to obtain eternal happiness, to acknowledge the
¢ Father and the Son for the only true God. But if so, ail
¢ that are of this opinion would obtain eternal life ; though,
¢ at the same time, they might be guilty of such sins as
¢ exclude then: from the kingdom of heaven, according
¢ to the express declarations of Scripture. You will say,
¢ glien, all this shouid be taken in an improper sense ; in
¢ such a manner, that this krowledge may comprehend
¢ faith in Jesus Christ, a faith working by love, and all
¢ sorts of graces.”*—It must, therefore, be a firactical
knowledge. Andif so, to know the true God, must in-
clude a reliance on him and love to him ; adoration of
bim and obedience to his commands. To this our learn-
ed ypponent agrees. Now, as the term know, is applied
{c the Son, as well as to the Father, in the text before us ;
it ..ecessarily follows, that eternal life does not only con-
sis:in trusting, loving, adoring, and obeying God the
Father ; but also in paying the same honors, and in per-
ferming the same duries, to our Lord Jesus Christ  But
ir it be our bappiness to know Jesus Christ, so as to be-
ieve in him and love him, so as to worship and obey
him, he must he the true God; for it is not possible
that a rational creature should owe those honors and du-
ties to any other. None but the true God ought to be
served and worshipped, in a religious way. ¢ Thou shalt
¢ ‘worship,’ say’s the supreme Lawgiver, commented upon
9y the teacher came from God ;—* Thou shalt worshlp
‘the Lord thy God, and Hin oxry shalt thou serve.
Norne but the Divine Being, therefore, can deserve those
honors, which are presented to the proper object of
¢ faith, and love, and all sorts of graces.’

Life eternaly is another expression which deserves our
notice. Noiic but an Infinite Being can render the life
ofa creature eternzl. But Jesusis not an Infinite Being,
if he be not the true God with his Father : consequentiy,
on that supposition, he cannot give eternal life.—~When
the passage asserts, that the knowledge of God is et.rnal
life, and that the knowiedge of Christ is cternal life ; ei-
ther it means, that the knowledge of the lauter is eternal

* CrxLL. De Uno Deo Patre, Seet. 1. p. 21,
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life, in the same sense in which it is affirmed of the for-
mer, ot in a diffcrent sepse.  If ina ciffirent sense,no
=xpressions can be more ambiguous : they are equivocal,
and adapted to lead usinto a fatal error. If in the same
sense, Christ must bestow eternal life on the subjects of
that spiritual knowledze, for the s2ame reason that the
Father does them that know him. But the Father gives
life eternal, because Le is the rue God. So says the
text ; ¢ This is life et~rnal. that they might kuow thee
the oaly true God.” It follows, then, that our Immanuel
bestows life eternal, only as he is the true God—Agzin:
Either the knowledge of Christ is life etcrnai, because
that boundless blessedness consists in this knowledge ; or
because this hnowledge is the pirincifile of it.  If the for.
mer, Jesus Christ must be the Supreme Good ; for con-
summate felicity, or life eternal, 1s no other than tire com-
plete possession of the Supreme Good. If the larzer,
then I demand, whether this knowledge be the source of
eternai life ; or only a mean to otain it ? If the source
of it, the object of that most beneficial knowledge must
be the true God : for 1t i1s only the krowledge of Him
that humbles, comforts, and sanctifies us ; that produces
both holiness and happiness, which are the true grand
constituents of that life which iseternal. If only as a
mean to obtain everlasting felicity, the language of the
text, though seemingly strong and big with sense, was
intended to express very low and feeble ideas : for if so,
there is very little excellence in the knowledge of Christ,
which is not found in an acquaintance with other persons
and other things. Were this all, it might have been
said, with propriety ; ¢ This is life etcrnal, to know the
¢ ]awe—to know the Scriptures. This islife eternal, for
¢ the Israclites to know Moes;’ and, atthe commence-
ment of the gospel dispensation, ¢ for the Jews and Gen-
¢ tiles to know the apostles’ For the knowledge of the
apostles, as the messengers of God and ambassadors ot
Christ, was a mcan of obtaining eternal happiness : and
the knowledge of Moses, as the honorcd scrvant of Je-
Lovah, was a happy mean, by which the Israclites were
brought to obey God and obtain everlasung felicity.
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Or, if you will, the knowledge of Moses, and of the
apostles, being a mean of converung sinncrs 10 God,
was ajso a mean of bringing them to cternal life. W heth-
er this mean was greater or iess, is not mwatcriai 1o my
present purpose; a mean it uncoubtediy was, and the
ar; jment reguires no n.ore—It must, notwithstandang,
‘be grantcd, that it would have been mmpous and bias-’
phemous to have spoker after this manner 5 ¢ Thisis
‘¢ life cternal to kuow Moses—Tiis i1s iife eternal to
¢ krow the apesties.” Ard it wouid be the height of
impicty, to call Moses 2nd the aposties ETERNAL Lire,
as the Scripture calls Jesus Christ: ¢ This 1s tie tine
€ God and eterndl iif:.’

Whioever considers this apostolic testimony will find,
‘that the Holy Spirit verv ciosciy connects the ideas of
¢ the true God,” and ¢ etermal lile;” and that it was his
design to inform us, that it is because Jesus Christ is the
Jormer, that he gives the latter We may, thercfore,
salely conclude, that as he bdesrows the onc, he must be
the other. For when he is cailed ¢ ctainal life;” and
when itis said, that eternal life consists in ¢ knowing
¢ him ;’ the expressions do net merely signify, that Le
Zrromises everlast ng felicity, or that he beszcws 1t on his
discipies ; but that he is the aurhor of it, and that 1t con-
eists in the enjoyment of him. Moses promised the land
of Canaan to the Israelites, and Joskua put them 1n fros-
session of it ; yet neither the onc nor tie other is called
¢ the land of Canaan ;> because svch a tiame, for such a
reason, would be ridiculous. But Christ is called ¢ eter-
nal bife,” and that immense biiss 1s said to consist in * the
¢ knowledge of him ;’ to teach us 1.0t only tl.at be firon éses
that infinite blessedness, not only that Le will certainly be-
stow 1t ; but that he i1s the source of it, ana that we need
only to know him, in order to be both loly and happy for
ever. Jesus, thercfore, must be an Infinite Object; must
be the true God. For it he were amere creature it would
be impious to supposc, that evcrlasting litc is infaiiibly
connected with the kuowledge of him 5 that being the
prcrogative royal of the Groat Supreme.  As it is writ-
ten, ¢ This is life eternal, that they might know thee
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¢ the only tiue God—This is the true God and eternal
¢ hife”

Let us now consider the name, Gop. Our oponents
Jabour to persuade us that the term God is not a proper
name, but an appellative. For this purpose they bave
written whole treatises : nor need we wender atit.  For
if it be certain, that the emphatical term is the proper
name of the Suprem:= Being, they must be obliged to ac-
knowledge Jesus as a iruly Divine Person ; because they
allow, that he is frequently called Gop, even in such pas-
sages as ure not suppoesed to be figurative. Tkey, there-
fore, wil. have it, that the subiime name is an appellative ;
and that ii is frequently given to others, besides the Great
Supreme —\Vithout entering inte this dispute, we shall
reason with them on their own principles. 1f, then, the
term God be an appellative, we may form the same judg-
ment of it, as the name king ; which s given to Jehovah,
by way of excellence, but is also attributed to others.
Now I demand of our adversaries, supposing the words
of the text were, ¢ This is life eternal, that they might
¢ know thee the only true King, and Jesus Christ whom
¢ thou hast sent;’ whether they would afhirm that the ex-
pressions, ¢ only true King,” celong to the Father exclu-
sively of the Son ? or whether they would allow them to
belong to both ? They would,1 am persuaded, undem
stand the words thus ; This is life eternal, to know thee
the only true King ; thce, Father, with him whom thou
hast sent, even Jesus Christ. Now, as the name God,
on their principles, is no less appellative-than the term
king ; they ought, if they would act consistently, to un-
derstand the words of our Lord thus : This is life eter-
nal, that they might know thee to be the true God ;
thee, Father, with him whom thou hast sent, even Jesus
Christ.

The adjective true, will furnish us with another argu-
ment. By the ¢ true God,’ our opponents understand,
the great God ; God, by way of excellence ; the Supreme
Being. We allow, that the true God is the great God ;
ard that the great God is the true God. But wc main-
taim, that the idca of /rue God, and that of Supireme Be-

X
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ng. are two ideas which represent the same Object in
dificrent lights. Te former, opposes the infinite Object
to all such as felsely bear the name Gop. The latier,
contrasts the same eternal and sovereign Object with
every other being In the universe ; for all creanires are
necessarily and infinitely inferior to him. Sothat theugh
the very same adorable Object is signified by these two
Divine characters ; yet, as they convey distinct ideas,
they ought pot to be confounded. This, however, our
opponents constantly do, when they dispute sgainst us
froin the text under consideration. Jt wonid not avail
to say, The term rrue conveys the idea of excellence : as,
when it is said, ¢ Constantine was a frue emperor—Al-
¢ exander wasa /rur hero.” Meaning, the one had all the
qualities which an emperor ought to have ; and the other
was a great hero. For though the adjective #rue, 1s some-
times used to indicate the excellence of the -subject in-
tended ; yet it more frequently signifies the reality of it
As when 1t is said, ¢ Henry the Fourth was the rrace king
¢ of France, when he fought against the league, after
¢ Henry the Third’s death.” That is, he was then really
king ; he did not usurf the crown.—So, in the text be-
JSore us, the expressions, ¢ only true God,’ carrying in
them a nmanifest allusion to the muititude of Pagan divin-
ities, who faisely bore the name of gods; the epithet
true, must signify the realicy, rather than the excellence
of Him to whom 1t is applied.

But if so it is very easy to prove that the phrase, ¢ only
¢ true God,’ should be referred to the Son, as well as to
the Father. For if the character, ¢true God,’ -ought
to be confinéd to the Father ; it must be, either be-
cause 1t is nof reficated in the sccond member of the
Ppruposition ; or because it is oo excellent to belong to
the Son. Not the former ; for we have already proved,
that the analogy of language, as well as the verb know,
requires that it should be nnderstood. Nor is it the /ar-
ter ; because it is intended to signify, a God that is not
Sictitious ; one that really exists. And who can doubt,
1f Jesus Christ be God, as our opponents themselves ac-
knowledge, that he is, in this sense, ¢ke (rue God ?—Fur-
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ther : As that God, who is oppased to idols, does not ex-
ist merely in the imagination of men, but realiy and truty ;
I demand, whether the epitiet true, beiong to Jesus
Christ, or not ? If not, he is, by the confession of our op-
posers, a false and imaginary God. If it does, he must
be the only true God.

But, perhaps, the word ornly, connected with ¢ true
¢ God,” may give the titie an excellence, so as to render
it peculiar to the Father. By 2o means. For as the
term only, determines that of frue ; so tie tcrm irue,
limits that of only. As the adjective frue; 1s opposcd to
Jalse ; so the adverb only, 1s opposed to meny. ¢Only
¢ true God,’ thercfore, stands oppased to the muititude of
false gods worshipped by the Heathens.—Furtber : + Only
¢ true God,’ is not the epithet of the Father aione ; but of
the Father and Son unitedly. As in this passage ; ¢ Or
¢ ! only, and Barnabas, have not we power to forbear
¢ working ?” Here, it is evident that the term only, which,
in construction, is the epithet of Paui ; is, in the sense of
the words, the epithet of Paul and Baraabas conjointly.—
Again : If the term only, had been the epithet, not of
God, as including both the Father and the Son, but.of the
Father ; if the text had been thus read, that they might

‘know the Father only to be the true God; yet it would:
have required some caution, not to overstrain the sense
of the word only ; which does not always express the
idea of exclusion, so much as it may seem to do. This
appears by an unguestionable instance. For of whom
does the Scripture speak, when it says ; ¢ The blessed
¢and onLY Potentate ; the King of kings, and Lard of
¢ Jords; who oxLY hath immortality 2* We say, it is of
Jesus Christ : but, for argument sake, we will suppose
oursclves under a mistake, in that respect. Whether
our opponeuts attribute the epithet to the Father, or to
the Son, is to us indiffcrent, as to qur present purpose :
for they wiil still find, that the term only, which 1s here
repeatedly used, does not limit so much as it seems to do.
Car 1t be said of the Father, to the ¢xclusion of the Son,
¢« Tnat he is the oNLY Potentate ;” that ¢ He oNnLY hath
* inynortaiity ” No, doubtless ; for both these qualities




§ECT. YI. 256 cHAP. 1}I.

belong also to the Son. Can it be said of the Son, to the
exclusion of the Fatlier, ¢ Heis the onLY Potentate ; He
‘onLY hath immortality * Certainly not ; for both eter-
nity and dominion belong to the Father. If, then, the
word only, when applied to the Father, exclude other ob-
jects, but not the Son ; and if, when applied to the Sen,
it exclude not the Father ; it follows, that the same term,
in the passage before us, ifit had been applied directly to
the Father, would not have warranted us to say, that the
Son is excluded ; especially, as the Son is called Gop,
and the Trux Gob, as well as the Father.~Hence it
appears that this passage, which our adversaries produce
against us with so much confidence, confirms our senti--

ment.
CHAP. 1IV.

An objection from 1 Cor. viii. 4, 5, 6. aLswered.

A SIMILAR objection 1s raised, by our opponents, on
the following text : ¢ We know that an idol is nothing in
¢ the wo:ld, and that there is none other God but one.
¢ For though thcre be that are called gods, whether in
¢ hezven or in earth; as there be gods many, and lords
¢ many : but to us there is but one Gad, the Father ; of
¢ whom are all things, and we in him; and one Lord
¢ Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, and we by him.'—
On which passage Crellius forms this argument : ¢ What
¢ could be said more clearly to prove, that there is no
¢ God but the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ ! Paul, ex-
‘ plaining who this one God is, says, he is the Father ;
‘ not the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. But there was
‘ no reason, that he, when his design was to show, who
¢ this one God is, should mention only the Fatbher ; if it
‘ Le true, that this onc God is not only the Father, but also
‘ the Son, and the Holy Ghost : ‘because these two last
¢ Persons were as proper to show who the one God is, as
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¢ the person of the Father; ani, consequently, should
¢ not have been passed over in silence’

Here I shall make a few reflections, which may serve
as so many general answers to this object'on. And it
may be observed, both ia.this passage and several others
of a similar kind, that the names Father, and God, are
not used to signify one single person in the Deity; but
that infinite cssence which is common to all the Dirine
persons. This is what theological writers mean, when
they speak of the term God, being taken owrinds’s,
or essentially. Gob, then, that eternal, invisible, oranip-
otcnt, and infinrte Being, who is neither the Father alone,
ror the Son alone, nor the Holy Spirit alone ; but, who
comprenends the Father, and the Son, and the Holy
Spirit; is called Fether ina large and general sense, be-
cause he is the first cause, ¢ of whom are all things, and
¢ we in him.” In this place he 1s called Farher, in the
same sense as when it is.said, ¢ every good gift, and eve-
¢ ry perfect gift, is from abeve, and cometh down fromr
¢ the Father of lights:’ and again, ¢ orne God and Father
¢ of all” In which passages the character, Father, is
general ; and signifies, that God is'the first cause of all
things. A character this, like those of Creator, Redeem-
er, Saviourg all which belong to the Father, Son, and
Holy Ghost, because they are applied to the essence
which is commuon to the three persons.—Crellius, there-
fore, is under a mistake when he suggests, that Christ
and the Holy Ghost are never, in the Scripture, called
Father. For Jesus Christ 1s expressly called, ¢ the ever-
¢ lasting Father.” And as he made the world, and is tke
oreat first cause, he may with propriety be called the
Father of all things ; for ¢ all things were made by him,
¢ and without hiin was not any thing made that was
¢ made.’—Should it be said, ¢ though he is called ¢ the
¢ everlasting Father,” yet not simply zhe Father > 1 ans
swer, neither is God called simply the Father, in the
passa,;c before us; but ¢ the Father, qf whom are oll
[ tm”g‘

The character, Father, may be taken two ways; eie
ther, as standing alone, or as connected with adjectives,

X 2
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which limit the signification of it. 'When alone, it signi-
fics that person in tne Godhead, who is distinguished
from the Som ; but in this text itis limited. We must
not say, ¢ to us therc is but one God, the Father,” .nd
stop there ; bui wve must add, ¢ of whom are all things”
Had the apostle said, there is but one God, the first cause,
of whom are all things ; our opponciiis corid have found
nething in the words, which they would have imagined
to be in their favour. And though we could not find a
similar epithet given to Jesus Christ or to the Holy Spir-
it; this would not prevent our concluding, that he to
whom infallibility gives the names, and ascribes the
works. of God, is the first canse of whom are all things.
Now it is plain, that ¢ the Fazher of whom are all things;’
and, the first cause, of whom are all things, are equiva-
lent propositions. Consequently, our adversaries have
no more advantage from the foriner, than they could have
by the latter.
- But though the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, have all
the same essence ; yet they are revealed, in the work of
Redemption, under very different views. The Father
appoints, the Sca executes, and the Holy Ghost apphies.
The Father in a more particular manner, sustains the
character of the offended Deity, and asscrig the honors
of Divine government: for which reason he is more fre-
quently called Gop, than the other adorable persons,
The Son appears as mediator ; holding the place of man,
vet invested with the rights of the Godhead. And the
Holy Ghost holds the place ot the Father, and of Jesus
Christ, supplying the absence of the latter. We need
not wonder, theiefore, that the name, Goo, which is com-
mon to all the persons of the most holy and glorious
Trinity, should be mure frequently given to tue Father,
who sustains the Divine character in a very particular
manner, in the wonderful economy of Redemption.
Again : the adjective. one, which here limits thie name,
Gop, should not be understood in that rigour of signifi-
cation which our adversaries urge. For though it utter-
ly excludes the ¢ gods many and lords many,” that are
- ‘here mentioned, from having any claim to the character
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of Deity; yet, without entirely departing from the anal-
ogy of faith, it cannot be understood as miliiating against
the Divinity of Jesus Christ. Bucause he 6t only bears
the names and tities of the true God ; but 35 zisc repre-
sented, by the unerring Spirit, as possessing the attsi-
butes and performing the works, as requiring the hon-
ors arnd receiving the adoration, which are peculiar to
the infinite Supreme. Such is ihe union betweep ihe
Father and the Son, that, in respect ¢t their cssential
glories, what 1s asserted of the one, is to 2 understooa
of theother. Jesus does iict oniy sav, * { and the Father
¢ arc one ;’ but also affirms, that, ¢ he who honors the
¢ Son, honors the Father also.” And again he says, ¢ all
¢ that the Father hath, is mine—lie that hatl: seen me,
¢ hath scen the Father also.’

Hence 1t follows, that when the Scripture ascribes any .
perfection to the Father alone, it does not mean te ex-
ciude the Son. This our opponents are obliged 0 ac-
knowledge ; and, in so doing, confess the weakness of
their own objection. For when God is represented as
the only Saviour, will they except oui =rcat Mediator?
or, when Christ is exhibited, in the gospel, 2s the only
Saviour, there being no salvationin any other; wiii they
cxclude the Father? the Scripture asserts, that ¢ Guod
¢ only 1s wise;’ that he only is good ; but must we con-
sider the term only, as excluding Jesus Christ from an
interest in those perfections? and when it is said, ¢ the
¢ things of God knoweth ovdeis, ne one, tut the Spirit of
¢« God;’ must we from hence conclude, that the Father
and the Son ar ignorant of the things of God?

From these general reflcctions 1 come to my author.,
¢ Paul, explaining who this one God 1s, says, ¢ he is the
¢« Father;’ not the Yuther, Son, and Holy Spirit’—This
is a great mistake. For Paul neither explains who this
onc God 1s, nor does he say thai i:e is the Father, t0 the
exclusion of wwe Son and Holy Spiritt He does not ex-.
plain who this one God is; or, if it be called an explana-
tion, it is an imperfect one, and only adapted to the mat-
ter in hand. It was not his business, in this place, to
explain the nature of the Father of our Lord, and to.




ECT. VI. 260 CHAP. 1V.

-how what the Father had more excellent than the Son.
ifis business was, to characterize that Ged who is oppos-
cd 1o idois ; and to assert his infinite superiority over the
denies of the EFcathen. the angels of - Heaven, and the
kings of the earth, who are sometimes caiicd Zode.
Thbis being the apostle’s design, he describes God in
sech 2 manmer, as exaits him far above all other beings ;
and. well remembering what the prophet had said of all
fict:tivus divinitics, ¢ the gods that have not inade the
¢ heavens and the earth, cven they shall perish from the
¢ earth, and from under these heavens,” he gives this op-
posite description of the true God : ¢ to us there is tut
¢ oae God, tne Father, of whom are all tiings, and we
¢ in him.’ : -

Ovr author proceeds. ¢ The apostle’s design was, to
¢ expiain who this one God 1s. But does he expiain a
¢ thing well, who omite more particulars that are proper
¢ to iilustrate it, than he expresses ? and who, instead of
¢ momioning three persons, speaks only of one, as the
¢ apostle would do in this place, if the opinion of our ad-
¢ versaries were true ! Who, among them, designing to
¢ explain and to show who this one God is, would men-
¢ tion only the Father, and say; there is but one God,
¢ the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ? and would not
¢ rather say, there is but one God, the Father, Son, and
¢ Holy Ghost’—I repiy; the design of the inspired
writer was, not fully to expiain who the one God is,
but to make him knows so far as his sub’eci required ;
by giving him a character which exalts him infinitely
above all created mtelligenices and fictitious gods; call-
ing him ¢ the Father, of whom are 2il thini;s." or is
it necesszary, every time we speak of a thing, that we
should endeavour to exfilain it; much less, ev:ry time
we describe a thing by some epithet, that wc should ex-
plain it fully.—~The same apostie dechures, ¢ I determin-
» ed not to know any thing among you, save Jesus Christ
¢ and him crucified” But shall we say, the discourse is
absurd ; because the apostle, undertaking to describe the
way of salvation, omits more things than he expresses {
{or he does not mention God the Father, nor the Hoty
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Ghost, nor eternal life, nor many other objects which
are proposcd to our faith,in the Holy Scriptures. When
the Philippian Jailer inquired what he shou:d do to be
saved ; and was answered, by Paul and Silzs, - ociicve
« on the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shai: be soT>u”
will cur ieariicd cpponent say, that those ambassadors of
Christ spake 1mpertinently on that occasion? the jailer
desired to know, how he might obtain saivation. A most
important query,; concerning the greatest of all blessiLgs-
Their business was to answer the query; and it was
equally necessary for them to be full and explicit, on such
an occasion, as upon that before us.  Yet these unerring
cuides did not direct the trembiing querist, to believe
in the Father, nor iz the Holy Spirit, though it was ne-
cessary he should do so; far he was to be baptized in
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy
Ghost. Nor did they, so far as the history informs us,
tell him to repent ; though repentance was no less neces-
sary than faith—The Ethiopian eunuch professes his
faith in these words ; ¢ I believe that Jesus Christ is the
¢ Son of God.” But was this tze whole of his faith? If
not, can we say, ¢ that he explained himself well, when
¢ he concealed more than he expressed 2’—It 1s neither
. hecessary, nor possible, to say every thing belonging to
a subject, on all occasions: and a man must be ignoraunt,
both of Divine and human language, to imagine that an
explanation given of any thing by an adjective, should
be an exact dchnition of it, according to the rules of
logic, and take in-the whole extent of its object. Phi-
losophers, indecd, speak-thus; but people -in common
speak in a different manner. True it is, since we began
to dispute on these important subjects, we clioose to ex-
press ourselves with such a caution as would be need-
less, if these questions had never been agitated: and,
therefore, when speaking of the Supreme Being, we
frequently say, one God, the Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit. But how often do we express oursclves otiser-
wise ! on how many occasions do we give thunks to God,
as the author of our being and salvation, through Jesus
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Christ the mediator ? which.-is a way of speaking simi-
lar to that of the apostle, In the text before us.

¢ Who among them would fail to say, it is the Father,
¢ Son, and Holy Ghost? they must, indced, so express
¢ themsglves, if they would speak agreeably to their own
¢ principless Bluch more ougkt the apostic to have
¢ spoken after that manner, if he had been of their sen-
¢ iment ; because it was his duty to give no occasion to
¢ the great and pernicious error, as they think 1t, of be-
¢ lieving that Ged is one, as well in fierson, as in essence ;
¢and that none but the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ
¢ is God.’—It is not necessary, to speak agreeably to our
principles, that we shouid always fully express them.
Though we are verily persuaded of the mystery of the
Trinity, yet we may consistently speak of the Father, with-
out mention/ng the Son; and of the Son, without men-
tioning the Father ; and of the Holy Spirit, without men-
tioning either the Father, or the Son. For there is no
necessity that every thing we say concerning God, should
be attended with an explicit declaration of this grand
mystery.

Nor was it necessary that the apostle should be so
very apprehensive of giving occasion to an heretical
opinion, by expressing himself as he does, in this pas
sage. Such ap insinuation, however, comes with a very
il grace from the lips and pens of eur opponents, and
betrays their inadvertence to a great degree ; for it may
be retorted upon them with the utmost propriety and
unanswerable force. Was it proper for the apostles, was
1t their duty, to aveid giving occasion to pernicious er-
rors ! Ought they not, then, to have forborn the use of
such language as tended, strongly tended, to lead man-
Lmd into error and impiety, into blasphemy and idola-
try ! Could they, without renouncing ali concern for the
salvation of man and the glory of God, appiy to Jesus
the pecuhar, cssential, and incomn:ubicable characters
of JEwovau? Couid they, without affroniing their
Maker and laying a si:are for immortal souls, appiy to
Clrist, a mere creature, t:ose oracles which manifestly,
speak only of the true (xod ? Or could they, with a due
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regard to the honor of the Eternal Sovereign and the
happiniess of their feHow-creatures. assert, that ‘Christ
is Goup ; that « he is before all things, anG that he created
¢ all t.ings;’ that be *is the First and tl.e Last; cqual
¢ with God, and ene with the Father ;® that before im
every * knee shail bow,” and tiat <all the angeis are
¢ commanged to worship him ?* Nay, In t:ese very pas-
sages which are produced against us, ti.c apostics asso-
ciate Christ with the Father, as a p:ricrmer of tke same
works and a partaker of the same g-orics. They assert,
that life eternal consists in the knowledge of Chirist, no
less than in that of the Fatrer ; and, 1n this te=$, .where
Jesus 1s opposed to all false gods, 1t is said, * To us there
<1 but one Gobp. tire Father, ¢F wHOM ARE ALL
¢ THINGS, AND WE 1IN HIM ; and onc Lorp, Jusus Chaist,
¢ BY WHOM ARE ALL THINGS, AXD WE BY HIM ;  as if
the Son wcre on a level with his Father. Could any
thing b2 mere arrogant and impious than this familiarity,
with which Jesus Christ treats thre Infinite God, if it be
true that he is a2 mere creature ? for it must not be for-
gotten, that these, us well as other expressions of a stmi-
lar kind, were penned by his authority and his direction.
What, small tre Holy Ghost confine bis care tv the sal-
vatien of our adversaries, by aveiding every orcasion of
betraying them into pernicious errors; while he takes
li.Ue or no heed to preserve us from- blasphcmy and 1do-
latry ! But, whatever had become of us, as there is
nothing so precious, nothing so great, as the incommu-
nicable glories of the GGodhead ; it migl:it have been ex-
pected, that the Holy Spirit wouid take particuiar care,
in penning the New Testament, that no occasion should
be griven to Christians to rob God of his hoaors, by giving
them to a mere creature.

¢ From whence it appears, that what some of them
¢ apswer is idle, when thev stiggest, that the apostle caiis
¢ this one God, ¢ the Father,” Ly artritution, as they <x-
¢ pressit. Forif so, he wousd not have instructea the
¢ vulgar Christiais, but ratier tave led them 116 a per-
¢ p:civus error. For the peopie do not kiow in what
¢ this attribution consists ; mav, many amony the learncd
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¢ have never heard it so much as mentionred.’—The rern:
attribution may, perhaps, be unknows to many ; but the
thing is well known, and it is that about which we are
chiefly concerncd.  Attribution consists, in giving a
name to onc only, which belongs to others. For exam-
ple : As the name, Lerp, bedongs to both the Father
and the Son, when itis given to Christ only, it is called
an attribution : and so, as tke name, Gop, belongs to
them both, it 1s an attribution to give 1t to the Father
only. Tlose gracious cl.aracters, REDEEMER. and Sa-
VIOUEK, are common to the Father with Jesus Chiist;
when, therefore, it is affirmed of the latter, ¢ There is
¢ none other name undcer Leaven, given among men.
¢ whereby we must be saved;’ itis called an afzribution,
or an appropriation of a name. common to the Father and
the Son, to the latter only.—Shall we say, that the Scrip-
ture knows notliing of a love of afifireciation, and a love
of intennon, Seccause these terms come from the schools
and are not four;d in the Bible ? 1 he namcs, indeed. are
not there ; but the ideas, intended by them, are strongly
expressed in that sacred Volume. The former consists,
in loving God with all our hearts ; the latzer, in forsaking
kindred, property, and life itself, at his command and
for his glory. . So, in the case before us. Either, then,
our opponent who makes the objection, meant only, that
the zerm attribution is strange to vulgar Christians ; or
that the rhing, 1cpresented by i, was equally unknown.
If the term, we have nothing to object. It the thing,
his mistake may be rectificd by showing, that in these
words, ¢ OsSE L:rp, Jesus Christ,” there is an attribu-
tion perfectly simuar to that which we find in these;
¢ OnE Gop, the Fatber.’

¢« If the term Gop, be understood in this plact, as pe-
¢ culiar to the Father; either itincludes a particular ex-
¢ cellency, and is taken for that Person who is the source
¢ of the other; or for the Father, witliout denoting ny
¢ particular exccllenicv. 1If the_formcr, we bhave alre «dy
¢ showed, that thcy who speak thus, either comtradict
¢ themselves, and acknowledge that the Father only 1s
¢ the Supreme God ; or ¢lse they say nothing to the pu--
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¢ pose. If the latter, the apostle must have spoken im-
¢ pertinently. For the qucstion was not, whether tke
¢« Father is but one; but, whether God is but one; as
¢ appears from the preceding words.’” lecre we retort
upon Crellius. If the term Lord be taken 1 this place
as peculiar to the Son; either it includes a particular ex-
cellency, and is taken for the person who has an or:ginal
authority ; or fcr one possessed of dominion, without
denoting any particular excellency. If the former, they
who speak thus, either contradict themselves, and ac-
knowjedge that the Son is the Supreme Lord; or else
they say nothing to the purpose. If the /atzer, the apos-
tle must have spoken impertinently. For the question
was not, whethe1 z4e son 1s but one ; but, whether zhe
Losrd 1s but one ; & appears from the preceding words.

Our adversaries, if they can, may answer this objec-
fion ; as for us, we are not concerned in.it. For what
is this argument but a mere sophism? The term Gob,
by being appropriated to the Father, does not lose its
natural signification. Jt still denotes that infinite excel-
lence which distinguishes his essence, to whom it is ap-
plied, from all that are called gods, or lords, whether on
earth, or in heaven. The Favnes, who is here opposed,
not to the Son, nor to the Holy Ghost, for that was not
the question ; bus, to false gods, to magistrates, and to
angels, is represenied as infinitely superior to ¢ all that
¢ is called god.” But what insurmountable difficulty is
there in all this? Is not Jesus also opposed, in this
place, not to the Father, for that was not the question ;

but to all those that are called lords, whother on earth or
in heaven ?
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CHAP. V.

An Objection from Luke i. 35. answered.

ANOTHER objection, against the doctrine maintained,
is formed by our adversarics on the following words :
¢ The Holy Giiost shall come upon thee, and the power
¢ of the Highest shall overshadow thee ; thercfore alse
¢ that Holy Tiiing which shail be born of thee, shall be
¢ called, THE Sox oF Gop.” From hence they infer, that
the sublime title, Son o¥ Gob, 1s founded on the miracu-
Icus conce ption of Jesus, by the Holy Spirit. Here they
demand, Lhow Christ could be sc called, on account of
his wonderful conception, by the power of the Highest,
if he was the Son of God from eternity ?

In answer to which I observe ; That God, in this re-.
velation of his will, accomodates his language to the
eapacitics of the person to whom he makes known his
gracious designs. Thus he had frequently done to the
Jewish prophets  When he reveaied to those holy men
the calling of the Gentiles, 1t was olten under such ima-
ges as were borrowed from the ancient sanctuary, with
which they were well acquainted. He intormed them,
that ¢ an altar should be erected 1n the midst of Egypt;’
and that, from the rising to the setting sun, ¢ incense
¢ should be offcred with a pure offering.’  Such ideas
were familiar to tium ; and, thercfore, spiritual things
and future events were revealed to the prophets, and the
church of old, under these images.—So the angel, who
appcears to Mary, speaks in a similar way. He might,
if ne had picased, have described Jesus Christ a- the
Mediator, who shouid rcconcile heaven and carth.  He
might have represented Lim to the virgin motber, as an
universal Monarch, according to the ot:cie of Daniel;
as a spiritual King, who shiould reign over the hearts and
conscicnces of men ; ana as Lord of the universe, hav-
ing all autnority in heaven and in earth. These things,
however, he does not mention ; because it was expedient
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that she should be gradually led into the mysteries of the
kingdom of God. He, therefore, speaks of the re-es-
tablishment of David’s kingdom, which was at that time
the object of the nation’s hope, and most familiar to the
mind of a Jew. ¢ The Lord God,’ says Gabriel, ¢ shall
¢ give unto nim the throre of his father David ; and he
¢ shall reign over the house of Jacob for ever.” Now, as
the eternal Sonship of Jesus is one of the most sublime
and mystenous doctrines in the whole Book of God, we
have no reason to be surprised if the heavenly messenger,
in his converse with Mary, did not intend, by any thing
he said of the Lord Mcssiah as the Son of God, tode-
clare the firofier ground of his Divine filiation ; but only
to infortn ner, in general, of his infinite dignity, and that
his filial relaton to the Father should be attested in his
miraculous conccption by the Holy Spirit.

Again: The Scripture frequently makes use of such
words o express an event, 2s seem to denote the cause,
So the evangeiist says, ¢ therclore they could not believe,
¢ because that Esaias said again.’—Thus the expressions
on which the objcction is raised, scem to denote the
cause for which Jesus Christ should be called, the Son
of God : but they signity oniy the event. For the sense
of the passage is this ; the Holy Ghost skall come upon
thee ; the power of the Highest shall oversiadow thee ;
and it shali come to pass, that the Holy Tning whieh
shall be born of thee, shall be called the Son of God.
The particle thercfore, is not to be considerea as point-
ing out the reason why Jesus should bear the exalted
title; but why he shouid be received and acknowledged
under it, by his people: who would infer, from his
miraculous cunception by the Holy Gnest, and his won-
deriui birth of a Virgin, that he was the ¢ Chidd born,
¢ the Son given,” and the glorious IuMANUEL spaken of
1n ancient prophecy.*

But were we to understand the words in their literal
sense, they wouid uot express any thing really inconsiste
ent with what we maintain.  For the power of the Holy

® isaialg vii. 1. and 1x. 6.
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Spirit, by which the body of Jesus was coiiceived in the
womb, conferred upon him, as man, the nnspeakable
honor of being calied, zhe Son of God. This cannot be
denied, in whatever sense you understand the phrase,
¢ he shall be called,” whether for, he shail de, or he shall
be denominated. Certain it is, that the conception of
Christ by the Holy Ghost, was the reason why that which
was born of Mary is called the Son of God. For as the
human naturz of Jesus is hypostatically united to the
Divine ; it partakes of this and other glorious titles which
are given to the Mcssiah, in consequence of his miracu.
lous conception. The reason why the humanity of Christ
is sometimes, though in a figurative sense, 1uvest=d with
such titles and- qualities as belong only to the eternal Son
of God, or the uncreated word; is its fiersonal union
with the word.

Admitting, however, that there was a real difficulty in
the text: a difficulty intended, by the wisdom of God,
to exercise our humility and faith; yet our opponents
would gain but iittle advantage by it ; because it is easily
proved that the title, Son or Gop, is established on dif-
ferent foundations from that of his miracui-us csucep-
tion. He is frequently called, God’s éclvved Son ; his
own Son ; hisonly Son ; and his only begotten Son. We
ought, consequently, to inquire, not only into his general
character Son ; but also into those ideas of distinguishing
excellence which are annexed to it, by vartous rcmarka-
ble epithets.

Our adversaries being determined not to acknowledge
Jesus Christ as the Son of God, by eternal generation,
endeavour to establish the title on the following founda-
tions. His conception by the Holy Ghost—nhis investi-
ture in the offices of prophet, priest, and king—his unc-
tion by the Holy Spirit—his resurrection from the dead
—and his exaltation, after his sufferings. Of all which
in their ordcr.

In regard to the fres supposed ground of the august
character, I would ask ; whether the mere advantage of
having been conceived by the Holy Spirit, be greater
than that of being formed immediately by the power of
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God, in a state of holiness; as were the angels, and the
souls of our first parents? for, to be formed by the Spirit
of (od, and by the power of God, is. on the principles
of our opponeiits, the same thing. This, therefore, they
must allow, Counsequentty. though Jesus might be call-
cd THE SoN oF 1ic0. because he was formed by the Di-
vine Spirit; yet the titie wotid be common to him with
angels, whom God created by his own immediate power.
He would then be the Son, but not the osiLy Son of
God.

It may, perhaps, be said; ¢ Jesus might be called the
< Son of God, in distinction from angels, because they
¢ have not a father, being created and unbegotten intelli-
< gences ; which was the case of our first parents, and
< is true of the souis of men in general. But it was pro-
< per that Christ, being itke other men, and having &
< mother, should also have a father. Yet, not having had
¢ one as other mcn, the want of ordinary generation be-
¢ ing supplied by the Holy Spirit; we need not wonder,
¢ either that he i1s called the Son of God,.or that he is
4 thus denominated in distinction from pure intelligenc-
¢ es.’—Tnis reply 1s weak. Forthe character Sox, oww
Son, and oNLY BEGOTTEN SoN, though such e sublime
title. is of no real dignity, according to this argument.
Because, upon this principle, the reason why Christ is
called the only Son of God, rather than the first man,
or any of the angels, is only this: They, having been
formed 1mmediately by Divine power, were not conceiv-
¢d in the womb, as he was to whem the character 1s ap-
propriated and peculiar. But, give me leave to ask,
What excellence is imparted to a creature, produced
immediately by Omnipoterce, merely on account of hav-
ing becn conceived in the womb 2 The Scriptuie teaches
us to consider this title, the only Son of God, as one that
is very eminent and glorious ; as one that distinguishes
Jesus Christ from all the angels, and proclaims his do-
minion over them. But it would be absurd to imagine
that Ae bears the exalted character rather than any of
them, because, though they were formed immediately by
the power of God, iIn common with him; yet he bad tbs

Y2
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singular advantage of being formed in the womb of a
virgin. Nay, there is something morz noble, in being
formed immediately by Divine pow.:r, without the inter-
vention of either father or mother ; thar in being formed
without a father, in the wcinb of a mother, by the Al-
mighty. Because the less second causcs intervene, in
the production of a Divine work, the more immediate
relation it has to God ; and immediate production car-
ries the afifiecarance at least of more excellence. than that
which is mediate. So, the creation of man, for instance,
was more perfect than his generation.—lIf, then, Jesus
deservc to be called the Son of God, because he was
formed by Omnipotence, with the intervention of a
mother ; Adam, who was formed by the power of God,
without father and without mother, descrves a higher
title : and the angels, who were formed in a more per-
fect manner than our first parent, because not formed of
any pre-existent matter, must be worthy of a more glo-
rious title than he.

Again : If the Sonship of Christ resuited from his be-
ing conceived by the Holy Ghost, the Divine Spir,
rather than the first person in the ever blessed Trinity,
would be properly denominated the Farher of our Lord ;
because that effect, on which the filiation of Jesusis
supposed to depend, was more immediately produced by
the former, than by the latter, of those Divine persons.
But this is evidently false ; being contrary to the whole
current of Sacrea Scripture~—Further : though the con-
ception of Jesus was truly miracuious and very wonder-
ful. yet it extended only to his human nature. But the
word of God does not represent the Sonship of Christ,
as terminating in him as man. No; that infaliible rule
of our faith speaks of it, as relating to his Divine picr-
son. As man, he was the sced of the woman and the
son of David, in contradistinction to his being the Son
of God. Now it is evider:, that his being the Scn of -
God, cannot arise from that which constituted him the
son of man ; for the sonslips being so widely different,
the foundations of them cannot be the same ; cannot but
be equally different, correspending to the two natures
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united in his wonderful person, as IsMMANUEL. Agree-
ble to those words; ¢ concerning his Son Jesus Christ,
: our Lord ; who was made of the sced of David zccerd-
¢ ing to the flesh—\Vhose are the fathers, und of whom,
s as concerning tiie flesh, Christ came ; who 1s over all
¢ God blessed for ever”’

¢ But the conception of Christ, by the power of the
¢ Holy Ghost, 1s not the only foundation on wiici: the
¢ title is cstablished.” If so, diffcrent reasons of tlie ¢lo-
rious character must be sought; and our opponents must
disclaim the advantage they pretend to have, from tie
text under consideration. If they suppose the evargzel-
ist, In this passage, to point out the only foundation of
the titie, they contradict themselves. Burt if they con-
sider the character as having 9/A-r fuundauons, then this
text cannot be supposed to exclude others; nor, conse-
quently; to oppose that of eternal generation.

The second preiended ground of the sublime title, 1s,
the investiture of Jesus Christ 1n his mediatorial offices.
Im proof of which they adduce tie following text: ¢ If
¢ he called them gods, unio whom the word of God
¢ came,~—say ye of him whom the Father hath sanctified
¢ and sent into the world, thou blasphemest : because I
¢ said, I am the Son of God * that he wko was sancti-
ficd and sent is tiie Son of God, is an undoubted truth;
but that his sanctification: and mission were the ground
of his Sonship, 1s far from being proved by this passage.
There is a wide and manifest diffcrence, between a clein
«f relation to any one, and assigning the groun:¢ of that
rclation. Of the former, our Lord here speaks; of the
iatter, heis entirely silent—Again : though princes and
magistrates are called gods, In the Sacred Scripture, yet
we do not read of any individual among them being
called the Son of God; much less is any of them so de-
nominated, in that emphatical and frequent use of the
title, in which 1t is applied to our iImmanuej. Besides,
if Jesus Christ were the Son of God, either merely, or
principally, on aecount of his mediatorial offices; hLe
must have been much more so, after he entered on his
public ministry, than he was before.  But this cannot be
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supposcd, with the least shadow of reason. Dare oy~
opponents affirm, that the Sonship of Jesus commenced
at his bzptism, when the Father said, ¢ This is my
¢ beioved Son ¢’

Again: If Jesus be the Son of God, on account of Lis
offices, he must be so, either by nature, or by acoption,
or by ametaphor; for we know not.-as vet. of any other
wav. Not by zarure, on account of h:s oﬁi rs ; for that
implies a contradiction. Nor by ad-fition ; for how can
his bearing an office be the cause of Lis acoption 7 Butif
it were, this would not distin ;uish him from 1is discipies;
who arc ail the ciildren of God by acopiion. Noris He
the Son of Go:l by G mezaprhor  For, on such a supposi-
tion, the Sonship of Christ is greatiy inferior to ti:at of
believers. They are the sons of God by adop:ion. and
also by regcneration. Their sonsiip, conscquentiy. i
much superior to a merely meta/:horice! reiation —Once
more : When we considcr cur Lord as invesied with va-
rious offices, we view him as Mediztor ; but, as Medi-
ator, he 1s the Father’s servant, and is repeatedly 0 call-
ed. \Whocver imagines, thercfore, that Cheist 1s the Son
of God 1n virtue cf his offices, confcunds tiie distinct, ihe
opposite idcas, of a ssn and a servanz To suppose thas
our Lord is the Sox of God. by office, or on account of
his mediatorial undertaking ; aud to assert ti:at he is
Gob by office, are cqually indefensible, and equally ab-
surd : so that he who can demonstrate the former, hasno
reason to despair of proving the larzer.

Some there are that cordialiv acknowledge the doc-
trine of the Trinity, and are far from denring the proper
Deity of Christ, wiio yet maintain, that his exalted char-
acter, Son or Gobp, 1s economical, and fourded in nis
mediation. But if so, it had its rise in a sovereign act of
the Divine will ; and, consequently, if infinite wisdom
and absolute sovereignty had so dctermined, he who is
called the Fat/icr, might have been the Son. Nay,on
this hypothesis, had not man fallen, and Lad not grace
provided a Mcdiator ; neither the emphatical title, nor
the sublime relation signified by it would ever have beem
koown In the world, nor ever existed.
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The #hird reason assigned by them, as the foundation
of the exal*zd character, is, his Divine unction. But here
they countcunded the effect with its cause ; the character,
with the the thing characterized. That God gave the
Holy Spirit to Jesus Christ, as man, is allowed : but he
vouchsafed the Divine gift without measure. because he
was his Son. This heavenly unction did not constitute,
but supposed him to be, the Son of God.—The ‘{olv
Spirit, indeed, is granted to believers ; to tl.e caildren of
God; 1n general, as their common prlvnlege. But the
gift is not bestowed, the privilege is not enjoyed, firisr
to their adoption ; no, both the one and the other are the
blessed fruits of their filial relation to God. .And so JYe-
sus was filled with the Holy Ghost, bccause he was the
Son of God ; nut that he might be s0—Besides, if he had
been honored with so illustrious a iit'e as, the Sox or Gon,
only or principally, on account of the gifts he re...:23;
yet he could not for that reason have Geen calle t3)5"s
oX¥LY Son : because many others Lave rcceived the y:iis
of the Spirit, though not to such a degrce. But why
should I here enlarge, seeing it is evident from the Scrij-
ture, that Christ was the Son of God prior to his inaugu-
ration, his baptism, his unction ? ,

The resurrecticn of Christ from the dead, is the fourrk
foundation on which our cpponents endeavour to establish
the glorious title. But our Divine Redeemer was the
Sonoi God, his own Son,-and h:s only Son, before that
illustricus event took place ; as appears from a multitude
of testimonies which need not bz recited. 1t is, indeed,
said, ¢ He was declared to be the Son of God w:th pow-
¢ er—by the resurrection from the dead :* but then the
words evidently suppose that he was the Son of God be-
fore his resurrection. His triumpiant resurrection did
not constitute, but declare kim o be, the only begotten of
the Father.—Besides, admitting that he might. with pro-
pricty be called THe S~ oF Gob, because he was raised
from the dead ; vet he could not be called his oNLY Son;
for some have risen, and millions siall rise frous the dead,
as weii as he.—Fuwither : If Jesus bear the august char-

acter op this ground, it must be only 1n a way of anaiogy
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and by a metaphor ; much in the same sense as the an-
gels, being created by Jehovah, are called the sons of
God. 1 said, by a metafihor, or only in a way ol anclogy.
For I cannot perceive that the resurrectios of a man
irom the dead, is eny mosze like a generation, or gives a
betier claim to the subiime utie, than lis creation.  Yet
there are very few who wouid pot be offenced to bear,
that Cbrist is tne Son of God oaly by @ mezajihor. For
every one may easily c2e; that believers in cominon would
be the sons of God in 2 higher and nobler sense than Christ
himse!t, were that the case ; they being more properly
the sons oi God Ly adopuon, than he can be i1n a sense
that is merely Sgurative.—But whatever be the real
groend of the gloricus character, it is manifest, that it
must be somethiny ficculiar 1o Jesus Christ ; something
1n which none sz:on earty, nor any in heaven, besides him-
self, has a sncre ; becausc none but He, either 1s, or cught
to be called, ¢ the ony Legoiten of the Father—the only
* Somoi Goa’

The fifth1cesen cssigned for the cxalted character, is,
the sovereign c.:cliatisn of Jesus to the right hand of the
Fatber, 2fter his deawn and resurrection. Bu: I need not
spend much ttme in refuting this conjecture ; because
Twanj oi ti:e arguments already advanced return upon
this occasion. 1 siall, thereicre, only ask, was not Cirist
the Son of Ged, ihis own Son, and lis only begotten Son,
def-re his cxaitation ¢ Must we never distinguish between
his being @ Son, and his eniering on the actual possession
of iis ini.ex itance ? Jesus. the meaiator, I 2ilow, entered on
the fuli pussession of the 1:heritance, when he ascendedin-
to heiuven ; bui does 1t from hence folsow, that he was not
the Sen o1 God before i—We may affirm, that God goint-
ed 15 Son ; Urat he gent his Son, 10 be our prir st, prophet,
and kingz; wnatire raised upyand Aighiy cxalted bis Son;
becausc the wourd of Inspiration assurces us of these things.
Cous-quently, instead of saying that Josusis the Son of
Cod, beciuse ¢ was anoi:tcd—was livested with various
ofhcen—was ra scsg1rom ihe dead, and highiy exaited ; we
sihouid ratt.cr say, he was anvinted with the Hoiy Giost,
and 1ovested with ins mediatonal ofiyces ; became tne
£rst truits o1 tsun tisat sicep, and was cxalivd alier hi
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resurrection ; because he was the Son of God prior to
these events. Ana if 30, we must either consider Lis
conception by the Holy Ghost, as the oniy reason of the
iliustrious title, which we have already disproved ; or
we must have recourse to a more ancient generation.®

But here, as through ti:c whoie subject, we must care-
fully distinguish tiie modus of our Lord’s eternal Sonship
from the Sonship nself. Thue latzer is revealed, as an
object of farth, by the Spirit of infallibility ; while the
former lies concealed in impenctrable darkness. 1 shall
not, therefore, attempt to exfiluin the éteri:al generation
of ti:e Son of God. 1t 1s. I acknowlecge. far above ail
our expressicns and ail our thoughts: nor ¢o 1 woucer
thxt all the comparisons which tixe wit of msn can invent,
in order to illustrate the subject, come vastiy skort of
their designed end. But 1 have no neca of sucn com-
pzrisons to satisfy my reason and comscience. For
if I do not allow that there are many great and interesiing
realittes which as to the modus of their existence, are
absoiutely incomprehensible by me, I am not capable of
reasoning either in religion or nature. But if this be
grant. d, the eternal Filiatior ofthe Divine Son being tome
incomprekensible, is far from affording a sufficicnt rea-
son to question the reality of it. 1 ought rather to inquire,
Whether [ can, without impious arrogance doubt of its
truth, it being clearly revealed 1n the Bibie.

® Perfeetly conformatie to the reasoning of our Author, in this
Cﬁspter are the langunge and sentimerts of that sensible snd 1:gen-
tous writer. Mr Jonx MLacrIN. ¢ I tha nswe, Gob’s owN,
¢ or proper SoN, signified hus beipg produced by God the Father, it
¢ would agree to all creatnres. It it signified only some imperfect
* likeness to the nature «f ) = Father, it would agree to atl Iniag,
¢ especially all ratiousl crestares  1:itsigrificd only the highesi re-
¢ semblunce, or ikcness to God. that any creature has, it wight
¢ sgree to many ; sice no merce crexturc can have somuch of Giod,
¢ but unnther might be raised o huve as miuch, or more it
¢ siguified his being created innme-'rtely by the Father, wheroas
¢ other beings ure in:medistely ereited by the Son: ull other ra-
¢ tional creatures might heve Lad the same relation to the Father,
¢ and would, however have th- s e relztion to Chinist that he
Shath to God  The name of, (:OD S owN 80N, therefore, cun-
‘ Et:’t ng’rec to any mere creatare.’ Sermous and Essays page 137,

. 2d




3ECT. VI. 276 CHAP. YI.

By examining the Scripture I am fully convinced, that
Christ existed d<fere hLis concoption in tl.e womb of the
virgin ; this we have proved in the preceding Sections
—tkat, before Lbis incarnation, he was the Son of God
this the Holy Ghost expressly asserts—that Le is the Son
of God. not by adoption. much less by a metaphor, but in
~ a pircfier sense ; and hence he is called. ¢ the only begot-
¢ ten Son of God’—that, as the Son of God. he possessed
a glory with the Father b:fore the wrorld b:gan ; of this
be himse!f assures us—that he is the Creator of all
things, and one with the Father—that he 1s equal with
God, and the truc God ; as appears from the foregoing
pages. Consequertl:, kow incomprehensible soever the
mzdzus of his Divine Filiation may be, 1 cannot, without,
rejecting the testiciony of God, refuse my assent to the
reality of his ETERNAL Sussaip.

CHAP. VL.

Other object:ons answered.

Ocr opponents object, with confidence, all those pas-
sagcs of Scripture which express the idea of depierdence,
in Jesus Christ, upon the Futher. They, therefo: , fre-
quently confront us with tl use texts which assert ; that
Christ ¢ does nothing of himself;” that he does ¢ those
¢ works which the Father gave him to do ;> that ¢ the
¢ Son knoweth not the hour of the last judgment ;’ that
¢ the Father is grcater than he ;> 2nd that ¢ the Son shall
¢ deliver up the kingdom to the rather,” at the consum-
mation of all things.—On each of these, and on similar
passages. they argue againstus. But as they make, in
reality, but one difficuity, we shall consider them alto-
gether, and give them but one reply.

Here. then, i1t may be obs:rved, that we frequently
meet with such declarations in Scripture, as are, in ap-
searancey directly opposite to these.  There we behold
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our Lord acting according to his own will; acting with
a sovereign authority ; acting as absolutely independent.
¢ Be it unto thee even as thou wilt—1 wiil, be thou clean
¢ —thy sins be forgiven thee.” There also we are assur-
cd, that he is, ¢ one with the Father and equal with God ;
that he ¢ knoweth all things, and of his kingdom there
¢ shall be no end’—Now these passages, with many of a
similar kind, afificar contradictory to those on which our
adversaries argue; but they are not, they cannot be so,
in reality : because they were all indited by the same
Spirit, who is not liable to error and contradiction. Con-
sequently, of two hypotheses, that which makes them clash
and renders them 1rreconcilable, must be false ; and that
which proves their consistency, bids fair to be true, and
is abundantly preferable. The former, 1 am abundant-
ly persuaded, is the character of the Socinian, the latter
of our hypothsis.

By wkhat medium, for instance, will the Socinians show
me, that Christ is equal with his Father, and yet inferior
to him? for, according to them, he is inferior, infinitely
inferior to the Father, by nature. Is he then, equal to
him by his offices 2 nnpossible: the supposition 1s big
with absurdity. For, in regard 1o his offices, he is evi-
dently the servant of God; he is not, he cannot, there-
fore, be equal with him, on that account. For a com-
mon servant to say, ¢ I am equal to my master,” wwould
be insoience ; for a minister of state to assert it, would
be a species of high treason against his sovereign.

With wkhat consistency can our opponents maintain
that Christ kuois all things, and yet is ignorant of the
time fixed for one of the greatest events that ever did,
or cver will takc place in the universe? The distinction
between nature and office, 1s of no use here. For know-
ledge s a prop:Tty of nature: something, therefore, be-
longing to the nature of Jesus must be in question. Will
they say, * when » eter declares that our Lord knows all
¢ things, that he does not speak in the general 2’ But
wiiat is speaking in the general, if not making use of
general expressions? besides, Peter, from a general
principle, draws a partucular conclusion. ¢ Lord thov

z
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¢ knowest all things, thou knowest that I love thee® Asg
1f he had said, Lord, I love thee; and thou must know
that 1 love thee; for th 1 art not ignorant of any thing.
To suppose ti:e apos. under a mistake, when he
so cxpressed himsell, 1:.s no shadow of reason. - Because
if he was, he uttered blasphemy, by attributing omnis-
cience to Jesus Christ, which belongs only to God ; and
because his holy and humble master wouid not have re-
warded blasphemy by saying, ¢ feed my sheep.’

How can they reconcile those passages which inform
us, that Christ does nothing of himself; that he prayed
at the grave of Lazarus; and that the Father always
hears him ; with others which represent him, as work-
Ing mlracles by his own wili and his own power ? If he
be a mere man, he depends on God for his existence ev-
ery moment, and was entirely beholden to the Great
Sovereign for every cxertion of power in the perform-
ance of his miraculous works. But if so, how came he
to spe: X with such an air ot Divine authority and of Di-
vine por 1, ¢ I will, be thou clcan 2° had Moses, or Paul,
expressed themselves after this manner, they would, un-
doubtedly, have been guiity of blasphemy. Nor can the
distinction between office and nature, be of the least ser-
vice on this occasion.

Nor is their hypothesis any better calculated to recon-
cile what the Scripture asserts about the pcrpetuity of
our Lord’s kingdom, with what it says concerning his
delivering of it uft to the Father. For as according to
them, he does not reign by nature, but only in virtue of
his offices ; it does not appcar how his kingdom can be
eternal. Nay, it necessariiy follows that it must come
to a period, if his offices do so.—The seeming contradic-
nor.s, therefore, between the diffcrent passages, remain
in all their force, as to any reliet which can bc afforded
by their hypothesis, If, then, we be able perfectly to
reconcile thesc apparently jarring texts, thcy must aliow
that our senuments have a manifest and great advantage
over theirs.

Though the distinction of nature and cffice. winch is
fundamental in their hypothesis, be of no servive lore ;
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yet ours of zwo disiinct natures in the person of Christ,
wiich is essential to the system embraced by us, is cal-
culated to answer the important end. Nothing more
casy, noth!ng more natural, than to reconcile cne Scrip-
ture with another, on the foundation of this distinciion.
For example : Jesus Christ 1s man, and therefore inferior
to the Father: He is God, and therefore equal with the
Father. He is man, and therefore ignorant of some
things: he is God, and therefore must be omniscient.
He is man, and therefore must be dependent on the first
cause ; he prays and is heard. He is God ; to act, there-
fore, he need only to will; for by willing he commands,
and by commanding he executes. ¢ I will,be thou clean’
He is man, and therefore may receive a dominion, which
is not natural to him : he may slso receive it for a cer-
tain time ; after which he shall deliver up his delegated
kingdom and dominion to the Father. He is God, and
therefore, has an everlasting kingdom, a necessary. do-
minion that shall never have an end.

Crellius will reply, ¢ this distinction of two natures in
¢ Christ, is a fiction.” But if so, the Scriptures are abso-
lutely irreconcilable. Bcsides, if we search the volume
of inspiration, we shall find this distinction strongly
marked and firmly lasd. There it 1s affirmed, that ¢ zhe
¢ word,’” who created all things, ¢ was made flesh ;> and
that ¢ Gop was maiifest in the flesh’ These assertivna
must imply that the Divine nature was united to the hu-
man, in the wondertul person of jesus Christ. The
same fundamental truth 1s expressed in the name, ¢ Im-
¢ manuel ; God with us.’

And it you examine the passages produced against us
by our opponents, you may soon perceive, tnat this dis-
tinction of natures in our Mediator, iIs quite consistent
with their scope and design.  For example : ¢ if y¢ loved
¢ me, ye would rejoice because I said, I go unto the Fa-
¢ ther : for my fatheris greater than 1.” It is as man that
he leaves his disciples ; for, in other respects, hc en-
gages to continue with them to the end of the world : it
1¢ of himself as going away sfiecdily, that hc spcaks the
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words ; and. consequently, he speaks of himself as man,
when he says, ¢ my Father is greater than 1.’—And as
to those ideas of deficndence which he expresses in other
places, the several passages may be easily explained,
consisiently with the analogy of faith and the Divinity
of our Lord, either by the distinction of fwo ncrures;
or by the office of Mediator ; or by that relation which
subsists between the Father and the Son. But that pe-
culiar mode of subsistence not being revealed in the
Scripture, it would be presumptucus fol.- m me w0 at-
tempt an inquiry into it : and I again declaie, that I will
make no inquiries, on this mystcrious profound subject,
which are curious and philosophical. For Divinity con-
sists in sheaking with the Scripture, and in going no fur-
ther.

CHAP. VIL

Some consideratinne adapted to relieve the mind respecting the
difficulties which attend this Great Mystery.

HAVING answered the principal objections, which
our opponents advance against us, it is proper we shouid
now inquire ; how we may satisfy our own minds, as to
the difficulties attending the grand truth, which it has
been the business of this treatisc to establish ? and, in or-
der to this, the following considerations are presented to
the reades’s notice.

Almost every thing in the system of nature, notwith-
standing the great improvements in modern philosophy,
is attended with difficulties. If you look up to the hLea-
vens, you stand astonished at their greatness, and feel
yourself incapable of comprehending that immcnsity
which lies beyond those vast spaces which surround us.
~—{f you cast your eyeson the earth, you meet with as
raauy mysteries of nature, as there are animals, plants,
and crecatures inanimate. You meet with insuperable
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difficulties in explaining. the sensation of one, the vege-
tatuon of another, and the motion of a third —If you
consider matcrial nature in its wide extremes, of im-
mense greatness and invisible minuteness, you are struck
with amazement and imagination is ncnplussed.—If, to
the consideration of bodies, you take in that of their du-
ration, time will show you incomprchensible wonders ;
both in the succession of ages past, and i that which 1s
future.—If you turn your thougiits to spiritual essences,
every thing surpasses your comprehension. You canriot
comprehend, either their manner of existing, or thelr
manner of acting. Even the human soul 1s so great a
paradox to itself, thatit long since despaired, not oniy of
comprehending, but of knowing itself.

And if so, is there any reason to assert, as our adver-
saries do, that there are 790 mysterics in religion? or,
have they sufficient ground to refuse their assent to the
doctrine of our Lord’s eternal Divinity. so clearly reveal-
ed in the Bible, because it is attended with such difh-
cultics as are insuperabie to the powers of rcason? is it
any wonder if the difficulties with which we meet in the
Christian religion, and especially those that regard the
Dcuy of Christ and the doctrine of the trinity. snould be
found greater, much greater, than those wiich attend a
philesophical inquiry into the syste m of nature ¢ it would,
Indeed, be a wonder if 1t were not so ; because the con-
st:tution and capacities of our minds bear some propor-
tion to natural objects. which are created and finite ; and
are much better qualified to inquire into their caus-:s and
properties, their connections and uscs, than into those of
rchigion, which are of a spirituai kind, and particuiarly
what relates to the 1nriNITE GopnnEap.—Besides, the
blosscd God has not prepared our minds. in the volume
of Reveiation, for meeting with mysterics 1n the trame
of nature, as he has in the objects of religion. He has
told us that the mystery of godlmess is GreaT. and that
the tiings of the gospel are account:d rooLisHNESs by
the sons of science.

¢ But rcason, they will say, reason is the principal light,
¢ and, in some respects, the principal reveiation, by wkich

22 ’
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¢ God makes himself known to man. By reason we are
¢ led to the Scriptures ; and by that noble facu:ty we are
¢ deiivered fromn the blindress of universal scepucism.’
—Recason, as belore observed, prepares the way to faith,
by leading us to reccive the Scripture as a Divine Reve-
lation; but when she has put the Sacred Volume into
our hands, and has found tie natura: import of its lan-
guage, she either is, or ought to be silent.  She has no
right to demand, how can these things be 2—no right to
dictate shar the Aimighty should reveal, or Asw he
skould speak. Nay, there is nothing more reasonable,
than to hearken to t.:e vo:ce of unerring wisdom and Infi-
nite authority, with an implici! submission and an unsus-
frecting, reliance.

There are two kinds of knowledge ; one of curiosity,
the other of practice: and tkis distinction takes piace in
all arts and sciences. Thus, for instance, 1n the art of
navigation we must know, what a siip is; which seas
are safe, and which dangercus; at what time such a sea
1s navigable, and when it is not so. This is essential to
the end cf navigation; and this I caii, 2 kiowiedge of
Jiractice—But it may be inquired, why the sca 1s salt?
what 1s thie reason that such a sea has 1ts flux and reflux
more than another ¢ and why such particuiar winds pre-
vail more in this climate than they doin that: this I call,
a knowiedge of curissitv : and it wouid ve very absurd
10 fail of reducing ti:xc other to practice, because these
quest:ons contain such difficulties as are unanswerable.
—Again : I resolve t¢ eat my common food, and, some-
tim:s, when I iiave no appctite ; because I know that
wit-.out food my strenyth and iife must fail.  Buywire 1
to defer tak.ng tine necessary r-ficskment, tili I knew
how the var.ous transp:utztions are perfoimed ; or ull I
was able to compreiei-d, nrow the fvod 1s turnce 1:to
chvic; the chyle into bioud; and ti:c blood 1zto flesh;
ali t..e worid would laugh at my loliv: while I ssiould
suffer tne pains of Lunger, perhaps, tiz.- agonics of death,
notwithstanding any pretended importance of such in-
quirics.
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In the affairs of morality and divinity, there are zlso
two kinds of knowiedge ; the one of practice, the other
of curiosity. To wsrskifi Jesus Chnst, I mast know
that he is God. To put my frust 1.: him, I must look
upon him as God ; becausc it is written, * Cursed be the
¢ man that trusteth in man, and maketh flesh his arm,
¢ and whose heart departeth from JErovan.” But 1t is
not necessary that I sho-ild know the the modus, and the
adorabie secrets, of tiie hypostatical union. As to what
is practical, it 1s th.s: to know that Christ is the Son of
God, whom 2all raiion2] creatures are bound to iove,
obey, and adore—ihzi he created the heavens and the
earth, and by him zii things consist—and that he is over
all, God blessed for ever. But specuiative and meta-
physical _lnqmr:cs i:to these things, beiong to a knowl-
edge of curissitv ; zand arc no other tian bold and pre-
sumptuous endeavours, to poncirate the unsearci:ables
of the Divine essence and tac Divine personzlities.

God’s design, 1n that reveladon which he bas given, is
to make known rcclities and facis, not tne manner of
them. So, n: ihe works ¢i creation, he discovers him-
scif as an almighty Being, wiose power produced all
things ; tut i cocs not answer a mwtitude of curious
questivis, Gevised by men of a speculaiive turn relating
to the maszer m wizich Divine poiver procuced the uni-
verse, atd operates 1 the conscrvaton of all things.—
In tuc consttuticn of the worid and the conduct of Prov-
1G-nce, God gives us such a display of his perfections,
as caailenges cur revercnce and affe-ction, our obedience
and zdorauon @ yvei mustitndes of insup:rable difhicusties

attend the Divine administration, frem our not bemng
Nabic to comprenend .z the hoiiness. and wisdom, and
power of GGod concur in the peranssion of the most
w.cked actions, and :n over-ruilGy them so as to promose
somu valuabic end.

Ana thus it is 1n the Divine word, which contains, as
a docitine, and reveals, as 2 fact, the incarnation of the
Soin of God.  Thesc Divine deciaratioas, * the word was
¢ made flsh—Goed was manitest in the flesi’—are piain
and {ul: to the point; especiallyy if considered in connec-
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tion with other infzllible testimonies. But they do not,
ror does the Bible at large, enable us to answer a num-
ber of difficult questions, which migh: be started about
the modus of that wonderfu! fact. Nor, indeed, was this
cither necessary, or practicable. It was not firacticable.
For. as the minds of specuiative men are ever teeming
with unprofitable questions and perplexing doubts, the
volume of Scripture must have been of an 1Imnense
bulk, to have provided solutions for them all. 1t was not
necessery.  Tor to know the medus of the grand realty
would, perhaps. only indulgre our cunosity and flaiterour
pride; whereas our acquaintance with the facs, serves
for practice; and it is practice. not the graufication of
our curiosi'y. at which the Hoiy Spirit aims —Happy
woulid it be, if all teachers of Divinity were carefui to
distinguish between those tnings whichk are practical and
neccssary, and those which are curious and merely spec-
ulative. Thev would be surprised to find, by this dis-
tinction, that a great part of mankind spend their time
in sceking a kind of knowledge, which is of little or no
nse—a kind of knowledze. wiich would neither meho-
rate taeir tempers, nor amend thar conduct ; ncither in-
crease their Gevotion to God, 1.or premoic benevolence
to man. They wouid sec that phiiosophical divines iose
their way. the very first step tacy take. in secarching after
the truths of salvation ; because thev spend their time
znd pains, In aitempting to grasp incomprehensibles, in-
stead of insisting upon what 1s psainiv sovealed,

As they wo lived under the legal economy had. in
ccmprrison with us. but fzint representations of the
realizy of the Incarnation; tiocugh agreeable to the
nlan of Divine wisdoni, respecting the state of the
church at that t:me, and haa regard to a clearer mani-
festation of that captal tru i uider thic gospel dispensa-
tioni ; how Go we hiow but owl presert.gnolance of the
manner of that mysterious fact, may lave a relation to
the tuture iife ! for the Kiow.tare ot tae people of God
diees not oniy vary. accorcing to tae difivrence oi the
Divine economics, under wiich they iive ; but accoraing
to tne different staze in which uicy are. A cuild, for in-
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stance, has no reason to be cffended, or grieved, be-
cause he cannot comprehend how the empires of this
world are governed ; any more than the ancient Israel-
ites had, bccause they were not favoured with all the
light and grace of wse Messian’s kingdom. The condi-
tion of inen, while on earti, 1ike that of a child in the sim-
ile, does not permit them to penetrate the mysteries of
religion to that deg: e, of which the human mind suall
be capable in a future state : though even then it wiil be
impossible to ¢ find out the Aimig::ty to perfecion.’

Our ideas proceed from three sources, the senses, rea-
son, and faith ; and these are mutually dependent, t.ough
their uses and jurisdiction are different. The scnses
furnisk reason with her materials, and reason {urnishes
faith with her principles The senscs never rise so
high asreason, nor is it proper that reason si:ouid rise
so high as faith. Reason judges of that which the
senses cannot perceive.  She tells us, for exampie, that
there 1s matter between tiie carth and the heavens ; though
this matter does not appear. And so it is the province
and prerogative of diviue faith, 10 judge of those things
which surpass the powers of reason. God asserts and
faith tcaches, that the ¢ Word was made flesh ;’ though
reason, of heiselt, pcrceives nothing of it; nay, though
ske strongly objcct against it. And why ! Because
faith is superior to reason, is reason Is superior te the
senses. As, therefore, it wouid be  vain and absurdg, -for
a man to endeavour to discover 1hat by the senscs, wiiich
reason cannot develope ; so 1tis preposterous and arro-
gant for reason to determine upon taose mysterious reals
1ties, which lic within tise province of faiti—cven of that
faith, which entirely depcids on the Divine testimony,
and 1s altogether directed by it. For as tiie errors of the
senscs, which are the first means of knowiedge, are cor-
rected by reason; so tue mistakes of reason snvuld be
rectified by faith. Let reason, then, lead me to faith, as
my scnses lead me to reason ; but lct reason be silent
when faith speaks, as my senses are silent when reason
dictates. For, certainly, if reason convince me of many
truths, contrary to what my senses suggest ; if it con-




@f-

SPCT. V1. 2806 CHAP. VII.

vince me, for instance, that the sun is Ligger than the
earth, tiough my eyes teach me the coitrary ; faith may
teacn 1s a variely of rmportant tLings which reason cousd
nzyv- i cascover, abd which, woen discovered, she cannot
comprerend.

Hcre, perhaps, it may be said, ¢ As the general
¢ agreement of men, 1 assenling to a proposition. 1s a
¢ strong presumpuive proof of ats truth 5 soa general re-
¢ luctai.ce 1o reccive 1t is an cquai evidence of 1ts faise-
¢ bord. The doctrine of the incarnation, coiscquently,
¢ having something in it repugnant to the minds of men
¢ In gencrai, ought o be rejucted as void of truth’—But
thcre is a vast difference between rejecting a principle,
2s contradiciory to sume knzzsen. esiaolished truth ; and
f.o:ling 1t maturally incomjr. icusisle. The formcr i1s a
character of 1ts fais  Lood ; the leitcr of its subhmity.—
There are some urniversal repugnarncics of the scnses, of
the 1maginatior, and of the mind sclf, which do not
conciuce agzainst the reanty of their objects. For ex-
ample : The scnses teli those that view, from the ground,
an Lgvptian pyramid, that the summit of :t is almost iike
the spire of a stecple ; and thougis all mankind were to
see 1t, 1n that situation, thcy would univ crsaliv agree thatit
terminates in a pomt But rcason, judging of the distance
and proportion ol the objcct, as well as being assisted by
experiment, correcis the error ; and, notwithstanding this
universal language of the senscs, convinces you, that the
top of the pyran:id is a piatform capable of holding ffty
men.—Human ima: ination has an aversion, universaliy,
to represcnt to itself, men, who, without falling, Lave
their fcet diametrically opposite tc ours. Yet reason
corrects 1515 ¢Irror, and puts it beyond a doubt, that there
arc antipodes.~—The minds of all mankind are naturally
shocked, at wiich philosophers and gecometricians assert,
corcerning the infinite divisibility of matter : and yet, on
1 uiry, we cannot but assent to the truth of the strange
asseition, notwithstanding this universal repugnancy.—
May we not, then, conclude, that though all men found
something oilensive to themi in this proposition, ¢ The
Word was made flesh ;’ or, ¢ God was made man ;’ ye:
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faith would have a right to correct this uriversal repugnan-
cy,as reason Jdoes that of the senses and 1imagination ?

Many learned and p.cus men have laboured hard to
find out pertinent simiiitudes, by which to illustrate a
subjcct which 1s unscarchably deep and beyond all com-
panson. Such attempts, however well-intended, cannot
faii of proving abortive, and are often injurious to the
causc they were designed to serve.—T hese comparisons
are not adapted to answer the end, as they speak only
to our imagination. Now 1t is not the imagirazicn, Lut
reason that must be satisficd. For as those emblems,
under which I may rcpresent to myself the Divine Being,
have but hitle evidence to convince me of his existence;
so the images, by which thc mystery before us may be
represented, ave but lithie iorce to persuade me of its
truth.—Besides, thcse comparisons give occasion to our
opponents, to examine and cxpose the disparities which
attend them ; which must-necc -ssarily be both numcrous
and striking, by veason of tie iminense disproportion
which there is between simalitudes tasien from finite crea-
tures, and the infinite Creator- On these disparitics the
enemies of the truth raise imagirary triumphs ; and -
prove them to piind the simpie aiid seduce the ignorant,
wio do not weli understand the design of such compari-
sons ; which was, not the convictiun of the mind, but the
assigtance of the imagination.—Another reason why the-z
comparisons appear to us ipjurious to the cause. of truth,
1s, thicir being inteade:i to lessen the difncultes attending
the grand mystery, by discovering the manner of ity which
God ias not revealed.  This, so far as it is suppesed to
operate, supersedes the neccssity of an unvescrved con-
fidence in the divine testimony, concerning this profousd-
ly mysterious subject ; and, in a measure. the end of Rev-
elation itscif - which is caiculated to humbic us, by pre-
senting us with objects walch we cannot comprehend, as
~ well as to enlighten us 1n such things as arc necessary to
be Kuown.

The only use I vouid make of such comparisons, is.to
discover tic diffvrence between intuitive and abstracted
knowledye. 1 caii that infuitive, wiich arises trom sight
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and exprerience ; and that abstracted, which results from
reasoning and tesumony. For instance : A man, blind
from his birth, has oniy an abstracted knowldge of many
agreeable and wonderful objects around bhim, ot which
persons in common bhave an intuitive knowledge. Now,
supposing you speak to such an one about light and col-
ours; about the brightness of the sun, in his meridian
glory, or concerning the vegetable beauties of spring ;
his ideas of what you mean are all confused. Nay, if you
enter into particuiars with him, on subjects of this kind,
he will consider many things you say, as quite inconsist-
ent one with another. He will not know how, and Le will
think it imposs:bie for any other person, to reconcile so
many appareni contradictions. 'V hereas it you mention
the scveral particuiars to one who enjoys the blessing of
sight, and, espccially, if he Lhave been stucious of nature ;
he understanGs what you say, ana has not the icast doubt
in the case. The grand reason ol this difference Is, tnose
things which are incompichensible, when they are
known mcrely with an abstractea kuowleogc, appear In
a very different ight when they are kuown wtuiuvely ;

and, frequently, tihe difficuities wo suppose to be in the
objects, are in OUr vwn minds, and allse irom our manner
of knowing them. ’

Hence it appears, that dificulties and seeming contra-
dictions may be touna in the most common objects, when
they are kuown w.rely inan abstracted wey ; and that
the supposed Inconsistencics vanisi 5 S0 500N as they comne
to be viewced intuity cly. We Lave, thcrdolc, litiie - ca-
son to be <urprised, it, when couten.pizting the mystcry
of the incarnation, giflicuitics occur aha seeming contia-
dictions appear; sinco in tlie present statey, our kuowieage
of 1t1s pur. iy abstracted,

The two toiiow.r:¢ reflections shay) conclude this Trea-
tise. As therc are uithcultics m almost every subject
of inquiry, 1t 1s by a comf.aratve vicw that wise men have
always been doeterminey to take one side of a guestion,
ratner than the otwer. Thisis a certain rule ot good
scuse, and shouia be toliowea o the case before us. We
ougit not o reject the docrine of the ncarnation as cr-
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roneous, because difficulties attend it ; nor because very
plausible objections Lave been made against it. It is the
fault of young persons, and the character of rasi: and
weak understandings, that are not capable of vicwing
severai objects, and :Leir relations, at.once ; to detern.ine
questions of impcrtance, on the appearance of an insu-
pcerable difficulty : or clse it is an evidence of a negligent
and lazy temper, which will not perniit them to examine
things maturely. We ought here, asit 1s a question of
infinite Importance, to the gloiy cf God and tlie salvation
of men ; to compare arguments with arguments, and dif-
ficulues with difficulties, and that with diligence and
prayer.~—On such an examination it. will be found, that
the inost piausible argumcents of our adversaries consist,
ciiher in metapbysical speculations; or in suci. passages
of dcripture as explain themselves, by others, to a very
different sensc: whereas ours are formed on such Di-
vinc declarations as are clear and cxpress. frequently re-
peated and closely connected ; so that either the obvicus
and patural meaning of the terms must utterly be rejected,
and then any expressions will serve any purgose ; or cur
mterpretation must e received. And as to the diffculiies
it will appear, that the most formidabic of these which
arc started by our oppoacnts,arc taken, «ither from the:s
heing incapable of comprehending the mystery ; or from
the glosses of some whimsical schoolmcern. which we freejy
give up and hcartiiy despise. as much as our opposers.
themselves. But tiwe dithcuities which we improve
against them, arise {rom a cansideration of such things
as are absclutely essertial to the Scriptures ; which are,
‘ruthy perspicuituy and piiety.  TFor without these the Bi-
ble is unworthy ot God : destituie of these, whouver at-
tributes 1t to Him, reproaches his Maker. Dithculties
muitiply and load their hypothesis, by considering, the
analogy cf faith—that by which God’s love to mankind
1s most highly recommended—that on which are founded
the reality of the atenement by Jesus Clirist, and all the
merit of his death—and, above all, that which the apos-
tles, who were inspired and commissioned to reveal and
publish the mysteries of the kingdom of Lvaven, have
AR




SECT. V1. | 290 CHAP. VII.

most said, repeated, urged ; and upon which they have
grounded the practice of worshipping Jesus Christ, the
Son of God, as over ALL, GOD BLESSED FOR EVER. So
that the dificulties which we object, are such as affect
THE BiBLE, as a Divine Revelation ; and CurisTiarITY,
as a D:vine Religion.

Again: Though the Socinian interpretation of con-
troverted texts, is, in many 1astances, the most probable
that can be given, in opposition tg the arguments we form
upon themn, in defence of our Lord’s Divinity ; yet they
appear unnatural, far-fetched, and invented merely to
serve an hypothesis. So that, as we are not required to
interpret the oracles of God by a Spirit of divination, nor
:0 decypher unsearchable riddles; we cannot be unde:
any obligation to know, much less to approve, such re-
fined subtilues as are calculated to lower. to obscure, to
destroy, thosc sublime ideas which the Scriptures give
us, of the essential and mediatorial glories of Jesus Christ.

The former of these reflections proves the zruzk of our
principles, the latter shows the safety of them. The one
sattsflies our minds, the other our consciences ; and both
ogether give a just idea of the design of this Treatise,
which I now dedicate to the ¢ternal honor of my Divise

EDEEMEK, th¢ ADORABLE IumMaNvEL—*Forgive, O
- GOD, tbe imperfections of the work,and the sins of the
‘ author ! Establish and spread the infallible truths of thy
* gospel ; that as thou hast been picased to manifest thy-
¢ scif in the flesh, all flesh may belold thy glory and bow
- 2t thy foctsiool | Amen.’
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