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# As to persons'ity in God—a trinity of persons, I think it the most
absurd of all absurdities ; and, in .my opinion, 8 man who hath brought
- himself to believe the popular doctrine of the Trinity, hath done all his work ;
for after that there can be nothing hard—nothing inevident ; the more un-
intelligible, the more credible; and as this serves the purpose of producing
implicit faith in pretended guides, priests will always try to keep it in
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PREFACE

TO THE FIRST EDITION.

TRE writer of the following Essay divides all Christians into
two denominations, Unitarians and Trinitarians. With their
various subdivisions he does not interfere, deeming it enough, at
present, to contend for the Supreme Deity of God alone, and be-
lieving that every departure from that doctrine, leads to a per-
version of the Scriptures, and the adoption of opinions hostile to
the religion of the Gospel. He is no follower either of Arius or
Socinus, of Price or Priestley; but taking the Scriptures, with
Reason and CommoN SENSE, as his guides, he adopts whatever
doctrine he judges to be true, and rejects whatever he can prove to
be false, no matter in what region it is found, nor by what names
it is sanctioned. There are learned and pious men in all the great
Christian denominations. He is glad to profit, where he can, by
the labours of them all; and woul§ rejoice to collect into one focus
whatever scattered rays of light may render Gospel truths more
clear, whether they emanate from Boston or Calcutta; from Ge-
neva or Rome.

The more simple the creed of Christians, the more chance of
harmony. In proportion as the chords of a musical instrument
are multiplied, the difficulty of preserving concord is increased. A
belief in the One only living and true God, and that he is a rich
rewarder of those who diligently seek him, and in Jesus Christ
his well-beloved Son, that he is the Author of eternal salvation to
all who obey him ; commingled with that Charity, which the in-
spired Aposde declares to be superior to Faith and Hope, and
without which there is no Christianity ; should be a sufficient bond
of fraternity and affection, among all who would be followers of
Christ, not in name only, but in deed and in truth. Unitarian
Christians of other countries, are wisely acting on this conviction.
Liet their brethren in Ireland follow their example, and quit their
disputations about obscure questions, concerning which they can-
not come to s perfect agreement ; and which, therefore, should be
deemed of very inferior importance. All who do not embrace the
doctrive of the Trinity, are ranked by their opponents in one
class; and whether they be Arians or nick-named Socinians, are
all alike said to be infected with leprosy and heresy: for, that
theological phantom known by the name of Orthodoxy, that hete-
rogeneous compound of errors and contradictions, like Popery,
deems itself infallible ; and makes no distinction among those who
separate from its communion. It brands them all with the name
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of Socinians, though, in truth, there is no Socinianism in Ireland,
nor any approximation to it, except among those who declaim
against it most loudly. But the word “ Socinian” has become an
uncharitable term of reproach, and is to the disciples of Calvin
and of the Pope, what the term Nazarene was to the Pharisces of
old. The same spirit which prompted the words, ¢ Can any good
thing come out of Nazareth ?” and “ Look and see, for out of Ga-
lilee ariseth no prophet,” has lost no particle of its malignity in the
lapse of eighteen hundred years.

It is not without the most painful reluctance, that the Author
has entered into the stormy region of controversy, for he greatly
prefers quiet and the shade. But there are times and occasions
when silence would be criminal ; and being considered as denoting
either a want of confidence in the truth, or of ability to defend
it, might seem to give sanction and currency to error. Of all
denominations of Christians in this country, none, except the
Society of Friends, isless prone to give offence, than that to which |
he belongs. Their love of peace has often exposed them to the
charge of indifference. Notwithstanding this, they are not in-
different. Their zeal, indeed, is seldom displayed in thunder,
and lightning, and brimstone-hail; it burns with a calm and
steady heat; and may, perhaps, if much excited, be kindled into
a blaze. When their tenets are stigmatized as leprosies and soul-
destroying heresies, by those who see them only with a “mind
diseased,” and “a jaundiced eye,” and through the distorting and
discolouring medium of human creeds, they think it their duty
to shew that, to the sound vision of reason, and in the clear light
of the Gospel, they appear to be the purest and healthiest out-flow-
ings of evangelical truth. They have provoked no quarrel, unless
their repose be a provocation : and even when wantonly assailed,
th?' war not with men, but with false opinions. For Mr. Pope
and Mr. Maguire, the Author entertains no sentiments but those
of kindness. He admires the zeal and talents of both, and only
laments, that they have not been employed in what he would
esteem a better cause.—But their controversy has not been un-

ofitable. In the collision of their arguments, the sparks of
girvine truth have leaped forth, and formed a bright and radiant

lory round the brow of Unitarian Christianity. Though regarded
) y%e one as a leper, and by the other as a heretic, he wishes
them health and happiness; and hopes to be recognized at a
higher tribunal than theirs, as a worshipper of the true God, and
a sincere, though humble follower of Christ. Truth is his object
as well as theirs. Let the candid decide, which of them is farthest
from the mark.

In aland of liberty all have an equal right to defend their re-
ligious opinions; and it is imperative on the advocate of Truth,
when her interests call him forth, to assert his right, and wing a
shaft againsterror, wherever it is discovered, whe:her perched upon
a mitre, or nestling in the triple crown. : :



PREFACE

TO THE SECOND EDITION.

THE Author, though anxious to please his Athanasian and
Calvinistic readers, finds it to be a task of extreme difficulty.
They are dissatisfied with what he has written, because it sets
before them some great and important truths, which they have
seldom, if ever, heard discussed; and they are dissatisfied because
he is silent on some mysterious points of doctrine, of which he is
ignorant, and of which he can find nothing revealed in the Word

of God. Hard fate!—to offend both by his speech and his
silence.

* * » * * *

As to the arguments hitherto arrayed against the chief doctrine
of the Essay, tiey are thin and vapoury, and of no consistence.
When touched by a single spark of truth, like the chymist's bub-
bles of gas, they explode and disappear.

One of the Xuthor’s chief misdemeanours is the construction of
a creed, so simple and so Scriptural, that all can understand it.
‘Would that every creed had been so constructed ! then, instead
of bein involve?in contentions and animosities, which destroy
all the kind affections, the Christian world would be at rest, and
the religion of the Gospel would be producing its genuine fruits—
 Glory to God in the Highest—on the earth peace, good will
to men.” L

Another offence is the attempt to revive some good old doc-
trines, which, in this corner of the world, seem to have been
almost forgotten. The Dublin ‘“ Christian Examiner” says, that
the Author “ has not even the meagre satisfaction of being
original in his statements.” Most true. He lays no claim to
originality or invention ; and therefore his read);rs may enjoy,
witil him, not the meagre, but the plump, round, and full satis-
faction of knowing, that the doctrines contained in these pages,
are not the discoveries of a new adventurer in the field of tgeolo-
gical inquiry. They are of much older date than those of Calvin,
Athanasius, or Pope Nicholas the First. They are founded on
the ROCK OF AGES, and are coeval with the Bible.

The Author is farther charged with having taken an argument,
without acknowledgment, from Dr. Samuel Clarke, viz. that though
Christ were proved by one text of Scripture to be God over all,
it would not follow that the Son is consubstantial, and coeternal,
and possessed of equal power with the Father. For the same
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Apostle who has written this, tells us elsewhere, (1 Cor. xv. 27;)
that when he says “all things are put under him, it is manifest
that HE is excepted which did put all things under him.” The
argument is so eéxtremely obvious that it can scarcely not occur
to every mind capable oly reasoning on the subject. It has been
stated at least a thousand and one times. But the Examiner,
throughout, betrays an impatient solicitude to fix a stigrma of
dishonesty on the Author’s character. Here, however, he will
find the usual well-known stratagems of his school of no avail.
The Author, so far from having a wish to repel the charge, that
he has borrowed it, rejoices thatitis now presented to the reader,
armed with the sanction of so learned and distinguished a divine
@8 Dr. Samuel Clarke. He writes for a nobler object than
literary renown, and cares not if every line in the Essay be traced
to 8 higher and more creditable authority than his own. Let the
Examiner quit his personalities and answer the argument. His
attempt, so far, is miserably abortive. It is plain to the common
sense of a child, that BE who did put all things under Christ,
. must be superior to Christ ;—even the Examiner’s understanding,
it is presumed, would revolt from the idea of Christ putting all
things under the Father. 1If what is predicated of the one, can-
not be predicated of the other, there is no equality. But even
though their equality were established, it wou?d not prove them
to be coeternal and consubstantial, for equality and identity are
not the same. The Apostle, however, 3oes not leave the ques-
tion to be thus decided ; but, as if to guard his readers from
being imppsed on by the sophistry of such writers as the Chris-
tian Examiner, adds, “when all things shall be subdued unto
him, (ve7s xas) even then shall the Son also himself be subject
unto kim that put all things under him, that God may be all in
all.” 1 Cor, xv. 28. Let the Examiner quit his sophisms, and
answer the argument.
- The Examiner and his Athanasian and Calvinistic friends are
indignant at our assuming the name of Unitarian Christians, and
affirm that they believe in the divine unity as well as we. Be it
so. Paul informs us, that in his days “some preached Christ
* even of envy and strife—of contention and not sincerely. What
then (says he)— notwithstanding, every way, whether in pretence
orin truth, Christ is preached; and I therein do rejoice, yea, and
I will rejoice.” Phil.i. 15,18. So do we, Unitarians, rejoice
that the divine unity is acknowledged in any sense.* But let
not the disciples of Athanasius, and the Pope, be under any ap-
prehension tﬁat we shall identify their three persons with our one
God. There is an essential difference between us. Our idea of
unity has no resemblance to theirs. Ours is a monad—theirs a
ind ; ours a mathematical point, theirs a triangle ; ours a mop-~
archy, theirs an aristocracy ; ours a clear simple idea, theirs a

* Est quoddam prodire tenus, si non detur ultra,
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their. different tastes and dispositions, to bless them and to do
them good—that the sufferings and deprivations which they have,
sometimes to endure, are sent, or permitted, in mercy, to cor-,
rect, to reform, to discipline the soul to virtue—that HE educes
good from evil, and causes all things to co-operate for the ever-
lasting felicity of the righteous. L

Unitarian Christians , believe in the revealed Word of God.'
They receive the Scriptures of the Old and New Testament as
the sole rule of their faith and practice ; and hold them in such
reverence that they never virtually deny their sufficiency by the
substitution of creeds and articles of human contrivance. All
the articles of their faith they can express in the very words of
inspiration ;. nor are they ever obliged by the adoption of unscrip-
taral tenets to employ an unscriptural phraseology. They believe
that «all Scripture given by inspiration of God, is profitable for
doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteous-
mess ; that the man of God may be perfect, thoroughly furnished
unto all good works.”—2 Tim. iii. 16. Deeming the pure light
from heaven sufficient to guide them to all truth, they require no
guidance from the dark lantern of tradition, or the erratic wisp-
fires of an earth-born theology. They learn from the sacred vo-,
lume, and they own it with gratitude and joy, that God is love,
and that he so loved the world that he gave his only begotten
Son to be our. instructor, our example, our guide, aund ¢ 'the
author of eternal salvation to all who obey him.”—Heb. v. 9,
They.believe in the divinity of the Son of God, that his character,
his mission, his doctrine, his power, his authority, were all divine,
In-a word, they believe whatsoever is written of him in the
inspired volume,—with Paul, that he was the brightness of the
Father’s glory, and the express image of his person—with Peter,
that he was the Christ, the Son of the living God—the Messiah,
or Spiritual Deliverer of the Jews, foretold by the prophets ; and,
as ‘he declared of himself, that he was ¢ the light of the world,
the way, the truth, and the life,” that to him the spirit was
given without measure, and that “in him dwelt all the fulness
of the godhead* bodily;”—Col. ii. 9. or, in other words, that

* Godhead, a Scholastic term for Deity ; *to be rejected,” says Lindsey,
¢¢ because to common readers it countenances the strange notion of a God
consisting of three persons.” Bodily in the original cuparixws is opposed
according to Pierce and Le Clerc, to oFosxsa rudiments or shadows, in the
preceding verse. The apostle, speaking of the ceremonal institutions of the
Jews, in the subsequent (17th) verse, says, ¢ they are a skadow of the things
to come ; but the body is of Christ.’’ i

Col. ii. 9. is a favourite text with the supporters of the doctrine of an
Incarnate Deity; though affording it no foundation. The candid reader
is requested to ask himself what is meant by the abstract term fulness, and
not to confound it with essence, to which it has no reference. ‘I'he apostle
prays for the Ephesians, c. iii, 17, 19. ¢ That Christ may dwell in their
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His sole unrivalled supremacy—

«¢ Jehovah he is God in heaven above, and upon the eartb beneath there
isnone (i e. no one) else.”—Deut. iv. 39,

His exclusive Deify— .

¢ That thou mightest know that Jehovah, he is God; there is none else
besides him.'’— Deut. iv. 35.

. ¢ Iam the first, and 7 am the last, besides me thereis no God. 1Is there
a God besides me? Yea, there,is no God; I know not any.”—Isaiah,
xliv. 6, 8. ’

« I am the the Lord thy God, the Holy One of Israel. Before me there
was no God formed, neither shall there be after me. I, even I, am the
Lord, and besides me thereis no Saviour.”— xliii. 3, 10, 11. , '

The prophets teach the same doctrine—

¢ Jehovah shall be King over all the earth, and in that day Jehovah shall
be one, and his name one.” —Zech. xiv. 9.

« Have we not all one Father? Hath not oNx God created us ?"’—Mal.

ii. 10.

Christ and his apostles confirmed the doctrine of Moses, and
the prophets. When Jesus was asked by a Scribe, ¢ which is
the first commandment of all?” He replied, « the first of all the
commandments is—

« Hear, O Israel; The Lord our God is one Lord.”—Mark xii. 29,

The Scribe approved of the answer, and said,

¢« Well, Master, thou hast said the truth, ; for there is one God ; and
there is none other but he.” —Mark xii. 32.

Our Lord in a solemn prayer attests the divine unity, and
makes a clear distinction between God and himself.

« This is life eternal, that they might know thee the oLy TRUE Gon, and
Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent.”—John xvii. 3.

The Apostle Paul observes the same distinction.

¢ We know ** that there is none other God but Oxe *** to us there is
but Oxe Gon, the Father—and One Lord Jesus Christ.”’—1 Cor. viii. 4. 6:

«To God only wise, be glory through Jesus Christ for ever.”—Romi
xvi. 27.

¢ There is one Lord, one faith, one baptism, ONz Gop and Father of all,
who is above all, and through all, and in you all.”’—Eph. iv. 5, 6.

¢ There is One Gop and One Mediator between God and men, the man
Christ Jesus.”’—1] Tim., ii. 5.

The absolute Oneness of the Deity is asserted, with the clear-
ness and force of demonstration, in these passages of the sacred
volume, and in a multitude of others which it would be super-
fluous to quote. Suffice it to say, that this is the grand and funda-
mental principle of all religion. It corresponds with the conclusi-
ons of the most sublime philosophy, and the plainest dictates of
inspiration. It was taught, as has been demonstrated, by Moses and
the prophets—by Christ and his apostles. It has been adopted by
maiy of the wisest and best of our species—by men who devoted
their lives to the study of the Scriptures; and whose early preju-
dices, educatxon, profession, and worldly interest were all arrayed
against its reception—by men who have honoured it by the most
heroic sacrifices of fortune and ambition—by the greatest philan-
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judgment, will excuse them. The only mode of preventing
their repetition, as Mr. Maguire will candidly admit, is quiet
submission to the authority of an Infallible Church. :

SECTION THIRD.
The Doctrine of the Trinity not taught in the Seriptures.

Revelation was given to man, by the mercy of an ever blessed
God, to lead to virtue, happiness, and immortality ; not to per-
plex and confound with such questions as that under discussion.
Being intended for universal benefit, for the Barbarian as well
88 the Greek, for the Gentile as well as the Jew, it teaches all
that is necessary to be known as instrumental to salvation, in
perspicuous language, and leaves no doctrine of vital importance
m obscurity. It has been well observed that ¢ the gospel is full
in telling us what is to be done, sparing of what we are to be-
lieve.” Its articles of belief are few, and these few intelligible
to the rude and ignorant. Its radical truth is, that God is one—
This truth which is so simple, and so easily comprehended, it re-
pests again and again, and fences it round with such barriers as
exclude -every imagination that would vitiate its simplicity. It
utters not a syllable of three persons, one in substance, equal in
power and glory. “ God the Son,” and ¢ God the-Holy Ghost,”
we . phrases no where to be found in the sacred writings—nor
the Incarnate God—nor the Tri-une God—nor the God-man,
8uch epithets and barbarous compounds, applied to the Deity,
are redolent of heathen superstition. They have no affinity to
the pure and simple language of Inspiration. They were never
used by the Apostles in all their preaching, either to Jew of
Gentile, though now so frequently resounded from many a po-
pular-pulpit, falsely reputed orthodox. Had such a doctrine as .

Trinity constituted any part of the Christian Religion, we
maust believe, on every principle of reason and common sense,
that it would have been revealed as clearly, and as much to the
satisfaction of every inquirer, as the being of God himself.
Nay, it required stronger evidence, and more ample illustration,

e ean acquire some knowledge of God by the light of nature,
and therefore it was less necessary to insist on that subject;
but we derive from nature no intimation whatever of a Trinity,
and therefore it must be presumed that a revelation from God
would have dwelt with force, and at considerable length, in in-
calcating and explaining a doctrine so novel : and we are jus-
tified in holding this opinion by our certainty that the gospel
does insist, with copiousness and perspicuity, on every necessary
topic of belief, and most of all on such doctrines as are of most
atility. For instance, as nature affords but a glimpse of afuture
state, and as a belief in this doctrine, has an almost unbounded
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not have supposed the Apostle to be amusing them with some
fdle twale for which they had a parallel in their fables of thé
birth and sepulchre of Cretan Jove ? :

ftis clearly demonstrable then from the records extant of the
‘preaching of the Apostles, that they did not teach the doctriné
of the Trinity to the Jews. It is equally demonstrable that they
tanght Unitarianism to the Gentiles—that faith which the elo:
Quent reformers of the nineteenth century stigmatizé as a ¢ le-
prosy, aud a soul-destroying heresy.”
~ In the writings as weﬁ as the preaching of the Apostles, we
find many passages strongly expressive of their belief in the di-
vine unity—not one in which the holdera of that docttine are
censured, as they must inevitably have been, if their doctrine
were erroneous. The Apostle John combats the errors of the
Gnostics and condemns the Churches of Asia, for various lapses
and defections from the truth. Bat no where is any condem-
nasion either direct or implied attached to Unitarianism.” How
should it ? The inspired writers were all Unitarians, and knew
no more of the tritheistic hypothesis than of the Pope’s infallibi-
lity. The Apostle Paul spoke not only his own sentiments but
those of his Brethren, when he affirmed that the ¢head of
Christ is God.” But of all the sacred authors John is the most
copious in attesting the Supreme Deity of God, and shewing the
derived existence. and derived miraculous powetrs of Christ.
If one Apostle might claim pre-eminence abeve the rest, as the
advocate of the divine unity, Jobn would have a feir claim to
be entitled the Apostle of Unitarianism.*
- As the doctrine of the Trinity is no where taught in the Scrip-
tures, it is ¢nfe biy Trinitarians ; and some of its ablest advo«
cates admit that It is altogether a doctrine of inference. They
eannot find it in Metthew—nor in Mark—nor in Luke—nor
in. Jobnw—nor in Paul—nor in Peter—nor in James—nor
in Jude—but they give us to understand that there' are
certain hints and expressions in the one and in the other,
from a judicious combination of which it may be extracted,
by a little knowledge of the dialectics of theology. The Scrips
tures, we suppose, contain its elements as the alphabet con-
‘tains the eclements of the mysterious felragrammaton! The
picture is in the colours of the painter’s pallet, and requires only
to be transferred to the canvas! The statue which may ¢ en-
chant the world,” and claim its idolatry, lies in the marble block;

-

* See this most satisfactorily proved by the Rev. W. J. Fox, in his letter:
to the Rev. Dr. Blomfield, now Bishop of London, entitled *The Apostlg
John a Unitarian.”” The Bishop is to be cpmmended for his prudence in.
not attempting an answer to so powerful and eloquent an antagonist. His
sllence may be decmed a sufficient concession, though it would be moré
magnanimous to declare himself vanquished.—=See also *the Apostle Paul
& Unitarian,” by the Rev, B, Mardon.

L@
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and asks but the chisel of some Phidias or Praxiteles to rescue:
it from concealment! The golden calf of Aaron had its compo-
nent parts, its membra disjecta, in the ear-rings of the wives and
of the sons and daughters of Israel. It required but the blast
of the furnace, and the graving tool of the artist to ‘fashion
shem into a four-footed idol. Thus, from a skilful amalgamation
of heathentsh inventions and traditions, with certain garbled
extracts from Seripture, do-the advocates of Athanasianism form
a triplicate object of worship, and with their predecessors in the
wilderness of old, exclaim, ¢ These be thy Gods, O Israel!”
But why a triplicate object? Ah! there is a great mystery in
the number three, and, as heathen mythology will teach us, it
wany an ancient hereditary claim to respect. But on what par-
ticular passages of Scripture the doctrine of the Athanasian
Trinity is founded, the reader who has nothing but revelation
for his guide, cannot easily discover; for though it often
;{:aks of the Holy One, and the Blessed One, it never speaks of
holy three, nor the blessed three.. The advocates of the doc
trine refer us to the Saviour’s command, to baptize in the name
of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit,* and after informing
us that to baptize in the name of a person, is to ascribe Supreme
Deity to that person, a statement which at once makes Moses
the Supreme Deity,+ they ask in a tone* of conscious triumph,
“Is not the Father one—is not the Son one—and is not the
Holy Ghost one—and are not three ones—three ?” We answer—
unquestionably.. And ask in return—three what ?—Gods >——No.
That would be polytheism. Names of the same God? No,
That would confound the personsand plange usin what Athanasi-
ans would call the ¢ damnable heresy” of Sabellianism—Persons?
Yes.—And the three persons are one God? Yes.—Then is
each person but the third part of the one God. This divides
the bssence and robs God of his simplicity. Again, we are
reforred to 1 Jobn, v. 7—a text universally rejected as an inter-
jon by learned and honest critics. But, admitting it as
genuine, it could give no more support than the former text, to
the doctrine of three in one. The connexion would lead us to
conclude, that the three witnesses were one only in testimony.
Of essence it says nothing—it insinuates nothing. The same
principles of inference which deduce a Trinity from these verses _.
might deduce an FEnneity, or nine in one, from Rev. i. 4, 5—.
and we might ask, is not ¢“he which was, and which is, and
which is to come,” one #—And are not the ¢ seven spirits be-
fore the throne,” sever #—and is not ¢ Jesus Christ she faithful
witness,” one? 1 4+ 7 4+ 1 =9. This doctrine may be sup-
Emed by 1 Tim. v. 21. I charge thee before Ged, and the
ord Jesus Christ, and the Elect Angels.”” What angels? The-

* Mat. xxviii, 19, +1 Cor, x. 2.
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seven spirits of John, forsooth. Thus is the doctrine of John
confirmed by that of Paul. It has the high sanction also of
Burgh, who says, that he « may possibly surprise Mr. Lindsey,
by an assurance that these seven spirits are God.” Itis, no
don.bt., a very surprising assurance ! but, he continues, ¢ this is a
position very easily explained to the man who remembers that
¢ Noab found grace in the eyes of the Lord.’ The seven spirita
are the eyes of the Lamb—(they were God just now,) and the
Lamb is Jesus Christ himself.” = But Christ is God—and there-
fore he which was, and is, and is to come,—the seven spirits
and Jesus Christ are one God! Thus is the doctrine of an
Enneity proved by genuine orthodox inference. Let not the
courteous' reader object to the term Enneity, on account of its
novelty. That of T7inity was as novel many years after the first
dispensation of the gospel. The one word—the one doctrine, is
as scriptural as the other; and the Enneity wants nothing but a
little aid from tradition, the Infallible Church, and the Synod of
Ulster, to fix it on as stable and permanent a foundation as
the Trinity. '

SECTION FOURTH.

The inferiority of Christ to the Father proved by his own
declarations. :

Mr. Pope has quoted the long list of texts usnally employed
in this controversy, to shew that Christ possessed all the at-
tributes of the Supreme Deity. A similar task has beeo re-
peatedly executed by men whose erudition and critical ingenuity
were fully equal to those of Mr. Pope, but with a success similay
to that of the architects of the tower of Babel. Many of the
texts quoted, are irrelevant and misunderstood. It would be a
labour more tedious than difficult, to shew that none of them,
when rightly interpreted, yields any support to the doctrine of
three persons in one God. Mr. Mvagulre's assertion could be
amply verified, that every text in support of the doctrine, could
be confronted by another, till not a shred of argument remained.
The New Testament is redundant in passages proving the su-
premacy of the Father, and the subordination of the Son. The
very ideas of Father and Son imply superiority in the one—
inferiority in the other. The Nicene and Athanasian Creeds,
in fact, admit this, though it is denied by the ‘¢ Article,” which
affirms that the three persons are of one substance, power, and
eternity. They admit that Christ was begotten of the Father,
snd thus contradict the coeternity and coequality which the ar-
ticle asserts, The words of the second article of the Church
of England “ begotten from everlasting of the Father,” are
nonsense, for they iuvolve two ideas which destroy each other—
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that which is begotten is not self-existent, therefore not eternal—
that which is eternal is self-existent, therefore not begotten. Seo
little consistency is there in the creeds and articles of man’s in.
vention. So difficult it is to put a total extinguisher on the
truth, that God is one !

‘Again, as reason and common sensé tell us that a father must
exist before » son can be begotten, so must he who commands
be greater than he who obeys ; the bestower is superior to the
receiver ; the sender to him who is sent; and he who prescribes
a task, to him by whom it is executed. Now Cbrist is repre- -
dented in the Scriptures as in all things subordinate to the Fa-
ther. He declares his own inferiority, and so strongly and se
frequently disclaims the ascription to himself of the attributes
that belong to Jehovah alone, that it is really a matter of aston-
ishment how any one can entertain a doubt on the question.

He affirmd the supremacy of the Father in terms the most
explicit, undeniable, and unqualified.

¢« My Father is greater than all.”’—John, x. 29.

Consequently greater than the Son—and that there may be no
doubt of this, he says again,

« My Father is greater than I."—John, xiv. 28.

He declares that the same great being who is our God and
Father, is alsohis God and Father.

¢ J ascend unto my Father and your Father: and to my God and your
God.”—~John, xx, 17.

He denies independant and underived existence when he
says,

< T live by the Father.”’—John, vi. 57.

'He denies that he is inherently and- underivably possessed of
any power whatsoever ; and he does this with a solemn - repeated
asseveration. . _

¢ Verily, verily, I.say unto you, the Son cax do nothing of himself but
what he seeth the Father do.””—John, v. 19. ) )

.« To sit on my right-hand and on my left, is not mine to give, but it
shall be given to them for whom it is prepared of my Father."’—Mat.xx, 23.

He affirms that he is not omniscient—

« Of that day, and that hour, knoweth noman, no, not the angels which
are in heaven ; neither the Son, but the Father,”’—Mark, xiii. 32,*

" _® This is a most distressing text to Trinitarians. In vain have they tor-
tured invention and falsified the meaning of the Greek text, to escape a
conclusion which is fatal to their scheme. One informs us that the verb
#idey here signifies maketh known, though no instance of its having such a
‘meaning occurs in the whole compass of Greek learning, Admit, it how-
ever, for a moment, and mark the consequence. * That day and that hour
no man muketh known, no, not the angels which are in heaven, neither the
Son, but the Father only maketh known.”” This'is a direct contradiction
‘of the Saviour’s meaning, to avoid which; it is proposed by other expounders,
to supply the words ¢ in his official capacity,” or ¢in his human pature,”
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fallible Churches will inform ns. They bave inventions of their
own ‘which could never be found out by miuds uninitiated in
their mysteries. They inform us, though Scripture does not,
that Christ had two natures, a human and a divine ; and that he
epeaks and acts sometimes in the one, and sometimes in the
other nature. This, for 8 moment, being admitted, we natu-
rally enquire, how is it to be ascertained when any of his dis-
courses or actions are to be ascribed to him as God the Son, and
when as the man Jesus? To a plain and unsophisticated reader
this is a serious difficulty, dignus vindice nodus, a knot which
can be untied only by the skill of the ¢ Infallible Church.”

By what rule Protestants are guided in this inguiry, or whe-
ther they have any rule, the writer must confess ignorance. The
learned Rammohun Roy,* a name which there will be occasion
often to mention in the sequel of this essay, has expressed a
wish to be furnished with a list enumerating those expressiuns
which are made in one and in the other capacity, with autho-
rities for the distinction. What authorities should he expect but
those of tradition and an Infallible Church? The list, perhaps,
might be furnished, but it would scarcely yield the satisfaction
which he seems to require—since one clanse of the same text, as
he has himself remarked and illustrated, would require to be
spoken by the divine, and another by the bhuman nature; and
even the same clause might have to be understood as spoken
sometimes by the one and sometimes by the other, as it chanced
so suit the argument of the polemic or expounder. A principle
of conformity to the creed which they have broughi from the
nursery or college, is the only rule, as far as the Unitarian can
discover, which Trinitarians employ in' making the distinction,
This is the touchstone by which every text must be proved.

.-% An.Indian Brahmin, who from a diligent perusal of the Sacred Scrip-
tures, has become a convert to Christianity, and whose intimate and mgst
accurately critical knowledge of oriental customs and languages emineni.l;
qualifies him both to understand and explain the inspired volume. His
work entitled ¢ The precepts of Jesus, the guide to peace and happiness,”
with his first, second, and final appeal to the Christian public, in reply to
Dr. Marshman of Serampore, should be in the hands of all lovers of truth.
It might have been expected that such a convert would have been welcomed
with delight by every disciple of Jesus; but his love of truth preventing
him from embracing certain ¢ peculiar doctrines’ which, with all his eri-
tical acumen, he could not find in the Bible; he became as much an ob-
Jject of obloquy tothe ‘¢ Orthodox,” in the East, as his Unitarian brethren
are in the ‘West, His editor, at length, refused to publish his' works, and
he ‘was under the necessity of purchasing types and a printing press, to hawe
them printed bepéath his own immediate inspeetion. Happily for the cause
of genuine Christianity, they have reached the shores of Great Britain, and
the * Isle'of Saints,” and while paper, ink, and type, remaip, they will net
perish ; though some ardent proselyters deery them, and say their author i
no Christian. * Thus did their Jewish brethren of old declare of Christ,
that he was a Samaritan and had a devil ! oo












26
Jewe came and asked lim, to declare explicitly if Ire were the
Christ? Our Lord answered, that he had told them before;—
referred them, as he had referred the messengers from Jobn the
Baptist, to his miraculous works, accounted for their unbelief,
and declared of his own sheep, that he will give them eternt
fife, <« They shall never perish, neither shalt any man pluck
them out o?’ my hand.” Why? Because, “ My Father whieh
GAVE them me is greater than all, and no man is able to plack
them out of my Father's hand.” God’s omnipotence is the
guarantee of my possession. “I and my Father are one;"—
Jobn x. 80. i» one thing,* net one intelligent being; one, nat
in essence, for to this there is- not the shghtest allusion, but ene
as to the particular point mentioned ; unanimous as to the se~
curity and salvation of the disciples.—When he had ended his
discourse, the Jews took up stones to stone him, not mere for
uttering the words, *I and my Father are one,”” for to the Jews
they conveyed no idea of Christ’s claiming substantial identity
with God—nor had any man yet been so absurd as to draw from
a declaration of unity of purpose, a declaration of unity of es-
sence—but as they themselves affirmed for ¢ blasphemy,”. ge-
nerally ; and specifically, because “thou being a man makess
thyself God.” (Elohim.+) By making himself God, they meant

* Newcome. Campbell. Cappe. Une seule chose—Le Clerc. Une meme

-ehose.~Port Royal, Simon & Saci. Sce Slichtingius & Wolzogenius in loe.
¢ They did not understand verse 50, of an essential union, or of amy
union implying equality, for if they had, it would have been a far more plau-
sible foundation for the accusation than that which they selected.” —Fox.-
" The meaning is fully developed in John c. xvii. v. 20, 23, * Neither pray
I for these alone, but for them also who shall believe on me. through their
word ; that they all may be onk §y, as thou, Father, art in me, and. Iin
thee, that’they also may be onein us: that the world may believe that thou
hast sentme. And the glory which thou gavest me, I have given them,
that they may be one, even as we are one, 1 in them and thou in me; that
they may be made perfect in one, and that the world may know that thiou
hast sent me, and hast loved THEM, as thou hast loved me. ¢ I have planted,”
says Paul, 1 Cor. iii. 6, 8. ¢ Apollos watered. Now he that planteth and
he that watereth are one *’—=¢ The muititude of them that believed were_of
one heart and of ene soul.’—Acts, iv. 32. We being many are one bread
and one body ; for we are all partakers of that one body.”—1 Cor. x. 17.
Admitting the much disputed text, 1 John v. 7. of the three heavenly wit-
nesses to be genuine, it must be interpreted in a similar sense. .

+ The holy angels are styled Gods. ¢ Thou hast made him a little
lower Me-elohim than the Gods.”— Ps. viii. 5. R

Also judges and rulers. ¢ Thou shalt not revile the Gods,”—(or judges
and rulers.)—Exod. xxii. 28. ¢ God standeth iu the Congregation of the
Mighty, he judgeth among the Gods. 1 have said, ye are Gods; and all
of you are children of the Most High."”—Psalm, Ixxxii. 1, 6. See" also
Exod. xxi. 6.

The ambassadors and prophets of God were also called Gods. ¢ And
the Lord spid unto Moses, see, I have made tliee Elokim, 8 God to Pha
saoh,”==Exod. vii. 1. ¢ Thou shalt be to him instead of God.”—iv. 16,
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thiat he hal ““assumed a divine autherity without warrant”* <
not that he had pretended to be the infinite Jehovah. Even his
calamniators would have been ashamed of having such a mean-
ing fixed on ‘their expressions. But that their meaning was
what has been just stated, and that the Saviour understood them
in that sense, is clear as demonstration, from his reply. He
founds it on an argument taken from their own Scriptares, and
shews that if he had made himself God, or Blohim, in the sensa
in which that term was applied to Moses, and the Jewish
prophets, judges, and legislators, he would have been perfectly
Justifiable, for he spoke and acted by a warrant of divine authe-
rity as well as they. <Is it not written in your law,” seaid he,
«“ Ye are Gods? ( Elokim.) If he called them Gods (Elohim,)
t0 whom  the word of God' came, (and the Scriptures cannot
be broken,) say ye of him whom the Father hath sanctified and
SENT into the world, thou blasphemest, because I said, 1 am”—
What ? not that I am God (Elohim) but <the Sor of -God?
Hence, it is apparent that it was on his assumption of this title
that they grounded their charge of blasphemy; and not on his
having made any pretensions to the name and character of Je-.
hovah. He then-preceeds to justify his claims to the title which
he did assume, and proposes an infallible test by which a judg-
ment might be formed of their validity. < If I donot the works
of my Father believe me not. But if I do, though ye believe
not me, believe the worke, that ye may know, and believe, -that
the Father is in me, and I in him.”

As to the Jews confounding the Son with the Father, and
supposing that Christ’s assumption of the former name, im-
"plied an assumption of the name and homours of Jehovah, and:
an-identity of essence, it s totally devoid of scriptural evidence.
In the passage which has just been under consideration, -it ap-
pears that- Christ, so far from:adopting even the appellative
name of Elokim, much less that of Jehovah, designates himself
by the inferior title of Son; a title which no Jew -could ever:
be so preposterous as to identify with that of Father.

The Jews, on another occasion, understeod Christ as making
himself equal with God. ZLet us consider this.

Our Lord had performed a miracelous cure on the sabbath-
day. This the Jews resented as a violation of the fourth com-
mandment, and sought to slay him. Jesus seeing their intended
violence, justified what he had done, by pleading divine authority,
saying, * My Father worketh hitherto, and I work.”—John, v. 17..
My Father conducts the beneficent operations of his providence on
the sabbath, as well as on other days, and I, by his special au-

* Cappe.
+ « Compare John xiv. 10, 11 ; where this union.is said to consist in speak~
ang the words, and doing the works of the Father.’—Nzwcoae.
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thevity do those works of mercy which he has -commissforred
e to perform. This plea only incensed them the more ; and
they sought to kill him, because, as they affirmed, ¢he not enly
had broken the sabbath, bat said also, that God was his Father,
making himself equal with (like) God.” Now, gentle reader,
.obserye, this is not the sentiment of the Evangelist, but a ca-
Jumny of the Jews—for Christ neither broke the Sabbath nor
claimed eqnality with the Father.* It was only in their wicked
imaginations. that he had dene either. The hypocrites who
charged ¢ the Lord of the sabbath,” with breaking it, because
he had healed an infirm man, had no setuple to take their ox,
or their ass, to watering, on that day ; nor had they any ohjec+
tion to exalt themselves above God, by ¢ teaching for doctrines
1the commandments of men.” Notwithstanding their perversiy,
however, our Lord condescended to amswer and repel their
calunmy. He contnenced a long address, by a solemn declara-
tion, equivalent to a direct positive contradiction of their assers
tions. ¢ Verily, verily, I say unto you, the Son can do nothing
of himself, but what he seeth the Father do.” The Son ori«
ginates nothing—so far from claiming equality with the Father,
he only follows his example. This be repeats again in the 30th
verse, “ I can of mine own self do nothing.” Then he speaks
of the Father s in every respect his superior. It is the Father
who sheweth him all things—that commifs all judgment to the
Son—that sends him—gives him to have life in himselfaegives
him authority to execute judgment—assigns to him the tash
which-he has to perform. So far from affording the least ground
for the charge that he pretended to be equal with Ged, he thrice
declares, in the same reply, that he was sent by the Father ; and
that he sought net his own will, but the will of him by whom
he was deputed. The Jews, in defianee of their prejudice and
malevolence, appear to have been overcome by the force of
truth, and tacitly to bave admitted that their charge was unten-
able; for they made no reply, but suffered him to. depart um«
molested. : B .

Let us now, fer the sake of argument, admit that the words
* making himself equal with God,” contsin the sentiment of thd
Evangelist, as well as of the Jews. What, let us enquire, was
the nature, or extent of the equality which, in this case, they
may have supposed the Saviour to claim? Was it unlimited,
and unqualified? Did it imply that the Son was eonsubstantial
and coeternal with the everlasting Father? Nothing like it.
No Jew ever maintained 8o prepesterous an idea, ner is there

® « Haec Joannes per mimesin, et ex illorum, non ex sua sententia lo-
4uitur. Nam reipsa nec sabbatum solvit, nec seipsum Deo zqualem fecit.’”
. Slightingius, in lo#

Calumniam eapitalem ei struebant,— Grotius, '
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“would have exasperated the multitude still more ; and it is cone
trary to all experience, to suppose they would omit the greater
and insist on the less offence. Their law to which they appeeted,
" was directed against blasphemy in genetal. ¢ He that blss-
" phemeth the name of the Lord shall surely be put to death ; and
all' the congregation shall certainly stone him.”—Lev. xxiv. 16.
They had also & law, (Deut. xviii. 20.) for putting a false pro-
phet to death; much more, for executing the sanre sentence on
"any one making a false claim to the character and office of their
Messiah. But they had no law against the specific crime of
pretending to be the Almighty Jehovah. They never contem-
plated the possibility of such an extravagance. But they thought
the assumption of any authority from heaven was blasphemy, and
for this they accused him. This accusation failing, they chargéd
him with a political crime, and succeeded. :

It is lamentable that any man of Mr. Pope’s talents and leart.
ing should hazard such an assertion as the following: « If the
Redéemer were not God, then did he suffer himself to remain
“under a charge of blasphemy—then did he, by his words, both
incur the guilt of wilfully contributing towards his own cruci-
fixion, and justify his murderers in putting him to death asa
blasphemer.” ]

" Whether the Redeemer was God, or not, he did not- repel
their last charge of blasphemy. He was consistent throughout,
‘in maintaining that he was the character which he was-perse-
“cuted for assuming. But he was not God; for this he most
clearly and decidedly denied. He was the Son of God; for this
he as decidedly asserted, before the people, before Caiaphas, and
"before Pilate. The assumption of this title, as claiming a peculisr
“interest with heaven, and the honour of being the Messiah, was
deemed blasphemy by the Jews; and this charge: he never refuted.
"Even so, he did not die the death of a blasphemer, which the law ‘of
Moses decreed to be by stoning, but the death of a political
malefactor, by crucifixion, on a false charge of sedition, and by
the sentence of a Roman governor.

Even when he hung on the cross, and his enemies gave vent
to the full torrent of their repioaches, and upbraided him with
all the offences, of which, in justification of their own- cruelty,
they wished to make him-appear guilty, that of having assumed
the name and character of Jehovah was not among them.:

Mr. Pope thinks that the name EMMANUEL, which signifies
“God with us, proves the Supreme Deity of Christ. '

The passage in Mat. i. 28, is this :—¢ Behold a virgin shall be
with child, and shall bring forth a son, and they shall call his name
Emmanuel, which being interpreted, is, God with us.”” Bishop
Lowth says,that these ‘words did not primarily apply to Christi;
-and Rammohun Roy has clearly shewn - that they were-applied
by Isaiah, vii. 14,—¢to Hezekiah, son-of Abaz, figuratively de-
signated as the son of The Virgin; the daughter of Zion, to wi,
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"derusalem, foretold by the prophet, as the deliverer of the city
from the hands of its enemies, though its utter destruction was.
then threatened by the kings of Syria and Israel. Orthodox
“Writers, in thie interpretation of the text in Isaiah,” observes -the
same learned author, ¢have entirely disregarded the original Scrip-
ture, the context, and the historical facts.” It should be ren-
dered not “ga virgin,” but THE virgin, viz: ¢ The virgin daughter
of Zion, the city of Jerusalem, is pregnant, and is bearing a Son,
and shall call his name Emmanuel.’” In accordance with this
version, it is translated by Bishop Lowth, with the definite
article, and in the present tense, thus, ¢ Behold, Tne Virgin
conceiveth and beareth a Son.” The prophets, in their figu-
rative language, often call Jerusalem, the Daughter of Zion,
and the Virgin*—thus, Isaiah, xxxvii. 22:— The virgin, the
Daughter of Zion, hath despised thee, and laughed thee to
scorn; the Daughter of Jerusalem hath shaken her head -at
thee.”—Thus, Jeremiah, xiv. 17. ¢“Let mine eyes run down
with tears night and day, and let them not cease; for the
virgin daughter of my people is broken with a great breach.”
And again, xviti. 13. * Thus saith Jehovah, * * The virgin of-
Israel hath done a very horrible thing.”—Amos, v. 3. « The
virgin of Israel is fallen. She shall no more rise; she is for-
saken upon her land; there is none to raise her up.” -The
original word virgin, in the passage under consideration, has
before it the emphatic or definite particle v, %a, which incon-.
testibly fixes its meaning : and it can be shewn by numerous in«
stances, that the word v1av1, harah, rendered.in our translation
shall conceive, should be .is with child. ¢ Tamar hath played-
the harlot, and she is (karak) with child.”—Gen. xxxviii. 24
«‘And the angel of-the Lord said unto her, (Hagar) behold,
thou art (harah) with child.”—Gen, xvi. 11. «If men strive
and hurt .a woman with child,” (harah) Exod. xxi. 22. ' The.
Evangelist Matthew, quotes Isaiah, not from the original - He-
brew, but from the Septuagint translation, which is here incorrect,
But it answers his purpose, which is merely to apply it by way
of accommodationt to Christ—¢ the son of Ahaz and the Sa.
viour resembling each other, in each being the means, at differ-

- ® It is also called ‘’barren.’—Isaiah, liv. 1. “a captive Daughter,”—
lti. 2—and a ‘¢ Harlot,”’— Ezek. xvi. 35. .

S e dations are passages of the Old Testament which are adapted
by writers of the New Testament, to an occurrence that happenied in their
time, ‘on - account of correspondence and similitude. ‘These are not pro-
phecies, though they are sometimes said to be fulfilled ; for any thing may
Ve said to be fulfilled when it can be pertinently applied. This method of
explaining Scripture by accommodation, will enable us to solve some of the
greatest- difficulties relating to the prophecies.”—Horn¢'s Introduction ta
the critical study of the Scriptires. Vol. 1. p. 438 !
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ent periods, though in different senses, of cstablishing the throne
of the house of David.”*

All this, indeed, must appear most evident to any one who wilt
take the trouble of turning to the seventh chapter of lsalah, and
examining the subject with candour. Ahaz, king of Judah, be-
ing thrown into consternation by the confederated arms of Rezin,
king of Syria, aud Pekah, king of Israel; the proplet comes to
promise him safety, and desires him to ask a sign of his ap-
proaching deliverance. Ahaz declines this, saying, « I will not

ask, neither will I tempt the Lord.” Then the prophet rxhl,

the Lord himself shall give you a sign: and repeats the words al-. -

ready quoted, with this addition: ¢ Butter and honey shall he
eat that he may know to refuse the evil and choose the g:i;
For before the child shall know to refuse the evil and ¢l

the good, the land that thou abhorrest, shall be forsaken of both .

ber kings.” The propbecy ss applied to Hezekish,} the Im-

manuel meant by the prophet, is clear and satisfactory. -Busit:.
is badly rendered in our common translation. There is no mesn--

ing in saying, ¢ butter and honey-shall he eat, that he may know
to refuse the evil and choose the good,” as if knowledge were
to be the consequence of such food. That Ae may know, should
be when ke shall know.} At this age he shall eat butter and
honey, the emblems of peace and plenty; for, even before he

shell arrive at Hyears of discretion, the land shall be freed of her. -

oppressors. Here was a sign that could be seen and understood.
But what “sign,” er consolation would it bave been to Ahaz,
terrified as he was by the approach of a powerful® enemy, and

the anticipated loss of his threne and. 1de, to be told that a.

* Because Rammohun Roy had the honesty to give the above explanation, -

which is the only one that has sense, and can stand the test of fair criticism,

he was accused by the Rev. Editor who opposed him, of having blusphemid

the word of God. He says, with great innocence, that-he did not exppos.

such an accusation from the editor ! and to acquit himself of the charge re- .

fers to the translation of the four Gospels, by Dr. Campbell, a celebrated
Trinitarian writer, in whose notes that learned divine says, ¢ Thus, Mat,
i, 15, a declaration from the prophet Hosea, xi. ‘1, which God nmde ‘in’
relation to the people of Israel whom he had long before called from Egypt,
is applied by the historian allusively to Jesus Christ, where all that is meant
is, that with equal truth, or rather with much greater energy of significatien,

God might now say, I have recalled my Son out of Egypt. Indeed the import:
of the Greek phrase (that it might be fulfilled) as commonly used by the’
sacred writers, is no more, as Le Clerc bas justly observed, than that spch: -
words of any of the prophets may be applied with truth to such an event.”,

+ Marshman says, the child could not be Hezekiah. But he founds his
observation on a mis-translation of the Hebrew, and is triumphantly con-
futed by Rammohun Roy, who understands Hebrew indeed. "It did apgly

to Hezekiah, not as a child that had yet to be conceived, byt as a child: .

with which the virgin city was actually pregnant,
 Lowth, I Co
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Virgin, viz: Mary would conceive and bear a Sos, above seven
-hundred years after he should be gathered to his fathers?
A similar sign was given to the prophet himself, as we read
dn the next chapter. The prophetess bare a son. ¢ Then said
the Lord to me, call his name Maher-shalal-hash-baz, (i. e.
Haste to the spoil, quick to the prey.*) for before the child
shall have knowledge to cry, my Father and my Mother, the
riches of Damascus, aud the spoil of Samaria, shall be taken
@way befere the king of Assyria,” viii. 3, 4. He then proceeds
%o say, in the name ot the Lord, that because the people refused
the waters of Shioah, meaning terms of peace, the king of
JAssyria would come up, as a torrent, against them, and «'the
stretching out of his wings shall fill the breadth of thy land,
O Immanuel,” v. 8. What is meant here? Will any orthodox
critic affirm, that the prophet apostrophises Christ? 1f there
be, let him enjoy his fancy—to deprive him of it would be
gruel—and he might exclaim with one of his old classic ac-
fuaintances.:—
o “Pol me occidistis,-amici,
XNon servastis, ait ; rcui sic extorta voluptas, .

Et demptus per vim mentis gratissimus error.
Hox.

Ah! cruel friends! he cried,
Xs this to save me? Better far have died,
Than thus be robb’d of pleasure so refined,

The dear delusion of a raptured mind,
Francrs.

. “The. word Immanue) occurs again in 10th verse, but there it
is translated “God is with us.” .

Trinitarians rest great weight on another passage of Isaiak,
ix. 6, applied by that prophet to Hezekiah also, * Unto us a
ohild is born—unto us a son is given: and the gevernment shall
be upon his sheulders: and his name shall be called Wonderful,
Counsellor, the Mighty God, the Everlasting Father, the Prince
of Peace.” ¢The words Everlastiag Father,” says Dr. Clarke,
sagre very ill rendered ; for it is absurd to say of the Son,
that he is the Everlasting Father, the Father of himself. The
pbrase ought to be translated—the Father, or Lord of the age to
come.” This is well, and it might be added, that no prophet
could aftirm of the Father, meaning God, that he had ever been
a-chill, er was bora. But on what authority, save that of or-
thodex divines, are they applied to Christ at all? They may
eertainly be used as desoriptive of the character of him who was
8o truly the Prince of Peace—but nothing was farther from the
mind of the prophet who wrote them than such a reference. They
were applied by him' to the same son of Abaz, whom he names

. * Lowth,
¥}






Lakp xti. 14 “Id bis days,” says the text, Judsh shall be
sgyvad, and Lsreel shall dwell safely.” But so far are. these words
from applying to Israel in the days of Christ, that it was then
sheo. fillad up the measure of her iniquity, and laid a train to the
ming which blew ber to pi The propheey applies to Zerub-
babel, *gon of Salathiel, of the royal race of Devid; to whose
carg Cyrys committed the macred vessels of the temple when
the Jews returned from captivity ; who laid the foundations of
the templs, and restored the worship of the Lord, and the usual
nacrifices.” The same prophecy is repested in the 33d chapter,
15, 16 verses of the same prophet—but that part of it, which
has attracted moet special attention, is not here applied to
a man, but to the city of Jerusplem. ¢ This is name
wherewith suEe shall be called, Jekovah our righteousness.”—
Dr. Blaney, wbo has favoured the world with a mew and
much esteemed translation of Jeremiah, renders c. xxiii. 6,
thas, ¢ This is the name by which Jehovah sball call him,
our righteousness,” <1 doubt not,” says he, in a note, “but
some persons will be offended with me for depriving them
by this translation,® of a favourite argument for proving the
divinity of our Saviour from the Old Testament. But I cannot
help it.” Itis to be wished, that all translators and commentators
were under the same kind of moral necessity, and that they
cauld not help publishing the truth in defiance of orthodoxy and
the fear of giving offence. Let them fear Gad,—be valiant
for the truth, and not include themselves in the condemnation
of those false prophets that < speak a vision of their own heart;
and not out af tﬂe mouth of the Lord—which think to cause
my people to forget my name by their dreams, which they tell
every man to his neighbour, as their fathers have forgotien my
name for Baal.”—Jer. xxiii. 16, 217. . -
. Since Mr. Pope thinks & name, or title, of so much importanee,’
it may be well for him to consider, how ‘many titles are given -
to the Father which are never applied to the Son. The Father
is. termed the King eternal, immortal, invisible, incorruptible ;
the only wise, living, and true God; the blessed aud glorious
Potentate, who only hath immortality; the one who alone is
good. None of all these titles is given to Christ in the Scrip-
tures.—Neither is he denominated the High God—the highest—
the mighty one—the blessed—the God of Abraham, of Isaac,
and of Jacob—the God .of Glory—God whe quickeneth, er
giveth lifs—God our Savipur—the Majesty on high—Astdrerss,
or Sovereign Lord. Nor is the designation ¢ who is, snd who
was, and who is to come,” equivalent to the term Jehovah, ever
once ascribed to the Lamb, though mentioned so frequently in the

® The proper application of the prophecy deprives them still more
effectually,



36

ook of Revelation. These titles belong exclusively to the Fa-'
ther, as does also Murrexpurwp Almighty. This neme is given-
to the Father alone, not only in Scripture, but in all ereeds—ior -
truth will sometimes assert Ker right, and triumph in spite of al}-
the inventions of man to suppress or conceal it.

One text, Rom. ix, v. 5. ¢ Of whom, as concerning the flesh, :
Christ came, who is over all, God blessed for ever,”—Amen "
is supposed to afford ample L)roof, that one, at least, of the fore--
going titles, is applied to Christ. But this is a text which, in:
the opinion of the most learned critics, admits of a very different :
interpretation. The ascription, in this solitary instance, of a title
to Christ, which is given to him no where else, and which be- -
longs peculiarly to the Father, naturally leads us to suspect -an -
erroneous reading. Grotius informs us, (Ex Syro) that sncient:
capies had not the word God—but ran thus, é wr s . warrws
suroynres which reading, he observes, is more eonsistent with
Paul’s style; for when he speaks of Father and Son together, -
he terms the former God, and the latter Lord. He farther re-:
marks that according to Erasmus, this was the reading of the -
old copies of Cyprian, and that it was followed both by Hilary-
and Chrysostom. Hence there is sufficient reason te conclude’
that there has been some cerruption or dislocation of words im*
the text; and we are led still more strongly to this conclusion by
the subject itself. 1t seems. strange that the Apostle, in enu--
merating to the Jews. sheir peculiar privileges, should omit the-
greatest of all, that of having God himself, in a special manner; :
for their king, and supreme legislator, the God of Abraham,- of-
Isaac, and of Jacob. It has accordingly been suggested that the -
transposition of two little words ¢ a» to avé,* the participle now
becoming the.genitive plural of a pronoun, the same as that:
which twice precedes it, will probably restore the original reading ; -
supply the omission which has been remarked ; complete a noble
climax agreeable to the Apostle’s style of eomposition, and cer- -
tainly add great force and beauty to the passage. It will ‘then:
read in connexion with the preceding verse, thus: Who dre:
Israclites, of whom was the adsption of Sens, and the glory, and'
the covenants, and the institution of the law, and the service, ond -
the promises. . :

* Slitchtingius, Whitby, and Taylor, approve of this asa conjectural read-
ing. A similar construction eecurs in Callimachus Yur. us ATA. 73.
See Belsham in loc.—Dr. Clarke and other learned critics say that the
words, as they stand at present, are of *“ ambiguous construction,” and may-
be rendered, ** God, who is over all, be blessed for ever, Amen.” Ram~:
mohun Roy considers it as a pious ejaculation, and observes, that it was
customary with Jewish writers, to address some abrupt exclamations to God,

while treating of other subjects, and for proof refers us tq Psalms lxxxix.
52, civ. 35. o h ‘ :
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With" equal good sense and meaning contend, that when the
Prophet describes the carpenter with his rule and line, his plane
wud compasses, shaping a piece of timber,  after the figure of
8 man, according to the beauty of a man,”” he makes a real human
being : or that when the Apostle declares of some hypocrites,
that they have the “form of godliness,” he means the subs
stance of all piety and virtue. though he adds in the next clause,
¢ denying the power thereof” In no other connexion, would
they hetray such a tbtal disregard to sense as to confound the shas
dow with the substance, or the reflection with the object that res
Blects. But the word * being,” vxapywr, they aftirm, implies
that Christ was, by Lis original nature, in the form of God.
Before they rest in this conclusion, let them answer - Dr. Car-
penter's question, “Did the Apostle mean to represent himself
as, by his original nature, ‘zealous towards God,” when he says,
(Acts xxii. 3.) {arwrn; Imagyar 70 Os09? To what hollow and
miserable expedients are they obliged to have recourse? Asto
the word megpy form, Parkhurst renders it outward appearance ;
and he has the honesty to say that, in his apprehension, it does
not io this place refer to Christ being real and essential Jehovah.
To what then does it refer?. Not as the sturdy tritheist affirms,
to essence ; nor as the anthropomorphist might, with equal reason,
affirm, to outward shape ; but to his divinely delegated powers,
in the exercise of which, for the benefit of others, he manifested
a disposition truly godlike. Being in the form of God no more
implies that he was really God, than being in the form of a slave
implies that he was really a slave. The one phrase is opposed
to the other, and each means that Christ was in a certain state
of similitude. In the power and authority with which he was
invested by his heavenly Father, and in the mode in which he
employed them for the temporal and eternal good of mankind,
he bore a striking resemblance’ to the Deity.* In his simple
and precarious mode of Jife, in his deprivations and sufferings,
he resembled one in the condition of a slave. Had he been so
disposed, he might have reigned as a king, and triumphed as a
God. But such was his humility, that he did not assume even
the name Elokim, though so much better entitled to that ap-
pellation than Moses and all the other Jewish legislators to whom
it wasgiven. He had none of that pride of heart which led the
Babylonian potentate to boast, ¢“I will exalt my throne above
the stars of God: I will be like the Most High.” He thought
his similitude to God, his ve wat scx 31w, a phrase evidently pa-

¢ It was the belief of a heathen philosopher, that in no respect could men
approach s0 near to the Gods, as in giving health to the sick. Neque
enim ulla alia re_homines proprius ad Deos accedunt, quam salutem homi-
nibus dando. Cic.—~How closely to God then did he approximate, who went
about doing good, and healing all manner of sickness, and all manner of
disease among the people ? . .
r
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rallel to-mee@n, was no prey wyper)* or spoil, like. the booty
taken in :r‘:r, a prize m})n am(l‘ea:ized by his ogn right hand, bat,
a gift or trust committed to him by the giver of all. So far,
therefore, from making an ostentatious display of his similitude
to God, uch less of claiming equality with Jehovah, he emp-.
tied or divested himself, on numerous occasions, of the wuse
of the power which he possessed, and rejected the honours which
were proposed to him, and which he might have justly claimed
sud enjoyed; declaring that he came not to seek his own
glory, but the glory of him by whom he was deputed. In-
stead of accepting the kingdoms of the world, which were
offered to him by the Tempter—or occupying the throne
of David, when the people would have made him their king—
or calling down twelve legions of argels to destroy his enemies—
or retaining that bright resemblance to an inhabitant of heaven,
m which he appeared at his transfiguration,—he lived a life of
overty, ‘“a man of sorrows, and acquainted with grief.” He
ymbled himself from the similitude of a God to the similitude
of a slave—and in this station ministered unto his disciples,
even unto the washing of their feet—being among them as one
that serveth. Nay, more—Fhe was made— or, more simply, being,
ytrausos, in the likeness of men, m»3gwxsr of common men—and
being_found, i.e. being, in fashion, or in external guise and condition
as an ordinarzf man, and ‘“with all the contingencies of human
nature,” for he was, in all points, tempted like as we are, yet

* * The 'word upzaypor is of rare eccurrence in claseical authors. Grotius
says it is a Syriac phrase, and he quotes a Syriac litany, in which John' the
‘Baptist objects to baptize Christ, saying in Syriac, as translated by Gerotius,
mon assumam rapinam, I will not take the spoil, meaning, I will not be guilty
of such a predatory, or robber-like act, as to assume the honour of bap-
tizing one so much my superior. ¢ Christ glorified not himself to be
made an high-priest,””— Heb. v. 5, is an expression of similar import. He
received the appointment to that office as an honour, not as a right or
‘spoil, *quasi honori, non prede.”’—SarLusr. Non habwit preda loco simi-
Htudinem cum Deo. h. e, non ea, qua poterat wti majestate diving, cupide
wtendum esse existimavit ; seu, non semper eam fecit conspicuam, interdum ab-
stinuit ab ea.—Scurrusner, How the words were understood by early
writers may be learned from the 5th book and 2nd. chap. of the C
History of Eusebius, ¢ The ancient fathers, both Latin and Greek,”
says Whiston, ¢ never interpret Phil. ii. 6, to mean an equality of the Son
to the Father—Novatian says,  he, therefore, theugh he was in the form
‘of God, did not make himself equal to God, /non &t rapinam arbitrape
‘oqualem se deo esss, ) for though he remambered he was God of God the Fa-
ther, he never compared himself to God the Father, being mindful that he
was of his Father, and that he had this because his Father gave it Aim.”
Suppose the equality contended for, established, it would make two .dis-
‘tinct independent beings, for equality is not identity, See Priestley’s Cor-
ruptions of Christiapity. .
+ The candid Dr. Price objects to the application of the epithet ordinary.
" But surely he could not require to be told that does mean a com-
mon or ordinary man, and that it is 50 used in the Septysgint and contrasted
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without sin, he submitted to.the most cruel and humiliating in-
dignities, to be tried as a perverter of the people, to be mocked,
buffetted, scourged, spat upon, and, finally, he became obedient
to the servile and ignominious death of the cross. .

What constitution of mind does it require to believe that all
this is predicated, by an fnspired Apostle, of the ever-living,
ever-blessed,  Omupipotent Jehovah? Wherefore do they who
hold buch a belief, speak with pity or contempt of those whe
belleve in the incarnations of Bramah and Vishna? -

40 judgment! thou art fled to brutish beasts, ,
And men have lost their reason,’’

’

The Apostle having shewn the great humility and conde.
stension ‘of_our Lord, next proceeds to shew how those virtues
were rewarded. ¢ Wherefore,” says he, i.e. in consequernce of
his great humility and obedience, God also hath highly, or ex-
ceedingly; exnlted him, and given him, or kindly bestowéd upon
him, & name  which is above every name, that at (w in) the
name of Jesus every knee should bow *##* and that every tongue
should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God
the Father. - ’ .
" This is a most beautiful and affecting lesson on humility, and
an’ admirable’ illustration” of the truth of our Lotrd’s doctrine,
that he who -humbleth himself shall be exalted. The meaning
is perspicuous thronghout, and in perfect conformity with the
Apostle’s design. But if we understand the - passage, in thé
‘Trinitarian sense, twve shall find that it perverts his meaning,
contradicts his design, and turns the whole passage into absoluté
nensense. Let ug see. « Who being in the form of God,” i. e. as
Trinitarians understand the expression, being the Supreme God,
did not thiok it any act of rapine or rubbery to be equal with
the Supreme God ! Christ, being Jehovah, deemed it his fair,
legitimate, and unquestionable, right, to place himself on a perfect
equlity with Jehovah !|—From this mode of interpretation, it
would appear that the Apostle was exhorting the Philippians

with ayyg. In Isaiah, li. 9. 2s9pwme;, DN, denotes ¢ mean man, and
wrg. WN, @ man of elevated rank, ‘“and the mecan man, (m&gums)
bowed down, and the great man humbled himself * ¢raxuyndy wmg. See
Schleusner, and Dr. Carp 's ¢ Uniturianism the Doctrine of the Gospel.”
The very argument of the Apostle required that he should speak of Christ
a3 and not as wmg. ¢ It is natural,” says Dr. Price, ¢ to ask
"here, when did Christ divest himself of the power of working miracles.
The gospel history tells us, he retained it to the last”” But who affirms
that he divested himself of the power ? The humility of Christ appeared in
vefraining from the exercise of the power which he did possess, Had he
not possessed, and had he not retained the power, it would beabsurd td
propose him as an example. of humility. I can find nothing in the whole
passage that either requires or indicates the truth of the Arian hypothesis.
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‘not to be humble, but ambitious! But thinking such equality
‘no robbery, he made himself of no reputation. Here the dis-
junctive particle buf expresses no opposition, though both the
meaning and expression are highly antithetical.® Christ being
the Supreme God, emptied himself of his glory, and was made
‘in the likeness of men, and in consequence of his incarnation,
“abasement and crucifixion exalted him the Supreme God, vw.
himself, and gave him a name, which is above every name; that
every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ who is ‘the Su-
preme God, is Lord, that is the Supreme God, to the glory
of God the Father, that is of the same Supreme God !t
. " Assuredly no one who will lay aside human systems of theo-
logy, aund suffer himself to be guided by a single spark of reason,
can suppose the Apostle capable of expressing aught that leads
_ to such incomparable ahnr£ty. In vain do the Tritheists en-
" deavour to give a consistent explanation of the p e on their
principles, though they torture language and call to their aid the
" new unscriptural revelation of the two natures. What idea have
they of the ¢ High and lofty one that inhabiteth eternity, whose
name is holy,” that he can make himself of no reputation or
" divest himself of his glory? The thing is impossible. We
might as well suppose he could cease to exist. «I, saith the
Lord of hosts, am Jehovah—I change not.”—Mal. iii. 6. * To
whom then will ye liken me, or shall I be equal saith the boly
oNE.”"—IJs. xl. 25. «]I am Jehovah, and there is none else;
there is no God besides me.”—Is. xlv. 5. Again, it is stated of
Christ, that in consequence of his obedience, “ God hath highly
" exalted him, and given him a name.” How can this be predi-
cated of the Omnipotent? To whom is he who rules in the

® < The argument of the Apostle,” says Wakefield, ¢ according to the
usual translation of the passage, and the Trinitarian exposition of it, is
inconsequent and completely absurd. But, is a conjunction employed to
introduce a proposition, or assertion, which answers and explains another
correlative to it, for example.,  The healthy need not a physician”— By no
means ; it were useless to affirm it. Who then? The contrary to these—
Burthe sick, Matt. ix. 12, Jesus Christ thought it mo robbery to be equal with
God. By no means, it were untrue to affirm this. What then? ‘The con-
trary to thinking it a robbery; Bur ke emptied himself. '

Who does not see that this is absurd, and that the power of bwtis not
preserved ? To give the conjunction its proper force, and to preserve the
paragraph from nonsense, it should be thus stated :

Jesus Christ thought it no robbery to be equal with God; by ne means; it
were untrue to affirm this. What then? The contrary to thinking it a
" robbery ; Bur he steadfastly maintained and insisted upon this equality.

Let us now try the translation above proposed. .
~ Jesus Christ did not think his resemblance to God, a thing greedily to'be

asserted ; Bur the contrary to this, ke emptied himself of it. .

This, methinks, looks a little like sense and argument; and therefore the
opposite interpretation is evidently absurd.”

1 See Whitby’s last Thoughts.
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armies of heaven, and among the inbabitants of the earth, obe:
dient? To what, or by whom can be be exalted ? Away with
the most unscriptural, most unhallowed imagination !

¢« Jtis he that sitteth on the circle of the earth;
And the inhabitants are to Him as grasshoppers :
That extendeth the heavens, as a thin veil ;
And spreadeth them out as a tent to dwell in.”
Lowra’s Isanam, x1. 22,

¢ Thine, O Jehovah, is the greatness and the power, and the
glory, and the victory, and the majesty; for all that is in the
heaven and in the earth is thine. Thine is the kingdom, O Je-
hovah, and thou art exalted as head above all.”—1 Chron. xxix. 11.

SECTION SEVENTH.

No proof of the Deity of Christ to be found in 1 Tim. iii. 16.
1 Jokn, v. 20. nor in Jokn, xx. 28. xiv. 9.

Another text which claims our attention as being deemed
by some, of great importance in this discussion, is to be found in
1 Tim. iii. 16.

¢ Without controversy great is the mystery of Godliness: God was ma-
nifest in the flesh, justified in the spirit, seen of angels, preached unto the
Geatiles, believed on in the world, received up into glory.”

All Biblical critics know, or ought to know, that the word
God, 3w, in the original, of this verse, is rejected by the most
eminent scholars as a corruption, and particularly by Griesbach,
who instead of Sws reads ¢, and alleges that the critical rules by
which he corrected the text required such a reading. < Postula-
bant enim hoc leges critice * ** quas doetissimi critici suo
assensu comprobarunt. Sir Isaac Newton, in the second of his
Letters to Le Clerc, affirms that all the churches, for the first
400 or 500 years, and the authors of all the ancient versions,
Jerome, as well as the rest, read “great is the mystery of god-
liness whick was manifested in the flesh.”” He farther informs
us that Hincmarus, who lived above 800 years ago, states the
fact out of Liberatus, that Macedonius, Bishop of Constantinople,
was banished by the eufperor Anastasius, for falsifying the text
of the gospels; quoniam falsavit evangelia. In the above text
he changed the Greek letter O inte ©, and thus the word which
before was OZ (ke who) became ©X the abbreviation of @EOZ
God. But the original text, Newton says, was not OZ but O,
and ““as the cormption lay in a letter, it was the more easily
spread abroad in the Greek MSS. than the testimony of the
three in heaven, in the Latin ones.” He mentions a great num-
ber of the most distinguished advocates of Athanasianism, but
cannot find one who quotes this text, to prove his doctrine, ¢ and
in all the times of the hot and lasting Arian controversy, it never
.came into play.” This statement is corroborated by Whiston,



46

who observes that ¢ this text so agreeable to the Athanasians,
was yet so0 far from being taken in an Athanasian senge by the
ancients, that as Dr. Mill bimself, with great surprise, observes,
it was not once cited by the Athanasians against ‘the Ariaus, till
A.D. 380, by Gregory Nyssen. Nor is it certain that it was
even in Nyssen’s own book, much less that it was in St. Peul’s
text itself, as some of the most inquisitive persons do find upon
examination.” '
. Suppose we were for a moment to gratify the modern Aths
nasian, and admit, contrary to the most approved rules of cri-
ticism, and to universal testimony, that * God manifest in the
flesh,” is the true reading, what will he gain by the admission?
Will he have the hardihood to affirm that it will favour his Doc<
trine of the Trinity? The Unitarian finds nothing in the expres-
sion but what he can receive in perfect consistency with his
principles. He believes that God is every where ¢manifest.”
That the Spirit of God s :

¢« Warms in the sun, refreshes in the breeze,

Glows in the stars, and blossoms in the trees.”

And, if a couplet may be added,

- Spake by the Prophets, by the Saviour taught,
And warmed and brightened in the deeds he wrought.

God was ‘“manifest in the flesh,” when Jesus cast out devils
by the finger of God; and well might the people who heard his
heavenly discourses, and witnessed his miraculous deeds, say
“a great Proﬁﬂet bath risen up,” and that by sending such a Pro.
phet «“God hath visited his people.” But that God assume
a real, corporeal, visible, and tangible, form, isa supposition to be
paralleled only by some of the old incarnations of Jupiter. How
can they who have read that God is a spirit, that he fills the
heavens and the earth, and that the heaven and the heaven of
heavens cannot contain him, believe that he was tabernacled
in a pavilion of buman clay—that the King of heaven who sitteth
on the throne of his holiness, and all whose works are trnth,
was “justified in the spirit,”—that he who is clothed with honour
and majesty, who hath prepared his throne in the heavens, and
whose kingdom ruleth over all—was “ received up tnto glory®’
Shame on such carnal, impious imaginations !

With the former text may be classed another which suffers
much from modern Athanasian persecusion. ’

“ We know that the Son of God is come, and hath given us an under-
standing, that we may know him that is true, and we are (gy) in him that

is true—gy by or through his Son Jesus Christ. This is the true God and
eternal life,”’—1 John, v. 20.

¢ This is the true God.” Who? He whom the Son of God
hath given us an understanding that we may know. Nay, ex-
claims the Tritheist—it is the Son of God himself. For tis
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ovcasion he uttered the words just quoted. Now, what do we.
learn from them? The Athanasians would have us believe thas
this incredulous Apostle who would not credit the testimony of
his fellow disciples as to a plain matter of fact, passed in a mo<
ment to the belief, of which he had not the least previous hint
or conception, that in the crucified Jesus, whose flesh he handled,
and whose wounds he felt, he saw, touched and addressed the.
infinite and incomprehensible Jehovah, whom he had been taught
to think no man could see and live! That he whom he had so
lately beheld nailed to a cross, and mortally wounded by a Ro-.
man spear—was Jehovah of hosts—the Lord God of Israel, who
liveth and reigneth for ever and ever! Verily, the credulity of
the Athanasians exceeds, the incredulity of Thomas! But the
Saviour’s address to his disciple sufficiently proves the gross folly
and absurdity of such imaginations. ¢ Jesus said unto Thomas,
because thou hast seen me, thou hast believed.” Believed what ?
That of which he had previously doubted,—Christ’s resurrection.
Our Lord continues, ¢ blessed, or happy, (xaxsgis) are they who.
have not seen, and yet have believed.”—Not seen and yet he.
lieved what? Not seen. Christ personally, as Thomas had seen
him—and yet believed that he was actually risen. There is not
the slightest ground for any of the Athanasian whims in the whole
passage. Thomas, under the influence of excited and wonder-
struck feeling, gave way to his emotion, as was perfectly natural;
by apestrophizing God. All men under such impressions, ex-
press themselves in language precisely similar. Thus, when
Gideon saw that one with whom he had been conversing was an
angel of Jehovah—he said, ¢ Alas, O Lord Jekovah ! for because
I have seén an angel of Jehovah, face to face’—Judg. vi. 22.
Thus, Jonathan in the ardour of his friendship, said unto
David, O Jehovak God of Israel, when I have sounded my
Father, &c.'—1 Sam. xx. 12. Had Thomas been capahle of
embodying all his feelings in words, he might have uttered some
- ejaculations like these, in addition to “my Lord and my God.”

t is then true! I doubtno longer! Hereis proof! 1 yield
to conviction! O my God, how great is thy power, how won-
derful thy deeds! Now, I see, now I believe that thou hast in:
deed raised from the dead,” thy . holy ckild Jesus! That our
Saviour understood him thus is evident from his address to the
disciple.—Milton refers the words my Lord to Christ, and my
Glod to the Father, who had testified that Christ was his Son, by
raising him from the dead, The whole comment of this great
genius on the passage before us, is well entitled to the readers se-
rious consideration, He regards the words of Thomas as .an
abrupt exclamation in an exstacy of wonder, and deems it in-
credible— _

¢ That he should have so quickly understood the hypostatic union of that
person whose resurrection he had just before disbelieved. Accordingly
the faith of Peter is commended —blessed art thou, Simon—for having
said——thow art the Son of the Living GodeeMatt, xvi, 16, 17, The faith -of
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Thomas, although, as it is commonly explained, it asserts the divinity of
Christ in a much more remarkable manner, is so far from being praised,
‘that it is undervalued, and almost reproved.— Fhomas, becanse thou hast scen
e, thon Aast belizved : blessed are they that have.mot seen, and yet have de-
Yioved. . And yet, though the slowness of his belief may have deserved blame,
the testimony.borne by him to Christ ‘as God, which if the common inter-
pretation be received as true, is clearer than occurs in any other passage,
would undoubtedly have  met with some commendation ; whereas it obtains
- mone whatever,” o '
"Our’ Saviour’s declaration to Philip is also. frequently ad-
vanced by advoeates of the Trinity, as a strong proof of their
-doctrine. But like all their other texts, when weighed in the
.balance of fair criticism, it will be found wanting. Let us try.
Our Lord said unto Thomas, N
"¢ I am the way, the truth, and the life; no man cometh unto the Father
(but by me. . If ye had known me, ye should have known my Father alsos
.and from henceforth ye know him and have seen him, Philip saith unto
him, Lotd, shew us the Father and it sufficeth us. Jesus saith unto- him,
-have I been 30 Jong time with you, and yet hast thou not known me Philip ?
He that hath scen me hath seen the Father ; and how sayest thou then,
shew us ‘the Father ?’—John, xiv. 6, 9.
. There aie only two ways of understanding these words, lite-
sally or figuratively. If we take them literally, they-will prove
to0 , like many other texts, viz. that Christ is the Father—
and the Father of himself! Mereover, they will deny that Jeho- -
vah is the invisible king, ¢ whom no man hath seen, nor can see,”
us he is deneminated in 1 Tim. i. 17. vi. 16. and coutradict the
indisputable truth, ““that no man hath seen God at any time.”
‘They are to be understood then figuratively, and the meaning
is this: Had ye known me, orformed a right judgment of those
divine virtaes which have been so conspicuous in my words and
actions,  ye would have acquired a just knowledge of the per-
fections of God; but from henceforth ye both know him,
because I have more fully revealed him; and have seen him,
because I bave presented his character more closely to your con-
templation. Philip, not apprehending his true meaning, said,
% shew us the Father and it sufficeth us,” our Lord’s inteiroga-
tory reply ¢onveys some rebuke to Philip’s hebetude in miscon-
ceiving him so gressly, and in making so extravagant a request.
*« Have I been so long time with you, and yet hast thou 8ot knowh
me, Philip?—He that bhath seen me, -bath seen the Iather.”
His language Bow beeotning so 1auch ‘more palpably figurative,
that even Philip, it is presumed, could rot mistake him as in-
tending to convey the idea that he who saw Christ, saw as close
- similitude of God as can be presented to the mind of man; even
the ¢ express. image’ of the invisible Jehovah. And to pre-
vent all farther pessibility of visconeception, Ire adds, « Be-
lievest thou not thatl am in the Father and the Father in me,”
ju the same sense as Johm, when he says, ¢ he that dwelleth in
fove; dwelleth in God, and God in lim.” ¢ The words that
1 speak unto you, I sPEAK 'NoT OFf MYSELF, but the Father
a
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ducted by its agency and influence. All things were madd eww.’
by it—not by him: for as Dr. Campbell, who was a Trinitagian, :
observes, “it is much more agreeable to the figurative style here
employed to speak of the word, though really denoting a persen,
as a thing, agreeably to the grammatical idiom, till a direct in- .
timation is made of its personality :—The way of rendering here
adopted .is agreeable to the practise of all translators exceps -
the English.” But the Bishop’s Bible—the Bible vulgarly known
by the name of the Breeches Bible—the black letter translation
with the paraphrase of Erasmus, and all other versions which .
preceded the common one, as far as Dr. Campbell was able ta,
discover, uniformly employed the neuter pronoun. In French .-
and Italian, the pronoun is feminine—in the Vulgate and in the
German, neater; corresponding respectively with the gender of
the noun signifying word. * In it was life, and the life was the .
light of men.””  Thus Wisdom says, in Proverbs, ke that findeth
me, findeth life. ‘The divine intelligence imparted life to man-
kind, and gave them a light from heaven to guide them to im-
mortality—and the light shineth in darkness, and the darkness
comprehended it not. (e xaroaow hath not overtaken it%) It
beams brightly on mankind to dispel their ignorance and lead
them. to happiness and to God. .

¢ And the word was made (symvowas,) flesh.” What is meant
by this? If we cannot give a rational interpretation, let us..
abandon it as unintelligible or beyond our comprehension. But:
let us not apply to it, the crude heathen invention that the
infinite Jehovah became incarnate. The Evangelist no where -
gives us ground for such an idea, or if he does, it is where he ..
says, “if we love one another, God dwelleth in vs.’’—1 John,
iv. 12, This is just as strong a text in proof that God becomes .
Incarnate in every pieus man, as any, in all revelation, that he
was incarnate in the person of our Lord. He does not say that :
Jehovah the Father .Almighty, the.Eternal Spirit, became flesh. -
This would be a species . of transubstantiation as difficult ag it -
would be horrible to imagine. -But he says, the word was flesh ; :
which is a brief figurative mode of ‘saying thas the divine .wis-.
dom was manifest in a human being—it appeared in the cha- :
racter, the discourses, and the ministry of our.Lerd Jesus Chriss, ;
insomuch that he is justly denominated the wisdom of God—
as he-is also called /e power of God en account of the iniracles
which he wrought—for, says the Apostle Paul, he < of God, ig:
made unto us wisdom, and righteousness, and sanctification, -

* « The word xgraraubusw is often used of the day and night and theii °
vicissitudes.  Of this application of it there are many examples in Wetstein's’
note upon the place; an example ‘of it occurs in-Jobn xii. 35. and im
1 Thes. v. 4—There is not a more common hebraism than to express the
same thing both positively and negatively. There are several examples in
this very chapter,”——S8ee Cappe's Critical Remarks,















T bstruse; nor is it-easy {o trace in it an uninterrupted current of
Thought. Notwithstanding, some circumstances lead ns very de-
_<=idedly to affirm that the verses in question, are addressed here
!-3[{ the author, as they were originally by David, to Jehovah.
eir object in the Psalm from which they are borrowed, was
®o confirm the truth, «“#hat the children of thy servants shall
wontinue, and their seed shall be established before thee,” With a
similar view are they cited here, to prove from the permanence
and immautability of the eternal ong, the durable nature of the
apiritaal kingdom which be established by the agency of the
Son. What Hebrew, and the Epistle is to Hebrews, could pos-
sibly suppose them applicable to any one but his own Jehovah,
the Father everlasting, who, in the beginning, created the heavens
and the earth—« wEo stretcheth forth the heavens alome, that
spreadeth abroad the earth by Aimself?—Is. xliv. 24. Emlyi
obseryes that this, though a new citation, is not prefaced with du¢
untothe Son ke saith, as v. 8, or with and again, as v. 5, 6, and ii.
13, but barely, And thou Lord. Now the God last mentioned was
-Christ’s God who had anointed him; and the author thereupon,
addressing himself to this God, breaks out into the celebration of
his power, and especially of his unchangeable duration.” "The
same learned divine proceeds to shew ¢ that no one ancient
writer ever applied the words to Christ, during the three firs}
<enturies ; and Dr. Waterland does not pretend that they were
ever so applied till the fourth or fifth.” The verses which precede
the passage in question show, as clearly as language can well ex-
press, the inferiority and subordination of Christ. They tell us
that God hath spoken by him, and of course he is God’s agent or
minister, whom he hath appointed heir of all things—by whom he
bath made the ZAons, or Ages,® not the worlds composing the
material system, as some erroneously imagine, but that particular
dispensation of which Christ was the author; a truth of some im-

. ® Heb, i. 2—*“ By whom also he made the worlds,””  This translation may
mislead the English reader, not only into a belief that Christ was the instru-
ment by which the Creator formed this earth, but also a plurality of worlds ;-
where tlie word Aswng; has been clearly shown not to refer to the material
system at all, but to that particular dispensation of which Christ was the .
author. Wakefield and Doddrige render the term ages, and the Latin Vul-
gate, and the Latin rendering of the Syriac and Arabic, is ¢ secula.”

« Ay in the New Testament, whether in the singular or plural, always
denotes some portion of time. The plural number is often used by the
Hebrews for the singular superlative; and in the epistle to the Hebrews it
is often used to express the superior excellence of many particulars relative
to the Christian covenant. In four chapters of this epistle the Greek plural’
is rendered nime times in the singular in the English version. Aswrms in .
Heb. i. 2, should also be rendered in the singular, vis. the age, by waywof
emiinence and distinction, meaning the age of the Messiah.”” See this sub-
joct fully and most satisfactorily illustrated by Simpeon, in his Essays on the
Language of Scriptwre. Lo
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Thomas, although, as it is commonly explained, it asserts the divinity of
Christ in a much more remarkable manner, is so far from being praised,
that it is undervalued, and almost reproved.— Thomas, becanse thou hast secn
e, thox Aast believed : blessed ave they that have.mot seem, and yet have be-
fieved. -~ And yet, though the slowness of his belief may have deserved blame,
the testimony.borne by him to Christ as God, which if the common inter-
ion be received as true, is clearer than occurs in any other passage,
would undoubtedly have' met with some comnmendation ; whereas it obtains
- none whatever,” i '
"Qur Saviour's declaration to Philip is also frequently ad-
vanced by advocates of the Trinity, as a strong proof of their
-doctrine. Butlike all their other texts, when weighed in the
balance of fair criticism, it will be found wanting. Let us try.
Our Lord said unto Thomas, : ‘

"¢ I am the way, the truth, and the life; no man cometh unto the Father
but by me. If ye had known me, ye should have known my Father also;
;and from henceforth ye know him and have seen him. Philip saith unto

him, Lord, shew us the Father md it sufficeth us. Jesus saith unto him,
-hiave I been 30 long time with you, and yet hast thou not known me Philip ?
Heé that bath seen me hath seen the Father; and how sayest thou then,
shew us ‘the Father ?’—John, xiv. 6, 9.
. "There aie only two ways of understanding these words, lite-
rally or figuratively. If we take them literally, they-will prove
too mu% like many other texts, viz. that Christ is the Father—
and the Father of himself! Moreover, they will deny that Jeho- -
wvah is the inoisible king,  whom no man hath seen, nor can see,”
as he is deneminated in 1 Tim. i. 17. vi. 16. and coutradict the
indisputable truth, ¢ that no man hath seen God at any time.”
‘They are to be understood then figuratively, andl the meaning
s this: Had ye known me, orformed a right judgment of those
divine virtues which bave been so conspicuous in my words and
actions, ye would have acquired a just knowledge of the per-
fections of God; but from henceforth ye both know him,
because I have more fully revealed him; and have seen him,
because I have presented his character more closely to your con-
templation. Philip, not apprehending his true meaning, . said,
“ ghew us the Father and it sufliceth us,” our Lord's interroga-
tory reply éonveys some rebuke to Philip’s hebetude in miscon-
ceiving him so gressly, and in making so extravagant a request.
* Have I been so long time with you, and yet hast-thou not known
. me, Philip?—He that hath seen me, bath seen the Father.”
His e mow beeotning so wuch ‘more palpably figurative,
vhat l::g:‘%hilip, it is presumed, could mot mistake him as in-
tending to convey the idea that he whosaw Christ, saw as close
a-'similitude of God as can be presented to the mind of man; even
the ¢ express. image” of the invisible Jehovah. And to pre-
wvent all farther pessibility of invisconception, Ire adds, « Be-
lievest thou not thatl am in the Father and the Father in me,”
o the same sense as John, when he says, ¢ he that dwelleth in
Jove; dwelleth in God, and God im Iim.” ¢ The words that
1 speak unto you, I sPEAk 'Nor OF MYSELF, but the Father
a
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ducted by its agency and influence. Al things were nradé eww. '
by éte—not by him: for as Dr. Campbell, who was a Trinitaian, :
observes, it is much more agreeable to the figurative style here -
employed to speak of the word, though really denoting a persen,
as a thing, agrecably to the grammatical idiom, till a direct ins
timation is made of its personality :—The way of rendering here -
adopted .is agreeable to the practise of all translators exceps .
the English.” But the Bishop’s Bible—the Bible vulgarly known .
by the name of the Breeches Bible—the black letter translation
with the paraphrase of Erasmus, and all other versions which .
preceded the common one, as far as Dr. Campbell was able ta.
discover, uniformly employed the neuter pronoun. In French .
and Italian, the pronoun is feminine—in the Vulgate and in the
German, neuater; corresponding respectively with the gender of
the noun signifying word. “ In it was life, and the life was the .
light of men.””  Thus Wisdom says, in Proverbs, Ae that findeth
me, findeth life. ‘The divine intelligence imparted life to man-
kind, and gave them a light from heaven to guide them to im-
mortality—and the light shineth in darkness, and the darkness
comprehended it not. (sv xaviraGw hath not overtuken it.%) It
beams brightly on mankind to dispel their ignorance and lead
them. to happiness and to God. .

“ And the word 1was made (vysrowas,) flesh.” = What is measnt
by this? If we cannot give a rational interpretation, let us.:
abandon it as unintelligible or beyond our comprehension. But
let us not apply to .it, the crude heathen invention that the
infinite Jehovah became incarnate. The Evangelist no where .
gives .us ground for such an ides, or if he does, it is where he ..
says, ‘“if we love one another, God dwelleth in us.’’—1 John, .
iv. 12. This is just as strong a text in proof that God becomes .-
Incarnate in every pieus man, as any, in all revelation, that he .
was incarnate in the person of our Lord. He does not say that :
Jehovah the Father .Almighty, the.Eternal Spirit, became. flesh,
This would be a species. of transubstantiation as difficult as is ;
would be horrible to imagine. -But he says, the word was flesh ;. .
which is a brief figurative mode of saying thas the divine .wis- .
dom was manifest in 8 human being—it appeared in the cha- :
racter, the discourses, and the ministry of our Lerd Jesus Chriss, ;
insomuch that he is justly denominated the wisdom of God—
as he:is also called the power of God on account of the iniracles
which he wrought—for, says the Apostle Paul, he of God, ig:
made unto us wisdom, and. righteousness, and sanctification, .

* «“The word xmzadauSusw is often used of the day and night and theiy
vicissitudes.  Of this application of it there are many examples in Wetatein’s -
note upon the place; an example ‘of it occurs in-John xii. 35, and im
1 Thes. v. 4.—There is not a more common hebraism than to express the
same thing both positively and negatively. There are several examples in
this very chapter,”—8ee Cappe's Critical Remarks,
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ducted by.its agency and influence. Al things were madé eww.”

by it~—not by him: for as Dr. Campbell, who was a Trinitpgisn, :
observes, it is much more agreeable to the figurative style here
employed to speak of the word, though really denoting a persep,

as a thing, agrecably to the grammatical idiom, till a direct in- "~

timation is made of its personality :—The way of rendering here
adopted.is agreeable to the practise of all translators exceps .
the English.” But the Bishop’s Bible—the Bible vulgarly known .
by the name of the Breeches Bible—the black letter translation
with the paraphrase of Erasmus, aud all other versions. which .
preceded the common one, as far as Dr. Campbell was able ta .

discover, uniformly employed the neuter pronoun. In French

and Italian, the pronoun is feminine—in the Vulgate and in the

German, neater; corresponding respectively with the gender of

the noun signifying word. “ In it was life, and the life was the-.
light of men.> Thus Wisdom says, in Proverbs, Ae that findeth
me, findeth life. ‘The divine intelligence imparted life to man-

kind, and gave them a light from beaven to guide them to im-

mortality—and the light shineth in darkness, and the darkness

comprehended it not. (ev xarinaow hath not overtuken it.%) It

beams brightly on mankind to dispel their ignorance and lead

them. to happiness and to God. )

¢ And the word was made (syswrowas,) flesh.”  What is meant

by this? If we cannot give a rational interpretation, let us..
abandon it as unintelligible or beyond our comprebension. Bat:
let us not apply to is, the crude heathen invention that the

infinite Jehovah became. incarnate. The Evangelist no where ..

gives .us ground for such an ides,.or if he.does, it is where he ..

says, ¢if we love .one another, God dwelleth in us.”’—1 John,

iv. 12. This is just as strong a text in proof that God becomes .-

tncarnate in every pieus man, as any, in all revelation, that he

was incarnate in the person of our Lord. He does not say that :
Jehovah the Father .Almighty, the.Eternal Spirit, became flesh. -
This would be a species. of transubstantiation as difficult as it :
would be horrible to imagine. .But he says, the word was flesh ; :
which is a brief figurative mode of ‘saying thes the divine .wis-.
dom was manifest in a human being—it. appeared in' the cha- :
racter, the discourses, and the ministry of our.Lerd Jesus Chriss, ;
insomuch that he is justly denominated the wisdom of God—

as he:is also called #he power of God .on account of the iniracles

which he wrought—for, says the Apostle Paul, he of God, is:
made unto us wisdom, and. righteousness, and sanctification, -

*“The word masudapare iv often used of the day and night and thei

vicissitudes.  Of this application of it there are many examples in Wetstein’s’
note upon the place; an example ‘of it occurs in-John xii. 35. and in
1 Thes. v. 4.—There is not a more common hebraism than to express the
same thing both positively and negatively. There are several examples in
this very chapter,”——8ee Cappe’s Critical Remarks,
























50

that dwelleth in me, ne doeth the works.”—Our Lord dechred
that he and the Father are one—one in the same sense a8 hjs
disciples are one with him, not in essence, but as Milton ex-
presses it, “in love, in communion, in agreement, in cherity,
in spirit, in glory.” He therefore, who saw the Son; 'nw'{zo
“ Father; not by eorporeal but intellectual vision ; not in physical
" essence, but in moral beauty and perfection. o
If he who bas seen a picture, a statue, or medallic represen.
tation of any distinguished personage, being struck by the expct
resemblance to the original, should say, in the fervour of sdmi-
ration, it is he—Ris very self |—there would be little danger of
hig being misunderstood. If we should call a pupil ‘hy the
name of his instructor, as a compliment to his talents or virtues,
or on account of some striking mental similitade ; we should
scarcely be accused of the folly of identifying their minds or
rsons. When Pythagoras was asked, “what is a friend?”
e replied, “ another 1,” i.e. one resembling himself in affec-
tion and understanding. We have some Luthers, many Calvins,
and peradventure, John Knoxes, in our own times; but who
will venture to affirm of any oune of them that he is really
Luther, or Calvin, or Knox? It is only when certain' theolo-
gical systsms must be supported, that men forget of- distort
the established usages of language, and eonfound SIMILITUDE
with IDENTITY. - : Ca
- When the author of the Epistle to' the Hebrews terms our
Saviour, the brightness of God's glory, and the express image*
of his person,” he "uses two familiar illustrations to exalt oumr -
ideas of his dignity and excellence. The one is taken from the
reflected splendour of a luminons body, viz: the Shekinah ; .the
‘other from the art of stamping impressions on wax or wmetak
Christ is to God as a parhelion, or veflection of the sum .is-to
the sun itself; or as a beam of light to the everlasting fonntain
of day whence it issues; and as the likeness on a coin or medal;
to the monarch whom it represents. These are illustrations
which can be understood and valued, till creed-makers .throw
over the one the dark cloud of their comments; and tarnish and
obseure both the image and the superscription of the other, with
the eanker of their metaphysics. e .
Had any Evangelistor Apostle said of Christ, what Stephea
said of Moses, that he was (esrues ra Sww) beautiful to God, or
divinely beautiful ;—or what the daughter of Pharaoh, accord-

- — - -.
* Repercussus Divinee Majestatis, qualis est solis in nube qui dicityr
- ® & ¢ » Alia comparatio a sigillo annuli, cujus forma cerss
imprimitur.—Gzorius. ) o
“Wakefield renders the passage thus, “being a beam of his glory, and an
image of his substance.”” - He thinks ¢ the allusion not to a metaphysical
substance, but to a seal or stamp, making an impression,” )
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ducted by its agency and influence. All things were madé ewrw.’
by it—not by him: for as Dr. Campbell, who was a Trinitagian, -
observes, “it is much more agreeable to the figurative style here
employed to speak of the word, though really denoting a persen,
as a thing, agreeably to the grammatical idiom, till a direct in- .
timation is made of its personality :—The way of rendering here
adopted.is agreeable to the practise of all translators exceps .
the English.” But the Bishop’s Bible—the Bible vulgarly known .
by the name of the Breeches Bible—the black letter translation
with the paraphrase of Erasmus, and all other versions which .
preceded the common one, as far as Dr. Campbell was able ta .
discover, uniformly employed the neuter pronoun. In French .
and Italian, the pronoun is feminine—in the Vulgate and in the
German, neater; corresponding respectively with the gender of
the noun signifying word. “ In it was life, and the life was the .
light of men.> Thus Wisdom says, in Proverbs, Ae that findeth
me, findeth life. 'The divine intelligence imparted life to man-
kind, and gave them a light from beaven to guide them to im-
mortality—and the light shineth in darkness, and the darkness
comprehended it not. (sv xavsrabw hath not overtuken it*) It
beams brightly on mankind to dispel their ignorance and lead
them. to happiness and to God. )

¢ And the word was made (vyswvowas,) flesh.” What is measit
by this? If we cannot give a rational interpretation, let us..
abandon it as unintelligible or beyond our comprehension. But >
let us not apply to .it, the crude heathen invention that the
infinite Jehovah became. incarnate. The Evangelist no where ..
gives us ground for such an idea,.or if he does, it is where he ..
says, ‘if we love one another, God dwelleth in vs.”’—1 John,
iv. 12. This is just as strong a text in proof that God becomes. -
Incarnate in every pieus man, as any, in all revelation, that he
was incarnate in the person of our Lord. He does not say that
Jehovah the Father .Almighty, the .Eternal Spirit, became flesh, -
This would be a species. of transubstantiation as difficult .as it
would be horrible to imagine. -But he says, the word was flesh s :
which is a brief figurative mode of ‘saying that the divine .wis-.
dom was manifest in a human being—it appeared in the cha- :
racter, the discourses, and the ministry of our. Lerd Jesus Chriss, i
insomuch that he is justly denominated the wisdom of God—
as he.is also called the power of God on account of the iniracles
which he wrought—for, says the Apostle Paul, he ¢ of God, ig:
made unto us wisdom, and righteousness, and sanctification, .

* «The word xararapuGurw is often used of the day and night and their *
vicissitudes.  Of this application of it there are many examples in Wetstein’s "
note upon the place; an example ‘of it occurs in-John xii. 35. and im
1 Thes. v. 4.—There is not a more common hebraism than to express the
same thing both positively and negatively. There are several examples in
this very chapter,”-See Cappe’s Critical Remarks,
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more strong and distinct 7 1t would almost seem thas the
Apostie had some inspired anticipation of the attempts that weuld
he made, in a fature corrupt state of the church, to identify the
Son with the Father; and that be had taken -particular pains to
express tho supreme dominion of God alone, in such a manner s
to prevent the poesibility of their' succeeding for a moment,
* The head of the woman is the man,. and the head of Christ is
God.” 1st Cor. xi. 8. - R
Some orthodox writers think the miracles - wronght by eut
Savicur an ample proof of his omnipotence; snd they dwell-oh
‘them with peculiar energy, a8 if they were fully demonstrative-of
his being the Almighty himeelf, it ioaml{n' t fromy our Lord's
own wonls, that his wonderful were anly the teste:of his
divive mission.®* They also discover in the style of his
a similarity to that which is sscribed to Jebovah. Thus, God
waid, ¢ les there be light, and there was hight.” Christ towched
a leper and said, ¢ I will ; be thou clesn; and imwmediately his
leprosy was cleansed.” Mat. viii. 8. Hence they argwe, that the
Croator of light, and the healer of the loper, must- hbave been the
same individual being. But here again, they only afford evidence
of their baul reasoning. The people who saw our Lord’s mimcles
performed, never ressoned thus.  The same chapter which re-
conds the cure of the leper, tells us of another miracle atill more
calculated to excite astonishment. Being ssleep, on boad ufa
vossel, he was roused by the cry of the disciples, « Lerd, save
us—we perish !  And he saith unto them, why are ye fearful,
ye of lictle faith? Then be aroee and rebuked the winds and
wa; and there was a great calm.” This was of-ti‘e.n
wependous miracls wrought by our Lord ; snd it ma
™ Mifm.\'\hinfconld create, in thon'b,hbdd
the belief of & prosent Almighty power, it weuld be an act ke
this. But how did thky reason upon it?  Was it in the style of
wodern orthodoxy? They were not so stultitied, They
* marvelled, saying, what manner of AN is this, that even the
winds and the sea obey him !™  As to the mere exertion of phy-
wsical power, so far as its display way seem calculated to produce
& belief of high supernatural agency, var Lord did not stand alone
among the propbets of God.  1f be commanded the stormy winds
aud waves to be still. Moses cleft the billows of the red sea, and
Jed the Israelites in trivmph through the Leart of the deep, befere

“ Thugh cur rodern wrinrs do cndvenur & prove froe the mirackes
vt Saviemr dild, that be was the samne supreser God wikh the Fatker, wet
Chaiat hivwsdf doth only Uee them 0 preve tha 3wy wat by the Father,
aud Bal commisdon fhom Mt deiver Bk eesay 1o e workd ; as s
cviient e theae wonds Jodin vo N6 R B woeks whic the Father hath
steen uw to Sakh W s woeks that T AN tear witoes of 2, it the
Raber Dath kot . e Warrsy s 2ot Thewpdos, :
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the restored (o life the widow of Nain’s ton, «there camo'a foar
on all, and they glorified God, saying, that a (GiREAT PROFHET is
risen-up amang us, and that God hath visited his people.” Luka vii.
.16. -The latter expression is, by sowe sturdy Trinitarians, ap-
g::‘:‘.l]'um, with what reason let the reader decide. Whea
ixn, at the hirth of the infant Baptist, burst into the pious
gjaculation, “ Blessed he the Lord God of Israel, for he hath
wisited and redeemed bhis peoplé ;” Luke i. 68. who visited
then, since Christ was nat yet born?2 Whet did David mean
when he asked, ¢ What is man that thou art mindful of him ; or
the son of man that thou visilest him ?” Ps. viii. 4. Or the
Apastle James, when be -said, ¢ Simeon hath declared, how God
at the first, did visi¢ the Gentiles, to take out of them a people
for .his name?” Acts xv. 14. The original verb is exsoxndurs;
which siguifies Ao iooked upon or regarded. Primate Newcome
fenders it by the latter word, both in Luke i. 68, and in vii. 16 ;
sud every sciolist in Greek must know that this is a more literak
yransiation: than visited. But the word visit suggesting the idea:
of corporeal manifestation, affords laose thinkers and wordy de-
¢laimers, a specios argument in bebalf of a favourite established
error. But no Jew could ever be guilty of confounding the
GaEeAT Proruer with Jehovah, nor of eptertaining the gross
and heathenish idea, that the Almighty had veiled himself in a
human form, and was come to scjouru among. men. Such an.
imagination did not enter the minds of the multitude in the highest.
enthusiaam of their admiration, even when they conducted Jesus:
into Jerusalem, as they would have-conducted one of their kings
of old; spreading their garments.and branches of trees in the way,
preceding and following him with acclamations of triumph. ' They.
tliguted” “ Hosania to the Son of David { .blessed is- he that
cometh in the name of the Lord ; Hosaina in the highest !” And-
when he was come into Jeruralem,all the city was moved, saying,
“who is this?” . And what did the multitude reply; that mul-
titude (qui stupet in titulis;) .which delights in high-sounding
}pilhett and hyperbolical descriptions ? They said, ¢ thjs is
esus, the prophet of -Nazareth of Galilee.” at. xxi. 8, 11,
Nor were their ideas, or their language, more exalted, when they
saw him. make such a digplay of his authority in purging the
temple, and healing the lame, and the blind, for the. children
still continued to shout, ¢ Hosanna to the Son of David ! "—to
the great displeasure of the high priests and scribes, who were as .
fdr as the maltitude from recognising a present Deity in the per«
son of onr Lord. What admiration could not excite on the one
hand, neither could appreheusion on the ather, Even the guilty,
superstitions, conscience-stricken Herod was .incapable of sa .
nronstrous an absurdity, For when he beard of the fame of Jesus,
inatead of exclaiming tfiat Jehovah had descended to take ven. -
gosnce of his crimes, he said, « This is John the Baptist ; he is
[ L. - R . [T
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‘viven from the dead’; dnd thereforemighty works do’ shew forsh
‘themselves in him.” Mat. xiv. 2. X S be' o
- -There is another- personage, whose testimony on .the. i
-eccasion is valuable. pelt-m:f: be esteemed ixsyﬁm.bb,'m
¥y the Calvinists, and others who gift him with omniscienwe and
:omnipresence. The pevir himself did not know Christ. to-be
God, though he knew full well that he was the Son of God, and,
in the temptation, addressed him repeatedly :‘y that title. < ‘But
shis ghostly potentate, with all his knowledge of things invisible—
with all his skill in logic, and in drawing tnferences, in which he
might have foiled the Stagirite himeel, did not ideatify the Son
with the Father, nor énfer, that because the Father was God su-
preme, the Son must be Ged supreme aleo. The dinléctics of
sheology were not so well understood then, evén by the devil, as
they have become since, under the disciplime of Athanasius and
Calvin. He makes a clear distinction between' the Father and
the Son, and says, ¢ If thou be the Son of God, cast thyself down;
for it is written, He (God) shall give his angels charge concerning
thee ” Again, he promised magnificent gifis to Jesus—no less
than the kingdoms of the world and the glory of them, if he would
fall down and worship him ;—a proposition, ‘which, with all his
wnparalleled audacity, he could.scareely. be suspected. of. making,
had he known he was accosting Jehovah. . We suppose the. fre~
quently needful device of the two natures will be called for in shis:
éxtremity; and that we shall be told, it was only in his human.
nature Christ was tempted ! Bat, the ¢« Archangel ruined”” knew
nothing about the two natures, that invention being long subee-
quent ; and he tempted Christ not as the son of man, but as e
Son of God, . . . : :
: We are told that a leper came and worshipped Christ, Mat. viii.
2; or, as some quote it, adored. The Unitarian prefers eur com--
mon translation, because adore conveys an erroneons notion to-
the English reader, and leads to a false doctrine. "The leper, on'
seeing our Saviour, came, and, in the usual. criental mode of:
asking a favour, rendered him homage by crossing his hands on
his breast, by bowing low, by kneeling, ér prostration, and be- .
nought. Christ to cleanse him from his disease. But he did not
pay him divine honours. He was not so ill-instructed, nor so-
litle of a Jew, as to adore any but God alone. - :
: 'Fhe same species of worship was paid to Elijah: < As Oba--
diah was in the way, behold, Elijah met him ; and ‘he knew him, :
and fell on his face and said, art thou that my Lord Elijah 2>
1:Kings xviii. 7; and to Daniel, ¢ then the King Nebuchadneazar
fell on his fuce and worshipped Daniel, and commanded that they
should offer an oblation and sweet odours unto him.” Dan. ii. 46. «
+ It was also paid to kings : thus, Nathan the prophet, < when he
was eome in before the king, he bowed himself before the king
.wn.th hu:s face to the ground.” 1 Kings, i.23. In 1 Chron. xxix. 20, .
it is written, “that all the congregation blessed the Lord God of
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-their Fathers, and bowed ‘down their heads ‘and’ worshipped (he
_Lord and the King.” Their act, as applied to Ged, was religiots
“homage-—to, David, civil obeisance.® . o
™ "Joseph was worshipped by his brethren: * Joseph’s brethran
came and bowed down themselves before him (in the, Septuagint :
Grabe : Oxon. Mpccvil. worshipped) with their faces to the
atirth," Gerioxbiv6, 0 0 0 -
Moses worshipped his father-in-law.” Exod. xviii. 7. Solomons

bride is admonished, in Ps. xlv. 11, to worship her Lord; the king, - -

.. - The sheaves of his brethern worshipped Joseph’s sheaf. -
_.. % Your sheaves stood:round about, and made obeisance to (in
the Sept. worskipped) my sheaf.” Gen. xxxvii. 7. o
" 'The sun; theé moon, and the eleven stars, made obeisance to (in
-the Sept. worshi Joseph in his dream. k. 9. ~ - :
*+ Origen, who flourished at the beginning of the third century,
“and who, for talents, learning, and knowledge of the Scriptures,
'was distinguished above all his contemporaries, most clearly as-
serts, that prayer is to be made to the Father alone, and argues
strongly and convincingly against addressing it to the Son.. The
‘curious reader may see the subject discussed at length in the 50th
and 51st ‘sections of his Treatise on prayer. (wegs swyxus.t) He
also answers the objection of those who, as a reason for praying to
the Son, quote the Septuagint version of Deuteronomy, xxxii. 43<
¥ Let all the angels of God worship him.” This text is-not in
our English version of Deuteronomy, but may be found in Heb. i.
6, applied to our Saviour. He says, that the prophet Isaiah in-
troduces Jehovah addressing Jerusalem or Zion, saying, ¢ Kings
shall be thy nursing fathers, and their queens thy nursing mothers;
they shall worship, or bow down to thee, with their face toward
the earth (s #gowmor 7a5 yns wgeczuraoun) and lick up the duss
of thy feet ; and thou shalt know that 7 am the Lord.” ls. xlix. 23.
He continues, «“ How did our Lord reply to him who called him
good ? ¢ Why callest thou me good ? no one is good but one, God
the Father.’  What was his reply, but to say, why prayest thou to
me? It behoves thee to pray to the Father alone, to whom I also
pray, which you may learn from the Holy Scriptures.” Is it to.
be supposed, that he who refused a divine title, would receive
divine honours ? .
Bishop BuLL, (in his discourse concerning. the existence an
1iature of angels,) says, .
¢ It is to be observed, that in the Clementine Liturgy, (so called.) which
is by the learned on all hands, confessed to be very ancfent, and to in

¥ Sozomen praises a Christian who worshipped the Persian King, as &
customary honour due to royalty ; but afterwards refused the same species
of homage, when informed that it would be deemed a mark of apostacy from
hik faith. . .
1 Oxford Edition, 1686, -
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. the ondler of worelfip observed in the clrurches before the Gime of Costés-
tine ;—all the prayers aye directed to God, in the name of his Son Jesus Clrist”
And againi, *“in the first and best ages, the Chburches of Chriss directed all
their praycss aceording to the Scriptures, to God only, throagh the aloie

“mediation of Jests Christ our Lord.”®

- And the learned Dr. WaKE, : :
¢ The Lord’s prayer teaches us, that we should pray to God okly, snd s
.him as our Father, through Jesus Christ our Lord,”

And the honest and candid Dr. Prigstrey i .

s The practice of praying to the Father, was long wniverssl in the Christian
*Church. The short addresses to Christ, as those in the Litany, Ldird have
mercy on us /—Christ.have mercy on us? being, comparatively, of late daté.
Jn the Cleméntine Liturgy, the oldest estant, contsimed in the Apestelical
Constitutions, which were, probably, ecomposed about the fourth etntury,
there is no trace of any such thing. Such hold has established emstomn omw
‘the minds of men, that, excepting the Moravians only, whose prayers ary
wlways addressed to Christ, the general practice of Trinitsrians themselves is
10 pray to the Father only.” a

Notwithstanding, it is contended ‘that our Lord did receive
such worship as an Apostle refased, and therefore it miust be
understood in a higher sense than customary homage. We are
told in 10%h chap. of Acts, 25, that as “Peter was coming iw
‘Cornelius met him, and fell down at his feet and worshipp;z
him. But Peter took him up, saying, Stand up, I myself also any
4 man.” Nowlet it be remembered, that Comelins wasa Centu-
rion of the Italian band; a Roman, not a Jew ; a devomt “man,
however ; one but recently instructed, perbaps, in the knewledge
of the God of Israel ; and who, prier to this, had been acenstomed
to worship handreds of deities, and to believe that they often
came down to the earth in human form., Thus, the people of
Lystra, on seeing a mwiracle wrought by Paul, exclaimed, ¥ The Gode
are come down to us in the shape of men !” They called Barnabae
Jupiter, and Paul, Mercury, and could with diffienlty be pre-
vented from offering sacrifice. Cornelins had a visivn, in which
an angel appeared to announce the approach, and prepare him for
the reception of Peter. Accordingly, when the Apostle drew
nigh, Cornelius being predisposed %y the vision to encourage 3
delusion, mistook him for a being of superior nature; Peter saw
this, and very properly rectified the heathenish mistake, by telfing
him that he was a man like himself. The argument founded on
this circumstance falls by its own weakness; but lest any one should
deem it valid, our Lord himself will lend as a demonstration of its
Invalidity. He tells us of a servant who being unable to discharge
his debt, fell down at his master’s feet and worshipped him,
Mat. xviii. 26, The master did net reject the worship, and there-

" ® This ad the following paragraph are quoted from Dr. Clarke's Scrip,-;
ture Doctrine of the Trinity, p. 435, 3rd, edition, Londen, :

'
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Strange. Tt amounts to a demonstration of the absolute nillity df
4he doctrine, or of the necessity of an infallible church, invested
with power, not only to decree rites and ceremonies, bit to opén
the eyes of the blind, to give a clear perception of “invisibilities,
-and work miracles in every exigency. R
This argument derives considerable force from the reflection,
that the Gospel was designed for the poor andilliterate, as well
s for men of education; and that the doctrines necesdary to the
‘formation of the Christian character, and to eternal salvation; Tie
‘on the sutface, and are not to be explored with difficulty thron;
the dark profundities of thevlogy. They depénd mot on the it
ferences of metaphysicians or subtle disputers “and" dislect-
§cians, but may be found in the luminous pages of Scripture
without note or comment. No man of plain understanding,
‘unsophicated b{eanicles, and creeds, and confessions of faith, wil
‘ever find in the Gospel that it is his duty to pray to any
being but the Father Almighty. We are told in Luke i
that * one of the disciples said to our Savionr, Lord, teach us to
pray, as John also taught his disciples.” Our Lord, with his
wonted promptitude, immediately complied with their wish, and
desired them to say, “OurFather, which art in heaven.” On other
occasions also, he told them kow, to whom, for what, they should
pray, and for what they should not pray; but he never desired
them to address a Trinity, nor to accost himself by the appella-
tion of God the Son. He said to the woman of Samaria, *¢ The
hour comréth, and now is, when the trne worshippers shall
worship.”—Whom ? Not God the Son, not God the Holy
Ghost; not & “ holy, blessed, and glorious Trinity; three persons
and one God ;” but* Tur FATHER, in spirit and ia truth ; for the
Father seeketh such to worship him;” and, as if the Saviour
meant to gidrd against all mistake 6n a subject so important, he
adds, “ God is a Spirit ;”” i. e. one Spirit, not three Spirits ;- and
mtgeats the declaration which he had just made, to give it double
efhicacy—¢ they that worship Aim {not them) must worship him-
in spirit and in truth.” Johniv. 23,24, The woman, without ex-
pressing any opinion on what she had just beard ; but with that
Intuitive acuteness. of perception by which the female mind is
often distinguished, probably suspecting that Jesus was the Christ,
and at the same time commingling with her suspicions, a little ad-
dress to discover whether they were well-founded, said, ¢ I know
that Messiah cometh, which is called Christ; when he is'come, he'
will tell us all things ;” all things relative to the subject of their'
conversation. Qur Lord saw and rewarded her address by in-
forming her that /e was the Messiah, consequently implying, that:
she might have unbounded confidence in the truth of what he had-
said. The woman appears to have given him full credence, for
when she met the men of the -city; she said, “ Come and see a
man which told me -all things that ever I did.—Is not this the
Christ?””  The men went, and having heard our Lord dipcourse;
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Unitarian objects to all worship that is not paid to the Father;
and dislikes such phrases as God the Son, and Godthe Holy
Ghost, as much as the orthodox Protestant dislikes to hear
Mary termed the mother of God. Popery is the origin* of both.
And yet the objectiens of such Protestants as believe Christ to
Be the Deity, to hear Mary called the mother of God are
certainly very unreasonable. For Mary being his mether, if
Be were God, the obnoxious conclusion is unavoidable; and
wherefore should she be refused her title ? The Roman Catholfc
who calls her the Queen of Heaven and the Mother of God,
as she was called in the days of Cyril, and decreed to be in the
councils of Ephesus and Chalcedon, is consistent. But the
Church-of-England-man who refuses her the latter appellation
at least, is not only inconsistent, but a dissenter from one of the
most lauded bishops of his own church; even from Bulk—the
great Bull, the Lord: Bishop of St. David’s, who wrote in' defence
of the Nicene creed. Nelson the biographer of this redoubtable
erthodox bishop, informs us, (puge 487) that ¢ in his Sermon con-
cerning the Blessed Virgin, he asserts and vindicates her pe-
enliar title of the MoTHER oF Gop; which was not invented
by the Fathers of the third general council at Ephesus, con-
vened against Nestorius, but approved by them as what be-
Tonged to her, since it was the language of Scriphure; -smd :the
style of -the Apostolieal age.”” Another €hurch-of-Englind
divine, but of a very different stamp, says, that ¢«some of the
fathers of the Nicene eouncil would bave had no difficulty to
ive the superiority or precedence to the Virgin Mary, in i
Eler the third person of the Trinity.”’+ The council of Epbe:«
sus, A.D. 431, received her as a lement to the ‘Trinmity,
under the appellation of ZTheotokos, Mother of God—Mesheim
thinks it an innocent term; but his translater, Dr. M¢Clean,
truly observes that the use of such mysterious terms, as have
no place in Seripture, is, undoubtedly, pernicious to true
religiom. . . .
Some one may ask, are we not commanded to hionour the
Son, even as we honour the Father? * Yea, verily, friend. But
we are now discoursing; not of honour, but ef religions worship.
‘We are commanded to honour our father and mother, not to wor-
ship them ;—we are commanded to honour the king, not to adore

# ¢ Also, James ought to be called the *Brother of God,” but such
phrases are highly derogatory to the character. of the Supreme Author of
the Universe ; and itis the use of phrases similar to these, which has ren-
dered the religion of the Hindoos 80 grossly absurd and contemptible, "=
Rammohun Roy, p. 254. . . . L

4 ¢ This, says the Rev. H. Taylor, Vicar of Portsmouth, the learned au-
thor of the Letters of Ben Mordecai, (p. 191) welearn from Ehmacinus § Par
tricides.”” Hottinger, Hist. Orient, 1, ii, p. 227. ' T "






92

by a sense of the blessings conveyed by the other: * We are
the circnmciﬁinn. says he, which worskip God in spivit, and
rejoice in Christ Jesus,” & mmuuar Ot Awrptverves, xai zav-
xvpores » Xpiorw. When Peter and John were sufféring pet-
secution from the Jews, they addressed their ptayers:fot to
Christ but to God—and clearly marked in what light'they eon-
templated Christ, when they prayed ¢ that signs arid ‘wonders
may be done by the name of thy holy child fservant) Jesus.”
wyis [ados Iney, servi tui. GRoTIUS. ) e

To quit verbal criticism; this part of the subject shifl be
concluded by one general arFumeut, to which the candid résder
is requested to give particular attention. It will be adwitted
that no people, on the face of the earth, were ever more tensici-
ous than the Jews, of their religious principles; or more jéalons
of any infringement on the honour and worship due to-Jehovih.
A belief in one God was the grand discriminating feature of
their religion. They considered the God of Israel uegeeuliﬁ”
sheir own, and looked with ineffable contempt and ‘abliorrence
on everg species of atrange worship ; insomuch, that ifter: their
return from the Babylonish captivity, we never hear of théir
relapsing into idolatry. Now, let the following quéstions bs
fairly answered.—Wherefore did the Jews never acease either
Christ or his Apostlés, of introducing any species, orany objee
- of worship to which they had not been accustomed?” Were théy,
with all their national prepossessions; their bossted patriféchal
eovenants; their special interests with heaven; their comitiend-
ments written by the finger of God, and sanctiomed by §6 many"
threats and promises; theic positive laws dirécted against sl
idolatry, and guarded not only by’ the sword of the legislature,
but by the interests of a vigilant, vindictive, and intoleram
priesthood ; were they, after al?, less regardful of the purityef
their worship, than the idolatrous Athenians who put-Socrates
to death, on the pretext that he had corrupted their feligion ?
Why did they not bring forward & similar charge agaitist Chirist,
and accuse him of having advanced the unheard-of claim to'the
secend place in the Godhead, and demanded the same aderatien
as the Father? This would have been a glorious accisation for
the priests. . It would have sacrificed their victim, and proservéd
their popularity: and, it cannot be doubted that: if they” hed
found, either in the words or actions of our Lord, the smallest
poiut on which they could rest such a charge, they would have
seized it with malignant avidity. But that was an invention of
which, with all their iniquity, t ey were guiltless, No suspieior
of it ever glanced across their mmds. For though the Saviour
taught them miore just notions than they had entertained of the
benignaiit and paternal character of éod, it was the God of
their fathers whom they jointly worshipped—and in all their
accusations of blasphemy, they never said that he claimed a
right to be adored. We have already seen that the high priest
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Ssays he, 2 Tim. i. 3.) “whom I serve, (» lerpiww) from my
orefathers.” He sojourned at ‘Ephesus for three years, and dur.
ing that time, “shunned not to declare fhe whole counsel of
God"—but we are no where informed that he ever taught the
Trinitarian doctrine. The Jews accused him of being a Fm‘
lent fellow, a mover of sedition, and a ringleader of the Nasza-
renes—but they could not tax him with -the more heinous
offence of making a deitz of Christ. They formed a conspi-
tacy to assassinate him; but they did not charge him with an
attempt to turn the people to idolatry. Both ip his preaching
and his writings he most strictly maintains the divine unity.
«There is none other God but one. For though there be that
are called Gods, whether in heaven or in earth, (as therebe
Gods many, and Lords many,) but to us, (Christians) - there is
but one God, the Father; * * % and one Lord, Jesus Christ.”
1 Cor. viii. 4, 6, 6. And again—* There is one God, and one
mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus.”— 1 Tim.
ii. 8. The adoration of Christ, like the doctrine of the Trinity,
is founded: neither on Scripture, nor on reason and. common
sense, but on tradition and the infallible church. .

SECTION THIRTEENTH.

The Trinily @ human invention—a mystery, and therq}'orc no
. subject of Christian belief. C

. After quoting a long seties of texts, which carry no proof of
the doctrine he advocates, to such as understand them,. right,
Mr. !l"(ﬁ)e comes to the conclusion that the TRINITY. IS A
MYSTERY. In this conclusion he has the felicity of agreeing
with all who have espoused his side of the question. One of
the fathers terms it “a tremendous doctrine,”* and never was
any appellation more appropriate. It originated in -darkness,

been propagated by terror, and upheld by the sword. - The
term Trinity was not known in the Christian Church for nearly
200 years, and when it was first used by Theophilus, a convert
of Antioch, it was in a sense very different from that which it.
afterwards assumed. The fathers of the three first centuries,
and consequently all the ancient Christian people for 300 years
P. C. till the Council of Nice, were generally Unitarians.+. This
may be learned from the testimony even of the most decided

. *“The tremendous Deity,” says Dr. Waterland, “is all over myste-.
rious.” Surely this must be meant of some heathen deity; not of him
whom the Scriptures have revealed to us as our Father, and whose tender
mercies are over all his works. ' '

t Priestley.
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Trinitarian authors. Bishoy Bull says, that “almost all the
Catholic writers before Arius’s time, seem not to Rave known
thing of the invisibility and immensity of the Son of G'od,:gq
they " often us:an.k of him in such a manner as if, even in res-
pect of his divine nagsye, he was finite, visible, and circam-
scribed.”* And again, “ the Catholic writers, both they that were
before, and they that were after the Council of Nice, have
unanimousty declared God the Father to be greater than the
Son ; even according to his - divinity."+ )

‘Whiston, after a minute examination of the Antenicene
evidences, affirms; o o

*That the Son was not an underived, unoriginated independent, and fn
that sene, an eternal Being, but truly derived from and produced or begottch
by the Father, is the unanimous voice of all Christian antiquity, both in
and after the apostolical age; and is not directly denied by any Athanasian
atthis day. Now, how a confessedly derived, produced and begotten Being,
and only begotten Son, should be really co-eternal with his underived, un-
begotten and necessarily existing author, producer, and Father, I cannot
possibly understand.”}

Mosheim also observes, *that the doctrine of the three per.
sons in the Godhead, during the three first centuries, had i
escaped the vain curiosity of human researches, and had been
left undefined and undetermined by any particular set of ideas.”
And “ Jurieu, whose zeal against heresy,” says Jortin, ““is well
known, assures us that the fundamental articles of Christianity

® Ben Mordecai. Def. Fid. Nic. § 1. ¢, iii. Bulli. Quippe, ex ipsorum
(viz. primevorum Doctorum) sententia, Deus Pater nemine unquam, ne
per assumptas species, visus est, aut videri potest.- A nullo ille ortus prin<
cipio, nulli subjectus est: neque magis ab alio missus, quam ab alio natns
dici potest. Contra, filius Dei, quaex Deo Patre natus, eo certe noming
Patri suam omnem auctoritatem acceptam refert. . .

Bulli opera: Sectio, iv. c. iii, § 4 p. 268.

The same author makes the following concession to Socinus, almost at
the very beginning of his work. ¢ Cum dicit veteres omnes, usque ad
conciliom Nicnum, credidisse, Patrem solum Jesu Christi esse unwm illum.
verum Dewm ; si de Patris preerogativa, qua ipse solus a seipso Deus verus
est, intelligatur; veriesimum esse illud fatemnr.” Id.p. 2, § 4 Lo

4 Idem, Cap. ii. Thesis secunda. The translation is by Nelson, the
hishop’s biographer, who also states that he hath learnedly and solidly con.
futed the unreasonable and uncatholic notion of the moderns, which maketh
the Son a self-dependent principle of divinity (and by consequence another
God,) by asserting and defending, that he might properly be called gureseg
as well as the Father is, and that he is truly God of himself, and not God
of God, as the Nicene fathers confess him. This opinion (MARK reader
manx!) was first of all started by Calvin against the judgment of the Ca.
tholic Church to this very day, and even of the first reformers, Luther and
Melancthon, as Petavius and our Author have sufficiently shewn.”’—=Buyry’s
Lirx, p. 317. .

"} Whiston’s Letter to the Earl ot Nottingham, concerning the cternity of .
the Son of Godand of the Holy Spirit—pp. 27, 28. = . o
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(viz: of Ais Christianity) were not understood by the Fathers
of the three first centuries; that the true system be to be
modelled into some by the Nicene bishops, and was im-
mensely improved amd uti'ﬁed by the following synods and
- councils.” e learned theologian should have completed the
climax by saying that the Apostles were ignorant of Christiam'g,
which they certainly were, if Christianity consists either in the
inexplicable dogmas of succeeding councils, or the sanctimonious
jargon of certain advocates of “peculiar dootrines” at the
present day, which are as repugnant to the word of God,
as they are insulting to common sense. At length came the
struggle between Arius and .Athanasius, the one loaded. with
every epithet of abuse which an intolerant and triumphant fac-
tion could invent; . the other a falsifier, a forger, and the aunthor
of a new system of divinity, whose language, at least, and prac-
tices, if not notions, were certainly unknown to the em'l{ ages
of Christianity.* Their rival claims avere discussed by the
Council of Nice, A.D. 325. and the stronger and more nu-
merous party, of course, prevailed. But even that celebrated
Council left its unballowed work incomplete. We have the
orthodox testimony of Jurieu for affirming that ¢ the mystery
remained without its right form or shape until the Council of
Constantinople ;4 and this in two points, the temporal gemers-
tion of the second person, and his inequality ; both which were
unanimously. professed by all the ancients .of the three frst

" Petavius, as quoted by Whiston, alleges that the very
first Synod which expressly decreed that the glqu Spirit should
be esteemed God, was that of Alexandria, where Athanasius
was President, A.D. 363. After various defeats and successes,
Athanasisnism became finally triumphant, and erocted its thrones
and its-tripods on the ruins of gospel truth. The Saviour had
declared that his kingdom is not of this world, but Athanasian-
ism_formed an indissoluble alliance with the potentates of the
earth, laid the cross of Christ beneath the footstool of imperial
power, and found that the arm of flesh and the sword of steel
would serve its cause more eflectually than “the sword of the
spirit, which is the word of God.” Having obtained dominien
on earth, it boldly laid claim to supreme antherity in heaven
and hell, and pretended to be in possession of the keys of both.
Belief in its dogmas, was made the passport to the one, and disbe-
lief doomed to the irremediable everlasting torments of the other.
The “ remendous doctrine” was fortified by all the strength
of the civil and ecclesiastical powers; by all the hopes and

* Whiston’s' Preface, p. 98. o

+ ¢ A council of gladiators held in an ampitheatre, would be as venérable
as that of the -Constantinopolitan Fathers, if Gregory Nazianzen miay ‘be
belicved,””—JorTin, - - .- : C

\
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ceived as a descendant of the skies; but in features, dress,
manners, and langnage, she betrays more of an origin from
below. There is no spark of heaven in her eye. She wants the
cloudless brow, and the voice of celestial music. Her mantle is
-4 puall, and she wears an amulet of dead men’s boneg.—'l'mth,
the real deughter of heaven, delights to walk abroad in the full
blaze of day—but mystery *loves darkness better tham light,
because her. dceds are evR:" She creeps into her labyrinths of
“woods and caves to mutter her spells, and pore over her hier-
-oglyphics ; while reason is reading the attributes of God in the
volume of natare, in the starry letters of the firmament, and
the luminous page of inspiration. Mystery detests such words
-as reason and conrmon sense, a.ndcallsthemcamnland_unchr.n-
_tian. She deems it presumptuous to utter them along with
her « peculiar doctrines,” wl?ich are a tissue of Xes, con-
tradictions, and impossibilities—and gladly would she exclude
-them by an index expurgatorius from all pious vocabularies.
Over the weak, the ignorant, and all whom the prejudices of
custom and education have subjected to her controul, she ex-
ercises a tyrammical domination. But men who know and dare
to assert their rights, will neither be silenced nor spell-bound
by her terrors. ey burst into the unhallowed circle which
she draws around her, and with the torch of reason and eof
gospel truth, dispel the mists in which she is shrouded, and ex-
‘pose her impositions to the scorn_they merit. . '

‘Was not STERY the name inscribed on the  forehead of
the woman in the Revelations—who was arrayed in purple and
scarlet, and drunk with the blood of the sants, and with the
blood of the martyrs of Jesus P*

. *® « Tt is surprising that mankind should suffer themselves to be mocled,
abused, and insulted, by certain dealers in hard words, who, when they are
driven, by men of spirit, out of every other fort, retire to the impregnable
one of MysrEry, where they think themselves secure, and impudently

all the attacks of human understanding and common sense. Like the phi-
losophers of old, who when they were puzzled to account for any ¢

in nature, vesolved it easily by the convenient ternr of occusir Quarrry.”

An astempt to cxplain the words Reason, Substance, Persen, p» 208, by
a Presbyter of the Church of England.

The able work from which this passage is extracted, was written by the
Rev. Dr. Wm. Robertson, born in Dublin, 1705. Like Lindsey, he
resigned his living in the church established by law ; preferring poverty
and a pure conscionce, to the loss of his Christian liberty—and to the
hope of advancement in the church, which hope, his learning, piety, and
the friendship of Primate Stone, and of Dr. Robinson, Lord Bishop of
Ferns, might have justly encouraged him to indulge. When he waited
on his patron, under scruples, he was told, “you are a madman; you de
not knee the world.”” True. But he had some of that wisdom which
passeth the understanding of worldlings ; and might say with Paul, that
he was ¢ determined not to know any thing among you, save Jesus Christ
and him crucified.” For a farther intcresting account of this ¢ voluntary
martyr,” sce Belsham’s Life of Lindsey.
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Mr. Pope seems not to have considered that there can be any
difference between a f)hysicnl fact, and a theological mystery.
1 cannot.tell how soul and body are united ; but that they are
united, every creature possessing a rational soul, intuitively knows.
How they are united is another question. The growth of a blade
of grass 1s inexplicable. Most true. That it does grow, however,
no one doubts. How it grows, nome pretends to expkin. That
there is a Principle in nature called gravitation, I belicve, because
its o] ons are constantly and evemhcre visible. How it
acts, I no mere venture ever o guess, te tell in what manner
the effect is produced by its cause. But wiat has wll this to do -
with the question under consideration ? Observe, I demry the
Trinity—not because it is a mystery, but because it does not
exist. I deny it—not because I cannot comprehend it, but be-
cause the Scriptures have not revealed it; and so far as both
reason and Scriptyre are concerned, it is a contradiction, an
impossibility, and rank nonsense. Gravity and vegetation are not
mysteries—it is enly their modus operandi that is mysterious.
Prove that there is a trinity of persons in the Godhead, and it
will not be disputed on account of its being involved in mys-
tery. 1 demand -evidence of the fact. Before we lose labour in
investig::ting the laws of a phenomenon, we should be well as-
sured that it is a reality, and not an imagination. When the
existence of & chimera is demonstrated, it will be time enough te
consider its mode of existence. I repeat it then, prove the fact ;
shew either. from Scripture or from reason, that there are three

rsonsin the Deity ; and that three are one, and :one three, and I
51;11 no more insist on being informed Aow such a paradox can
be true, than to,know by what secret influence the grass is made
to spring, or the planets to gravitate. I shall rest contented with:
a knowledge of the fact, when it is demonstrated ; but my igno-
rance of the means employed by nature in conducting her opera-
tions, shall never lead me to embrace a theological absurdity. -

"It was said long since, by ene who was as wise, at least, as any
of our modern controversialists, “‘Thou knowest not what is the
way of the spirit, nor how the bones do grow in the womb of her
that is with child.” Eccles. xi. 5. But he did not make our
ignorance of the manner in which a common physical phenomenon
is conducted, an argument for the presumption of pretending to'
know what the. Almighty has concenlgd, but simply an irrefragable’

roof that we know net the works of God, which nraketh all ;—
ge had no idea of making his observation the basis of a * tremen-
dous doctrine.” ’ ’ :

There is no text in all Scripture half so strong in favour of the
Trinity, as the words. “This is my bedy ;" some other ex-
pressions in the gospel of John, are in favourof the “real presence”
of Christ in the Encharist. Yet,” Mr. Pope, it is presumed,
wejects the doctrine of transubstantiation, because he deems it
«ontrary to those principles of reason and common scnse, which
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are so powerful in behalf of Unitarignism. But wherefore aot
adopt:it, since it is taught in language so clear and unambiguous?
“ Verily, verily, I say unto you, except ye eat the flesh of the
son of man, and dripk his bleed, ye have no life in you.” Jeobnyi
53. Mr. Pope shrinks with abhorrence from the literal interpre-
tation of these words, “ to avoid the idea of cannibalism being s
tenet of Christianity,”* and adduces arguments against it from
that very reason, which so many vilify as cungﬁn‘:henem it
speaks against any favourite tenet. Mr. Maguire will, of course,
tﬂink him as obstinately prejudiced, and as wilfully blind o the
truth, as Mr. Pope thinks the Socinian, for not adopti: 'ibuxm
retation of the passages which he quotes in favour of the Trinity.
trange perversity ! may he exclaim. Here is a great advacate
of the free use of Stripture, who refuses his assent to its plainest
dictates ; one who, being alike ignorant how body and soul.sre
pnited, and how a blade of grass springs, dares, notwithstandi
to controvert a doctrine, which the old, long-established. mqther«
church has deemed essential to salvation ; and all, forsooth, he-
cause it is beyond comprehension and irreconcileable to reason!
Does he not know that it is a mystery >—a mystery toq, much
less profound than that of the three in one; and which may be
supported by Scriptural arguments, far more analogical than these
derived from our ignarance of physical secrets in support of
Trinitaxiapism. What greater di&culty in supposing bread to be
converted into real flesh and blood, than water into wine, at the
marriage-feast of Cana in Galilee ? o
" This, however, may be a point in which no great, difference
subsists between Mr. Pope and Mr. Maguire. The catechism

which the former has been taught, most assuredly expresses. itself
as s_tropglg in favour of transubstantiation, as ary thing in.
mass-baok, when it affirms that the faithfol do verily and i

take the body and blood of Christ in the Eucharist. But tran»
substantiation, though ‘a fine-sounding word, was rejected by
- Luther, apd consubstantiation substituted in its place. . Whats
the real and essential difference? The former doctrine is rejected
vith horror by the Church of England Episcopalians ; and what
can we thence infer, but that the catechism expresses one thing,
and that they are taught another ? Would it not be wise to, rg-
form the language of the catechism, and make it, if possible, de-
clare what is the real belief of the church, on so impertant a
subject ? _
1t seems strange and paradoxical, that those who gre s0 rﬂ
to adduce qrguments from men’s ignorance, should assume. s
superiority of knowledge and discernment, in speaking of dec-
trines avowedly inexplicable and incomprehensible. Strange,
that he who cannot tell by whai imperceptible ties his body and

* Rammohun Roy's Final Appeal, p. 380,
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SECTION FOURTEENTH.
General Reasons for Rejecting the Doctrine of thé Trinity.

THE UNITARIAN REJECTS THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY,
not because it is beyond, but because it is contradictory to reason,
as much as transubstantiation. . The Apostle Paul tells us (Rom. i.
20,) That the invisible things of God from the creation of the
world ; even his eternal power and Godhead, are clearly seen,
being understood by the things that are made. But the existence
of three persons in one God was never clearly, nor even diml
seen in any of the works of creation. They all exhibit proofs that
the supreme omnipotent contriver and fabricator is ONE. ‘

The Unitarian REjEcTs the doctrine of the Trinity, because
as Priéstley has justly observed, «There is no fact in nature, nor
any one purpose in morals, which are the object and end of all
religion, that requires it.” He REJECTS it, because it subverts the
fundamental principle of revealed, as well as of natural religion.
“ Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God is one Lord,” a truth con-
firmed by the blessed Saviour, who, when solicited by the Tempter
to worship him, replied, ““ Thou shalt worship the Liord thy God,
and HIM ONLY shalt thou serve.” In vain do the advocates of
the Trinity contend, that the unity of design apparent in the
creation, argues unity of counsel and notof cause. This is a sophism
and a salvo for a plurality of persons in the Godhead, unworthy
even of Paley, whose words are re-echoed by shallow critics, and
whose principles, however closely they ¢ symbolize” with those
of orthodoxy, are not always consonant to 1 integrity and
truth. .Paley should have learned better of the honest %Tl:umnm
Lardner, to whom his “ Evidences” are so much indebted ; and
in a chapter on the Divine Unity, he ought not to have introduced
an observation calculated to mislead the unreflecting, without
giving it a proper explanation. But to aim a blow at natural re-
Ligion, seems preferable with many to the admission of a principle
bz which the doctrine of the Trinity must be overturned. Paley's.
observation is exactly such as would become a heathen, anxious
to open the gates of heaven for the re-admission of the mytholo-
gical councils of the Dii majores et minores ; though even a-
heathen might be brought to allow there is ONE SUPREME, the
Father of gods and men. Now for the argument :—the author
affirms, that the unity of design apparent in the creation, declares
the unity of the great first cause ; nay, that the unity of all such
designs, whether it be our own solar system, or any other in the
expanse of the universe, which could be formed on{ by omnipo-
tence, leads to the same conclusion. There may g’e millions of
subordinate causes, but all must be under the controul of one
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symbolize with the Scripturcs in proclniming the unity of God,
that philosophy which, like wisdom, cometh from above, though
so much decried by the advocates of “old wives’ fables,” and of
that spurious philosophy which the gospel condemns and classes
with “ vain deceit, the tradition of men, and the rudiments of the
world.” Col. ii. 8. A . '

" The Unitarian REJECTS the doctrine of the Trinity, becguse it
contradicts all that we are taught, and all that we are capabl of
comprehending of the infinite perfections of Jehovah. It con-
tradicts his -

Self-Existence, by identifying him with Christ, whonr it' ar-
knowledges to be begotten : ) »

His Immensity, by confining in a human' form, him- whom'the
heaven of heavens cannot contain : o

His Simplicity, by representing him as compounded of three

rsons :

His Spirituality, by making him incarnate :

His Invisibility, for he was seen :

His Immutability, for he was in the form of a slave :

His Impassibility, for he suffered :

His Immortality, for he died :

His Omnipotence, for there were tHings not his to give :

‘His Omniscience, for some things he did not know :
Consequently, it denies the infinite perfection of all' the other at-
tributes of Deity. For, if any being falls short of infinitude it
any one perfection, he falls short in all. Our Lord positively
affirmed, that none is good but oNE, and that is God—if none
supremely good, then none supremely- wise—none ‘supremely
just. In vain do the defenders-of the Trinity try to escape the
force of this argument, by the clamsy invention of the ¢ two
natureés ;" an invenition which, like that of transtibstantiation,
seems designed to tty the extent of human credulity, and’ whick,
as has been' already shewn, would bring such impeachments™ on
the character of our Lord as the Unitarian shudders to express.

- He REJECTS it, because it confounds attributes with petson¥-—
qualities with substance—humanity with deity. It materializes
our ideas of the eternal mind ; and by teaching, that it' can-be
essentially connected with corporeal forms, ielgs an easy intro-
ductien to image-worship. Hence we need not be surprised, if
the great majority of those who emibrace the doctrine of the Tri-

the opposite of that wisdom which springs from below, which is characterised
by an Apostle as ¢ earthly, sensual, devilish ;" and' which, instead of pre-
senting to themind ¢ a perpetual feast of ncctar’d sweets” sct before it the
everlasting crambe repetitia, the horny indigestible husks of the five Calvinistic
points. How long will men suffer their understanding .to be ¢ mocked,i in-
sulted, and abused " -



106

“1iity, have statdes, waxen figurcs and ‘Pict_ures, ndt ‘only of God
‘the ‘Son, but 6f God the Father, and of God the Holy ‘Ghost.*:
JIf we can once be persuaded, that'the infinitely great and glo-
rious Being, who fills immensity, appeared as’a ‘man to men,
little farther petsuasion can be wanting ‘to induce & belief, that
he may be represented by images of gold, of silver, and of stone,
contrary to the’ Apostle Paul's declaration to the Athenians. .
The transition from the reality to the similitude is easy and na-
“tural; and that worship which is due to God only, may be trans-
ferred to the sculpturedp or painted representative. “Wherefore the
Tsraelites were forbidden to'have any image : “Take ye, therefore,
%:)('yd heed unto gourseli(eq, for ye saw no manner of similitude on
the day that the Liord spake unto.you in Horeb, out of the midst of
the fire, lest ye corrupt yourselves, and make you a graven image,
the similitude of an t{gure." Deat. iv. 15, 16, g'rlt:e Prophet
Isaiah asks, To'w{nom will ye liken God?—or what likeness
will ye compare unto him ?” xl. 18, "Trinitarianism answers, I
will compare the immeortal, the ‘eternal, the invisible, the intan-
‘gible, and impassible Spirit, to him who, after his resurrection
Tom the dead, said to Thomas, “Reach hither thy hand and
thrust it into my side.” John xx. 27; and to his disciples, “Be-
hold my hands and my feet that it is I myself; handle me -and
see ; for a spirit hath net flesh and bones, as ye see me have.”
Luke xxiv. 39, , B
He BEJECTS it, because it is undefinable and incapable of ex-
.planation, as is clearly testified by those who bave written npon
it most learnedly. Their treatises and volumes, composed with
the avowed object of proving and elucidating the doctrine, present
us only with a chaos of unintelligibilities, insomuch that it re-
quires sonie effort of faith to believe, that their authors understood
themselves. In worshipping the Trinity,  they worship they
know not what,” .even by their ewn confession.+
He REJECTS it, because, so far as the Scriptures are concerned,
it is altogether. a doctrine of inference. - Were such a doctrine
true, it is reasonable to suppose, that they would teach it clearly
and djstinctly; and that whole pages would be occupied in its
explanation. Instead of this, a number of texts is collected
together from various quarters, distorted from the meaning which
they .convey in their proper situation, and are made, by their new
locatien, to speak a language mot their own. They are stitched:
together like the Sibyl’s scattered leaves; a process by which the
most anti-scriptural doctrines have been often found and taught

* The author has read, that beggars go about the strezts of Lisbon seeking
alms, with a drum, a bagpipe, and an image, or picture of the Holy Spirit!
4 ¢ Every attempt that has been made to explain the doctrine of the
Trinity, Iséruple not 4o call an insult on the comwmon sense of mankind,” —
Prizsrixy, :
(]
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in the lapguage of the Bible.* But even this process fails, when

lied to the doctrine of the Trinity. The language of Holy

rit, though flowing dlmu‘gh the impure conduit of an orthodox
translation, refuses to be further contaminated by being made
a channel of conveyance, to a doctrine which can be spoken of
only in the style of its inventors. New words and new ideas
must be coined and added to mutilated texts, and dismembered
fragments of Scripture. But there can be no amalgamation of
such heterogenous elements. The gold of inspiration has no af-
finity to the earth and iron of orthodoxy. hen subjected to
the fiery test, it separates from the base alloy, and flows forth,
pure and resplendent, and bearing the superscription originally
stamped upon it by heaven—Gob 18 ONE.

According to the mode in which Trinitarianism draws her con-
clusions, Moses may be proved. to be God; nay, man may be
proved to be omnipotent, omnipresent, and omniscient. us,
says Paul, “I can do all things; therefore, he is almighty.
Again, he says, “ ThoughI am absent in the flesh, yet am I with
you in the spirit.” Col. 1i. 5 ; therefore, he is possessed of ubi-

uity. “Ye have an unction from the holy One, and know all
alin ,” says John—1 Ep. ii. 20 ; therefore, they were omniscient!
Q E. Dit

¢ This is precisely the process which was followed by the Athanasians at
the Council of Nice. ¢ They collected together the passages which repre-
sent the divinity of the Son of God, and observed, that takes together they
amounted to a proof of his being of the same substance with the Father.”~
MiILNER’s History of the Church, vol. ii. p. 59. It would be curious'te know
all the particular texts collected on this occasion, because it is thought that
some texts have been pressed into the service since, which the good fathers either
overlooked, or did not understand. It would also be interesting to know
what portion of the proof, each of the texts supplied. They would be found
on examination, methinks, like a collection of negatives to make an affirmative,
or of fallibilities to form an infallibility.

4 ¢ John the Baptist is said to bave gone before Jehovah, and to have gone
before Christ, and this Mr. Wardlaw gravely offers as a proof that Christ is
Jehovah:;” in answer to which, Mr. Vates, in his Vindication of Unitarianism,
P- 194, furnishes us with the following very apposite illustrations : —*¢ Tt ap-
pears by Exod. xx. 2—Deut. v. 6 that he who brought the Israelites out of
Egypt, was Jehovah ; and by Exod. xxxii. 7——xxxiii. 1, that he who brought
the Israelites out of Egypt was Moses—therefore, Moses was Jehovah. It
appears also by 1 Sam. ii. 12, that the same persons are called the sons of
Eli, and the sons of Belial ; therefore, Eli was Belial.”

¢ Would not this be deemed most wretched reasoning, if employed for any
other purpose than to prove the doctrine of the Trinity? What should we
say to an astronomer, who should seriously argue in like manner :—the
fnoon revolves round the sun, but the moon revolves round the earth ; there-
fore, the earth is the sun;—the sun turns upon its own axis—the earth
turns upon its own axis ; therefore, also the earth is the sun ;—Jupiter re-
‘volves'round the sun, and the earth revolves round the sun; therefore, the
earth is Jupiter !"’— Letters to a Protestant Divine, in Defence of Unitarianism,
by another Barrister, pp. 138, 139,
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by the rite of baptism, into a profession of belief in the one
supremé Being—in the Son, by whom lre revealed his will—and
in the Holy Ghost, or miraculous agency of the Spirit of God, by
which the trath of the Gospel was established. °}t-gives no more
countenance to the doctrine of three ns in one God, than to
that of ‘three Gods in one person. e latter is as rational and
Scriptural as the former; and it is surprising, that no one has
maintained it, since nothing could be more easy than to find
arguments in its support. M. Serle finds the: persons of
the Trinity in the very commencement of Genesis :—*In the
beginning God created the heavens and the earth, * * * # and the
Spirit moved on the face of the waters.” ¢ Here,” says he, * are
three persons in one power, viz. the beginning, God and the
Spirit." This is marvellously ingenious and convincing! He
ought to have displayed a little more of his ingenuity, and found
them in the earth, the form, and the void—and in the darkness, the
face and the waters; and the three being thrice announced, who
could withstand the force of the triple argument ? Gregory
Nyssen thought it typified by Adam, his Son, (which Son ?)
and Eve. One Rev. Gentleman finds it in the thrice repeated
“ holy” of Isaiah vi. 3; and another sees an ocufar demonstra-
tion of it, in the three men whom Abraham entertained in his
tent with “ cakes of kneaded meal, and a calf, tender and good,
of which they did eat.” Gen. xviii. Why does he not find a
duality in. the two angels who befriended Lot, and a Trinity in,
the three: radicals of the Hebrew verb ? Xt has been detected,
indeed, in the- four letters of the Hebrew of Jehovah smm, in
which the two He's represent the two natures of Christ! Horsle

liis discovered it in the “ Watchers and holy ones” of Daniel,
and identified Christ with the archangel Michael. But Hut-
chinson has shewn more ingenuity than all the rest, for he finds
the divine and' human: natures of Christ in the prayer of the
Psalmist, “ Make thy faces (the divine and human united in
Christ) to shine upon thy sérvant.” Ps. xxxi. 16. Should he not
also find the mysterious: union of ‘two or three * spmewhats,”
as Dr. Wallis denomipated the. three persons of the, Trinity,
in the 15th verse of the 104th Psalm, where it is said, “ That
God givetl oil to cause man's face (in the Hebrew, faces,) to
shing?—and in the countenance of Moses, for when Aaron and
all the children of Israel saw him after his descent from Mount
Sinai, behold, the skin of his face (Hebrew, faces) shéne ?"
Exod. xxxiv. 29; 30. Nay, the deep itself (Gen. i. 2,) is repre-
sented as having more than one face, for in the original 1t is
‘ﬁan'im, faces, and not face, and; therefore, let the pluralist draw
his eonclusion ; it will alford him as valid an argument for his
Trinity as any other plural in" the Hebrew language, with the
exception of the. Cherubim, in whose faces the same profound
Hutchinson finds the whole Trinity,.with_the divine and human
natures all congregated together, not, gentle reader, because their
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blasphemy of ascribing an animal nature to Jehovah ; or ‘supposing
the eternal God to be clothed with a mortal, sanguiferous body.
But how ward off the imputation in"the present instance? Nothing
more easy. Simply by understanding the words just quoted in
the rational sense in which they were written, if, indeed, those
are the very words which fell from the mouth or the pen of the
inspired author. The strongest reasons, and by the ablest critics,
have been adduced for reading ¢ Lord,” ins of God ;* and all
objections to the change answered by Griesbach, Nov. Test.
vol. ii. p. 112. But the author, eo far as his Unitarian doctrine
is concerned, has not the smallest objection to the text as it
stands; he meets orthodoxy on her own ground. It is stated in
the text, that God purchased ;—to this expression there can be no
objection, because it harmonizes well with similar expressions in
Jewish phraseology. Thua, in texts already quoted, Jehovah is
said to bave bought, purchased, redeemed, bis people Israel.t

® Grotius says, that in transcribing the Greek MSS. the contracted word
Su (for Ssev,) might be easily substituted for yu (xpiorev;) that the Apos-
tles commonly denominated Christ, Lord, snd the Father, God ; and that
many MSS. read Lord in place of God—¢et Svaus sic legit qui vertit
Christi.””  On the other hand, Whitby says, the common reading is confirmed
by the vulgar, Arabic, thiopic, by St. Chrysostom and Oecumenius. But
in Ireneeus, lib. 3, 14, in the Alexandrian MS. and in the Syriac, we read
the Chuich of the Lord ; viz. the Church of our Lord Jesus Christ, Wake-
field says, ¢the Syriac, that most ancient, and, indeed, inestimable version,
which would be ill exchanged for all the MSS, of the Greek Testament in
the universe, renders it the Coagregation, or Church of the Messiah, or of
Christ.”  Griesbach refers to a great variety of MSS. gives the most decided
opinion against the common reading, and declares that it is not supported by
any MS. that is rendered respectable by its antiquity, itsinternal excellence,
or the commendation of a competent, uncorrupted judge. He adds, that he
is ignorant how it can be defended without a violation of all the rules
of criticism. « Quo modo igitur, salvis critice artis legibus, lectio S,
nt pote omni auctoritate justa destituta defendi queat, equidem haud intelligo.”
Nov. Test. vol. ii, p. 115, The orthodox Eclectic Review also, for 1809,
says, “ On seriously weighing all the evidence, every impartial mind, we
conceive, will admit, that the last (viz. Lord) has the fairest claim to accept-
ance, as the genuine reading.” - The Vatican M S. however, which is of high
authority, having been carefully examined for a Unitarian critic, is found to
have Swev, and instead of zev sdiev aiuatos, it has Tov aiparos Tov P> P
The blood of his own, viz. Son.—See Monitum to the beautiful edition of
Griesbach, by Richard and Arthur Taylor, London, 1818.

4 ¢ The metaphorical expressions and symbolical allusions applied to the
death of Christ are numerous. The world is said to have been ransomed,
redeemed, purchased, and bought. These are terms borrowed from the Old
‘Testament, where they are applied to the deliveranee of the Jews from
Egyptian bondage. The Apostles adopted these forms of speech from
habit, from a wish to accommodate themselves to the usages of their corres-
pondents and disciples ; and from the resemblance that subsisted between
the emancipation of the Hebrews, by Moses, and the redemption of the world
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These are metaphorical expressions, borrowed from one of the
most common transactions of life. But let us take care.not to
pursue the metaphor too far, for such pursuit has led to some of
the most monstrous errors connected with religion. Literally
speaking, there can be nothing of the nature of a commercial
transaction between Jehovah and any other being whatsoever. He
can neither give nor receive a price or ransom ; for, all things are
his, and he giveth us all things freely and gratuitously to enjoy.
How then did he buy, redeem, ransom, his people Israel 7 Not by
silver and gold, but by a mighty hand and an qutstretched arm—
by signs and wonders which he wruught by the hand of Moses,
he rescued them from the tyranny of Pharaoh, and freed them
from the house of bondage. ence they became his people, and
were bound by the strongest ties of gratitude to serve and obey
him, as their Saviour and Redeemer. Thus, also, in a similar
way, is God said to have purchased his Church. What was the
price paid here ? Blood. What !—hkis own blood ? Yes, un-
questionably, His owN; for it is written, Rom. viii 32, ¢ that
he spared not Ais own Son, but delivered him up for us all.” If
Christ be denominated God's own Son, then was the blood of
Christ God’s own—bis own peculiar property. The Apostle tells
us that we also are God's.—*¢ Ye are not your own, says he,
Whose then? God’s. How? Because ye are his by the right
of purchase. ¢ Ye are bought with a price;"—Grod, the ETERNAL
¥ATHER hath purchased, ransomed, redeemed you, from-ignorance
and siu, from misery and death, by the precious blood of his Son;
as he purchased, ransomed, redeemed Israel from the bondage of
Egypt, by the rod of Moses. ¢ Therefore glorify God in your
body, and in your spirit, which are God's.”> 1 Cor. vi. 20,
¢ Blessed is the nation whose God is the Lord, and the people
whom he hath chosen for Ais own inheritance.” Ps. xxxiii. 12.
Isaiah lviii. 7, says, ¢ Hide not thyself from thine own flesh.”
The expression our own flesh and blood, as applied to relatives
and friends, is not unusual.* But who could think or speak so
abhorrently from common sense, as to identify the persons of two
kinsmen? Erasmus paraphrases the passage well, « Goddes own
Congregation * # # which God did sette so much store by, that

from sin, by Jesus Christ; but literally, these words had no more relation
to the one than the other ; for the Israelites were not ransomed nor redeemed.
They were rescued by the power of the Almighty, and by the most awful
displays of his providence, by the plagues of Egypt, the death of the first.
born of the Egyptians, and the overthrow of Pharaoh and his host in the
Red Sea. The phrases, however, are not to be taken literally.in either case.”
Bruce's Sermons. i

® Thus, in Virgil, the bloodless shade of Anchises, apostrophizes Cacsar : —

Frojice tela manu, sanguis meus.—~Ex. v1, 835,
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he purchased it by the bloud-shedding of bys onmely begoties,
Sonne.” Here Scripture and resson beautifully blend, and gumd
us against the hideous fiction of a suffering, incarnate, wounded,
blood-streaming Deity, expiring a8 a sacrifice to.the wrath, or
the justice of a vindictive God, which God was his father, nsy,
his own essential self! Such an appailing and incredible insug
nation never entered the mind of an Apostle ;—it lm:g
most extravagant fictions of the heathen poets,* is an indelible
stigma to the Christianity that does not repel it, and, in ‘more
sences than one, puts to dpen shame, and crucifies the Som of
God afresh. :

H:im REJECEB it, because he can find no vestige of it in all the

ing of the Apestles. It is not only reasonable to
t very unressonable not to suppose; that the topics :gvm

® Homer has been censured for making gods of his heroes, and mortals of

his gods; fer which heinous impiety he is banished by Plato from his re-
public, and by Pythagoras deomed to the infernal regions. What would
those philosophers have thought, had the poet, though privileged to indulge
invention, aepre:ented Jupiter, his father of gods and men, as not only
wounded, like some of his inferior divinities, but crucified, dead and buried ?
Every reader of such an impious figment, would have instantly exclaimed,
énoredulus odi { But Homer had too much judgment to impose such a tax
oven on heathen credulity. Awase that be is trespassing on poetic lieence,
when be wounds Pallas, he tries to reconcile the reader to his i .
fiction, ‘aud preserve his divinity from the degradation of being regarded as a
mortal, by informing us, that it was not blood but ickar, which flowed from
the wound ;:— )

¢ Pure emanation ! uncorrupted flood !

Unlike our gross, diseased, terrestrial blood ;

For not the bread of man their life sustains,

Nor wine’s inflanting juice supplies their veins.”

The Grecian bard puts to shame those orthodazr poets, who out: all judg.
ment and taste, all sense of moral rectitude, and all just notions ;g:ligié‘n, f,
such blundering imaginations as the following : — :

L Qmnipot oppressed .
Did travel in the greatness of its strength ;
And everlasting justice lifted up

The sword to smite the guiltless Son of God.”

In the same delectable chaos of Calvinistic monstrosities, * Pollock’
Course of Time,” we hear of one who - ) b ollock’s
¢ Quenched eternal fire with blood divine,”
And of others, who
« Enacted creeds of wondrous texture—creeds

The Bible never owned, unsanctioned too,
- And reprobate in heaven.”

Of all which creeds, that of the poem Just quoted, may claim due precedence.
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‘Apostle have been amazed and confounded, had any Jew spoken
to him of the mysterious three-in-one, as an article of Christian
‘faith, or accused him of propagating a doctrine, of which he was
‘profoundly ignorant, and which would have peremptorily contra-
‘dicted his declaration, that he taught nothing which was not
-sanctioned by Moses and the prophets ? This argument prostrates
the Trinitarian hypothesis, and shews that it must be classed
-among those inventions with which fathers and councils, in after
ages, according o Monsieur Jurien, tmmensely tmproved
beautified the éospel of Christ. “
He REJECTS it, because, instead of depicting religion as ax
angel of light to be admired for beauty and symmetry, it pre-
“ sents a monstrous and confused image to the mind—forma i
corporis umbre, shadowy and visionary. Simplicity and unifor-
mity contribute - essentially to the beauty and perfection of sil
the works of nature ; but Trinitarianism resembles the composi-
tion of a bad artist, an incongruous assemblage of disjointed
members, whose junction bears ne similitude to any thing in -
ture. Trinitarianism also employs a language singularly groes,
indecorous, and unscriptural. Even Calvin condemned her style
of devotional address, when he said that the words - holy, bless-
ed, and glorious Trinity, savoured of barbarism.”” She sets up
her ewn standard of doctrine, and asserts that all who do not
conform to it are heretics and infidels; nay, that the Son of
God himself, if he were not the supreme Deity, must have been
an egregious impostor. Romaine accuses the Jews of Atheism,
and says, “They are without a (God, because they have rejected
the blessed Trinity of their fathers.” He farther alleges, thas
¢ If you deny that Jesus Christ is self-existent and equal with the
Father in every perfection and attribute, you take away the foun-
dation of Christianity ; and that it is the most stupid and idolatrous
religion, if the author of it (Christ) be not the true God.” .Dr.
Tucker says, “If Christ be not the great I AM, he must have
been one of the falsest and vilest of the human race ;” and that if
the system opposed to Dr. Tucker’s « be really true; the Serip-
tures, of course, must be false, and Chyist and his Apaosties be
ranked among the greatest hypocrites and impostors that ever ap-
peared on the face of the earth.” It is much to be wished thas
such Janguage had died with its authors, or been confined to the
bitter controversies of days gone by. But refusing to yield to the
growing influence of taste and refinement, to say nething of higher
and nobler influences, it still preserves-its place in the schools of
orthodox polemics ; and writers of our own days evince that they
can be as siccessful, as they are ambitious, in improving the
satanic style of their precursors.. We may judge of Mr. Pope’s
proficiency, from a specimen already quoted in the thirtieth page..
Another, with whom Mr. Pope will-probably agree, declares-that
unless his intrepretation of Scripture be true, Jesus Christ himself.
employed ' the language: of unexampled presumption, -and out~:
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vaged every feeling-of fitness and propriety.”® - But all must yield:.
" the palin to 'the antsgonist of -our excellent Brahmin. Not con-.
tented with-accusing Jesus of prevarication, and of retracting his
«doctrines for fear of death, he declares that ¢ If Jesus were not
God; the Apostles, the primitive saints, and the angels of heaven,
would be guilty of idolatry, and the eternal Father of encouraging
it 1”4 TheUnitarian shudders as he writes. these words-—pre-
~ sumptuous a8 they are unhallowed—false in argument, as impious
in_assertion. : They expose-the desperation and folly of an un-
tenable cause. Coming, as-they.do, from those, who are obliged
to employ the unscriptural invention of two natures in Christ, to-
reconcile the manifest contradictions of their system, what must
be thought of them, by every reader of good moral taste and feel-
ing'? 'The spirit of Unitarianism, it is hoped, is widely different
from this ;—it says, ¢ Let God be true, but every man 8 liar.”
Rom. iii. 4.. What! shall-we, with all our passions,. prejudices,
Ignorances, and theological hatreds, form a system of opinions, and-
dare to assert, that if we are not right, the omniscient mind must
be wrong.? ¢ Oh! madness, pride, impiety !”” No; though all
human:interpretations of Scripture, and all our 1deas of Chirist,
should be glaringly false, the perfections of God must be un-
blemished and unimpeached. . God.forbid ! that, under any cir-
cumstances, we should admit the possibility that Christianity is
¢ a stupid and .idolatreus religion, and its author an impostor,”
and ‘“one of the falsest and. vilest. of the human race.” God
forbid ! though we should lose our belief in its divine origin, that
we should ever become so blind in understanding, and so hard in-
beart, as not to see and feel the matchless. excellence of its pre-
cepts. The spotless purity, the unrivalled benevolence, the
captivating wisdom of the Redeemer’s character, must challenge-
the. admiration of infidelity herself. Though stripped of the di-
vinity in which it glistens, its superior brilliancy throws every other
character into shade.

- He REJEQTS it on a principle of science :-—the first lesson we-
earn in arithmetic, is to call one and one, two ; and two and one,
three. :.Theologyalone contends that three persons make but one
God, as.if God alone were not a person, i. e. an intelligent being,
by.himself.. Tlree units constitute the number three, call it by
what name you please ; and the number three being resolved into
its component.parts, forms three units, Three persons are ne more
necessary. to:the constitution of one God, than to the constitu-
tion of one man. - The. word person occurs very frequently in the
sacred volume, and always, the author presumes, i the popular

- See Ym:;s Answnr to Wardlaw, P 241 a work well deserving the
pemsd of all who are interssted in the controversy. L
wie Rammohun Roy.

L
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familiar with the terms, have no clear ideas attached to them;
how is it to be expected, that any thinking heathen will be -con-
verted by them ? The learned Brahmin shewn .the. vanity of
such an expectation with regard to his countrymen. < ¥f Chriss
tianity,” says he, “ inculcated a doctrine which represents Grod a
consisting of three persons, and appearing sometimes in the humaa
form, at other times in a bodily shape like a-dove;-no Hindoo,
in m{ humble opinion, who searches after truth, can. commn-
tiously profess it in_preference to Hindooism; for that which
renders the modern Hindoo system of religion absurd and detest-
able, is, that it represents the divine nature, though: one, .as con
sisting of many persons, ca£able- of auumingJ ifferent forms for
the discharge of different offices.” Even to his mind .* the doc-
trine of the Trinity appeared quite as objectionable as the Poly-
theism of the Hindoos, and presented an insuperable obstacle to
his conversion to Christianity, as he found it professed by those
with whom he conversed.” Happily, however, he determined to
study the Scriptures for himself, and after a long and diligent
erusal, he rose with the conviction, that the objectionable doctrine
¥ormed'no part of their. contents, and that the Christian religion
was true and divine.¥ What is the Jew’s first and most invincible
objection to Christianity 7 The doctrine of the * three in one,’
Were he taught the theology of the Gospel, and shewn that the
God and Fatier of our Lord Jesus Christ is-the same individual
being, whom his ancestors worshipped as the God of Abraham,
of Isaac, and of Jacob, his prejudices might be overcome. Until
he be.thus instructed, in vain shall we hope for his conversion. . .
He REJECTS it, because-in all ecclesiastical bodies in which it
is adopted, it is accompanied with a determined spirit of hostility.
to-the rights and liberties -of man. Such bodies, not contented
with the quiet enjoyment of their own opinions individually, are
restless and indefatigable ‘in forcing them on athers, usurping a
right of .dictation, .and like the Pharisees of ald, “ they bind
heaV{ burdens-and grievous to be borne, and lay them.on. men's
shoulders,” never remaining satisfied till they have caused them
to Ylass under the yoke, and clothed them in the uniform of slaves
or hypocrites. The Synod of Ulster presents us with the most
recent illustration of this melancholy fact. -Will posterity believe,
that in the 27th year of the 19th century, it was moved and
carried in said Synod, that it is absolutely incumbent on them,
for the purpose of vindicating their religious character, as in-
dividuals, to declare that they do most firmly hold and believe
the doctrine. concerning the nature of God, contained in these
words of the Westminister Shorter Catechism, that there are three
persons in the Godkead, the Father, the Som, and the Holy

* DPreface'tothe <+ 'Precepts of Jesus,” ~ © *
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Ghkost; and these three are one God, the same in substanco,
‘equal tn power and glory?” Will it be believed, that 117 mi-
risters and 18 elders; to vindicate their religious character ! seid
_they. believed this ‘portentous proposition-? - If either minister or
elder among them understood it, it is * absolutely incumbent” on
‘him for a farther vindication of his religious character, to come
forth and explain it clearly and- sati;%:ctori]y, that Unitarian
Christians may understand it also. As it is wise in all inquiries
%o begin' with simple ideas, before we proceed to combine and
anake them complex, the first thing required will be accurate de-
finitions of the terms, nature, Godhead, person, substance, God.
“These being clearly defined and made perfectly intelligible even
‘to' & Unitarian's understanding, we may be told, that there are
‘three persons in the Godhead, the Godhead ‘being the container,
‘and the persons the contained. - But says the Unitarian, who is
‘always’ tgrusting forward his teazing common-sense objections,
the container and the contained cannot be the same, more than
-the earth, the sea, and air, are the same .as the ethereal vault
-which surrounds them. Again ; the three persons in the God-
“head are the same in substance ;—supposing our ideas of sub-
stance to be quite clear, how is this part of the proposition to be
‘proved ? How many kinds of substance are there P—for this
‘also must be known before he can conscientiously subscribe the
proposition. How is it ascertained that the three persons are of
.one, and not of two or three different substances? What was
-made of this subject by the old Homoousians, Homoiousians, and
- Heteroousians, whose souls, were it not for their superior know-
-ledge of Greek, we might almost suppose to have transmigrated
.into the venerable Fathers of the Synod ?

Sir Isaac Newton, no mean authority, has affirmed, that we
‘know but the superficial .qualities even of the bodies with which we
-are most conversant. Neither by the senses, nor by any reflex act

- of the mind, can we acquire a knowledge of their substance, much
“less can we have any tdea of the substance of God.* But we
live now in the 19th century, and understand metaphysics as
well as the old Homoousians, and better than Sir Isaac. The
miembers of the Synod have kept full pace with the ‘“march of
mind,” and even preceded it, so that we shall suppose they can
‘give a satisfactory solution of the difficulty. We proceed, then,

‘ ® « Corpore omni et figura corporea (Deus) prorsus destituitur; ideoque
videtinon potest, nec audiri, nec tangi, nec sub specie rei alicujus corporez

- -coli debet. : Ideas habemus attributorum ejus, sed quid sit rei alicujns sub-
stantia minime cognoscimus. Videmus tantum corporum figuras et colores,

-audimus tantum sonos, tangimus tantum superficies externas, olfacimus od.ores

* solos; et gustamus sapores ; intimas substantias nullo sensu, nulla. actione
reflexa, cognoscimus ; et multo minws ideam habemus substantie Dei."’—Newt.
Prin, M‘ths Lon. 17%' P 529t : . - .
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to inquire, hew can the threé persons, who are of orie substance,
be equal, and yet the same, for equaliz and identity, ag has bees
elsewhere remarked, are two different things ? We can compre:
hend how three persons may be equal in power and glory, sud
form e triumvirate, or a tri-theocracy, but we cannot ¢

how they can either be the same, or how each of them caw be
omnipotent. It has already been demonstrated, that there cannot
be two omnipotent beings, much less can there be three. Again,
it js stated, that there are three personsin one God, comsequently,
one person cannot make one God; and so neither Father, Son.
nor &eoly Ghost, is God by himself, but each forms a third part
of the being 80 denomingted. Notwithstanding, we are told, thst
each person is God himself, and then there must be three Gods;
but this supposition contradicts all that was previously stated,
respecting three persons in one God, and this the venerable
Fathers of the Synod would brand as a damnable polytheistic
heresy.

R:{erend Fathers of the Synod of Ulster, what are we to he-
lieve ? Do, in compassion to your weaker brethren, whose con-
scjences are tender, explain in intelligible language, the proposition
which you think necessary to be adopted for the windication of

our character.¥ You have given the subject all the mature de-
iberation which its gravity requires. You can enlighten what is
is dark, and simplify what is complex ; gifted as you are with
ius of no ordinary description, and illumined by that ¢ wisdom
which is from above, which is first pure, and then peaceable,
gentle, and easy to be entreated, full of mercy, and of good fruits,
without pertielity, and without Byrocrisy.” Most reverend,
and most sapient fathers, when you give the explanation reguired,
you will \v-ingicate your character——and not till then. -

He REJECTS it, because he thinks it the greatest of Antichristinh
heresies. ¥From its adoption have sprung the grossest supersti-
tions, the most erroneous notions of providence, and inf?&elity
itself. Mr. Pope and Mr. Maguire accuse each other of opening
a door to unbelievers; and each, no doubt, could prowe the

# Mr. Francis Cheynel, in his Book of the Divine Trinity, says, “ We
may best resemble all that difference which is between the essence of God,
and the divine subsistencies, by considering the transcendent affections of the
ZEns simpliciter, and the attributes of God, who doth infinitely transcend, not
only a predicamental substance, but a metaphysical entity ; as the most me-
taphysical men, who are sound in the faith, do honestly confess. Cencerning
the transcendental affections of Ens which are unum verum bopum, we say,
these three affections, and Ens ix latitudine, do not make four things really
distinct, and yet we say, they are real and positive affections””

. This explanation of the mysterious doctrine which the Rev. :Synod.are de-
sirous of having subscribed, is respectfully submitted to the consideration of
their heart-probing Committee ; and, if approved, it may be adopted and .-
forced, under pain of excommunication from their learnod body,
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Trinity, is found to be a leading principle of all the ancient
-schools of philosophy.” He speaks olP the jomt worship of Jupiter,
Juno, and Minerva, in the Capitol, and of the three mmghty
Ones in Samothrace, to which they may be traced. The doctrine
of the Trinity, be thinks, rather confirmed than discredited by
the suffrage of the heathen sages. He did well to seek it in any
souree, rather than the Bible ; though we are not comvinced that
Bamothrace and the Roman Capitol would not have felt dis-
honoured by having it imputed to them. Sure we are, thrat for any
figment so monstrous as the Athanasian Three-in-One, heathenism
is explored in vain. 'We are of opinion, that the doctrine of: the
divine unity,and of the wnrivalled supr of the -Father, is
“ rather confirmed than discredited by th:::gage of the heathen
,” and of all who gave to Jupiter the epithets Optimus and

ﬁaxim, best and greatest. Roman poet, who knew as
much of the Capitol as Horsley, could have taught the orthodox
divine a lesson on this subject, and put his false theology to

Quid prius dicam solitis Parentis

Laudibus; qui res hominum ac Deorum, .

Qui mare et terras, variieque mundum

Temperat horis ?

Unde nil majus generatur ipso ;

Nec viget quicquam simils, ant secundum ;

Proximos® illi tamen oceupavit -

Pallas honores.

Horg.

‘What nobler than my wonted theme,
The praise of Faraer Jove—supreme
O’er gods and men—o'er sea and land ; -
‘Who guides the various seasons bland ;
From whom no power more high
Than Jove’s great self, e’er springs to light ;
None like to him in glory bright,
No second rules the sky.
Yet Wisdom, offspring of his love,
Next honours helds to sovereign Jove.

‘We shall, &robabl , be told, with a sneer, that this is poetry.
‘Well—what then ? %Ve say, so much the better. Theg's’:lms
of David are poetry ; so is the Book of Job, and the greater part
of the Prophecies, and some of the Pentateuch, and of the-
historical boo}:s o‘tl' the Old Testament—and in the New Testa-
ment may be found quotations from heathen poets, and fragments
of hymns in Ana.creg?xﬁc verse. The heathen poetry which we
have quoted, is more worthy of Christianity, than the orthodox
prose, which it confutes. It shews, that a great fundamental
truth of religion was better understood by a heathen poet, than

® Sed longo tamen intervallo proximos.
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first, startled at the idea of ascribing to any being but Jehaval,
-those attributes which are peculiarly -his own, amf were still for
‘maintaining his supreme “monarchy.” The title of ‘¢ the only true
tGod,” which our Lord appropriates to the. Kather, is never ance
‘given to Christ, even b :ﬂ Fost—Nicene Fathers,.and the reason
-must be, that their understanding revolted at so strong and un-
‘warrarited an expression.”* Novatus A. D. 250, is. said :to be
-the first who wrote expressly on the Trinity, and.his.views of it
‘appear similar to those of Z;rigen, and very different. from the
‘modern doctrine. Sabellius, an African Bishop, about-the middle
-of the third century, taught that the Father, Sen, and :Holy
‘Spirit, are only names and offices of the same person. - Then
.arosc various interminable disputes about the words substance and
-hypostasis. -In a council held at Antioch, A.'D. 270, it was pro-
~ ‘posed and rejected by a lu;ge majority, that Jesus should be de-
‘creed to be homoousios, of the same essence with God. - Instead
«of that term, the Semiarians adopted another, which differed from
it in a single letter, and said, that Jesus was not homoousios, but
domoiousios, i.e. of a like substance. The Eunomians, in og«
‘position to both, alleged that Christ was heferoousios, or of a sub-
stance neither identical nor similar to that of the Father. -Each
‘party anathematized the other, of course, and the less they under-
stood their own and their opponents dogmas, the more violently
did their hestility , and in louder and more incessant volleys
were their spiritna.lmtfimders rolled. : e
- 'The Nicene Fathers, in the first general council held-at Nice,
‘A. D. 325, adopted thie creed which bears their name ; but.in its
original form it said nothizig of the personality of the Holy Spirit.+
'Ten yearsonly had elapsed, when a council, assembled at Jerusalem;
decreed in opposition to one of the principal declarations of the
Nicene Creed, that Christ: is not of the same essence with the
Father. The word ousia; or essence, soon became heretical, and
hypostasis was substituted. A great dispute sprang up.between
the Eastern and Western Bishops; the latter contending that theré
should be three hypostases—the former only one. A council held
at Sardica, A.D. 347, resolved that there should -be only one both
in the East and in the West; but a council at'Alexandria, twenty-
five years afterwards, decreed, that there should be three. In 364,
Apollinaris becoming the leader of a new sect against the Arians,
denied that Christ had any occasion for a human soul, ahd hence
he was charged with maintaining that God suffered on the cross.
Prior to this, indeed, Noetus of Smyrna, in the third century,
_had maintained that the Father united himself to the man Christ,
and was born and crucified with him ;—hence, the Patiipassians,
asect not yet extinct.- Half 'a céntury has not elapsed “since

* Ben Mordecai, vol. 1, p. 393.
+. See its original form in ¢ Bulli Opp.”
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says Trinitarianism, he speaks not as a “ whole and entire,” but only
as a part of himself ; and when he says “I,” we must not under-
sumdp an individual being, as the singular pronoun I, in all other
cases, signifies; but two being, of one of which only, what l_:e
utters, can be true ; for the other being is equal to the Father in
all his attributes ; and to deny it is an Arian and Socinian leprosy,
and a soul-destroying heresy ! _ :

SECTION FIFTEENTH.
The Superior Excellence, and cheering Prospects of Unitarianism.

THE Unitarian turns with delight from the Trinitarian h
thesis, to the contemplation of his own simple and sublime faith.
He pants to esca; fgom the dank fogs'of a dungeon, from the
sepugchra‘l lamp-light, and the sorcerer's spell, to view the ethereal
vault, to respire the pure breeze, to hear the voice of nature, and
enjoy the warm ‘andp cheering light of heaven. His soul feels
emancipated from bondage ; and he comes forth rejoicing in the
benignant smile of the Father of all. His heart expands and

ills with emotions of love, to the Almighty ONE, his everlasting
benefactor and friend. In the scheme of man’s redemption, he
beholds a scheme of ineffable love, planned by the great- Author
of good, and executed by the ministry of his divine Son. . He
drinks of the waters of salvation, flowing from the living rock, as
an emanation from the free grace of God, unmerited and unbought; -
not as the purchase of a bloody sacrifice, or as a right extorted,
by an infinite price, from inexorable wrath. The supreme ex-.

tation of the %‘ather, does not diminish the honour and glory
which are gratefully acknowledged to be due to the Son. . But
he believes that he loves and honours the Son most, when he acts
most conformably to his precepts. He honours the Son, even as.
he honours the Ixather, in receiving his di¢tates as the dictates of
God himself. :
" Unitarianism recommends itself by its simplicity. It needs’
no tedious ratiocination to explain or support it. It does not
begin with incom]i)rehensibility, and end with mystery. It cdn
be comprehended by babes, and understood by the illiterate. It
is among religious creeds, what Newton's system of the universe
is among the systems of other philosophers. The astronomer,
who ho.dg not read nature truly, was obliged

¢¢ To build, rebuild, contrive
To save appearances, and gird the sphere
‘With centric and eccentric scribbled o’er,
Cycle and epicycle, orb in orb!”
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1o eballition; for all the rest of mankind, on whom it harls incessamt
volleys of sulpburous thunder, and precipitates, in legions upon
legions innumerable, to the.infernal abyss. Lavish of damnation
to others, it cannot always guard its own chosen ones against the
terrors of the fiery gulf. 'T'he images on which they have gloated
during life, haunt them.fearfully at the hour of dissolution. - Thas
hour which the Unitarian contemplates with pious resignstion te
the divine will, and with joyous anticipation of celestial. hliss, is
often regarded by the Calvinist with anguish and despair. His
tleath-bed becomes the scene of inexpressible, inconceivable
horrors. One who has witnessed them, and wha has a right to
speak from having had ¢ painful demonstration of the mischiefs
produced by Calvinism, in the name of Christianity,” says, “ Re-
collections of this description are on my mind which can never be
erased. I have seen the anxious mother stand by the cradie of
ker sick and suffering child, and doubt the salvation of her own
infant if it expired. I have seen men, who believed that their
day of grace was past ; that there was no roow for repentance left
for them upon the earth, and who were, consequently, driven to
despondency, to gloom, and to repeated attempts at self-destruc-
tion. I bave stood by the bed-side of the dying and sincere,
but not consistent believer in these creeds, and 1 have heard his
screams of anguish in the anticipation of a speedy dismission to
the torment of eternal fires. 1 have stood by the bed-side of the
infidel, and bave seen him departing this life, strong im -his in-
fidelity, because he could not believe, that any being, desesving
of veneration, would act as orthodoxy told him that God, whose
name is love, did.”* Such are the genuine effects of Calvinigm.
Let its mistaken and deluded votaries read and tremble, - and as
they value their happinéss, hasten to abjure their impious, demo-
ralizing, heart-rending creeds ;—let them turn to Unitarianism—
from darkness to light—from the power of Satan unto God, and
then will they begin to have a just perception of the beauty, and
a true feeling of the beatifying power of Gospel truth,

As Unitarianism possesses so many incontestible claims to pre-
ference, being the religion of reason, common sense, and the
‘Bible, it may be asked why it has not been more extensively
diffused ? We ask, in reply, why is not Christianity in general
"diffused more widely ? ‘Why did the dpse dixit of Aristotle -pre-
vail so long in the schools, in defiance ot sound philosophy ? Why
are the steps of civilization so slow, and the discoveries of aciemce
-known only to so small a minority of the human race? Why
does the genius of despotism continue in so many countries, to
crush the rights and liberties of man? Why has tradition been

® Speech of the Rev. Mr. Fox, at the Meeting of the British and Foreign
Unitarian Association, held in Manchester, June 1830.
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cast down, but not destroyed.” It may be silenced bg clamour,
never overcome by argument—harassed by Test an 2
tion Acts, never deprived of communion with God,—it ia driven
from courts, and finds an asylum in heaven.

Unitarians are charged with blindness, obstinacy, leprosy, and
soul-destroying heresy, becanse they do not follow some of
more popular forms of religion. With equal reason should the
be censured for being able “to afford to keep a conscience.
There are Unitarians who, in learning and piety, are not behind
the very chiefest of the apostles of Trinitarianism. Their in-
tellects are not less acute, nor is their love of truth less sincere
Wherefore should they be attached to error? What system bave
they to support at the expense of the smallest tittle of their in-
tegrity? Unitarianism has no patronage ; she is no favourite with
the titled few, or the fame-bestowing many ; the werld, and the
world’s law are against her; if she were of the world, and could
fashion ber doctrines to the depraved public taste—did she excite
sensations, instead of inculcating principles, she would be less
calumniated, and more kindlyreceived. She has not even a church,
or any thing which the mitred hierarchs of the land could properly
condescend to call a church; she has only the pure religion of the
Gospel. From this she learns, or should learn, to bear the slights
snd discourtesies to which she is often exposed, and the bitterness,
clatout, and wrath, with which she is constantly pursued. Ia .
this she may read of one, ¢ who esteemed the reproach of Christ .
greater riches than the treasures of Egypt.” Herein also she may -
remember to have read of one, who taught the people standing on
the shore, from a fisherman’s boat ; and who, as he sat,on,the
green sward of a mountain-top, beneath the clear blue sky, with the
people congregated around him, delivered a discourse not inferior
in beauty, pathos, and sound divinity (in the opinion of some*
judges at least) to the most elaborate, episcopal composition of '
modern times. The instructions of that teacher, she doubts not,
were as efficacious as if they had been delivered from the Papal
Throne, in full convecation of the clergy; and the devotions of
the people as acceptable to the Father of all, as if they had risen
from beneath the fretted vault, or been re-echoed tﬂrongb the.
long-drawn aisles of the most magnificent cathedral. She may
remember farther, to have seen it written, that all the disciples of
Jesus were once assembled at Jerusalem in an upper-room ; and
may wish to be informed what, at that time, constituted the
church of Christ; or if the disciples, having nothing which their

* Some, not all—for the Saviour’s Sermon on the Mount, appears to others
of more sublimated taste, a piece of good morality, indeed, but destitute of
what they can properly call religion; nothing to be compared to their own
empyrean rhapsodies ! .
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to dwell for ever in tliat dire abode, over whose gite is 'wﬁtt_en,

Lasciate ogni speranza, voi, che "ntrate.
¢ All hope abandon xe who enter here.”"

Mankind, lowever, are beginning to shew some symipioms of
uneasinesss, even under the mitigated yokes of Popery reformed.
Having once learned to exercise the rights of free-born sfien, they
will not suffer their minds to be enslaved by the usurped sithol
of predestinating liberators and Jesnitical saints. Mf. Pope hiin-
#elf exhibits some restiveness, and in his curvetings has shaken
off a few of the « Articles” that were tco oppressive to bé borfié,
Lot him fearlessly dash all his fardels to the ground, sud gssetthig
the liberty wherewith Christ has made him free, resdlve tq be
" wider spiritual setvitude to none but to oné who sid, ¢ thigé his
yoke was eapy, ahd his burdeh lighit.” T
" Thert is some lope that this admonition will be followed ; fut
Mr. Pope sajs, “ he trusts that the result of his disctssioi with
Mt. Maguire may be, that we shall throw the Fathers overbosrd,
and sailing in the ark of the living God, the holy Scriptures,
lttinth out upon the great ocean of réligious truth.””#* In-{kis
wishi, tlie Unitarian most heartily joids; and along with the Fa-
thers, in ordet to render the bark light and buoyant, he would
throw oat their whole offspring, both spurious and legitimate—the
Westtninster Confession of Faith—the Nicene and Atharasian
Creeds—a thousand folios of Scholastic Divinity and doﬁn{nﬁ‘c
Theology—huge bales of Magazines, falsely entitled Evangelical—
all war-deriouncing ecclesiastical ¢ Charges”—reams of declama-
tions against good works—the sanctimonious cant by which for-

tunes and titles, with the “silly women” appended to them, sre
led captive—the impious declarations of fanatics, that nature is
under the curse of God ; and the uncharitable invectives against
their neighbours, misnamed sermons, and headed with the appro-
_priate text, «'Curse ye Meroz—curse ye bitterly the inhabitants
thereof.” Let all such trumpery be ¢ shouldered” and shovelled

out ;«—down let it sink, ten thousand fathoms deep !—as long as

destly affirm, that if after the most painful and sincere investigation of the
truth, we have the misfortune to adopt an erroneous belief; i. e. a belief
different from that which they advocate, we have nothing to expect but head -
long precipitation into the fiery gulf, .

¢ There tp converse with everlasting groans,
Unrespited, unpitied, unreprieved,
Ages of hopeless end ?

Hard fate of involuntary iguorance ! Such was not the spirit of him whe
prayed, ¢ Father, forgive them, for they know not what they do.”.. -
Discussion, p. 45, . o
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will shoot above all the noxious tares that wounld impede its
growth. Int that new world, the prejudices of Europe find no
approptiate soil. There the religious mind has room to expand,
unchecked by the blighting influences of established error. There
‘Calvinism will cease to cast its lieart-withering shade, to exhale
its azotlc effluvia, or encumber the ground with its jagged and
poisonous roots. Trinitarianism will be cleared away bﬁntdhe
sickle and the hoe of true labourets in the vineyard of the Lord;
for  every plant,” saith our blessed Saviout, « which my heavenly
Father hath not planted, shall be rooted up.” It must, therefore,
be extirpated from all Christian ground, and the religion of the
Redeemer produce its genuinefruits—love, joy, peace, long-suffer-
ing, gentleness, goodness, faith, meekriess, temperance.” These are
the true ftuits of Cliristian principles; and it is written, “b

their fruits yc shall know them.* There it has been cal A
that seven-eighths of the Society of Friends have renounced the
doctrinc of the Trinity.# The ¢Christians,”t the Universalists,
and the Congregational Unitarians are, every day, becoming
more and more numerous; and besides these, there are many
who are well known “to cherish our opihions, having drawn
them from Scripture, and matured them in their own thoughts,
without knowing that they harboured the heresy of Unitarianism.”
‘All North America is turning to the worship of the anly living
and trué God ;—soon may the universal conversion be ¢éomplete!
Then shall * the wilderness and solitery place be glad ; and the
desert shall rejoice and blossom as the rose ;—it shall blostom
abundantly, and rejoice even with ja‘g and singing * * * * they
shall see tflle glory of the Lord, and the excellency of our God.”

» <« It may not be generally known, that sinee the beginning of the present
"ecntuty, there liag sprung up in this eountry a very numerous seét, who,
abjuting all distlfictive names, call themselves the Cliristian Denemination.
Origifially they were Seceders from the Presbyterian, the Baptist, the Me-
thodist bodies ;= of course, they were all nominally Trinitarians, having beett
educated in that doctrine. The doctrine, however, was soon eanvassed,
brought to the test of revelation, and universally rejected; with all its dohco-
mitant doctiines, as unsciiptural. Within 25 years, their growth has been
worniderful, particularly in the Westetn States of the Union, and chiefly among
the commen people, They have now 500 ministers, from 700 to 1,000
churches, and they number about 200,000 persons, who have embraced ‘their
principles and doetrines.  One of their principal preachers says, ¢ We are
evangelical Unitarians in preaching, and applying the Unitarian doctrine; and
it is this mode of preaching and applying it, which has crowned our labours,
with such a rich harvest; it is this which gives us access to the comnion peaple,
who constitute the greatest part of our congregations.’ "’—See an American
Tract, entitled ¢« Evangelical Unitarianism adapted to the Poor and Unlearn~
ed,”” Mon. Rep. Oct. 1830, p. 700.
4 This is stated on the authority of one of their own body, a gentleman
“of Philadelphia, of known veracity and candour, now on a visit ta Dublin,
Nov, 1830. L
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_ Buch intelligence is exhilarating to the friends of truc religion at
home. Let them not desppiry-s-the great Reformation has com-,
menced, and if they will lend their aid, it will go prosperously,
forward. The suthors of the last Reformation only half executed.
their tgsk. They did much, but more remnins to be done. They
did all that conld ressonsbly be expected of men emerging from.
midnight shades, and awakening from a prefound sipmber : but
their vision, long habituated to darkness, conld not bear the full
radiance of Gospel truth. They still hovered on the confines of
their ancient haunts. They wanted the eagle eye and the eagle
pinion that conld sunstain and direct them, in more elevated flights
towards the Sun of Righteouspess. It is left to men of the pre-
sent and coming age to complete the task which they hegan; to
establish the doctrine of the divine unity ; and make the religion
of the Bible the only religion in the world.# Let Mr. Pope employ
his talents in promotin ﬁ:is design—disenthral his mind from the
spiritual chains by Wﬁich it has been confined—take more en-
largsd views of nature—{how can a mind like his admit the mons:
trous idea that nature is under the curse of her Creator ?) and
ad:)ipt more expanded sentiments of Providence, and Revelation,
and more worthy of the name and profession of him, who has
‘taught such heart-touching lessons of the inexhaustible benevo-
dence of his and eur heavenly Father, who feeds the fowls of the
-air, and-elathes the lilies of the field ; who causes his sun to shine,
and his rain to fall, on the unthankful and the evil. Instead of
persisting in a fruitless advocacy of the unscriptural doctrine
which he has espoused, let him dare to become a champion in the
cause of truth. Whitby, Watts,+ Lindscy, Robinson of Cam-

% -« YWehave been told by the acutest champion of Popery in our owri
‘times, that Unitarians. are of all Protestants the most consistent, and carry the
principles of the Reformation to the fullest extent ;3 and in this declaration,
though intended by its author as-the bitterest taunt, we acknowledge a truth,
~while we despisc a sneer, The orthodox Protestant, who has come to the
contest, expecting an easy triumph over the Catholic, by proving to him how
little of his creed is found in Scripture, will be staggered when the Catholic
‘proves to him in his turn, how little of his own can be derived from it. He
will find that he can escape from the admission of transut iation, only by
that plea of figurative language which the Unitarian takes up to prove, that
a great deal of the popular theology is built on figures of speech, never de-
signed by those who used them to be taken in a literal sense.” .

Obstacles to the Diffusion of Unitarianism. A Sermon, by John Kenrick,
M. A. London, 1827. The author recommends this Sermon to the serious
perusal of his readers, as pious, learned, eloquent—and to the friends of
Gospel truth, cheering and consolatory.

4+ The Unitarianism of Watts is disputed. No wonder. Thg hymns
-written by him when a young poet, are too full of Calvinism for their author
to be easily given up by theadvocates of that heart-withering system. Watts

would have purged them of their unchristian sentiments; but they had be-
<ome the property of booksellers, who would not suffer their popularity to be

4 Lingard's Tracts, (1826) pp. 42—132.
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bridge, and a host of others, who have written, and written as wellE -

as men could write in support of false principles, have at lasa=

discovered their error, and with magnanimity to avow it, turneess.
to the worship of the One God. If Mr. Pope and Mr, Maguir-—
would follow their great example, each would win a more perma—
tient, and more glorious wreath of triumph, than will ever beme=

gained by the victory of ome corruption of Christianity ove- =~
another. ’

-

injured by such a purgation. A letter, quoted by the late Rev. and learned
Samuel Merivale, of Exeter, to Dr. Priestley at Leeds, exhibits the most
authentic account of Dr. Watts’s last sentiments concerning the person
of Christ; from which it appears, that in Dr. LarpNgr’s estimation, Dr.
‘Watts became, in the strict and proper sense of the word ¢ an Unitarian.”
The reader who wishes for further satisfaction, may see a letter of Lardner's
on the subject, in Belsham’s Life of Lindsey, pp. 220, 221. In this letter
he states, that ¢ Dr, Watts’s last thoughts were completely Unitarian.”
* Ttis much to be lamented that Dr. Watts’s papers were not preserved and-
published, that they might bave shewn how the light of Unitarian Christianity
first dawned upon his soul, and dissipated the dark clouds of Trinitarian pre-
judice, by which it had been so long and so darkly enveloped. ¢ The feelings
of his humble, pious, and inquisitive mind are beautifully exhibited in that
devout address to the Deity, from which Mr. Lindsey has made copious ex-
tracts, of which the foilowing are an interesting specimen .”—

¢¢ Hadst thou informed me, gracious Father, in any place of thy word, that
this divine doctrine is not to be understood by men, and yet they are required
10 believe it, I would have subdued all my curiosity to faith. But I cannot
find that thou hast any where forbid me to understand it, or make these in-
quiries. I have, therefore, been long searching into this divine doctrine, that
1 may pay thee due honour with understanding. Surely, I cught to know the
God whom I worship, whether he be one pure and simple being, or whether
thou art a threefold Deity, consisting of the Father, the Son, and the Holy
Spirit.

¢ Thou hast called the poor and the ignorant, the mean and the foolish
things of this world, to the knowledge of thyself and thy Son. But how can
such weak creatures ever take in so strange, so difficult, and so abstruse a
doctrine as this, in explication and defence whereof multitudes of men, even
‘men of learning and piety, have lost themselves in infinite subtilties of dis-
putes, and endless mazes of darkness? And can this strange and perplexing
notion of three real persons going to make up one true God, be so necessary
and so important a part of Christian doctrine, which, in the Old Testament
and the New, is represented as so plain and easy even to the meanest under-
standing ?""—The Life of the Rev. Isaac Watts, D. D. by Samuel Johnson,
L.L.D., with Notes, containing Animadversions and Additions, 1785.
Quoted from Belsham’s Life of Lindsey, p. 218,

END OF THE ES8SAY.
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Dr. Watts, which the reader may see in the note of our 140th

age, and affirming of the virtuous, the learned, and scientific
p‘riestley, that in his history of the Corruptions of Christianity,
“ he exposed his learning to utter contempt,” and ¢ forfeited all
just claim to the character of an honest man ! !!”

In order to prepossess his readers with a high idea of his vene-
ration for Holy Writ, he informs them, in the commencement of
his opus magnum, that he ¢ reasons on the principle of the plenary
inspivation of the Scriptures—of the ipstssima- verba as they
originally stood in the sacred canon.” Now, it would have been
benevolent of him to have informed us where those ipsissima verba
are to be found. Where has the original canon been deposited
for 80 many centuries ?—and by what happy providential dis-
covery, has it been placed under the scrutinizing eye of the Minister
of Mary’s Abbey? Notwithstanding his pious tenacity of the
very words of the inspired Volume, he leaves ¢ the original reading
to be ascertained by the ordinary rules of evidence in such cases ;"
-and has no objection to yield to a preponderance of authority for the
expuision of a word, (what if it should be the verbum ipsissimum?)
when it is unfavourable to orthodoxy. Accordingly, he tells us
of one Awbrose, who lived prior to the age of any MSS. now ex-
tant, who affirmed that patt of a certain heretical text was an in-
terpolation! So much for his ipsissima verba, and the prigciple
on which he reasons.

Mr. C. seems to be one of that class of theologians, who think
that the mote they viliy the works of creation, the more they
exalt Revelation, and hetter prepare a way for their own peculiar
tenets. They not enly shut their eyes against the clearest dis-
plays of divine wisdom and power in the great yolume of natare,
but they make the most preposterous assertions in direct gontrar
diction to the volume of inspiration. Thus, Mr. C. asserts, thas
« of the manifestation of God to his creatures, and the internal con-
stitution of the divine mind the book of nature says absolutely
pothing.”  What dees.any book say of the internal constitution of
the divine mind, unless, perchance, some audacious work on the
Trinity, which speaks of the substance or essence of God, and
pretends to reveal what is communicable to none in earth or
heaven? But as for the manifestation of God.to his creatures,
this is apparent in every region of the universe.

“ Lo! the poor Indian——his untutored mind
Sces God in clouds, or hears him in the wind.”

David affirmed, that the heavens declare the lory of K
and the Apostle Paul, that his eternal power and dégl:tyr:y;re cl(:::; v
seen, being understood by the things that are made; and yet witz
these, and a multitude of other passages of Scripture, equally ex-
plicit, shall we be told by a Christian divine, im 19th century—
a star of the first magnitude in the Synod of Ulster, that of the
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.handful, are under God’s ¢ displeasure and curse; so as,” we are
.by nature children of wrath, bond-slaves to Satan, and justly liable
to all punishments in this world, and that which is to come;’
which punishments are ¢ everlasting separation from the comfort-
,able presence of God, and most grievous torments in soul and
body, without intermission, in hell.fire for ever.” We hope yon
will recognize these to be the ipsissima verba of your favourite re-
pository of theological lore, and that you will do penance, by
nine times repeating the ninth commandment, before you again af-
firm, that we take our statement from Channing, and that ¢ Chan-
ning either invented, or got it from some other Unitarian.”” The
book from which the above comfortable passages are extracted, and
“which you have subscribed, depicts the Father of mercies, by the
- everlasting decrees of election and reprobation, as acting a part
more cruel and unjust, than aught that has ever been feigned of
the spirit of evil himself. We have read of Satan being changed
into an angel of light ; but that -unrighteous hook, to which yon
have fixed your hand, would transform him, whose name is Love,
into a ranguinary Moloch: it makes heaven perform the work
of hell. No longer needs the devil go about like a roaring lion,
seeking whom he may devour: he may retire to his fiery pavilion,
and loll at ease on his brimstone couch, since the omnipotent and
-eternal God himself, according to the doctrine of that impious
book, has predestinated generation after generation—millions of
.millions of his intelligent creatures, to be born fer no purpose, but
after a few years’ brief existence on the earth, to descend and
:people the infernal dominions. Nor is there left to them the
slightest chance or possibility of escape; their day of judgment
was past, ages before they were born. The devil is sure of his
"prey; for they are fast bound by the adamantine chain of an eter
nal decree, which the death of the Sen of Ged himself had no
efficacy to relax or dissolve. And all for what? For an offence
.committed some six thousand years ago, when there was but one
man on the face of the earth. This the Calvinists call an act of
Jjustice for the glery of God ! Horrible impiety ! For any parallel
to a doctrine that so atrociously outrages every feeling and every
principle of justice, to say nothing of benevolence, the archives of
history, and the fields of imagination, are explored in vain.
Shocked by the impiety and blasphemy of the system, which
he has subscribed, our author says,

_ ““ We do not believe, that the Father is more rigerously or inflexibly just
than the Son. We do not believe, that the Father was filled with ineffable
fury or inexorable wrath against sinful man.”

‘We rejoice to hear this ; and hope that Mr. C. is in a fair way
to give up all the other monstrosities of Calvin's theological
code, and embrace the Gospel as the only sure guide to truth and
salvation. But we are not sanguine, nor shall we be greatly dis-
appointed if our hope be not fulfilled ; for though he promised
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to give us ‘“ something like” reason and-common sense principles,
we have received from him as yet not even their shadowy resem-
blance. A

As Mr. C. appears to have forgotten his catechism, non mi ri-
cordo ! perhaps he may be able to call to recolection the follow-
‘ing sentiments, the recent and genuine offspring of the principles
laid down in that work :—

¢ Not the most wretched criminal, chained in the condemned cell of a
-prison—not the most debased gravelling miscreant, dragged from the impurest
ety of profligacy, bears so revolting an aspect in the eyes of the most virtuous
member of exalted and polished society, as every child of Adam, till he be
regenerated, renewed, purified by the Spirit of the Lord, bears in the .eyes
of Him, before whom the heavens are not clean.” *» » »

Again—* How utterly incongruous is it—how out of place—how un-
seemly for persons in this humiliating condition, who have no means of avoid-
ing a public degrading execution, but putting, as it were, the halter round
their nechs, and availing themselves of an intercessor with their sovereign, to
confess their guilt, and to implore his forgiveness; how incongruous, I say,
is it for such persons to feel or to manifest pride ! — (heu quale bathos !)

Again—“The Lord views the whole race, as a king does a rebel army.
He takes no coguizance of the diversitics of character that may be in such
-an army.”

_ Such are the doctrines of Calvinistic erthodoxy, as taught by
the Rev. James Carlile, in a Ckarity Sermon, delivered in Mary’s
Abbey Meeting-house; on the 4th of March, 1827, and sincp
published ; doctrines so utterly at variance with all that the Scrip-
tures reveal of the paternal character of the Deity, and his mer-
ciful dealings with the children of men—nay, so utterly repugnant
o every principle of -justice and benevolence, implanted by God
himself in the heart of man, that even they who have adopted
them can scarcely be persuaded that they are their own, and nat
“Unitarian forgeries constructed to misrepresent them. ¢ In them
is fulfilled the prophecy of Esaias, which saith, This people’s heart
ds waxed gross, and their ears are dull of hearing, and their eyes
they bave closed, lest at any time they should see with their eyes,
and hear with their ears, and should understand with their heart,
and should be converted, and I should heal them.”

Justice; with Calvin and his disciples, is not a principle of right-
eousness in the bosom of the Eternal Sire, but a power similar
to the fate of pagan antiquity, stern and inflexible, standing be-
hind the throne of God, greater than he who sitteth thereon, amd
overruling all his beneficent purposes, to serve the cause of the
spirit of evil. But we turn with disgust from the mind-debasin
system ; we rush from it as from the dark den of falsehood and
cruelty, and turning our eyes to the glorious light of nature and
revelation, we read in the volume of each, that the ¢ Lord is goad
‘to all.” We hear the voice of wisdom proclaim, as the sound of
celestial music pealing from heaven, and re-echoing round the
-earth, ¢ The Lord—the Lord God, merciful and gracious, long-
-suffering, and abundant in goodness and truth.”  Again, it speaks
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.with trampet-tongwe, ¢ Hearken unto me, YB MEN OF UNDER.
STANDING: fat be it from God that he shoald do wickedness;
and from the Almighty, that he should commit iniguity. For the
work of a man shall he render unto him, and cause every mmn to
find according to his ways. Yea, surely God will not do wickedly,
neither will the Almighty pervert judgment.”

Mr. Carlile having charged us, on the one hand, with fabricating
his own horrible creed, so does Le, on the other, impute to us
certain opinions which we do not held. We have no where said,
as he alleges, that a manifestation of God in buman nature is gress
and heathenish ; on the contrary, we believe thut there is not an
atom of the human frame, from the machinery of the heart and
brain, to the composition of a hair, that does not manifest the
matchless power and wisdom of the Creator. The incarnation of
God in the form of a man, is what we believe 0 be B gross and
heathenish notion. Neither is it true, that any Unitarians, eo far
.as we know, maintaining Christ to be a man, worship him as God:
Unitarians own no object of worship but the Father. As to those
discrepancies of upinion on speculative points, which exist among
us, as among all other denominations, they only shew with what
beauty and harmony our Christian liberty is enjoyed ; and that we
do net make staves and hypocrites by aiming at a uniformity,
which the Papal hierarchy, in all the plenitude of its power,
could never effect. :

Ovur author, in conformity, we presume, to the example of the
keart-probers of his Synod, becomes inquisitorial and asks, ““Wheo
%s Jesus ‘Christ >—whence came he >—was he a created angel ?—
or was he God manifest in human nature ?”  To these questioms
we conld give a clear and definite answer in the ipsissima verba

.‘of Holy Writ ; but it will be time enough for him to receive it,
when his own opinion om those points has been fixed. His de-
«clarations concerning both the Father and the Son, are so irra-
tional, so unscriptural, and so full of contradiction, that we find it
impossible to determine whut may be his belief, either as to the
one or the other. Notwithstanding, he is well-pteased with him-
self—and in a style of sweet and dignified complacency =ays,

¢ Nor do I think that any man should be greatly offended, if we should
refuse to him the appellation of a Christian, till he declared his belief on those
elementary points on which the whole natare of the Gospel depends. How
can & minister feed his flock with a mere negative on such a subject ?

“¢ The hungry sheep fook up, and are 1ot fed.”

Thank you, Mr. Carlile ; that is a line from Milton’s Lycidas—
and Milton is a favourite of ours, not less because he was a good

}Jnitan'an, than because he_was a good poet. He is describing
1gnorant pastors— :
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epistle, and applied to Christ as an accommodation, but it was to
Solomon they were primarily addressed. The Psalm is our
school-master here, to teach us how they are to be understood ;
but Mr. Carlile and the theologians of his school, by scorning such
tuition, deserting their ¢ something like common sense principles,”
and applying it altogether to Christ and his Church, turn it into
sheer burlesque. Whai, will they have the kindness to,inform
us, could the author of the epithalamium mean by apostrophizing
Christ a thousand years before he was born, and saying, ¢ Gird
thy sword upon thy thigh’—and— thine arrows are sharp in the
heart of the king's enemies,” to him who not only never wore
any weapon of war, but forbad his disciples to carry even staves?
What was the meaning of saying to him, whose simple robe was
without seam—who was ¢ a man of sorrows,” and had not where
to lay his head, ¢ All thy garments smell of myrrh, and aloes, and
cassia, out of the ivory palaces, whereby they have made thee
glad?”’ We doubt not, they can give some very mysterious,
unintelligible comments on these passages, and on ali that the
divine poet has so beautifully written of the royal bride in ber
clothing of needle-work and wrought gold, with the daughter of
Tyre, and the maids of honour ; and that they can mystify and
stultify to perfection the credulous dupes, who have patience te
read or listen to their homilies. Expounders, sach as they, bring
ridicule and contempt on the inspired Volume ;—it is they, who
have furnished the model for such burlesque criticisms as that on
the tale of Bluebeard, written in the style of their Scriptural com-
ments, in the works of the King of Prussia. Such commentators
could easily spiritualize the history of Tom Thumb, give a re-
condite meaning to Cinderella, and apply both to some of their
sublime mysteries. ) )

A few instances will suffice to shew off Mr. C.’s qualifications
as an expounder of Scripture. He has the candour to acknow-
ledge the difficulty, on his scheme, (Unitarians have none on theirs)
of Mark xiii. 30—« Of that day and that hour knoweth no man;
1o, not the angels which are in heaven, neither the Son, bat the
Father;” but thinks that he can get over it, by adopting the
Unitarian latitude of interpretation, and confronting it by a parallel
text. Accordingly he says, he might bring forward Hosea viii. 4,
« They have made princes, and I (Jehovah) knew it not.” On
what principle he would bring forward this text, we cannot tell,
persuaded, as we are, that no Unitarian writer could be so pro-
foundly ignorant of the Prophet’s meaning, or so absurd as to in-
stitute a comparison between two texts, so totally irrelevant. His
comment on the words of Hosea is truly admirable :—

¢« Although God knew well that the Israelites had set up princes, yet he
did not know it officially (officially, proh ! pudor.) He was not informed, or
made acquainted with it, and therefore spegks of himself as ignorant of it.”
Nefas infundum !—=See pp. 20, 21, note.
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After speaking in such language of the omniscient Jehovah, we
.eannot be surprised to find him speaking of the Saviour in'a style
equally repugnant to good sense and good feeling. He says of
_that passage in John x. 33—36, where our Lord disclaims the ap-
_pellation of God (Elohim) and styles himself the Son of God, that
at one time it was to him the most difficult of any in the Serip.
tures. Where was the ditficulty? To those who suffer them-
selves to be led solely by the Word of God, it presents none ; to
those who support the doctrine of the TZree-in-one, it is nsur-
mountable. But attend to our author:

¢ It appears to me,” says he, ¢ that this explanation given by our Lord
would have been uncandid, if he at the same time elaimed the title of God in
a superior sense.”

. But having a system to support, to that system the Scripture
_must be forced to bend. Accordingly he cheats his better judg-
_ment, and has recourse to a legal artifice.

¢ My error was in viewing the text as an explanation, whereas it was a
mere legal defence, used with perfect fairness by our Lord, to arrest the Jews
in their purpose of stoning him.”

A legal defence !—perfect fairness !—miserable subterfuge !
To make him, that feared not man, neither regarded the person of
men, as his very enemies testified, condescend to the mean arts of
“a petty-fogging village lawyer—to practise a contemptible evasion,
and all through fear of letting the people know who he really was,
lest he, the omnipotent and immortal God, should be stoned to
death !

We do not recollect to have ever seen any work, that contains
such frequent and such positive contradictions of its own state-
ments, as that of Mr. Carlile. It refutes in one page the very
propositions, which it had endeavoured to demonstrate in another ;

_and leaves the reader utterly at a Joss to know what arc the real
sentiments of its author, or whether he has any that can be justly
called his own.

Of the manifestation of God to his creatures he affirms, that
¢« the book of nature says absolutely nothing.” Presently, how-
ever, he refutes himself by saying,

. % When a man leaves his country, and passes to the most distant regions
of the earth, he finds himself surrounded with the manifestations of the pre-
sence of the same God, to whose presence he was accustomed in his native
climate—the same wisdom, and power, and goodness—the same attention
given to every, even the minutest creature ; and wherever he goes, he may say
with Jacob, ¢ Surely God is in this place.”

Magna est veritas, et prevalebit ! -

- Tt'has been stated in our Essay, that ¢ If such a doctrine as the
* Trinity constituted any part of the Christian religion, we mnst
-believe, on every principle of reason and- common sense, that it
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‘would have been revealed as clearly, and as much to the satisfac-

_tion of every inquirer, as the being of God himself.”” Oar anther
devotes a whole section of his first chapter to expose the folly and
“absurdity of such a position; but presently forgetting what he has
written, he adopts our very sentiments and chants another palin-
ode, (m;’n mi ricordo!) and expresses himself like a heretical Unita-
tanan thus:

t

“ If it be true that the Lord Jesus was indeed God manifest in the fesh,
it may be expected that so wonderful an event as the manifestation of God
in human nature—nay, as a poor despised man, will be more fully developed

.' I ”.I o l' l- q’ﬂ.,l !
Magna est veritas et pravalebit |

Sometimes forgetting that he is a Tritheist, non mi ricordo ! be
“becomes a Unitarian; and then he unconsciously begins to fulfil
his promise of giving us something like reason and common sense,
+He is shocked, with ourselves, at some Trinitarian opinions, and
-asks, if Unitarigus really imagioe that eny man ever maintai
80 preposterous a notion, as the death and burial of Ged ? If none
+hold such a notion, we again request to be informed, -what is the
- meaning of inveking God the Son, in a solemn sct of aderation,
- by his agony and bloody sweat—bis precious death and burial 7
_ He censures us for affirming, that becanse Christ is called e
_tmage of God he could not be the omnipotent Being himself;
Jet does he, in the very same paragraph, make an equivalent de-
claration, viz.
* His being the image of God signifies, that he is to us the manjfestation,
"or representative of God ! ™ : ’

Jﬁguuw&n&pmawr

J
. Linfer,” says he, “that the Apostle Paul mest explicitly taught the
Hebrews, that the Son of God, the Lord Jesus, was that everlasting Father
manifesting himself to the world in human nature.”

~But when he wrote this he had fallen into one of his fits of for-
getfulness a non mi ricordo, for a few pages before he says, '

© @ If by God we are to understand the Father, the King, eterpal, immor-
-, tal, and invisible, it would contain an intimation of the appearing of God
. the Father, which is no where intimated in Scripture, but en the contrary,
seems to be inconsistent with some of its declarations,”

Magna est veritas et pravalebit ! -

Our author, though eagerly bent on disputing every inch of

. ground,” hecomes, potwithatanding, so. retrogrede in his mpve-
ments, and makes such numerous concessions, that we begia to
. feel that we owe him alarge debs of gratitude. We have alleged,
that the words (Heb. i. 10,) Thou, Lord, in the beginning, are ad-
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The Saviour, xar’ exn»; is the Father, and beside ki there- is,
in the superlative sense, no Savieur. But the term, like God,. is
appellative, or applied, to many. Thus, in 2 Kings xiii. 5, it is -
stated that, « The Lord saw the oppression of Israel, becanse the
King of Syria oppressed them, and the Lord gave Israel a Sa-
viour, (probably the son of Jehoahaz,)so that they went out from
under - the hand of the Syrians.” See also Is. xix. 20. Both
Jeremiah and Obadiah use it in the plural. Jonathan ¢ wrought
a great Salvation” for the people; and therefere he might have
been properly denominated a saviour by the most conseientious
Israelite. Christ is termed a Saviour, the Saviour ef the world,
and our Saviour, but all in subordination to Him who, as the
Apostle informs us, ‘‘exalted him, with his right-hand, ta bea
Prince and a Savieur.” The distinction between God our. Sa-
viour, in the highest sense, and Christ our Saviour, in an inferior
sense, is most clearly marked in Titus ii. 4—6: ¢ After that the
kindness and love of God our Savieur toward man appeared—
not by works of righteousness which we have done, but according
to his mercy /e saved us, by the washing of regeneration, and re-
newing of the Holy Spirit, which %e shed on us sbundantly
through Jesus Christ our Saviour.” Here it is evident to the un-
derstanding even of a child, that God the Father is the prime
mover, the great bestower—and that Christ is the agent by whom
he communicates his blessings. Tha title of Redeemer is equiva-
lent to that of Saviour. Now, we beg.to ask Mr. C. to wliom is
that title given in the N.T.? He will guess, we suppose, to
Christ? No. To the Father? Wrong again. To whom then?
To Moses? He is the only one in the N. T. who is denominated
8 Redeemer, avrpwrav, Acts vii. 35. But Jehovah is. thus deno-
minated in the O. T. and, therefore, according to Mr. C’s logic,
Moses is Jehovah ; and if Stephen did not believe him to be so,
be was guilty of idolatry in giving him that appellation !, .

Our author comments at great length on Christ’s being. tlie-
image of God, and observes,

¢ The substance of the Deity is.invisible and incomprehensihle ; we could
no more form a conception of it, than we could of the m'nd of man without
the aid of his bodily form. features, gestures, §c, which ure to us the image of
his soul. So the Lord Jesus, being the brightness of the glory of Gad, is
to us the outward visible image, or manifestation, cf his inward invisible
nature,” i

Gentle reader, is not this entertaining? We hope it will re~
pay you for the honour you have done our pages, in perusing them
thus far. And since our learned metaphysical divine, who wun-
derstands and explains the phenomena of mind so lucidly, assures
us that bodily form, features, gestures, &c. are to. us the image
of the soul, we hope, with all due benevolence for your courtesy,,
that you are, in form, of faultless symmetry—in features beautiful
as an angel, and in gestures adarned with matchless. grace, for
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4'hus the largest of guadrupeds is termed bekemoth, a word with #
plural termination. Thus, wisdom, in Prov. i. 20, is named
hocmoth, also a plural. Bellarmine, one of the brightest lamins
ries of the Roman Catholic Chareh, as queted by Drusius, con«
curs in this opinion of the use of the Hebrew plural, and mys,
they have the same practice in Italy. “ Quam consnetudinem
nos Itali ex parte imitamur, dum viris gravibus non dictmus, W
sed vos; licet unum non multos olloquamur. Cajetanus agrees
with Bellarmine, and thinks the connexion of the lglebrew plumsd
with a verb singular, an idiom, and not a grammatical incons
gruity : nulla interveniente grammaticee incongruitate. The ap-
plication of the plural form te single objects, is by no meass
eculiar to the Hebrew. The names of ancient cities are often
n the plural, as Athence, Thebee, Salone. The Latins express
darkness by the plural tenebree. The Hebrew of life is a plural
noun, and the reader can easily find in his vernacular tomgue,
plurals which have no singular.
The XXVth Canon of Glassius informs us, that appellative
pouns, signifying dominion or authority, are used in the plural
" for the singular. _We have quoted R. Roy, as illastrating this
canon by two examples, in which the plural masters and owners
are used for the singular master and owner, Exod, xxi. 4—6—1%
Mr. Carlile, who, it seems, understantls Hebrew better tham
Drusius, Bellarmine, Cajetanus, and Glassins, assames the pro-
fessor's chair, and with magisterial authority exchuiws, '

¢ Surely R. Roy does not pretend that the plural word masters is here used
s an expreesion of respect, when no particular inaster s meant, Hed ks
Yeen acquainted with Hebrew idiom, he would have knewn that a plural word
thus’ used, where & singular might be expected, indicates a distributive
meaning.”’ . :

We hope the unlearned Orientalist Will profit by this lessont
of his erudite Occidental instruetor. Were he at hand, be would,
no doubt, make due acknowledgments for this lesson, but as &
may be long before it travels to Aurora and the Ganges, we re-
turn thanks in his name ; and with deference to the an_tiioriiy of
such a magister linguarum as Mr. C. humbly submit, thas the
word master is in itself a word of respect, independently of its in-
dividual application. In some instances it might lose respecta-
bility by its connexion with individuals. Owners too, we think,
still with due submission, is'a word indieative of respect, his pos-
sessions being often the only clatm to regard, which a man enjoys.

_“Let R. Roy,” again vociferates our Orbilius plagosus,* * find any indi-
v:dul:l man or master, called men or masters, and he will at least hit his
mark,"”’

" Dear Sir, “let not the sun go down upon your wrath.” We
shall endeavour to find an example for your satisfaction, Open
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¥ “The most obvious rules of syntax are oftern'disregarded. A-moun of
multitude in most languages admits either a singular or plural verb; it
surely no correct writer would, in the same sentence, first use one ‘verb ih
the singular, and then another 'in the plural, or vice versa ; yet this occun
in the Pentateuch and Historical books. False -concord is also frequent
"We have plural verbs in construction with singular, and plural nouns
with singular adjectives and verbs ; also the masculine pronominal affixes oc-
cur often instead of the feminine, and nouns -feminine are-frequently found
in construction with verbs of the third person masculine.”

Even Calvin thinks, that the plural Elokim (see Gen. 1) affords
no fourrdation for the argament of three persons in the Godbead,
and cautions his readers against such violent glosses.

¢ Habetur apud Mosen Elokim, nomen pluralis numeri. Unde colligert
solent, hic in Deo notari tres personas ; sed quia psrum solida mihi videtur
tantee rei probatio, ego in voce non insistam. Quin potius monendi sunt
lcctores ut sibi a violentis ejusmodi glossis caveant.'’—Cacving (pp. vol },
P. 2, Amstel. x.pe.Lxx1,

Mr. C. has such an extensive knowleige of the Hebrew and
Greek language, that he lays down certain principles concerning
them, which no Hebrew or Greek ever heard of before. He in-
forms us that when the former had only one word to express two
Adeas, the latter bad a word for each of those ideas. We wish
.be had illustrated his assertion by ‘& few examples, and told us
the precise Greek words for the Hebrew, Jeue, or Jehovak, Jah,
El, Eloah, Elohim, Ee-shaddai, Ei-geber, Adonai, Ejeh-asher-
¢jek, &c. in all their acceptations. The word God (9us) he af-
.firms, ¢ has but one sense in the whole N. T. viz. the one living
-and true God, except when some word is -added to alter the
meaning as * your God Remphan.” But he makes a rash assertion,
.which every novice in Scriptural criticism can shew in an instant
.to have no foundation. When the peaple of Melita, seeing Paul
-unhurt by the viper, which he castinto the fire, said Sty avrer siren,
.ths.\t he was a God ; did they mean the living and true God, or, 8s
it is properly rendered in our translation, @ God? When the flat-
terers of Herod shouted 3wy @wm, “it is the vaice of (a) God,
.and not of (a) man,” did they mean the living and true God?
No. The word God is used both in the singular and plural, with
the same latitude of meaning in the N, T. as in our own, or any
~other language ; and we must be led by the general scope or tenor
of the passages where it occurs, to mark its true meaning. But
.we find we might bave spared ourselves the trouble of this criti-
cism, since our author, as is his wont, having forgotten, non mi
wicordo, what he had so recently affirmed, informs us, and more
than once, for e abounds in tautologies, that ¢ the word God is
-an appellative, * * * * and that it may be compared to the word
+hing, a title descriptive of the rank, power, office, &c. of the per-
son who bears it !”

With respect to the divine name, the Hebrew is more precise
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power, and therefore Christ is almighty. We deny the premises;
and even if we did grant them, we should deny the conclusion,
wntil it was proved that no power short of omnipotence can create,
‘Though we believe creation to be the peculiar act of the Father Al
mighty, and that he alone ¢ in the beginning created the heavens
and the earth,” we see no reason for supposing that he might not
confer a limited power of creating on his creature ;—he who gave
power to raise the dead, might also give power to create a planet,
for a living soul is of more value than a world of inert matter. A
power less than omnipotent might create a system, and until the
negative of this be proved, which is impossible, this argument, for
which our author is so much obliged to Wardlaw, is not wortha
rush. But it betrays an irreverence for the Scriptures, as heinous
as the endeavour is impotent, to conjure up such arguments from
the father of lies, in opposition to the numerous declarations of
Christ himself, that his power was both limited and derived. A
single text tears the whole web of sach sophistry into tatters: but
we need not quote Scripture, for our author virtaally gives up his
position, and concedes all for which we contended, when he says,
¢ That the power by which the man Christ Jesus wrought his
miracles, and by which miracles were wrought in his name, was
from God, is, doubtless, true.”

Mayna est veritas et pravalebit !

The Rev. W. Bruce, in his observations on Mr. C.’s book, says,
that « The most important chapter in it, is the 12th, on Christ’s
mediatorial kingdom ; it is pure Arianism from beginning to end.”
What will the orthodox say to this? Up, ye drowsy inquisitors!—
heart-probers, do your duty !—there is an enemy in the camp—s
traitor in the citadel !—your champion of the !Trinity rebels
against your sovereign oligarchy, and joins the standard af the
beretical Arian! Listen to his own confession, and haste to guard
your immaculate body from the contagion of bis heresy :—he has
the traitorous audacity to affirm of the second.persom, whom Le
denominates Jehovah, the Great God our Saviour, that -

¢ As mediator, he is inferior to the Sovereign of the universe.” ¢ He it
a servant, having taken on him the form and condition of a servant; ®* iy
his person he was inferior to God ; he descended to the comdition of a created
being ; he wasa person firmed by the will and wisdom of God for a particulat
end ; Ao Aad therefore a beginning ; the Lord Jesus, thus constituted, was in.
ferior to the Father of all, nat only as to Ais person, but as to kis office.”

Thus, we are tanght by an orthodox divine, that the immutable
God changed bis natare—the self-existent, uncreated’One, the
second of the three co-equals, became a ereature and an inferior }
and being joined to a human soul and a human body, he is to con-
tinue in that inferior condition, constituting, we suppose, a Trinity

in himself, for ever and ever! But, notwithstanding this everlasting
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have experienced difficulty in swallowing such motsels, and
would have found it impossible to get thewn down, bad they nut
been well lubricated with the essential oil of regium dorum. We
have been informed of one Gentleman, a Reverend, who has been
able to bolt Mr. C.'s Book with all its chevaux-de-frise of anti-
ogies :—whether his mind and conscience have been lacerated or
excoriated by the effort, we know not; but there are spiritual
empirics at hand who can assure him, that )

¢ The sovereignest thing on earth,
Is kirk with donum, for an inward bruise.”

Mr. C’s mode of exercising his * enviable faculty,” is in:
genious, though not altogether vriginal. The doctrine of the fuwo
natures is of infinite use in the great question. When a difficulty
cannot be explained by the one nature, it may by the other; and
when both are insufficient, a new character is introduced to cut
asunder the Gordian knot. Our author, like the manager of 4
drama, has an appropriate mask and costume for the Saviour in
every emergency, and represents him in as many forms as were
uwssumed by Proteus of old :=—at one time he is Jehovab, Gad
supreme over all ; at another, he becomes inferior and suboydix
nate ; now he is the Father everlasting ; anon, the begotten Son}
then a ¢ poor despised man,” acting withal the part of a cunnin,
man of law, and defeating his ememies by a legal stratagem!
At one time he acts in a public, and at another in a private capa:
<city ; this hour ex officio, and the next in officio ; and this is the
mode in which orthodoxy ¢ honours the Son even as it honours
the Father.” ‘

“ We have now ‘come,” says our author, “to tlie limits of explicit revels-
lion, and are cntering upon the region of reasoning and inference,”

He honestly admits that,

A doctrine of inference ought never tobe placed on a footing of equality
with a doctrine of direct and explicit revelation; ¢ * and that so far as out
beljef of any doctrine is the result of inference, it is not an exercise of faith
in the testimony of God, but in thre accuracy of our own reasoning !

_ We are rejoiced to find Mr. C. paying such homage to truth,
and at last fulfilling his promise to give us something like reasoh
and common sense, He admits,  that the Holy Spirit is a dis
tinct person from the Father and the Son, seems to be removed
one step from a direct explicit revelation, * * and that there are
three persons in the Godhead, is a second remove from explicit
direct revelation ;”—and so after all our ¢ bubble, bulble, toil,
and trouble,” we have nothing to depend on for the doctrine of
the Trinity, but Mr, C.’s inferences, and how logically he can
infer, let the reader judge. He honestly acknowledges that be-
fore he arrives at the doctrine of the Trinity, he has passed ¢ the
last lamp” of revelation. When he came to the last lamp le
rhould have stopped ; for, as lie truly observes, Le has thence«
forward no light but what shines behind, and that he-capnot pros
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‘Which the philosophers of old explained every phenomenon, for
which they could assign no cause. Bat it is perfectly consistent,
that he who is fond of mystery in religion, should be fond of oc-
cult qualities in the study of nature, and that he should consider
ms ¢ palpable nonscnse,”® every attempt to expose the folly of
the one and the other. The philosophic poet thought he wasa
bappy man, who could ascertain the causes of things :—
Feliz, qui potuit rerum cognescere caxsas.
More happy he, thinks our sage divine, who wraps himself up
contentedly in his ignorance, and accounts for every phenomenon
‘more simply by an occult quality. ¢ Of causes,” says he, *we
are now as ignorant as the Academics, the Peripatetics, or the
Stoics.” Their occult quality} was just as good as our gravita-
tion, and explaiuved the grand phenomena of nature, us well as
Kepler's laws of motion, and Newton’s Principia! One of those
old gentlemen, who said that water rose in a pump, because
nature abbors a vacuum, knew as much as he who thinks he
knows more, because he ascribes it to the pressure of the atmos-
here. The clown can see through the optic glass as clearly as
e who makes it, and satisfy his curiosity by attributing its
powers to some magical property, as well as he who, by principles
of optical science, leads to such telescopic and microscopic dis-
coveries, as enlarge our views of nature and open a wide field of
entertaining and instructive investigation in the lower departments
of creation. Franklin, he of whom it has been said, in the true
spirit of philosophic poetry, that be disarmed Jove of his thunder-
bolt, and tyrants of their sceptre—
Jovi eripuit fulmen, scepirumgue lyrannis,
needed not to have been at such pains with bis vitreous and re-
sinous machinery to delight the world with a new influx of know-
ledge, and shew the causes of thunder and lightning, and all the
magnificent phenomena of electricity, since our author’s ¢ occult
" quality” might have been deemed sufficient cause, and equally
satisfactory to every one who, like him, is so greatly superior to
the dictates of reason and common sense. Priestley and Lavoi-
sier too, might have spared themselves the trouble of their ex-
‘periments in-chemistry, -‘which ‘have led to so many important
discoveries, and such innumerable Lenefits to the merchant, the
traveller, the mechanic, and the whole race of man. After all,

* This is what our author terms that strikingly sensible passage, which we
have quoted in a note, p. 98, from a work of Dr. W. Robertson.

+ ¢« It was usual with the Peripatetics, when the cause of any phenomenon
was demanded, to have recourse to their facultieg, or_ occult qualities, and to
say, for instance, that bread, nourished by its nutritive, and senna purged by
its purgative ; but it has been discoyered, that this subterfuge was.nothing
but the disguise of ignorance,” —Huxx's Dialogues, p. 62,
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sophic idea, attained by observation and the exercise of réason oa
the phenomena of nature ;—of that idea the Scriptnres ey
« absolutely nothing ;” and we cannot but marvel that any oue,
whose religious system teaches that the world is under the curse
of God, that, as the Rev. Edw. Irving states, ¢ he made a pre:
sent of it to the devil,” and that it is a chaos of deformed rains,
should be so grossly inconsistent as to maintain, that the Scrip
tures say any thing about unity of design. The Unitarian csa
nfer it fairly and legitimately from his views of Scripture doctrine,
Revelation in teaching him that God is one, teaches also, that
God'’s works must be characterised by their conformity, not only
to his attributes of power aud wisdom, but also to his individuality
of purpose. From the cause he descends to the effect; but
philosophy mounts from the effect to the cause; and seeing an
individuality of purpose and contrivance in the works of creation,
concludes that their author must be oNg. Thus, does true phile.
sophy harmonize with revelation, and the one corroborates the
conclusions of the other.

Since, as Mr. C, affirms, we are so totally ignorant of things
which lie beyond the sphere of our research, that we cannot form
an argament upon them, we ask, on what principle does he argue
when he compares his knowledge of design to that of an animaleule
shut up in a book in the library of St. Paul’s Cathedral? Are
all the appurtenances of that edifice so perfectly within the sphere
of his research that be is justifiable, according to his own doctrine,
for reasoning upon them ? Has he ascertained that unity of design
is « discernible in the whole of that edifice > Has it a library ?
Is there an animalcule shut up in one of the books? Has he
subjected that animalcule to the test of microscopic examination?
Has he anatomized it, as we have anatomized his book, to discover
whether it has a cerebellum, or is altogether brainless? Has he
examined it in logic; or discovered whether it has any knowledge
of the various styles of architecture, and whether it prefers the
Gothic to the Greek; and above all, whether it has such just
notions of art and unity of design, as would merit the approbation
of Palladio, Michel Agnolo, and Sir Christopher Wren himself,
the architect of the Cathedral? If Mr. C. says that these subjects
are ““out of the sphere of his research,” we again ask him, where,
fore, then, does he presume. to institute a compasison which may
be degrading to the animalcule, and bring its knowledge of design
into disrepute ? It is a subject, of which he is so totally ignorant,
that, by his own rule, he cannot draw from it any avgumens. Let
him not judge of animalcules by himself ; some of them, for
aught that he knows to the contrary, might be as capable of
teaching a lesson.as Solomon’s ant ; some of them may reason
as well as certain divines—to reason worse is impossible. If
Mr. C.s animalcule had a particle of intellect it could not misa
understand, and if it had a particle of honesty, it would not misres
present, as Mr. C. has done, thé question between Mr, Pope and
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ignorant of the Hebrew language ?>—who, with lordly disdain,
speaks of @ Dr. Young—(did {: ever hear of one John Milton?)—
the learned Bishop of Clonfert, who, as a scholar, was an ornament
to his university, and, as a divine, an honour to his church?—a
writer, who defames Unitarians as capable of forging his own
abominable ereed, with a view to misrepresent Calvinism, forsooth,
that dark anti-christian system, of which no portraiture has yet been
presented to the world half so hideous as the original ?*—and who
himself commits, to a flagrant degree, the very offence which ke
condemns ? For how does he treat Dr. Priestley, that truly
Christian divine and cxcellent philosopher, whose name is em-
balmed in the history of science, and which will be remembered
with gratitude for ages after his calumniators and persecutors
have sunk into oblivian—Priestley, who stood boldly forward as
the champion of Christianity, and in its defence threw down the
gauntlet of defiance to the celebrated author of ¢ The Decline
and Fall of the Roman Empire”—Priestley, of whom it might ke
.truly asserted, that he had his whole conversation in this world,

* As Dr. Wardlaw is the Magnus Apollo of Mr. C. we recommend to
his consideration the following extract from the Christian Pioneer, for De-
cemlicr, 1830. It occurs in an article entitled Orthodozy, and its adw-
cate Dr. Wardlaw, in conflict with the New Testament : —

- % One of the most revolting principles of Calvinism, is fully set forth in
the discourse of which we are speaking: ¢ The delight of God in Christ is
manifested in the perdition of those that pcrish, as well as in the salvation of
those that are saved,’ is a proposition which this Divine lays down, and la-
Dours to establish. There is, in these few words, enough to sink any system
whatever. If proved from Scripture, Scripture is thereby disproved ; if a
part of Christianity, Christianity is not of God :—but they are, thank God !
Calvinism, not the Gospel. The benevolent Jesus is not answerable for so
foul a libel on the Creator. Man’s damnation God’s delight! Horrible
idea! The God of Jesus delighting in the eternal torments of the vast ma-
jority of his creatures ! If this be not blasphemy, it is something worse.—
¢ Hell shall bear testimony to this," viz. God’s delight in Christ, ¢as
well as heaven The lesson shall be read for ever by the fires of Tophet, as
well as by the light of Paradise.” And this is said of God, who €is love,
and Christ who was tenderness itself ! This said in the 19th century, and
men expected to believe it! Surcly, this is, now-a-days, un peu de trop.
We would advise Dr. Wardlaw (and Mr. C.) to abandon Calvinism, and
preach the Gospel,” which they would do well to remember, whenever their
Calvinistic impressions are too strong for their good sense and humanity,
means ¢ good news’—¢ glad tidings’—¢ peace on earth’—=good will to man""

Let us hear no more of Unitarians misrepresenting Calvinism. We can-
ot describe it in any colours more dark, nor in any forms more hideously
revolting, than those in which it is pourtrayed by its own advocates. ‘The
style employed by Mr. C. in describing the God of the Calvinists, forms an
exact parallel to thatemployed by the Rev. Dr. Buchanan in describing Jug-
gernaut, the Moloch of Hindostan, The former says ¢ The Lord (i.e. his
Lord) views the whole race (of mankind) as a king does a rebel army. He
takes no cognizance of the diversities of character that may bein such an army,"”
(sce p. 147.) Dr. B. says, ¢ So great a God is this, (Juggernaut) that (on
the ‘day of his great feast) the dignity of high cast disappears before him.
The great king recognizes no distinction of rank among his subjects; all men
are equal in his presence.”’—(Ind. Researches, 3rd Ed. p. 27.) But it is

“ only distinction of rank that Juggernaut does not recognize, and in this- there
is some justice, The God of Mr. C. takes no cognizance of diversities of
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tpon bis Look a sentence not more severe than merited and jast:
If he act wisely he will in fatare confine his lucubrations to his
own pulpit and to his own people, who can understand them, and
ask no more questions about the ¢ accredited pastors” of other
congregations feeding their flock with negatives. But should he
have the temerity to come again before the public, he will do well to
remember that those prineiples of reason and common sense, which
he has laboured to explode, are likely to become the fashion. The
reign of occult qualitics is long since past, and that of mystery is
hastening to a ¢lose. Unitarian Christianity, the simple and bean-
tiful, the heart-dilating, the mind-expanding religivii taught by
Christ and his Apostles, is prevailing more and more ; and all
such efforts as his to throw obstacles in its way, and retard its
progress, serve only to accumulate its volume, and’ roll it forward
with accelerating speed.

bumanity, We affirm, on the highest authority, that there is none gooé
but God—none wise but God—thcrefore none infallible—none impeccable
but God. A being who cannot b tempted, has no more virtue in resisting
temptation, than Mount Atlas in witiistanding the breath of a zephyr. The:
virtue of Christ lay in his moral, not in his physical superiority to temptation.

How could he have been tempted in all points, or in any point, like as we are,
if no part of his constitution was liable to assault? Can the blind be tempted
by beauty, or the deaf by a Siren’s song? Where was the merit of his
triumph over the tempter, if he was incapable of fecling the charms of am- -
bition and glory? If he had not hungered, would the devil, with all bis

subtlety, have acted so like a simpleton, as to desire him to convert the

stones into bread? The gentlemen, who are in such wrath at Priestley for

openly expressing what they virtually admit, inform us, on their own au-

thority, that Adam was created perfect. How, then, we ask, did he fall

before the very first temptation that assailed him? ©Oh! he was fallible.a=

Admirable consistency ! And also peccable >—It must be granted. And

consequently, that a being may be perfect, and, at the same time, lable to be

deceived, and to be tempted to sin. Adam was not only fallible and peccable,

but he was actually deceived, and he actually sinned. This cannot be pre-

dicated of Christ, the second Adam. He also was tempted. But he did not
yield to temptation ; and herein lay one part of his superiority to the first
Adam.. He was “ without sin :”'—this Dr. Priestley would not orly admit,

but maintain ; and so far from alleging, as Mr. C. says he does, that Chiist
was ‘asinful man,” he would have been among the most strenuous in

maintaining that he was altogether sinless, “holy, harmless, undefiled, sepa-
rate from sinners.” A well-known author, whom the orthodox would fondly

claim as their own, while he yet stood on the high pinnacle of orthodoxy,

eloquently said, “ Asthe Son of God put en our flesh and blood, so he as-

sumed the various powers and properties of human nature—the appetites

and passions of mankind; he endured hunger and thirst; he had fear and

love, hope, and joy ; nor were the more troublesome affections of anger and .
sorrow left out of his constitution ; but they were all innocent and holy—

(Priestley would have said the same ;) they were never tainted with sin as.
ours are ; they had no corrupt mixtures to defile bis soul— ( Priestley would

have said the same ;)—our passions are like water with mud at the bottom ;

when they are moved; they too frequently raise the mud and betray their

impurity. Dut the passions of Christ were ever pure ; like water from the

clearest fountain in a glass of crystal, which, though it be never so ‘much

agitated, is still unpolluted.”  Priestlev would have suid the same.

END OF TIIE REVIEW.
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who found doctrines on Grevk particles, while they negleet not only the
length and breadth,” but the height and depth of the law and the testimony,
and who cultivate criticism, not as a liberal art for the improvement of taste,
the developement of truth, and the elucidation of the Sacred Volume, but as
a craft for the fabrication of the fragile weapons with which they are always
ready to engage in personal hostilities, and which are but as chaff to the whirl-
wind, before the weighty artillery of Scripture, reason and common sense.

The ¢ Christian Examiner,” with a boldness of assertion,” which would call
forth whole pages of his censure, if made by a Christian Unitarian, affirms
that, in the text under question, ** the word ¢ God,’ is found in every known
MS. in every ancient version, and in every quotation from cvery father.”
‘What opinion does the Examiner entertain of the understanding of his rea-
ders, when he makes such an unqualified assertion, in the very sentence fol-
lowing that in which he has written his own confutation, viz. ?—** As to
Cyprian and Hilary, Erasmus states, that the word God is omitted in one
place of eack wriler, but also, that it must have taken place from the careless-
ness of transcribers.” Happy salvo for the Examiner! With what a pitiless
and vindictive storm of abuse would hie and his school bave assaulted Belsham,
had he made such an observation? But how did Erasmus know that it was
omitted through the carelessness of transcribers? Had he the omnisejerrce of
the Examiner, to know not only that it was to be found in every known MS.
in every version, and in every quotation of every father; but having this
knowledge of its universality, did he also know that it was not universal, but
that there were certain copies, or quotations at least, in which it was not to
be found, and that the omission must have proceeded from the carel of
copyists?  Verily, his knowledge was great, and of much wider extent than
his own consciousness of it would have led him to believe! But Erasmus
does not say what the Examiner says for him, that the omission. must Aave
taken place through carelessness. He has more modesty, and conjectures its
possibility, incuria librariorum esse omissume videri potest. ¢ Etiam Chrysos-
tomus nullum dat significationem, se, hoc loco, legisse Deus; que voz poterat
adjecta videri a studioso quopiam, velut exponente quis esset ille super omnia
nimirum Deus,® Nec est quod vociferemur Christum spoliari Divinitate,
cum idem dicat periphrasis quod nomen Dei, veluti si quis pro Deo dicat
calestium et terrestrium Conditor.”” He continues: ¢ Let those, therefore,
be at peace, who, tickled by the love of popularity, are on every occasion ex-
citing disturbance, as if the church were about to fall. Whether or not, the
word ¢ God’ in this place be omitted, it contributes nothing to the meaning
of the text, since the peripbrasis (viz. who is over all) expresses the sense
more aptly than the solitary name of God.”

Asto Erasmus’s own opinion, he clearly ascribes the words who is over all,
to the Father, by whose kind providence all their religious privileges were
conferred on the Jews ; concurring with ¢ many fathers who deny that the
appellation can belong to Christ.”” Multi Patres, qui Christum (sic) appel-
lari posse negant (Griesbach.) But like a true son of the church, who had
not, as he said of himself, the courage of a martyr, i. e. the courage to be
burned ; he declares that if she says it ought to be interpreted of the Deity of
Christ, she must be obeyed ; but that her decision will have no influerice on
heretics, who hear only the Scriptures.”

In this opinion of Erasmus the author fully coincides. Whether the word
God be retained or omitted is of no consequence as to his doctrine, The
words ¢ he who is over all blessed for ever,” designate Jehovah, the everlast-
ing Father, as clearly as language can express ; and to give the periphrastic
appellation to any other being whatsoever, is to rob Jehovah of his glory.
But the author would not wish to part with the word, even if the authorities
for retaining it were much less numerous and decisive than they are. Mid-
dleton’s proof that the reading on Lock’s supposition weuld have been

* Erasmus was under a mistake about Chrysostom.--See Mill and Griub_apb.
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office, wLich he has undertaken. It is stated in the essay, that the Almighty
3ehovah can bave no fellows ; and the Examiner, st once to overthrow and
confound the author for an asscrtion so heretical, brings forward the text
Zech. xiii. 7, * Awake, O Sword, against my Shepherd, nnd.agmnst the mar
who is my fellow, saith Jehovah of Hosts,” Sure enough, it appears from
this verse, that the orthodox have an argument to prove th~t Jehovah of Hosts
hath & fellow, and that this fcllow is a man !—a rather startling idea, if we
are to understand the term as an equal to him who asks, “ to whom then will
ye liken me, or shall I be equal, saith the Holy One?” .Is. xl. 25. Butthis
opinion of orthodoxy, like many of its other opinions, is founded on mere
similarity of sound. The original Hebrew is immecth, and does not signify
a follow or equal, but a neighbour ; and it is thus rendered in several places
where it occurs in Leviticus, viz. once, vi, 2; once, xviii. 20 ; twice, xix.
15, 17 ; three times, xxv. 14, 15; and in the 17th v. it is rendered one
amother,® Parkhurst translates it “ neighbour, a member of the same so-
ciety ;" and says, it is applied to the hiuman nafure, cmocuted with the di-
vine, in the person of Chtist.”” Zech. xiii. 7. But thisis an idle and absurd
fiction, for which there is no authority, except some old wife's fable. New-
come renders the passage thus :—
s o empamamat,
Saith Jehovah, God of Hosts.

‘= The Septuagint renders it ex” ardgm woAsrny oy against the man that is my
citizen or countryman. Aquila exs cuuPorer pew against the man of the
same tribc as me, Symmachus, sx” ardga v Awy my sgainst the man of my
people.  Theodotion, ¢x” asdgs xAneier avry against the man who is his
neighbour. Junius and Tremellius, Hebrsea vox proximum aut amicum sonat,
&e, i. e. the word in the original signifies a neighbour or friend.”” (Lindsey.)

The Examiner and critics of his school, seem not to care how they degrade
Jehovah, provided they can trace but the ¢ shadow of the shade’ of an argu-
ment in favour of their extravagant and most unscriptural invention, that
Christ is the Almighty. How can they~how dare they so horribly profanc
the Word of God, and make him, whom the Prophet denominates a man,
the equal of Jehovah of Hosts? They speak of two natures in Christ.
Grant them : still they would not constitute a being the fellow of that Je-~
hovah, who has but one nature, which has nothing human, but is all divine.
Such is an instance of the miserable folly of the system, that would reduce
the ommipotent o the condition of & man, founded on a wrong translation,
and by critics who are proud of their learning : and yet does the same critic,
who is guilty of this, and the other offences, proved against higi in this note,
speak of Unitarians, as baving a shew of learning, without the reality, (of
wikick the Examiner affords suck a signal progf) of referring to authors un-
examined and untried, (to Bishop Bull, for instance,) of a bold contempt of
all the rules of legitimate criticism, (borrowed from Griesbach without ackmoro-
ledgment,) and an anxiety only to dazale uninformed readers, (kke the sub-
scribers to the Christian Ezxaminer.) The critic, who drew this picture, seems
to have sat for his own likeness, and being dissatisfied with the fidelity of
the resemblance, he hangs it up for public exhibition, and calls out, Bekold
a Unitarian /!

Itis left to the candid reader of this note, * ti estimate as he may, the

critical accuracy, and the critical Lonesty of Dr. D.”” and of the Christian
Examiner. . .

* In all these places, the Septuagint translates it FA%GIOY,

FINIS,
















