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PREFACE.

« IT certainly! behoire;s every one, who has the caufe of

chriftianity-at heart, and, who -at the fame time, js
fully convinced that the dotrine of the Trinity has” a “f{olid

 foundation in fcripture, to be gpex in his teftimony” in favour

of it. And I cannot but think «it is well known,” not-
withftanding what is faid to the contrary, % that nothing has

fo much contributed, as this doftrine, to “promote the .
 propagating of the gofpel among the inhabitants of the wide

extended”’ world, o

The do&rines of the Trinity, and of the real Deity and
Humanity of Chrift are, it is believed, plainly taught us in
the bible, the ftandard of truth. Thefe doékrines appear to
be, not only divine, but of the higheft moment and impor-
tance. They lieat the foundation of the chriftian religion.
Againft the polytheifm of the gentile world, the apoftles and
ﬁr%ta preachers in the church abundantly aflerted, and ftren-
uoufly vindicated them. The preaching of thefe doétrines
overthrew heathen idolatry, and banifhed errour from the
minds of believers. But, unhappily, it had not this effe&t

on the minds of the philofophers, who preferred ¢ the wif-

dom of this world” to what they termed  the foolifhnefs of
God.”"*
[3 Th&t

* Colof. ii. 8, 9. Beware, left any man fpoil you through
philofophy and vain deceit, after the tradition of men, after
the rudiments of the world, and not after CHrisT : For IN
HIM DWELLETH ALL THE FULNESS OF THE GODHEAR
BODILY. ‘ .

The apoftle forefaw that a thing calling itfelf philofoply.
would fet all its engines at work to deftroy the notion of
Chrift’s true and abfolute divinity.—For in him, fays he,
dwelleth all the fulnefs of the Godhead bodily.  Philsfophy
will difpute this, and undertake to demontftrate the contrary.

“Bat if you liften tofuch wvain deceit, it will overthrow your

faith, and {poil you for a difciple of Jefus Chrift. ~Therefore
~—Beware.  Joncs’s Catholic do&ring of the Trinity, p. 10,



w .. - PREFACE. . .. .
« That the gdi;pel of Jefus Chri{i/ has made 'fo:l'ittlg'

* progrefs in the world, has long been_a matter of grief to all

ferious and thoughtful chriftians,” And, it 6ught to hum-
ble us in the dut that, nothing has {o much obfiru@ed this
progrefs as the amazing pride of the human heart.. This, it
ought to be thought of and confefled, rifes higher and ftrong-
«er than every thing eifc, in oppofition to the truth, and rejects,
as grofs abfurdities, the plaineft dotrines of the gofpel.
Mr. EmLyN, 2 writer of eminénce in the Arian ¢aufe,
has, in his humble irquiry, boldly attacked the do&rine of
“Chrift’s proper Deity. He has'herein attempted to ‘fubvert
what is believed to be the faith which was once deélivered to
the faints. That Chrift is, in one complex perfon, God and
man united, is, it is imagined, a thread of gold running
through the bible. Thists of fuch' glory, of fuch furpaffing -
excellence, and has {o confpicuous a place in chriftianity,
ihat we ought always to behold it with wondér and delight.
To preve and confirm this precious faith has « occifioned

- the publication of the following pages. It is hoped that they

will be received, by the public, with candour, and read with

“all the attention and impartiality their importance demands,*

The AUTHOR, -
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ESSAY

RearL Derry of Fefus Chrift,

known, is very offenfive, not only to open infidels,

- but to many profefing chriftians. Of thefe there

are not a few of note and figure, Their talents

and their learning are confefled by all. For their
independence in thinking, and for their free inquiry, they
have a juft claim to efteem. They boaft of fuperiority and
conqueft in Britain, and are fpreading now their banners,
with fpirit, in America,” They come on with profeffions of
regard for Chrift asa man, asa prophet, as a reformer, and
witha fhow of zeal to turn from idolatry thofe who worthip

THE do&rine of the real deity of Chrift, it is well

"him as God.

The Arians fpeak highly of the perfon and charafter of

Chrift. They allow him to be the ﬁr{? and the greateft of
e

all created beings. Theyhold that he exifted before the

heavens and the earth were made. But, then, heis, in their )

opinion, a deréved, dependent being,  All his power, author-
ity, and glory, were, according to them, communicated to
him ; and gat he is, confequently, not the fupreme God.
The modegn Socinians deny that Chrift had exiftence
before the days of Auguftus Czfar.  They are pleafed,
without blufhing, to call him a common, ordinary man,

“They have alfo the hardinefs to fay that he was fubject.to.

miftakes, was influenced by prejudice, and was really liable

" L sofin. They do him the compliment, indeed, to acknow-

ledge that he was the greateft of prophets and of yeformers. He
: i
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is allowed too to be a god, but, then, it is in the fame fenfe

that Mofes wasagod.  And, notwithftanding he is, in fcrip-

ture, ftiled 2 King, and he has afcribed to him the kingdom

" of heaven, they hold that he is no more than a metaphorical

king, and his kingdom is only a metaphorical kingdom.

Chrift has, according to thefe gentlemen, no coicern in the
vernment of the natural or moral world. :

As thefe fentiments are now fpreading in our country,
where they have been but little difcuffed, it highly becomes
us to examine, with uprightnefs, the evidence of Chrift’s
seal deity. If the bible thall he found to contajn explicit and
indubitable evidence that he is truly and properly God, inde-

- pendentin his being and charater ; then, we thould be eftab-
Jifhed in this dotrine, and render to him the homage which
#s due to the fupreme God.  If he be not a divine perfon, we
need to know it, and refrain from worthipping him. For to

~worfhip, as God, any being, be his nature ever fa exalted, or
his character cver fo glorious, who is not, properly and with-
- eut metaphor, the fupreme Gad, is idolatry. !

* The friends of Chrift’s divinity have been, Iat;\ll, alarmed,
from the prefs, by the publifhing of extracts from Mr.Emlyn’s
humble inquiry. - The anonymous Editors, for it is prefu-
med a fraternity are concerned, intereft thewfelves, i the
difpute, very warmly. They have given, to the Trinitarians,
" . a challenge to come forward, and appear openly. And, not
content with argument alone, thez have recourle to harangue
and declamation. The reafon, they ﬁy, that ¢ the inhabi-
tants of the wide exterded empires of Turkey, Perfia, and
China do not embrace the gofpel, is becaufe the chriftian -
miffionaries teach that there are three perfons in the Godhead,
each of them equally and of himfelf God, and yet that there
" but one God.  One of them, continue they, came upon
" easth, and, taking upon-himfelf the form of a man, was
- fcoffed at, fcourged, and-crucified.” The influence of this
- dottrine, is, they fay, ¢ equally pernicious in the countries
where chriftianity has been eftablithed, by its tendency to
multiply the number of deifts, who, finding fuch grofs abfur-
dities adopted -into the chriftian creed, rejeét the'whole,

- without farther examination.” L S

I have read the extracts, according to defire, “with all

the attention and impartiality their importance demands.”

And I do ot find; after the moft careful deliberation, that

" Mr, Emlyn has, with all his plaufibility, invalidated th:.1

. ‘ ) enca
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(3) | |
dence that Chrift is truly the fupreme God. ‘The bibleY

have alfo, in confequence of his remarks, critically and can-
didly examined on this fubje. The refult of my examina+
tion is now laid before the public. .

The fubjett is truly important, and demands particulae
attention and inveftigation. We ought, in our examination,

to be exceedingly candid and impartial, and uninfluenced by
the authority of plendid names. To {)elievc in the divinity
of Chrift, merelybecaufe ous parents have taught us this,
do&trine ; becauleit is in the confeflions of faith and creeds
of the church ; or becaufe there are books written purpofely
by learned and pious men, in defence of it ; is folly, which
a thinking man is careful to avoid. - We fhould in this, as
inall otherarticles of faith, appeal to the lew and to the teflis
mony.  And, if we would be deemed difciples, we muft be
willing to be taught of God, and yield implicit faith to divine
revelation. Let us, then, with the fimplicity of childreny
and with the teachablenefs of inquirers, in 2 humble reliance

on divire aid, examine the feripture teftimony of Jefus Chrift,
the [econd many the Lord from heaven.

he humanity of Chrift, it is agreed, is plainly taughtin
God’s word, ’?:hat he was proper%;a man,p his ny;tivig', his
education, his actions, his fufferings and death, bear tefti-
mony. As the truth of his humanity will,- it is imagined,
i\;&tly affitt in removing many difficulties with which the
deniers of his divinity, feem to be embarrafled, itis neceflary
in this work, to ftate the evidence of his humanity. % The
fuppofed union of two natures in the Meffiah” greatly offends
the Unitarians. They confider it as “ the continual refuge
of the learned and unlearned among the Trinitarians.”
"That aftions properly human fhould ie icated ‘of -him
in one capacity, and alions properly divine in another capa-
city, they cannotallow. Butif, that he is properly man and
properly God, be a do&rine of the bible, there will thenba
no abfurdity in afcribing to him actions that are peculiar s
cach nature. -

The incarnation of Chrift holds a confpicuous place, on
the theatre of thebible. It confifteth in his being united toa
:ody, f;,r}Ted lbn%el s}o?bof the virgi g[ , and hc;)rn b‘:

er.  When the fulnefs of time was come, Ged. fant forth i

Sony made of a woman. (Gal. iv. 4.) The W(ﬁm ia: made
{L and dwelt among us : or, as itisin Greek, tabernacled in
(Jobni, 14.) "As Chyift bad agreed, ip the covenarsy
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6f redemption, to fave human finners who are united to flefh,
and blood, wherefore, in all things, it behoved him, it is faid,
to be made lihe unto bis brethren.  Ferafmuch then as the chil-
dren are Zartahrs of flefb and blood, he alfo bimlef likewife took
part of the fame 5 that through death be might diftroy bim that

bad the power of death, that is, the devil. (Heb. ii. 17, 14.] *
- Had he not been united toa body; compofed of flefh and blood,

it is eafily feen, he could not have died: « The incarnation
confiftethy” fays Dr. Owen; ¢ in Chrift’s afluming, not any

" fingular perfony but our human nature into a perfonal union

with himfelf.”” The language of the bible confirms this
scuth.  WWherefore, when be eometh into the world, be faith—
& body bayft thou prepared me. (Heb. x. 5.} He took not ot
him the nature of angels; but be tosk on bim the feed of Abrabame
§ofus Chrift our Lord was made of the feed of David according
%0 the flefb. (Heb.ii. 16. Rom. i, 13.) As Chrift was united
to a proper human bodyy formed in the womb of the vir%in H
fo this union makes it proper that-he be ftiled a man, of
fed of Davidy of Abraham, and one of the pofterity of
Adam- N N ’
* Ithas been faid, by fome divines, that fuch is the perfonal
tnion of two natures in Chrift, that alions done in the
divine nature may be predicated of the human nature ; and
thofe done in the human may be predicated of the divine,
‘This is a diftin&ion for which 1 can have no reverence:
It belongs to the body of fchool-divinity. It nearly refembles
the fcheme of the Eutychians, that the two natures in Chrift
were fo mixed and blended, that the human was changed
into the divine, and the divine into ‘the human. This was
¢ondemned, as -an erroury by the council of Chalcedon,
which decreed, “although there was a union; yet there was
not 4 mixture of natures.” : T

~ We fhall find, if we attend to the hiftory of Chrift’s life,
that the moft of his actions; while incarnate, were properly.
buman. Of this kind; may be reckoned his increafing in
wifdom and flature, and growing in favour with God and
man,- To affirm that fimple deity can increafe in wifdom,

the .

orbe the fubjedt of any change, is impious: With God §

%0 variablencfs, neither foadew of turni:é. But humanity
may increafe in wifdom, and be the fubje&t of pain, hungery
and a variety of natufal evils. - e
The humanity of Chrift is eftablifhed by the hiftory of his
Yife and fufferings. It begins with hisinfancy; and ends wllg
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fils death. He appeared, lived, afted, fuffered, and died, a8

a man. With this fentiment will be thocked no one who
makes the bible the rule of his faith. That Chrift may be

- properly called a man is agreed by Trinitarians, Arians, and

Secinians. In the latitude of the term, however; they difter.
Dr. Price allows that Chrift was of Adam’s pofterity accord-
ing to the fleth. Yet he calls him more than a mere man.
He was,in the Do&or’s opinidn;the greateft of created beings,

~ united fo 2 human body. Dr. Prietley calls him 2 common

ordinary mian, affifted, in a peculiar manner, of God. The
“Trinitarians, who hold the doctrine of the two natures in
Chrift, deém it proper to call him a man. -~ And this is the
plain languz%: of the bible. Peter calls him a man approved
of God. (Alk

ordained. (A&s xvil. 31.) And he fays, in another place,
there is one God, and one Mediator between God and men, the

- man Chrift Fefus. (1 Tim. ii. 5.) Heis repeatedly, in the

common language of the bible, called the fon of man. To

him are applied many attions, which prove, beyond doubt,

that he is truly a man. Mr. Emlyn acknowledges the doc-

trine.  And, netwithftanding he efpoufes the hypothefis that

Chrift was a rt/hperangelz'c’ bem%, yet, he coatends that the
d

.aftions he performed, in the world, were properly human, and
that he was eminently affifted of God.

Having eftablithed Chrift’s humanity, it remains that we
prove his divinity. This will be done by proving that he is a
divine perfon, uncaufed in his being, and independent in his
authority and glory. If we can prove, from the bible, that
Chrift is as truly and properly God, as he is truly and properly
man, the Arian and gocinian fyftems muft, hence, fall to the
ground.  The union of the divine and human natures in the

rfon of Chrift, is, to our opponents, a ftumbling block.

ey freely affent to the truth of his humanity ; and as freely.
diffent from the truth of his divinity. But if we can prove
that the human and divine natures are united in him, then, all
their objections will vanith, and the truth of his proper deity’
will be eftablithed. The proof of Chrift’s real deity wi
demonftrate the fact, that in him are united the two natures.

His humanity is acknowledged. ‘The evidence, then, of his
. deity will prove the all,d;gug

union, and that he is properly a
cou%plex- perfon, the God-Man. o :

. Toadduce the evidence that Chrift is properly God, is
now eur bufinefs. The ﬁénple teftimony of the bible we

depend,

ii. 22.) Paul calls him the man whom God

Yy

Wy
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depend, is quite fufficient for this purpofe. For it is much
fater to depend on the evidence of the bible, than on any
‘philefophical premifcs and dedu&ions, Of Chrilt arid his
charaéler, mora) philofphy isignorant.  The bible is our only
fource cf evidence.  On this ground we 2re willing to meet
our opaonents,  On this ground only will we reit the con-
trovert), and engage to zbide the decifion of divine irdpiration.
Letus uttend, then, with reverence, to the bible-evidence
-that Chrilt is God. : '

I. Jefus Chriftis the Creator of a!l things.

Thut the heavens, and the earth, and all their numerous
inhubitants, are the production of the fupreme God, it is
evilent from feripture. If it fhall appear, therefore, that
Chriit is, in the firit and original fenfe, the Creator of ai
things, it will then follow that he is the fupreme God. Gedy

1t is manifeft, has created all things. Toconfirm tlis truth,
it is not neceflary to tranfcribe all the texts which apply ta
him the work of creation. A part only are fufficient. In
the beginning God created the heaven and the  earth,
{Gen. i. 1.) . With this agrees the te{’cimorzr of Ifaiah.
Thus f[dith Gody the Lovdy he that created the beavens and
Sftretched them out, e that fpread forth the carth and that which
cometh out of ity be that grueth breath unto the peatle upon ity
and fpirit ts them that walk therein.—The fame prophet, in
another place, 2dds : Haf thou not known ? Haft thou' not
jreardy that the everlafting Gody the Creator of the ends of the
earth faintcth nst, neither is weary ? (Ifa. xlii. 5. «d. 28.)

As moft of the deniers of Chrift’s divinity grant, that all

creatares received their original being from the fupreme
God, we {hall omit the rehearfal of more texts that confirm
this dotrine.  The evidence that God alene can create,
demands our next attention. -
- Mr. Storkwell, in his differtation on the creed, fays, «it
would be the higheft prefumption to fay that the Almighty
could not inveft a creature with power to perform the works
of creation.”* Butif the bible afcribes the works of crea-
Yion to the Almighty, exclufive of any other being, we may,
then, fairly conclude, that to fuppofe he has invefted any
creature with power to create, is the higheft prefumption.

Let us hear what faith the fcripture, 7 @ the LoRDy
there is none elfe, there is no Gad befide me.—That tbt% may

B

* Extralls, p. 46.




(9)
Mwonw, fi-om the rifing of the funy and from the weft, that thers

§s nome bdgﬁde me. I form the light and create darknefs—1the

T.ORD dbo all thefe things—Ilet the earth open, I the LORD Laue
éreated it. I have made the earth and created man upon it :
I, even my hands, have firetched out the beavens, and all their
be/? bave I command:d. ~ For thus faith the LORD that created
the beavens; God himfelf that formed the earth and made it.
(Ifa. xlv. 5——18.) Job, fpeaking of God, declares it is he,

wbith+ alone Jpreadsth out the heavens. (Jobix, 5.) With -

this declaration agrees the £almift’s afcription.  Blefed be
the Lorp Gon,:ic Gob of Ifrael, who only doth wondrous
things. (Pfal. Ixxii. 8.) To him alone does he ever afcribe
the glory of creation. The LORD of lords— ajone doth great
-wwonders.— By bis wifdom he made the heavens.  He firetched
‘sut the earth above the waters, He made great lights, the
Jun to rule by day, the mon and flars to rule by night,
(Pfalm cxxxvi. 3—9.) . : o
‘Thus it is evident, from fcripture, that God alsne has crés
ated all things. The work of creation is, ia the moft exclu-
five fenfe, applied to him : it is to him alze. In it there is
no hint of any under-worker, or delegated creator.  To fay,
therefore, that God has invefted a creature with power ‘to’

‘create, is a flat contradiction of the bible, and an aét of 'the
higheft prefumption. As it is to God abne the wark of
creation is afcribed, there is not the leaft fhadow of evidence,
from the ftandard of truth, that power is delegated to any
being fufficient to bring into exiftence even the fmallzft
creature, ' o '

With the adverfaries of Chrift’s divinity it is a fond fenti-

- ment, that 2 mere creature has bzen invelted with power to
create. Dr. Price, in his late fermons, fays that fimpl:
croation belongs to God. When, therefore, he applies
creation to Chyriil, it is to be underftood, that he reduced to
order the chaotic itate of things, adjufted the feveral motions
andrevolutions of this fyftem, and formed all the beauty and
ufefulnefs we behold. - Jefus Chrift did all this, according to
the Dolor, by delegated power. He fupports himig b a
diftindtion between formation and ereation.  But it will be
‘difficult to prove, notwithftanding this diftin¢tion; that a
being who can form all things, cannot create all things.

Tghis fuppofed delegated power of forming all things is not
effentially different from original power to create, Mr.
"Emlyn has implicitly efpoufed the opinion, that the powc{

' waich
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which Chrift exerted, in creating all things, was derived, and
communicated to him by the Almighty.  And Mr. Sterk-

“well fays it would be the higheft prefumption to fay, that the

Aimighty could notinveft a creature with power to per-
form the works of creation. If we fhould allow, that the
aflertions of thefe gentlemen, carry more evidence than the
affertions of infpired writers, we fhould then belicve that
power to ¢reate, ds not evidential of divinity. Infpiration -
declares that God alone made the earth, and created man
upon.it. But thefe men fay,that a mere creature, forChrift, in
their apprehenfion, is no other, has created all things. . .
Now, as it is to GOD the bjble afcribes the work of
creation, and that exclufively of all .ather beings ; fo we may-

Jafely conclude, that he who hath created all things is truly

and properly God, But, mark it, the bible afcribes, inthe

moft explicit manner, the work of creation to Jefus Chrift.

Confequently, as it is God alone who.can create ; and as it is

exprefsly faid that Chrif? has created all things ; fo we may
believe, from divine teftimony, that Chrif is Ged, truly and
prci%crly the everlaﬁglé Febovah. '

- In fuppart of the dottrine that creation is.afcribed to Chrift,
we fhall bring the following texts. Iu the beginning was the

‘WoORD,. and the WorD was with Gop, and the Worp

was G6n. Al things were made by hi:ny and withewt bim

‘was not any thing made that was made. He was in the

yorldy, and dhe world was made by bim. (Joha i. 1—10.)

John is, evidently, fpeaking of Chrift. "I'o him who was
the  Light of the world he afcribes creation : to him who
came perfonally and vifibly into the wearld : who came unto
Lis own 3 who was made fleth and dwelt among us 3 of whom
the baptifk bare witnefs, and cricd, faying, ke that cometh after
me is preferred before nicy for be was before me. {John i. 15.)
‘The W orD, whocreated ail things, is the complex perfon to
wham Nathanzel {aid, ralésy thou art the Son of Gody theu
art the King of Ifrael. (Johni. 49.) Infpired Paul, inall his
cpifties, efpzcially in the-one to the Coloflians, informs us
that Chri1is the. Gieatsr. By him, {ays he, were all things
~ ‘crcated " that are in heaven, and that are in eard), vifible and
invil.Cle, whether they be thrones, or dominions, er princi-
palities, or powers, all things were creatcd by him and for him.

. (Ccl. i.16.) This declaration of an ipfpirad writer,in favour of
Chrift’s original creative power muft be deemed conclufiye,
For “Lere we are expreftly told,that all things;vifible and in<

' : ' : vifible,
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wifible; from the higheft foraph- to the loweft infelt ; from
the largeft globe to the fmalleft atom ; were univerfally cre,
ated, not only by Chrift, but for him.”+ This is the
current dofrine of the bible. This is fo undeniably evideng
that all parties do, in fome fehfe, concede toit. . The Socine
tans fay Chrift is creator in a'moral fenfe. He is, according
to them, the grand inftrument, under the fupreme Deity, ia
managing and adjufting the affairs of the gofpel kin
He is the creator of this new creation. And this is the only
fenfe, with them, in which he is faid, in the fcriptures, to
have created all things. Dr. Lardner, on the holds
the fame fentiment. Of Dr. Prieftley and Mr. Lindiey this
‘is 2 well known fentiment. When Chrift is faid to have
created all things in heaven and -earth,. it means .anly, thefs
writers affirm, that he was, when in this world, the primg
agent in the eftablithment of the gofpel kingdom. The
Arians, who believe that the Logos was the created, preexift-
ent, foul ofthe Meffiah, fay he created all things by virtue of
power communicated to him by the' fupreme Being. Bu¢,
neither of thefe conftrained fe: amounts, in my mind, to
the true fenfe of fcripture, To fay that Chrift is creatog
" only in a moral fenfe, is, plainly, to talk without book.
“That he -had given to him, by delegation, all, or any degree
‘of thepower he exerted in creating the world, and adjufting -
itsfeveral parts, we fee no evidence, nor thadow of evidence.
The bible doth fo plainly and particularly aferibe to Chrift
original power to create, that, to deny this power belongs to
* him, one may as well deny that he is the Mefliah. It remains,
therefore, that, in the prime fignification of the word, Chrift
is Creator. He created all things by his own, inherent,
underived, power. . Itis, hence, clearly evident, that Chri?
isGod. For be that built all things is GYOD. (Heb. iii. 4.)
. IL. Jefus Chrift is Jehovah. . oL
This name is exclufively applied to God. For this name
the Hebrews ever manifefted a great. veneration. They
»~ .cfteemed it fo facred, that they prefumed not to pronounce
it with their lips. They called it ¢etragrammator, the name
of four letters, J-H-V-H. And, as they deemed it expref- -
five, in a high degree, of his nature and charater, they appli-
ed it, without exccption, to the fupreme God.
In the bible alio, we fhall find, on inquiry, the name
: : Jehovah

+ Mr.Emmons'’s fermon af the ordination of Mr.Harris. p.g»
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ehovah is exclufively applied tothe eternal, the independent
{;od.. That men mZy know, that thowy whofe name alome is
Fehovab, art the Moft High over ail the earth. (Pfa. Ixxxiiis
18.) That there 1s no being but the fupreme God, whofe
hame alone is Jehovah, is, by this text, made evident. To
" deny this, is to deny the text. If, then, we can find that this
name is applied to Chrift, it will afford inconteftable and

conclufive evidence that Chrift is the Moft High God.
" Sanctify the Lorp, Hebrew, JEHOV AR, of bofis; and let
bim be your FEAR, and let him be your DREAD. And he
fhall be for a SANCTUARY ; but for a STONE of fumbling
and for a ROCK of offence to both houfes of Ifrael.—(1fa. viii.
13, 14’) Chrift, it is evident from the new reftament, is
the perfon defignated, in this text, by Jehovah of hofts.
Chrift is the Shepherd, the Stone of Ifrael. (Gen. «ix. 24.)
The Stone, fays Peter, which the buslders difalbswed, the fame
25 made the l‘{:AD of the corver, and a Stonc of Rumbling,
and a Rock of offence, even to them which flumble at tic
‘Worbp. &1 et. ii. 7, 8.) This metaphorical Stone was
Chrift. It was Chrift who was defpifed, rcjected, and difal-
lowed, of the builders, the priefthood, the nobility, of both
houfes of Ifracl. It was Chri/l who became, to them, a
Stone of ftumbling, and Rock of offence. #%e preach Chrift,
fays Paul, crucified, unto the Fews, a flumbling block. (1Cor,
i. 23.) Ifaiah’s prophecy hath ‘been literally accomplithed in
Chrift. Chrift, therefore, is Jehovah of {oﬁs. Chrift, it
appears alfo, is the Jchovah whom the prophet faw fitting
apon athrone, highand liftedup. Mine eyes, fays he, bave
Jeen The KING, the fehovab of hofls. (Ifa. vi. 5.) That
this Jehovah, the King,” whom Ifaiah fzw was really Jefus
Chrift, is evident from the teftimony of John. But though be
bad done many miracles befere them, yet they belieyednot on bim :
that th: [aying of Efaias the prophct might be fulfilled which be
Jbakey Lord, who hath belicved our report? And to whom bath
the arm-of the Lord been revealed ? Therefore they conld not
believe, _becaufe that Efaias faid again, he bath blinded their
eyes, and hardened their beart, that they fbould not fee with
“their eyes, nor underfland with their heart, and be converted,
and I fbould heal them. Thefe things faid Efaias when be
faw bis GLoRY, and [pake of him. (John xii. 37—41.)
Chrift was the perfon who did many miracles before the Jews,
. and on whom they believed not. 'This makes it evident that
she very perfon, the Jehovah of hofts; whom lfalah fawjv{rgfs
v elus
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Jefus Chrift.  And as the name Jehovah is given exclu.
fively to the true God, it follows that, Chrift is the true God.
Thefe. things [uid Efaias when be faw bis GLORY, and fpake
of bim. , '
4 T'o fay that thef: words were {poken by way of accommo-
dation Will, we truft, avail our adverfaries nothing, with think
ing men. Theidea of accommodation is abfurd, and ought
to be exploded where argumentis concerned. It is invented,
it fcems, toferve atevery turn, and to invalidate the evidence
of Chrift’s real deity adduced from the old teftament. If the
‘prophets, in defcribing the charaéter of the living God, predi-
cate of him certain properties and ations, which, by the new
ent writers, are afcribed exprefsly to" Chrift, it muft be
gllowed, to fay the ’
a miferable {gift. :
That Chrift is Jehovah is confirmed by other paffages.
Ifaiah frequently calls Jehovah the Hufband of his people
and fpeaks of them as being married to him as his wife. To
the church, after the acceffion of gentiles, it is declared,
¥hy Maker is thine Hufband, (the Febovah of bofts 41 bis
same) and thy Red:einer the Holy One of Ifrael, the God of
" the whole earth fhall be be called. (Ifai. liv. 5.) -Butit is
plain from the new teftament, that Chrift is the Hufband of
the church. 7 have ¢fpoufed you ta one Hufband, fays the
apoftle, that I may pr;,ﬁixt you asa chafte virgin, to Chrift,
Cor. xi. 2.) The hufband is the head of the wife, even as
brift is the Head of the church. (Eph. v.23.) ¢ hither,
faith anangely 7 will fhow you the Bride, the Lamb's Wife.
(Rev. xxi. g.) Itis, hence, evident that Chrift, the Hufband
.of the church, is Jehovah. ~Thus faith Febovab, the King o
Ifracl, and his Redcemer, the Febovab of bofts, I am the Fir/{
and I am the L1/, ana befides me there is no God. (Ifa. xliv.6.)
But this ftile is exprefsly given to Chrift. [ am .lﬂf?’)da"d
Omegay the Firft and the Laft. Thefe things faith the Firf}
and th: Laf?, whic) was dead and is alive. (Rev. i. 11. ii. 8.}
Now, if Jehovah, the King, and Redeemer of Ifrael, befides
whom there is no God, be the Firft and the Laft; and it be-
~ ing certain that Chrift, who was dead and is alive, is the.
Firft and the Laft ; then, it is certain that Chrift is Jehovah,
the King of Ifrael, and his Redeemer, befides whom there is -
.~ m0God. This conclufion will ftand, except it can be prov-
ed that there are two diftinct and independent Jehovahs, twe
Gftintt and independent Kings of Ifracl, two diftin& and in-

dependent

y are ‘done by way of accommodation, is
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dependert Redeemers bf Ifael. But the God of Ifrael -
déclares of himfelf dgrefsly; 1, even I am Febovah, and
defides me there is no Saviowr. (Ifa. xliii. 11.) And even
the Arians acknowledge that Chrift is the only Saviour.
If he be fo, then, heis chhovah;_the Jehovatiof hofts. :

- The reader’s atfention to this argument will be relieved
‘when Wweé fhall have confidered one more text; from the old
teftainént; to prove that], Chril& is Jehovah. Bebold I will
nd my méfferiger, and heé Pall prepare the way before me ;
%?ebﬁgy; whom ye J; ;&,ﬂ:alf ﬁzﬁdenly come to b)( temple;
 even the Meffinger of the covenant, whom ye delight i
{Mal: i, 1.) The teffenger fent to prepare the way, it is
well kiowri, was John the baptift. And the Meflenger of
the covénant was Jefus Chrift; Jehovah, whom the faithful
fought, who came fuddenly to his temple; and in whom they
delighted.  This wilt appear if we attend te the new teftas
fnent. Chrift, fpeaking of John his harbinger, faith, this i¢
be of whim it is writtens belwold I fend my meffenger before thy -
Jice, wbich fball prepare thy way before thee. (Matt. xi. 10.)
And Luke applies to John the words of Efaias the prophet,
Jrying; the voice of one crying in the wildernefs, prepare ye the,
tway of the Lird, make his paths fraight. (Luke iii. 4.)
Exprefily to our purpofe, -is the teftimony of the angel Gas
briel;concetning John. © Many of the children of Ifrael fbal)
B tiirn to the EORD their God. . And be fhall go before him,
#h the fpirit and power of Elias, to turn the béarts of the
Fiitherito the children, and the difebedient to the wifdom of the
?’gﬂ 3 to make ready a people prepared for the Lorp. (Luke
¥ 16, t']j Liet it herebe noted, that the expreffion prepars
#he wny of the Lord, is, in Hebrew, prepare the way of
ZhEHOVAﬂe (Ifa. xl. 3.) Now, as John was fent to prepare
e way of Jehovah; and, in doing this, we find he atuall
ptepared the way of Chmift; it ungeniabl follows that Chri
the Fehovab, whofe way he prepareJ,' and for whom he
inade ready a people, prepared for the Lorp.  This conclu-
flon teceives ftrength from the prophecy of Zacharias. And
thou, chitd, fhalt be called the prophet of the Higheft : for thow
Poals go befare the fuce of the LORD to prepare bis wayss
(Luke i. 76.) The HiGHEsT is, confefledly, a title given
alone to the fupreme God. But it is here given to Chrift :
therefore; Chrift is the fapreme God, Jehovah. ,
- Thus, I muft think, it appears clearly, from the confent
o both tefaments, that Jefus Chrift is the #ighe/?, the I(irﬁg‘,
- - the
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e Lord God of Ifrarl, the Firft and the Laft, the true,

¥ndependent Fehovah. - ‘
- Il. The rame Gody in a fenfe that does not imply
derived autherity, is given to Chrift.

That the term gof ¢is made the charalter of perfons,
who are invefted with-fubordinate authority and power, from
the fupreme Being,” we freely grant. But this militates
not againft the real Godhead of Chrift. That he is called
God, in a fenfe exceedingly different from that which im.
plies fubordinate authority and power, is plain from the
lively oracles. And that he is God, as he is independent in
his being, his power, and authority, is agrecableto the cons
fant language of the bible. Recourfe now fhall be had to

indpired men todecide our caufe. Ofthefe, the apoftle John
holds, it is thought, on this fubje&, a diftinguithed rank.
Him we fhall confult the firft. He “compolzd his gofpely
fays the learned Bedford, at the earneft intreaty and folicitae
tion of the Afian bifbops and ambaffadors from feveral churches.
‘T'wo caufes contributed efpecially to the writing of it.
The one was that he might obviate the early herefies of
thofe times, efpecially of Eebiaﬂ, Cerinthus, and the reft of
$hat crew; who began openly to deny Chrift’s divinity, and
that he had any exiftence before his incarnation.”{ ~ Mr.
Lowman, in his tracts, || fays, < John wrote his gofpel at the
defire of the bifhops of Afia, againft the herefy of Cerinthus
and the Ebionites, who hold that our Lord Jefus Chrift was
a mere man, and that the world was not made by the fupreme
God, but by a feparate and very diftin&t power.” Our
apoftie appears to have thought this doctrine very dangerous,
and even fubverfive of chriftianity. Againdt ity he afferts,
ity the ftrongeft terms, the divinity of Chrift. He calls him
God and Creator. [ the beginning was the WoRD, ana
" #he WorD was with Gody and the WorD was Gopo. Al
shings were made by him, and without him was not any thing.
made that was made.
. By the Worp, the Socinians fay, is meant the tvi/Zom,
powiery and goodnefs of God, which dwelt confpicuoufly in the
man Chrift Jefus 1§ But thisén:erpretation no ways come

1 Bedford on the Trinity, p. 8. || p- 223. § See
Crellius, Lardner on the Logos, p. 20—24. 2nd pofticript,
p.p;l 55. Prieftley’s difquifitions, and Lindiey’s fequel to his
3 Ogyc : ) -
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ports with the perfonal dignity of the Word, who is made to
futtain every charaiieriftic of a gerfon, and of a perfon too of
she firlt dignity in thc univerfe. * The Werd, we have
ilready proved, is, uncquivocally, the fame .perfon that was
mnade flefh, and dwelt among us.  “He is the very Mefliah, of
whom the baptift bare witnefs,and whom he called the Lamb
of God. He is the very perfon whom he calls Jefus Chrift.
e may, therefore, fay, if it be proper to call the Wordy
G od, and the Creator of the world ; it isy then, proper to call
Chrifty God, and the Creator of the world : for he is the
Word who made all things. Ify then, the Creator of the
world be a divine perfon, independent in his power and
authority ; it follows that Chrift isa divine perfon, indepen-
dent in his power and authority. And, indeed, if the Creator
of the world be not truly and properly God ; then, we Kave.
no evidence from eitlier the light "of nature, or the light of
revelation, that there is any GGod. For, that there is anp
feparate, fuperiour Beingy who is diftinct and and above him
who is callcd Creator, we are not taught by either the light
‘of nature, or the light of revelation. Or, that there is any
God befide the Maker of all things, we have no evidence:
It remains, therefore, that as Chrift, according to the bible,
made all things, Chrift is Ged. : :
T'his fame apoftle, after he had, in the name of believers,
declared, we know that the Son of God is come, gives him the
. highett ftile of divinity. This is the TRue Gob, and
Erarnarn Lire. (1 John v. 20.) This text has greatly
perplexed the minds both of Arians and Socinians. Igt is, in
the way of their refpettive fchemes, a grievous flumbling-
blozk. And they have, accordingly, attempted to prove
that the words, #his is the true God and eternal life, are an
interpolation, Butynot content with this, they have thought
it proper to zlter the pointing and pofition of the wverfe.
And, it muft be confefled, if between aflertion and proof there
be no difference, they have gained theirend. A caufe, how-
ever, that deperds on fuch uncertain evidence, may well be
fufpected of refting on a falfe foundation. Did not the Uni=-
tarians feel that the textyas it now ftands,is an undeniable proof
ef Chrift’s divinity, they would never attempt to darken its
forcible evidence.” Chrift is exprefsly called the True God.
This term is given to Go alone :  never to dependent crea-
pures. Mofes and Rulers, fliled gods, were #gpes of Chrift.
They were fhadows, of which Chrift was the fubﬂan&e :
c¥
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Shey were images, Chrift was the life : they were pictu

Clrift was the truth of all thefe, God manifeft in the fleth is
in a word, the truth  God is, hence, called the true God,
A greater than Mofes, or David, or Solomon, is here. We
behold him, as the original proprietor, fitting upon the throne
«of David, and anfwering, in the fulle® manner, as the anti-
type to thetype. (Altsii. 30, 36,) We are, hence,com-
.pelled tobelieve, that, Chrift, who is called the true (30d, is

God in the higheft fenfe of the word.  This we muft believe, |

.yntil the contrary fhall appear by demanftration rather thag
by affertion. :

Another paflage, inthe wriﬁhgs of this apoftle, merits ozt
¢

-attention. - Hereby perceive we the love of (od, becaufe

Aaid down bis bfe for us. /(1 Jabn iii. 16.) Now, it was

Chrift who botly diedy and rofe, and revived—(Rom. xiv. 9.)
The conftrution of this text, invented by-our opponents, to
.elude its evidence, is truly a trifling evafion, They would
have us believe that the meaning of it is this, that ¢ Chrift, 3
. perfon eminently affifted of God, more than Mofes, or any
-other prophet, is here called God, fimply becaufe of this
‘divine affiftance.” But, how does it appear that Chrift is,
from this circumftance called God ? Does the text, or any
. other fcripture, exhibjt evidence of this ! Isit not, rather, 2
conftruction to which they are reduced, in order to ward off

its evidence in favour of Chrift’s divinity ? . Although mere.

Deity cannot fuffer and die ; yet there is no impropriety in

, faying that a nature to which Deity is intimately united,

as fpiritis united to a body, may fuffer anddie. The union
of the divine and human natures, in Chrift, is not
an impoffibility : it implies no abfurdity : it may take place,
And, we beg leave to fay, it is clearly-evident that, in him,
it has taken place. For we have already proved, and our
- oppanents acknowledge, that Chrift 'may be properly called

aman. We havealfo proved, that he is the Creator of all

things, that he is the independent Jehovah, and the true
G:ig'.s What, then, is the confequence ? That he is equally
(Gad and equally man : two diftinét natures united, by an
ineffable union, in-one complex perfon, who is Immanuel,

. God with us. Gentlemen, in the oppofite fcheme, view.
this unian, we are fenfible, “as the continual refuge of the
_Jéarned and unlearned among the Trinitarians. It wasin-
vented,” fays Mr. Emlyn, ¢“to ferve at every turn.” Pofi-

" tjve affertions, however, if we may fay fomuch to great men,
,, , ars

>
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are, in our minds, ‘even under the weight of ajl their anthwrs
ity, very different from folid arguments. To fuggeft that
this union was invented to be a hiding-place, in which
Trinitarians mjght fcreen themfelves from the imputation of
abfurdity and contradition, is utterly unworthy of divines,
It may be prefumed that Trinitarians are as capable as are
Unitarians, of exercifing judgment and difcernment.  And ¢
may be fuppofed, even without any great effort of charity,
ghey would never have cfpoufed the do&rine of this union,
had they not found it to be phinly a do&trine of reveldtion, -
‘They are willing to depend upon the teftimony of God, and
yield an implicit affent to all clearly revealed truths. When, -
therefore, they read, hereby perceive we the love of Ged, bemt?
ba laid down Z:'; life ]for us, they fuppofe his death is predicated
of his bumanity, which only is capable of dying, Andthéy
feel able to fupport themfelves in believing the divinity of
Chrift, from the confideration, that he who died for us is
called the true God, ' :

The evidence on which our belief is founded, is ftrength-
ened by the declaration of the apoftle .Paul .on this fubject.
Feed, fays he, the church of Gody which he hath purchafed with
bis oton blocd. (Alts xx. 28.) Naw, the church is the pur-
chafe of Jefus Chrift: . he- purchafed it with bis own blood,
To him it was promifed, in the covenant. of redemption, in
confideration of his obedient fufferings. It is, hence, faid of
Chrif? Fefusy wha being in the form of Gody thought it not
tebbery to be equal with Ged : but made bimfelf of no reputation,
and took wpon hin the formof a fervant, and was made in the
likenefs of men : and being found in fafhion as a man, he hum-
bled Limfelfy and became obedient unto deathyeven the death of the
erofs. (Philip. ji. 5—8.) Now, as the church was pur-
chafed by the blood of Chrift, and by his blood only ; andas
itis faid to have been purchafed by the blood of God ; it fol~
lows that Chrift is properly God 3 who, in the form of a
fervant, and in the likenefs of men, was united to human
future capable of fuffering and dying,

To the truth of the doctrine, that Chrift is God in the
bigheft fenfe of the word, is another conclufive teftimonyof

- this infpired apoftle. /¥ bofe are the futhers, ofwhom, as son-

- carning the fiefb, Chriff camey’whe "is over ally God bleffed

. forever. (Rom. ix. §.) At Chrift, Dr. Clarke makes a full

ftop, in the reading. It ought to be read, fays the Docer,

God, whois over all, be blcfied forevermore. . Thistranfpo-
' a tion
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#omof the words the Socinians adopt. The Yeafon of theiy
doing it, evidently, is becaufe it favours their dehial of the
: divinit{ of Chrift. « The text,”” fay our opponents, ¢ i
© svrongly pointed.” ‘Thatis, as it now reads it effablithes his
divinity. - He is not 7 divine perfon. Ard, therefore, this
. text ou%!vt to be expunged from the facred volume, It is left
‘out by Wetftein, and others. At leaft, the words cught to
be tranfpofed, and the pointing altered. Itis enough to make
# combatant fmile to behold the comfortable fhift to which
the Unitaridns aredriven to fupport the reputation of liberal,
icandid, independernit inquirers. They are wonderfully fup-
ported, fometimes, by a metaphorical fenfe~—by a literal
theaning—by an interpolation—by an omiflion—by a tranf
_pofition—by the poi‘ntingi—-by the want of infpiration in the
feripture writers—or, by the common prejudices of the
‘eaftern philofophy.-——Of this any man of candour may be
convinced by ‘the writings of Mr. Locke, Dr. Clarke, Dr,
4Lardner, Dr. Prieftley, Mr, Emlyn, and Mr. Dindfey,
‘atmong the moderns ; and Crellius and Grotius, among the
wncients. They are pinched, and crowded, and foreed tb
this neceflity, "And, indeed, it is eafy to fee they Tould not,
with any colour of truth, maintain thejr oppofition to Chrift’s
divinity, if they permitted the texts to fpeak their own literal
meaning. And it is a2 fa& well-known, thatthe Arians and
Socinians, by expunging and tranfpofing the texts of fcripturey
have made them fpeak a language totally different from the
original, plain, literal conftruétion. The text under con.
fideration, as it now ftands, without the Unitarian diftortion,
both in the Greek and Englifh bibles, is demonftration that
Jefus Chrift is the fupreme God,  Chrift came, whe is OVER
“ALL, GOD BLESSED firever. It is here forcibly expreffed,
and ftrongly aflerted, that Chrift has no Superiour. 1In this
fenfe we fhall reftuntil argument fhall difturb us. ,
We fhal] content. ourfelves by adducing onlyone text
more under this head that Chrift is ‘God in the higheft fenfe.
And without controverfy, great is the miftery of godlinefs :
GOD was manifeft in the flefh, juftified in the SPIRTT, feen of
gngel::fﬂbcbed- unto ‘the gentiles, believed on in the world,
" yeceived up into glory. (1 Tim. iii, 16.) This very memor-
able paffage is an epitome of the gofpel. It hath, it muft be
allowed; a‘direét reference to the incarnation of Chrift—the
miraculous and divine power difplayed in the works he
- wprought “on eartiw-the miniftry of angels who attended ‘::
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Tis birth, his temptation in the wildernefs, and his agenyand
confli&t in the garden—the reception of his gofpel among
the gentiles—and his afcenfion to glory. This comports’
with his hiftory. Chrift is the WorbD that was made flefh,
and dweltamonﬁ us. He is diftinguifhed bythe particular name
EMMANUEL,which,beinginterpretedyis,God with us.Mat.i.23,
* The deniers of Chrift’s djvinity do in this inftance, as in
all others of a fimilar meaning, take fanctuary in a metaphor-
. sealfenfe. Asthe term Ged, in its primitive fignification,
‘would, if applied to Chrift, prove him to be, in the higheft

* “fenfe, a divine perfon, they cannot allow it here ta apply to

him. Of the term Godin this text, they would have, there-
forey themeaning to be this ; the power and goodnefs of the
.true Gpd were difplayed in the man Chri_{% Jefus : divine
.majefty and authority were delegated to him by the fupreme
.Being. The man,as the Socinians fay, or, the fuperangeliy
‘being, as the Arians fay, is called God on account of this
'delegqtion. But who is fo ignorant as not to know that this
‘foreign fenfe is not on the face of the text? A perfon, unac-
.quainted with the controverfy, would naturally fuppofe that
‘the God, of whom Paul ltre fpeaks, is the true and living
.God. Such a perfon, it may be prefumed, would not even
vco?'e&ure that God manifeft in the fleth is god in a derived
‘ordelegated fenfe, ,
In perverting the original meaning of words, there is the
-greateft danger. A perfon who is governed by a metaphor+
ical fenfe of plain fcripture is Jiable t3 embrace the grofleft
errours and abfurdities,  The Phantaftiafte, among the

_“ancient_heretics, were furprifingly under the influence of

“myfticifm. They, departing from the plain, literal meaning
J words, embraced, what they called, a fpiritual meaning,

" They were infe&ted, it fcems, with the dregs of the rabinical

" cabala, which confifted in teaching the doétrine of fplendors,
abracadabra, and myfterious nonfenfe. They could not

" believe that Chrift, by affuming a fubftantia] form, had made

" a perfonal appearance. - That he was called a man ; thathe

" appeared to have 4 body ; and that heappeared to eat, to drink,
to walk, to canverfe; they granted. = « It is well known,”

~fays Dr. Lardner on the Logos,* that, in the earlydagsof

 chriftianity, particularly in X% where  St. John refided,

 there arofe people, generally cqﬁed Docetes, who denied the

real
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when applied to Chiilt, does mean that he was god in ﬂm;:r.
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teal hurhanity of Chrifty and faid he wasa mian in appearancd

only,” To the paffages which fpeak of his humanity they
gavea fpiritual meaning. They; hence, ¢onfidered him as
a walking apparition ong', a mere vifionary phantom. They

- fellinto this abfurdity, becaufe they difavowed the literal

meaning of fcripture. 'Notwithftanding the bible contains
the moft exprefs declarations of his humanity, they could noty
withall their learning, believe he was aman.  And, as Jong
as they {heltered themfelves under their fpiritual meaning, it
was impoflible to convince them of : their miftake.  Ths
better killeth, but the fpirit giveth life.  And do not the Arians
expofe themfelves to a fimilar infelicity ? Notwithftanding
the dodlrine of Chrift’s real deity is, in the bible, taught
plainly and literally, they reject it. When to them are
objected texts of fcripture, in which Chrift is called exprefsly
the CREATOR of all things, JEHOVAH, the ALMIGHTY, the
TRUE Gop, EMMANUEL, the Gop ofIfrael, &c. they call
inftantly to their aid their metaphorical, myftical," fenfe,
which, like a fhield of brafs, refifts the arrows of conviction.
“They tell us that Chrift is god onlyby delegation, who afted
in the power and authority of God. Although he is repeate
edly called God, yet we muft not believe, fay they, that he
#s the fupreme God: for the word God, when applied to
him, has a metaphorical meaning : itis not ufed in its higheft
fenfe. This is the mode of reafoning adopted by our oppoe

‘nents. This metaphorical fenfe of the term God is the

corner-flone of Mr. Emlyn’s fyftem. '

To Chrift are afcribed, plainly, the divine nature and
charalter. And to him are afcribed, with equal plainnefs,
the properties and charalter of a man. The real dei?v of
Chrift is fo plainly taught, in the bible, that one may deny
his humanity with no lefs abfurdity than he may deny his
divinity. Now, if the word God,when applied to Chritt, be
ufed in a metaphorieal fenfe ; pray, what conclufive evidence
is there that the word man, whenapplied to Chrift, is not
uled in ' a metaphorical or fpiritual fenfe ! And why is not
the fyftem of the Phantaftiaft as defenfible, as the fyftem

‘of the Arians ! If the plain texts, which fpeak of Chrift’s

divine nature and charatter, do not eftablith his proper
Deity ; then, it may be faid, with the greateft propriety, that
the plain texts, which fpeak of his human nature and charac-
ter, do not eftablith his proper humanity. If the term God,

4
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by delegation ; how, then, can you prove that the term
anan, when applied to him; means any more than that he
" was man jn fhow, man ig external appearance only ! Ifthe
firft termy when applied to Chrift, be metaphorical, why is
ot the fecond term metaphorical alfo ? If, in faying Chriftis
ealled god merely in confideration of his delegated authorityy

_ and eminent fervices in the caufe of religion, the Ariansbe
gight and their {yftem defenfible ; then, we fee not but that
the Phantaftiafte be right, and their fyftem defenfible. The
bottom principles of the two fyftems are very fimilar. The
Phan:aftiaftz taught that Chrift was a mataphorical man,
and came metaphorically in the flefh ; but yet he was not
geally and truly a man : though he aflumed the external
sppearance of 3 man, there was in him no fubflance : al}
was vifionary. Now, if the Arians be difpofed to reject, as
grofsly abfurd, this phantaftical do&rine, becaufe the bible
geaches that Chrift poflefled the real nature and properties of
aman; it may be replied, that he poflefled the real nature
and properties of God, the bible teaches as plainly as it does
that he poflefled, in this world, the nature and properties of
a man. The former propofition is-as defenfible as i$
the latter.  And there is, in the denial of Chrift’s
praper humanigy, as much reafon and fhow of argument, a$
there is in the denial of his proper Deity. If we are to bes
Jieve that Cbrift is really and properly man, becaufe thebible
ealls him 2.man,and afcribes tohim the a&ions andcharagter of
@ man ; we are alfo to believe, upon the fame authority, that
ke is really and properly God, becaufe the bible calls him the
grue God, and afcribes to him plainly the nature and character
‘of the trye and living God.  The Saviour is called the man
Chrift Jefus, the fon of man, and the man whom God ordain~
ed. ‘Heis alfo-called the Creator, the Almighty, the Higheft,
Moft High, Moft Mighty, Jebovah, the Everlafting Father;
God manifeft in:the leth. Now, if thefe appropriate names
do not eftablith Chrift’s proper Deity, neither do the namesy
- the man Chyift Jefus, the fon of man; the man approved of
Gody eftablith his proper humanity. And, to be confiftent
as men of fenfe, we muft, according to the Arian way of
seafoning, or rather of denying plain texts of revclation, cons
lude there never did exift fuch a perfon as Jefus Chrift,
and honourably yield up to deifts and infidels the caule
of chriftianity. «
1V. Jefus Chrift is the Judge of all.

iy This
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ut e b * This chaadtet given to Chrift is a ftrong evidence that
in it iy Be'is really God.  If he be the Judge of all angels. and
! lity men, he then has undoubtedly all the qualifications necefin-
1) Wiyl ty for fultsining, with honour, this high office.’

Chiti The God of lfrael is frequently called the Judge of alf,
ity ina fenfe whichis emphaticul, and utterly excludes @} ideas
sl of any compeer with him, or fuperiour over him. The
ut patriarch Abrasham  ftiles him the Judge of zll the earth.
Me 8hall not the Fudre of all the carth do right 2 (CGen. xviii.235.)
The And David fays, Ged is Fadge himfels (Pfa 1. 6.) The
iy preceding verfes contain a fubline dcl{:ri pricn of the Majelty
nok of God exhibited in calling the earth from the rifing, to tae
u/ ' oing down of the fun, anl demanding the zttzition

I feaven and earth, that he may judge his pzople.  This de+
/ {cription can belong only to thz charalter of the fupreme

God. Itis not nocefiary. to quote the many texts whicl
fpeak of Godasthz Judge of all moral creatures. It is evi=

who is the fupreme Judge. A plurality of fupreme Judges
would infer a plurality of fupreme Gods.

" Allow it now to bz faid taat Fefus Chrift is the fuprema

Judge of angelsand men. He is theGod of Ifrael,and theGod

of Jfrael is Judge himfelf. If it be made appear that

Chrift is the fupreme Judge, and have avu hority to judge, it

will alfo appear clearly that he is- God in the prime {ignifi-
cation of the word. ‘Lo this let us attend.  The fin ot maz

- _hall come inthe gloiy of bis Father, with bis angels's and then
b fpall reward every man according to bis werks, (Aatt. xvi.
27.) When the /m of man fball comz in bis givryy axd all

2b2 boly angels with bim, then fhall he fit ugen the thyone of Lis
glory.  drd before him jfhall be gathered all retions : ard e
all feparate them one from another, asa fhepherd divideth
bis fheep from the goats—(Matt. xxv. 31, 32—40.) Thefz
verfes, which contain the procefs of the day of juldgment,
reprefent Chrift as the fole Judoe. Language {imilar to
this Chrift {peaks of himQlf. The Father judzeth no mar,
dut Gath commmitted all judgment unto the fon : that all men
SB22:ld hororr the fony even as they bonsur “the Fetler. (John

yv. 22, 23.) Zhe Fatheryin thel: verles, it thould feem,

means the firft perfon intae Trinity. For the bible teach-
cthy that it _is the office-work of the Second Perfon to pafs a
reneral judgment upon all moral created beings. It is be
v lich woas ordained o G'VDI to be the Fudge of quick a.;z.i(d;;zzzl.
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(A&s . 42.) The Second Perfon, in union with humanity,
is Cariily taas complex being who is the Judge of all. Thusit
is {aid 2he LoRD cometh to cxceute fudgment upon all. We muft
ali jfand before tiz pudment-feat of Carist. I/e muft all ap-
poar bijire the judiment-feat of CARIST. The revelation of
15e rigi teous julnment of Gob. For thenshow fhall Gob judge
tlesvorid # (Jade xiv. 15. Rom. xiv. 10, 2Cor.v. 10.Rom.
ii. 5. 0. 6.)  Thefe texts, it is evident, {peak of Chrift, and
give hiza the charalter of fupreme Judge. We may hence
infer, thiat as the God of Lfrazl is the fupremeGod and Judge
hinfeli; foChritl is the trueGGod « f Ifrael; for he isJudge of all.
it is needlefs to mention all the texts that {peak of Chrift
esfupreme Judge. One more texty however, and the ac-
complithrient of the prophecy it contains, demands patticu-
harctrention.  Toey fhall frut: the Fudge of Ifracl with a rod,
tipon the cheek. (Mican v. 1.)  Theaccomplithment of this
prediliion, in Chrift, is very remarkable,  And when they
bad platted a crown of tharnsy they put it upon bis bead, and a
weed i bis right bard @ and they bewed the knee before himy
and mocked Lioty fayingy Haily King of the Fews. —Ard they
JEit wpois hisity and tesk  the vecdy and [aste him on the. head.
Audy wheir they bad blindfilded bimy they fruck bim on the facs.
(+I:te. xxvii. 30. Luke xxit. 64.) 'This makes it as evi-
dent s poffible tuat Chritt is the God and the Judge of Iirael.
Similar to tais is taz prophecy recorded in Zechariah.
T il pour upon the haufe of Davidy, and upon the inbabitants
of Jerjalein, the Spirit of grace and of fupplications : and they
jhadi losk upon M whom they bave pierced. (Lech. xii. 10.
‘i'ne perfoa who fpecks in this aftonithing languege is the
Lord who firctchoti forth the beavens, and layeth the foundation
ef the earthy ana formeth the [pirit of man within bim. (Xii. 1.)
“Thefz altions, furely, can be predicatzd of the true God alone.
Thus fuith thelLorm,t:y REDEEMEIR,and he that formed thee
froxtazwomb, | amn tac LorD, that makcth all things, that
Aroicheth forth the  keavens aone—(Ifa. xliv. 24.) If
it il appear, therefere, taat Chritis the perfon who pro-
nounced this prophecy, and that it was literally accom-
pli-hed in bim, it will aniount tg demmonftration that he is truly
and pronerly God.  One of the [ldicrs, with a [pearspierced bis

Sfide—ducther firipture fuithy they fhall bok on bim whom they

picrced. (Jonn xix. 34—37.) Now, that Chrift is the per-
fon here 1poken of, cur opponents, I think, muft acknow-
Ledge.  And, if they will not acknowrledge that Chrift “sthe

: v ‘ perfon .
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perfon fpoken of in Zechariah, and the very perfon in whom
the prophecy was literally accomplithed, they mully indecd,
be -under the power of great prejudice,  “This prophecy,
and its accomplithment in the porfon of Chriity carry very
ftrong coaviction that he is the true God of I'racl; the truz
Jehovah of hofts, the fupreme Judge of all. This conclu-
fion is ftrengthenad by the teftimony of Johnin the revelation,
Behold,be comet’ with clgudsy and every eye fbad fee bimya1d tivy
alfo which pieresd him. - (Rev. i, 7.)  Chrift, it is pluin, is
the perfon deferibed in this verfe.  And it is alfo plain that
Chrift is the perfon, who, in the eighth verfe, takes to hia.{:if
+this folemn ftile : 1 amAlpha and Omegasthe Beginiing cnd the.
Ending, faith the Lordwbhich isy and which was, and which is
o comey the Almighty. And the fame perfon, to prevent 21l
uncertainty about the mattzr, declares;inth= cighteanth ver(2,
I am bethat liveth and was deady and beholly I am alive fur-
evermore, Anen 5 and have the keys of hell and of deat>. If
thefe texts do not fully eftablith the dotrine that Chril is
truly God, therc is no meaning in words, and it would be
vain tq attempt to eftablith any dotrine by words.  Chrit
calls himfglf the Alpha and Omega, the Lord, and tie
Almighty, and dsclores that he is the pzrfon that was deal,
and is alive, and liveth forevermore, Amen. e
V. Jefus Chrift is the perfon, whe, in the old teftament,
made the appearances of God. : k
Appzarances of Godwere wmade at fundry tims, and in.
divers manners—unto the fathers.  Jehovah condefcended to,
‘manifeft himfelf to his ancient people, and to give them
~inftru&ion in his owa perfon.  Of this kind "of inflru&ion
© inftances are very numerous. For the prefent defign it will
be fufficient to mention only a fewv. This we fhall da by
arranging themin the order of time they were made. Then
we fhall clofe’with fome remarks. .
" And they heard the Voick of the Lorp Gov walking iz

. the garden in the cool of the day, and Adam and his wi’e 1id

themfelves from the PRESENCE of the Lor D Gob, among/t the.
trees of the garden. (Gen. iii. 8.)
Aad the LORD appeared unto Asramy and faid, Unto thy.
feed swill I give this land. (xii. 7.) : ,
" A1d the Loro appeared to Airamy, and fud wnts Lin, |
{am the Avrarcuty Gob. (xvil. 1.) -
Ad Facoh was loft alney and there wreflled a MAaw wit)
Jimy until the break of day—rs a prince” bojt thou porver é}:‘t.’:
o 0D -
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Gon ard with men, and baf? prevailed.—And Facob called-the

naime of the place PENIEL : for I have feen GOD face to face.

~—(xxxii. 24—30.) By bis flrength be bad power with Gop :

yeay e had porvcr sver the ANGEL, and prevailed.  He wept,
and 111l> fupplicatize unto bim : be found him in Bethel, and
there he [pake with us; even the Lorp Gob of bofts 3 the
Lorw.is hismzmriel. (Hof. xii. 3—s5.) -

- Aud the AXGEL of the LORD oppeared unto him in"a flams
of fire cut of the aidjt of a bufb.—And when the LorD fow
thet he turned afid: ts fecy GOD called unto him out of the midft
of the bufby and feid—1 am the God of Abrakam, and the God
of ljaae; and the God of facob : And Mofes hid bis face : for

e was afraid ta lock upon (Gon. (Exo. i, 2—6.)

- Al the VORD went befare them by dayin a pillar of a cloud,
¥o leadthein the way 5 cond by night in a pillar of fires 1o give:
then: light to go by, day and night. (xiii. 20.} .

Then went up Mefes and Aurony Nadeh and Abihuy, and
Jewenty of the elders of Ifracl.  And they Saw she Gop of
“Ifracl : and there wwas under Lis feet, as it were a paved work
of a fapthire-floney ard as 1t were toe body of heaven in bis.
clearrefs. And wpoir tie 1chles of the children of Ifrael he laid
#et bis band = aljy thcy Saw Gob, and did eat and drink.
{xxive g—11.) ' _ :

Aid it canie to pafsy as ADJes entered inta the tabernack,
the clinly {iliar d feond=1, and jiood at the door ;[ the taberna-
ey and the Lorn t0lod with 3igfes.—snd the LORD [pake.
wio AGfs face 1y Jacey a5 a man fheaketh unto bis friend.
(x<xiit. g—11.) Comprre this with what is faid in acother
vhers Al frrosat Alofes—eith Fima il 1 fpeck month ta
aonthy even atraicrtlyy and wet in dark fpecches, and the
SniTune of the Loap fHofl Fe belskd, (Numb. xii. 7, 8.)

Aud it cone to pofiywwhen ifouawas by Tfericko, that be.

il wp Lis eyes asd [skody andy belold there flood a MAR

cor agaisfY Lim w'th bis fword dracon in bis hand : and
eiea wend wnty Liwy aad f2id unio iy dit _tlvazzg?zr usy or
for our adverfaric £ ind Te [aid, Ny s tat as CAPTAIN
of the Fot of the Lorn eni [ o come.  And Fofpua fell
e Fis face te the eart’ and did werfhipy and faid unto himy
Ti%bet [richy vy Lovd wits bis fervant ? And 1h: CAPTAIN of
ihaT,orRD’s /J},.'} f!ill 1Lnis j‘.cy’/:'im, .La'/é ﬂj’ /;596 ﬁ'o.'n c_f tfy
jaot s for ol pluce wiereos thou femdeft is Ly, Ard Fofbua

-

4 e (ol v 13—13.) Let this mfl1ze be compared with
vih diude bumatvg bein £ o Molts, Drew
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shaaldthy adt wear bther : puet off thy [hees from sff thy feet, for the

Gt whereon thou flandeft is holy gro/zi.nd. {I‘Z?o{l. iii.fs.) N[.,Ig:
#Gon: ‘This was an expreflion of the higheft refpect and reverence,
oty It was fuch as was due to the tabernacle and temple, and the
il ad immediate fervice of God, before his moft peculiar Prefence,
iyt . "This was, indeed, a very ancient and known rite of religious
| refpect.  Free from fhoes, fays Pythagoras, perform thy bely
- rites and adore,  And naked fict, fays Grotius, appertain to
g religion.t : :
il - Intheyear that king Uzziab died,. I SAw alfs the LorD
L Jitting upon a throne, bigh and lgted up, and his train Zﬁl[d
fr the temple.—Mine eyes bave feen the KiNG, the LorD. of bafls.

{1G. vi. 1—s3.) ~

Thefe are fome of the moft remarkable appearances of the
God of Ifral in the old teftament.  They are predicated of
that Being who calls himfelf Jenovan, I AM tuatl AM,
the Possessor of heaven and- earth, and the ALMIGHTY,

. Thefe are. truly fome of the higheft titles that are, in the
fcriptures, given to the fupreme God. And thefe carry full
and indubitablz evidence of real Divinity. :

. 'The Socinians, to invalidate this evidence, fuppofe that by
the Ange of the Lord, frequently mentioned in thefe appear-
ances, is meant fimply the appearance itfclf, in diftinction

. from the perfon who appeared and atted.* But, we beg
{eave to fay, this fuppofition has no bible-ground. That the
appearance, the wvoice [poken, the cloudy pillar, 8. is the An-

el of the Lord, is not, in fcripture, fo much as intimated.

The facred hiftorian is ever careful to maintain a diffinéion

between the appearance and the divine perfon who appeared.

The Arians, who are equally concerned with the Socinians
to invalidate the evidence of Divinity in thofe appearances,
fuppofe that this angel of the Lord was the Logos, who,
they fay, was the preexiftent foul of the Meffiah. They
conceive of him s appearing in derived glory, ffuming the
charaéter, and acting and fpeaking in the name of the fupreme
God. T hat the glory and authority he difplayed were pro+
‘perly his, they will not allow. He manifefted power and

majelty 3 but thefe, they fay, were communicatéd to him b
the fupreme Being, on whom he was dependent, and in whofe
rame lie eranfacted the affairs of the Ifraclitith church. But

S

we '

+ ILowman’s tralls, p. 98. * Dr. Prieftley’s difquifitions.
Dr. Lardaer’s letter, And Mr,Lindfey’s fequel to his apologye
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we fay, this doCtrine doth not appear to be true, nor thy
geprefentation juft. '
. This majeftic perfon, who made thofe fingularly glorious
appearances, has, in our opinion, a juft claim to the
divine nature and charater. I'o him are afcribed the works
- of creation and providence. The divine ftile in which he
fpake, and the majefty which attended him, declare him to
be the fupreme God.  He is the God who gave law to Adam,
who inftru&ed Noah zbout buildinz the ark, and made a
covenant with him. e is the God who called Abraham
from his native country, who promiftd to him the land of
Canaan, and engaged to be his covenant-keeping God.
He, it hath been thown, is the Moft High God, the Pofleflor
of heaven and earth, the Almighty, the God of Abraham, of
Tfaac, and of Jacob. It was he who faved, from Egyptian
tyranny, his people Ifracl, who conduéted them through the
wildernefs, who gave them laws and ordinances, and caufed
them to inherit the land of promife. To him are afcribed
snfinite knowledge and infinite power. He is, without a
figure, the Creator of all things, and the Governour of all
beings. He:is, truly, the omnifcient God, whofe Prefence
fills the immenfity of fpace. And heis the proper objeck
of adoration and prayer, even of {upreme worfhip. This is

the charalter the bible afcribes to the Perfon who made

thefe appearances.  Can any one, hence, difpute whether or
nothe be truly ond propzrly Ged ! That the gentlemen, in
the Arian fcheme, can ferioufly believe this majeftic and
glorious Being is a dependent creature, is truly furprifing.
That thofz divine appearances, recorded in the old tefta+

-ment, are predicated of Fefus Chrift, is now to be proved. -

We fhall, in doing this, fum up the evidence with concifenefs.
- The new tzitament, it is clear, fpeaks of Chrift as the
very perfon who conducted lfrael through the wilderncfs.
Paul, fpeaking of ‘the Ifraclitcs murmuring and rebelling
againft Gop, exhorts the Corinthians not to imitate their
example.  Neither let us temgt CURIST, fays he, as fome of
them aifo tempted, andwere deftroyed of ferpents. (1 Cor. x. 9.)
Theapeftle evidently refers, in this verfe, to a remarkable
occurrence, which happened when Ifrael was in the land of
Edom. Andthe peosple fpake againft Ged, and againft Mofes,
Heberefere have ye brought us up out of Egypt, %o die in this
wildernefs 2—Aad the Lord frt fiery ferpents among the peo-
$les and they bLit the people 5- ard much people of ]]mdN ded,
(Nutiss
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ety , (Num. xxi. 5,6.) Nows the Perfon whom Mofes calts
‘ - Gep and Lorn, Paul calls CarisT. Neither let us temys

vl g!(’"g Curist, as fome of them tempted, and were deftroyed of
;”;]’ o s ferpents. If, then, the Perfon whom, by murmuring, the
! C.‘n' Ifraclites tempted, in the wildernefs, be the fupreme God, it
whin e follows, clearly, that Chrift is the fupreme God : for Paul
ehmo declares exprelly that the God whom the Ifraelites tempted,
mA/dzm, and who fent the fiery ferpents, was Chrift. The Socinizans,
s goinvalidute thz evidence of this text that Chrift is the true
i Godand King of Ifracly-have recourfe to their wonderful
if 4 invention, the dotrine of accommodation. And the Arians
ol fay, that the God and King of Ifrael was a derived and
it d-pendent being, and acted under the controlment of a
z;,f Sup:riour.  Both of thefe fentiments appear to be botfomed

on the air.
That Chrift was- the fupreme Agent, under thé former
.dilpenfations, our apoftle was imprefled with ftrong belief.
We, hence, find he gives to Chrift the very fame charaéter
which other-infpired writers give to the true God of Ifrael.
Paul calls him, exprefsly, the Lord of glory. Which nine of
the princes of this werld knew : for had they known ity they
awould net have crucified the Lord of glory. (1 Cor. ii. 8.)
James gives to Chrilt the fame charalter. My brethren, have
mot the faith of our Lord Fefus Chrift, the Lord of glory, with
re/pec? of perfons. (James ii. 1.)  This flile. carries our
minds back, neceflarily, to the old teftament, where ‘we find -
the fame charaler given to the God of Ifrael.  How familiar,
to the ear, is fuch languaage, the glorious Lord, the God of
glory, the King of glory # That. this high charater thould be
afcribed to adependent creature, it is not conceivable.  The
criticifm of our opponents, that this is only the idiom ofthe * |
K. brew language, will avail nothing. . If it prove any thing,
it will prove too much. For, if the ftile, the Lord of glory,
when applied, in thenew teltament, to Chrift, mean only a
forious perfon, one more exaited than other prophets, it will
= hard to prove thatthe God of Ifrael is the true God : for
/e [ nne {tile, and, indeed,no higher fhile, is frequently given to
bim. The high charaQer, the glorious Lord, the God of
//yr y, 2he King of zlory, means only, according to our oppo-
hents’ . criticifin, that he is greater. than other prophets.
YA hat, then, becomss of the furpafling excellence of. the real
3 od of the Hebrews? A candid mind, unengaged in contre-
roily, muil judge, one would think, that the divine perj'hod_?,
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whofe character is defcriBed, in the old teftament; under tHe
higheft afcriptions of adoration and glory, is really the Moft
High God. And when he finds that the fame character isy
.in the new teftament, given to Chrift, he muft admit the
-evidence, that he is the very perfon of whom Mafes in the
baw, and the prophets, did write;and te whom they gave the
higheft character, and the higheft homage, fupreme worfhip.

That it was CHRIsT who influenced and aGtuated Noah
An his preacting to the inhabitants of the old world, we have
the exprefs declaration of Peter. CHRIST alfo bath once
Juffered for fins, the JUST for the unjifty that he might bring
us to God, being put to death in the flofb, but quickened by the
Seirit: by which alfp HE went and preached unto the fpirits
dn prifm; which fometime were difobedient; when once the
dong-fuffering 1% God waited in the days of Noah.—(1 Pet..
iii. 18, 19.) Mr. Lindfey, to weaken this evidence of
Chrift’s divinity, is pleafed to fay; in his fequel, that the
meaning is this, % that the apoftles preached, by the Spifit of
Chrift in them, to the defcendants of thofe, whofe anceftors
" were amazingly wicked in Noah’s time.” Pray, Mr. Lindfey,
-in what part of the univerfz were thofe defeendants? For the
bible declares exprefsly that al/ the inhabitants of the old
world, excepting Noah and his family, were drowned in
the flood, Is not your meaning, therefore, pointblank con-
trary to the beft-known fact !- And, notwithftanding geog-
" raphers may tell us, that, in Africa, « we find a race of peo-
.ple quite black, fuppofed to be defcendants of Cain, who, for
his cruelty to his brother; had this mark fet upon him,” yety
‘we have no evidence that any defcendants of the amazingly
wicked antediluvians furvived the flood.  And that men
‘have defcendants, after they are drowned; as in the flood, we
.do notbelieve. The rational fenfe of the text, then, remains
.good, that Noah was influsnced and adtuated by ChRIsTy
an'his preaching to the inhabitants of the o/d werid.

We have, moreover, the teftimony of this fame apoﬁfc
‘Peter, that all the former prophets, who prophefied of the
grace that fhould come, were moved by the Spirit of CHRIST -
" The prophets—fearching what, or what manner of time, the
SPIRIT of CHRIST which was in them, did fignify, when #
teftificd beforehand the fufferings of Chrifty and the glory that
Should follsw. (1 Pet..i. 10, 11.) The Secinian fentimenty
-that Chriff had it exifience before the days of Auguftus, is here=
by flatly contradicted,  And the Arian hypothefis, that C.lrrz/i

.y i
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ot et it & derived and dependent being, is, with equal forcey contras
iy the Mol dicted and confuted.  For; furely, that Being who influen¢ed
ek and infpired the former prophets, in their preditions of the
b admitthe ﬁrace and glory of the gofpely is the Almighty God, the
itk offeflor of heaven and earth. And Chrift being this God;
J aethe our pofition; that Chrift is the Perfon; who; in the old teftas
worp ment, made the appearances of God, would, without adding

ef Noad " more, be eftabliflred.
Proceed we now to obferve, that weé have, in the writings

e have

;’m of John, plenary evidence, that Chrift is; according to the
i divine appearances in the old teftament; the true God and
y P King of Ifrael.  This witnefs, fpeaking of Chrift; fays;, He
it cane anto His OwNy and His OWN rectived him not.
P (John i. 11.) Dr. Lardner, in his letter on the Logos; fays,

. ¢ [ pray, whofe people were the Jews; but God’s; his; who
f ftiled himfelf Fehovah 27 (p. 20.) That the Ifraelites
| were the peculiar property of God, hone; I truft; will deny.
And that this text is fpoken of Chriff, it cannot be denied.
What follows from hence ? That Chrift is the King of
Ifrael. This conclufion is fupported by the teftimony of
Nathanael:  Rabbi, thou art the 8on of God § thou art the
KING of Ifracl: (Johni. 49.) Ifj to invalidate this evidence,
it be faid, that Nathanael was not infpired, and thefe can,
therefore, arife; from this declarationy no conclufive evidence
of Chrift’s Divinity, let it be confidered thit there is in it

as much weight, to fay no more; as there is in the declaration .

of other uninfpired mén; Nathanael confeffeth, to his
Adaftery his conviction and belief. The more weight is to

Be allowed to this confeffion; in that it was made inftantly
upon its having been proved to him that Chiift knew him
otherwife than ons mere man kriows another. Nathanael
(2ith unte himy W hence knowelt thou me ? Fefus anfwered and

zid unto him; Befove that Phillip called thee, when thou waff
under the figtrees I faw thee. 8’. 48.) Itis the teﬁimén{
of other uninfpired men, that Chriftis not the King of Ifrael.
Whether this teftimony, or the teftimony of the Ifraclite
indeed, in whom is no guile, hath the moft weight, is left to
ghe judgment of thofe, who are ables in an even balance to

werigh evidence. ‘ o

WWhat fhall we fay of the teftimony of Chrift himfelf, in
his addrefs to the murmuring Jews? Your father Abrabam
rejoiced 2o fee my day : andbe faw ityandwas glad. (John viiis
56.) But when did Abraham fee the day of Chrift ? It was,
- E certainly,
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certainly, when Chrift appeared to him, and" faid unto him,
I am the Almighty God. It was when he blefled
him, s and made a covenant with him. (Gen. xvii
1—22.) At this declaration of the Saviour, as it exalted
him to the dignity of the God of Abraham, the Jews were
ofiendzd.  Thou art not yet [ﬁy }mr: oldy and bajt thou feen
Lorakam ? Fefus faid unto themy Verily, verily, I fay unto you,
BerorE Abrabamwas, 1 AAL. Then took they up ftones
tocaft at him. (v. 57, 58,59.) They were unwilling to
alow that Fofus of Nazareth was that glorious Perfon that
appearedro their father Abrabam. I AM, theyknew, was -
Gop’s MEMORIAL fer ever. Andy when Chrift aflumed
to himfzf this memorial,they faw, he claimed to be theGob of -
Abraham. That Corift exifted only in the divine decree b;/brc
Asrabam exifted, is, one would think, too infignificant a fenfe
to gain any credit. Did not the Socinians, many of whom
are men cf learning, feel themfelves hemmed in, with infu<
perable difficulties, they never would ftoop to this unmeanin
-conftruétion. "That Chrift exifted in the divime decree
‘before Abraham exifted, is, indeed, .true. And that a/l men
-exifted in the divine decree before this pattiarch bad birth, is
equally true.  This Socinian, fuppofitious fenfe, therefore,.
fo takes away the fenfe of the text, as to make Chrift fay
nothing peculiar of himfelf. 'Why, theny pray, did the Jews
take upitones to caftathim ? - .
That Chrift is the very perfon whe, in the old teftamenty
made all the appearances of Ged, is farther demontftrated by
the ufe and application made, in the new teftament, of a
paflage in the prophet Ifaiah.  In the yaar that king Uzziah
. dredy [ays the prophety I faw alfo the LLORD fitting upen a throme
high and lifted upy and bis train filled the temple. (Ifa. vi. 1.)
Some converfation, it is mentioned, pafled in confequence of
this appearance.  Andthe apoftle John referring to this con-
verfation, faye, Thefe things faid Efaias when be faw bis
GLORY and [pake of him. ~ Hirs we have already feen, refers
to Chriff, who had wrought many miracles before the Jews,
and on whom they belicved not.  ‘Andy, it is faid, they conld
not belizve, becaufy that Efaias faid, He bath blinded thetr-eyesy
and haridened their hearts —Thefe things faid Efaias when
he faw bis GLORY, that ir, the glory ef Him IWhe wrought
inany miracles, and on ##hem they believed not. Now, 4§
it was the Lord of hofts, the King of Ifrael who appeared to
Yaiah, and as Johaapplies this appearance to Chrift, maktiir:g
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him the perfon whofe Glory the prophet faw 5 it follows,

!

Gl wobiy  ghot Chrift s the Lord of hoffs, and King of Ifracl, who then

made the appearance of God, the appearance of what he is,
in truth and reality, the living God.  From thefe confider-
ations,  think, it clearly and forcibly appears, that Chrift is
the God, the very God, whole charalter, in glowing colours,
adorns the old teftament,and who,ever, appeared to his people.
Thus we have endeavoured to eftablith, by fcripture
arguments, the real Deity of Chrift. For this end we
have attempted to prove that Chrift is the Creator of all
things—is Jehovah—the true God—the fupreme Judge—
and the very perfon, who, in the old teftament, made all the
appearances of God. Leaving, now, to the meditation of
the inquifitive, the many other things, in holy writ, which
might be employed, with advantage, in fupport of Chrift’s
divinity, it is humbly fubmitted, to the judgment of the can-
did, whether or not we have proved that Chrift is really the
Supreme Gob. ‘That he is properly man, our opponents
grant ; and that he is properly God we have employed
Arguments to prove. If; then, the reader fhall judge thefe
arguments are conclufive, he will find no difficulty in believ- -
ing that Chrift is truly God, and truly man ; or, that, in
him, a complex perfon, are united the divineand human xatures.
This is the God,who, it is faid,rideth upon the heavens by his
Name JAH ; who, inthe chariots of God, even thoufands
ofangels, as in Sinai, afcended - on high ; who led captivity
captive ; and who received gifts for men ; yea, for the rebel-
lious alfo, that the Lord (God might dwell among them.
(Pfa. Ixviii. 4, 17,18.) = Now that he afcended, what is it but
that be alfo defcended firft into the lower parts y‘ the earth ?
He that defcended, is the Sam: alfs that afcended up far above
&ll heavens, that He might fill all things. (Eph. iv.q, 10.)
This is the perfon who, in the form of a fervant, defcanded
from heaven into the lower parts of the earth, from whence
he afcended in majefty and triumph to glory : this perfon was
Chrift.. Inhim, JaH, the Divine Effence, and the Maw,
human nature, being united fo as to form one complex per-
fon, we are able to account for the different things, and the
complex chara&er, which, in feripture, are afcribed to
Jefus Chrift, X
Againft this do&krine, it will, perhaps, be obje ted, that the

union of two natures inthe perfon of Mefliah 1s repugnant to
.

comnor_fenféey and contradicts all our ideas of natural reli%c

i £ e e > gL ST T e p ey s

e AT e .



.

( 52 )

Our appeal, for the truth of Chrift’s Deity, is not made.
to the favourite ftandard of common fenfe, or that of natural
religion, but to the STANDARD of the BisLE. By this
ftandard only, is this doctrine to be examined. Whatever is
contrary to revelation is foreign from this difpute, and is tq
b treated accordingly. But, what fhall we fay of common
fenfe, in other cafcs which feem to contradit revelation ?
Suppofe, for inflance, common fenfe thould obje¢t againft
the fcripture doltrine of the refurreétion : muyft we, there-
fore, reject the divine teftimony, and belieye that our bodies
will not be raifed at the laft day? Dr. Prieftley fays that all
the appearan_es in nature are againft the do&rine of a future
refurreCtion, yet believes it upon the fimple teftimony of the
bible.* But the union of the two natures in the perfon of
Chrift, we beg leave to fay, is no more repugnant to common
fenfe, than is a future refurre&ion.  And yet our opponents
belicve in the refurreciiony and reject the union, although both
are founded on the fame evidence. The Athenian philofo-
phers once thought not fo well of the: refurre€tion. They.
finding no arguments in natural philofophy that proved to
them the refurretion of the bodies of men, deemed the doc~
trine an abfurdity, aud mocked Paul who preached unta
them Jefus and the refurrection. (A&ts xyii. 18.) And mo-
dern philofophers, finding, in nature, no arguments in favour
of this ajledgzed union of two natures in Chrift, cry out
againt it as inconfiftent with their ideas of natural religion.
"T'he weight of this objection muft be afcertained by thofe whq

~ can, according to their fyftem, make the light of nature

weigh down revelation.

The Arians fay, « that the do&rine of the Trinity, and
the myftery of the hypoftatical union, hayenot the leaft foun-
dation in patural religion.’+ This they urge as a reafon
that thefe doltrines fhould be dilbelieyed. But, it ought to
be confidered, that if we exalt our reafin above the word of
God, we fhell be expofed, thereby, to the moft fatal errours,
and in danger of renouncing, as incredible, all the diftinguith<
ing do&trines of chriftianity. Natural religion is unacquaint-
ed with Chrift crucified—with repentance—with faith—and
with pardon through his blood. o prove the truth of thefg
doclrines, we are not obliged to have recourfe to moral

: ' " philofophy.
* Dr. Prieftley’s difquifitions relating to matter and [ﬁngt
+ Sge a pamphlet againft tacArians, printed atBofton, 1750
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philofophy.  The teftimony of God is alene fufficient;
Our aflent is demanded, and our implicit faith is to be
given to any, and to every dotrine which carries conclu-
ive evidence that it is taught in God’s word. We are
bound to receive it as divine truth, although it be not taught
by natural religion, or, by the lucubrations of philofophers.
«Jt is very oblgérvable," ys a writer,* that the Spirit of God
did not fee fit to have the fcriptures penned in a philofophical
ftrain, but, with great plainnefs of ftile and argument, as if
done on purpofe for the meaneft capacity to underftand;
efpecially fo far as related to the perfon, ofhices, and crofs of
the Redeemer.” To pretend, therefore, to prove the mean-
ing of the fcriptures, as the oppofers do, by the teft of com-
mon fenfe or natural religion, is not to follow the method
marked out, for this purpofe, by the Holy Ghoft. New we
bave received, fays the apoftle, not the Sprrit. of the world, but
the ‘Spirit which is of God ; that we may know the
things. that are freely given to us of God :  which
things alfo we fpeak; not in the words which man’s wif-
dom teacheth 5 but which the HoLy GHOST teacheth ; compar-
ing SPIRITUAL Abings with SpirITUAL. (1Cor. ii. 12, 13.)
Chrift fent me—Yo preach the gofpel : net wiih wifdom of words,
lef? the crofs of Chri? fbould be made of nome effecz. ~For the
preaching of the crofs, is to them that perifh, foolifbnefs, but
unto us which are [aved, it is the &awer of God.— For after
that, in the wifdom of God, the world by wifdom fnew not. (God,
it pleafed God, by the ﬁali/bne{.’f ) pr;acb_mg, to fave them that
believe. (1Cor. i. 17—21. he wifdom of God has de.
vifed this method, * that no man fhould have caufe to fay,
that the myfteries of the gofpel were beholden to him for his - -
philofophical dedu&ions, diftinctions, &c.  And, if this be
foolithnefs, he affures us,thatitis fo onlyto them that perifh.” .

STRICTURES

t See the laft named pamphlet.
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STRICTURES?

EXTRACTS ﬁ'o_m Mr: EMLYN s
HUMBLE INQUIRY

CONCERNING

THE DEITY or JESUS CHRIST

B

.
.

R Emtyns Humble Inquiry, from which are
“taken the extracts latel pu%lfhed at Bofton,.

bas, it is freely acknow{edgcd a fhare of inge-
nuxt The ftyleis clear and fumiliar ; 4nd the '
wor s partxcular]gadaptpd to lead the common

r:op]e into the Arian ut, the author, we beg leave
fay, has, in hm in made no real advance in his favour-
te fcheme, éh b’s Supnmac of the Father vindicae-

#ed, and Dr. Clarke s Scripture doé?rme of the Tnmfy, have
accuratcly ftated this fcheme. ‘A pertinent reply to either
of thefe tracts, would vindicate the Deity of ghnﬁ, and
expofe the fallicy of our opponents, aswell asareply to the
inquiry in particular. But, inafmuch as extraéts from the.
#rqniry have lately been fele@ted, as the ground, we fuppole;
- of debate, we fhall give them a pamcular heanngandexam‘
ipation. This we thall do, with the fame good will to Mr.
Emlyn’s admircrs, as to the publio in general, who are deﬁred,
to tike in good part our upright endeavours, in thefe
: ﬁn&urcs, to make the ﬁght thine out of darknefs. VV‘
wnte from couvilion, not from ambition. M&' L
Nifw
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. "Mr. Eut:?n, to “annihilate the do&rine of Chrilt’s feld
deity, founds his arguments on a few texts of fcripture,
which have an efpecial reference to his humanity, and avoids
a confideration of thofe plain texts which affert, we fay, his
real deity. Of this we have an inftance in page gth, where
he flates, what is deemed, a ftrong objetion againft the
Godhead of Chrift. «Our Lord Jefus Chrift,” fays Mr.,
Emlyn, «exprefsly fpeaks of another God diftint from .
himielf: feveral times we find him faying my God of another
—My God, my God, why haft thou forfaken me # Surely ho
inbe:xded not to fay, myfelf, myfelf; why haft thou foriaken
me

The argument,inall thefe words,is fimply this : becaufeChriff,
in prayerycalls uponGody as his God, therefore,Chrift is not Gode
But, who cannot fee, that, from the premifes, this is no con
fequence ! Our author, in ufing Chrift’s invecation on God
as an arguinent againt his proper deity, has, as loiicians fay,
begged the queftion. That the doétrine of the bypoffatical
unian is an abfurdity, he, evidently, takes for granted. But
this is the pointin dcbate. .Before this gentleman inferred,
fromthe words, that Chrift is not God, he ought, as a difpus
tant, to have proved, by argument, that the al%edged union ie
an abfurdity. If this union holds, his confequence does not
follow the premifes.  Suppofe, becaufe the apoftle Paul
declares that Chrift is the Great Ged, and the True God,
we f{hould infer that Chrift is not a man, a dependent creature,
would the Arians abide the confequence ! Weuld they ot
think that the many plain affertions, in fcripture, of his hue
manity,merit confideration ? And why may not we think, that
the muny plin aflertions,in fcripture, of his divinity,alfo meri¢
coafideration? That Chrift is a complex perfon, is as truly

God as he is truly man, has, we judge, been made evident
ftom tire lively oracles. The bible exprefsly calls him God,
and afcribes to him omnific power. Chrift is faid to be the
God that made the world. In the beginning was e
WoRD, and the WorD was with God, and the Wok®
was Gop. The fame was in the beginning with Gope
All things were made by bim ; and withont bim was not any

#hing made that was made—He was in the world, and the
world was made by bim. (Johmi. 1—10.) His current

ftyle is; The MicHTY GoOD, the EVERLASTING FATHER,

OD over ally bleffed farever, the TRUE Gop and ETERNAL

Lire. (Ifa.ix. 6. Rom. ix. 5. ¥ Johnv. 20.) His curﬁze’?

' e
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ftyle difo is; The Son of MaN, the MAR whom God
OrpaINzp, the MaN CHrisT JEsus. Now, allow it
) ﬁere, to be faid, that if Chrift’s being called a Man is:

evidence of his proper. bumanity, then it as fairly follows, that,
his being called Gd, the God that made the world, the true
Gody the Everlafling Fatheryis evidence of his proper deity.
,Confcquentlz, his faying my God, my God; why haft thou
forfaken me ? does not prove “ Thatin all juft conftruction,
he can not be fuppofed to be that felf-fame Gody from whom
he diftinguithes, and to whom he oppofesy himfelf.” If the
perfon of Chrift be complex, and confift of proper deity and
proper humanity united in him, then there is no impropri
in'confideriny the humanity, or the man, as addreffing himfelf
- to the Deity. This prayer of Chrift Jefusy then, is no
ar%\t;lmcnt againft his real deix, or Godhead. ,
. Mr. Emlyn’s fecond objection is founded on the fame
defeCtive reafoning. “Our Lord Jefus owns,” fays our
author, “not only anether than himfelf to be God, but alfo
that he is above or over himfelf; whicl is plainly intimated
alfo by his apoftles.” We are then referred to “many
inftances” in whick Chrift ¢ loudly proclaims his fubjection
to the Father. In general he declares his Father-to be

reater than he. He fays; that he came not in his own, but
in his Father’s name, or authority. He owns his dependence
upon his God and Father, even for thofe thingsy which, it is
pretended, belong to him as God. In like .manner, his
apoftles declare his fubjection to anothery not only as his
Father, but as his God.” (p. 10.)

That Chriftis not God, in the bighe/? fenfe of the wordg
that isy he is #ot independent in his being and power, is the
conclufion, which our author draws From this reafonings
But, that this mode of reafoning is defetive, and will operate
again(t our antagonifts as much as againft us; is eafily feem.

ory ify to prove that Chrift is not truly and properly Gody
or, God in the chief fenfe it be conclufive ; then, it will be
equally conclufive to prove that he is not truly and properly
man. Let this matter be tried. Chriftis the Creator of alt
things: (Johni. 1—3. Col. i. 16.) but the Creator of all
things is-not a man : therefore, Chrift is not 2 man.—Chrift
isthe True God: (1 John v. 20.) but the True God is
not a man : therzfore, Chrift is not a man.—Chrift is the
Mighty God, the Everlafting Father, the Moft Mighty, the
Highcﬁ; (Iﬁ' ix» 6( Pfa\ xl'V. 3.’ Luke i' 76.) but ﬂ‘
. Mighty




( 37.)

Mighty God, the Everlafting Father, the Moft Mighty, the
Higheft is not 2 man : therefore, Chrift is not a man. At’
this mode of reafoning, to overthrow the dotrine of Chrift’'s
humanity, the Arians, it is imagined, would both fmile, und
onounce it inconclufive. It is; however, the very mods
r. Emlyn has 3dopted to difprove Chrift’s divinity. Becaufs
‘Ghrift fays, 4y Father is greater than I—1I can of mine ovonfelf
do nathing—1 came down from beaven, nat to do mine own will,
but the will of him that [ent me : therefore, our author argues,
‘Chrift is not really God. If our opponents will abide Mr.
Emlyn’s conclufion, then, let them difplay their logic in
denying this condlufion, viz : becaufe the bible calls Chrift
the Creator, the Higheft, the Mighty God; the Moft Mighty,
the True God, the Everlafting Father: therefore Chrift is
not properly aman: I appeal to the candidamong the Arians,
that this conclufion is not lefs logical, than is M. Emlyn’s.
‘And if they will grant this, then, they themfelves will grant
L ~t(};at his reafoning proves nothing againft the true daity of
hrift. :

-« Our adverfaries;” fays Mr. Emlyn, « will gain nothing
lg alled?ng texts to prove the title of God to be given to
hrift, {ince that may be, angzzt it will not prove him to be

the fupreme, independent God; but only one who is inhab-
ited og, ;md commiffioned and enabled by; him who is fo.”

-(p- 16. :
We do not with to gain any thing; by alledging texts

to prove the title of God to be given to Chrift.”” The title
itfelf; we grant, is no certain evidence of his proper deity.
‘Mofes is called agod: (Exo. vii. 1:) and.pFinces, magif-
trates; and jud es are called gods: (xxii. 28.) RBut,

. notwitbfbndmg%\'lofes is called @ god, itis to be noted, he
+isin no place called the true God, God over all, the Higheft,
the Almughty. Neither are thefe higheft titles given either
“to princes, magiftrates; judges, or angels. But to Chrift
-they are given without any limitation, and without any
intimation that they are ufed in a metaphorical fenfe. They,

" it muft be allowed, are the higheft titles of the fupreme and
" independent God. If there bey in the bible, any expreflions

- which prove there is a fupreme Being, thele, furely, are as

. proper as any. And if thefe do not prove that there is a
i fupreme Being, it will be difficult to fay what words, in our -
languaze, will prove it. There exifts no being who is

_ bigh:r than the Highy, or, mire mizhty than the My
o F ' Mizhty,
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dighty, or, more eternal than the Everlafing Fatber, ory
mure truly God than the True God. Thefe terms, being oo
-fublime to imply fubordinate power and authority, do clearly
imply, and ftrongly affert, the moft abfolute and ‘underived
owerand glory. And, inafmuch as they are given te our
ﬂadchﬁeér?fcr,f without the hm:c‘t)a:c?n ude‘:h m ical;
‘er myftical fenfe, fa we may fairl ( notwithffanding
‘what is faid to-the contrzy, th:.t Chrift is God “in .the
‘bigheft fedfe.” , -
Had not Mr. Emlyn taken for granted, things which ought
'to have been proved, we fhould not find him building on
-affertion more than on demonfiration. - He was under
obligations, certainly, as a fair difputant, to have brought inte
'th= view of this controverfy fome, at leaft, of texts
wirich ofcribe to Chrift the higheft titles .and charaéter of
Gol. If there were to be found any texts which exprefsly
“deny that Chrift is the Creator of all things, that he is the.
- -Almighty, the truc God, and God over all, aur author, it is
“prefuined, would gladly have alledged them in fupport of his
‘denial of Chrift’s divinity. And pray, what reafon is therey
that we may not alledge the texts which declare his higheft
charaflet ? The Arians and Socinians, to wesken and elude -
‘thz evilence of thefe texts, have employed various methods.
They have attempted to prove, that fome are an interpolation
«that fome are ufed metaphorically—that others are not
" applicd to Chrift—and that, in fome .inftances, -the facred
:peamen were not under infpiration. - But, as Mr. Emlyn
has, in his inquiry, pafled them over in filence, the-better to
fupport. his cauie ; fo we think that, in deteQing the bale
:ideas he hzs fuggefted of our glorious Saviour, we have full
‘right to-adduce them as arguments. - We have, accordingly,
«endeavoured to make it appear, and, if we miftake not, it doth
appear, in the foregoing-Effay, that Jefus Chrift is Jehovah,
that glorious perfan who, in the old teftament, made all the
-appearances of (God—that he is the true and living God—-
that he is not fimply the precxiftent foul of the Meflmh, as the
- Arians conceive the Loges to be—that he is not a derived
wnd dependent. being who fpake and afted under the authority
" of tire fupremae God-—but that he is himfelf the very fupreme
‘God, uncaufed, ‘underived, and independent in his being and
~-charater. This, we think, is the true ascount the bible gives
‘of Jefus Chrift, Immanuel. And it is, confequently, proper,
1 our mind, to applyto him the higheft titles-and pctf:&:tin:
t
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“that are applied to the Maker of hedven and earth.” The
reader may now judge whether or not we have gainad any,
thing, “by alledging texts to prove’ that Chriftis the High-.
eft, the true God, and God over all, blefled forever. :
: That Chrift is  inferiour to his Father, or to God, Mr:
Emlyn confider! that great text 1 Cor. xv: 24 to 28 is
icrefiftible evidence. Then cometh the end when ‘he fhali,
have delivered up the kingdom to Gody even the Father 5 when
be fhall have put down all rule, and all authority and fow:rs
For be muft reign, *till he bath put all enemies tnder bis fest.
The alg? enemy that foall be deftroyed is death. For he bath
put -all things ander bis feet. - But when he faith all thinys.are
put under him, it is manifeft that be is excepled, which did put-
all things under bim. ~ And when all things foull be fubdued.
sty him, then fhall the Son alfs Linfalf be éu‘bjzﬂ, unto bim that.
put -all things umder bimy that God may be all in all. There.
are feveral things, which Mr. Emlyn fays on this text, that,,
demand .an examination.” = - - n
. 1. & All things are to be put under Chrift's feet.~The
epofie knew,” fays our author, <« that: Chrift muft needs tri-
umph by a power derived from God, to whom it was moft:
eminently to be afcribed ; and then, to ane who had fuch
thoughts, it-was manifeft that there thuft be ane excepted:
from the all.things under him,. becaufe he muft needs be abeve
Chrift, who enables him to fubdue all things, or makes bim.a;
God over all.” (p. 12.) - . S
~Reply. To fay “tle apoftle knew that Chrift muft needs
triumph by a power derived from God,” is, ‘we beg lcave to.
f{% a grofs mifconftru®ion of his invariable fentiments of-
him. “That. Chrift is, in his whole nature and chara&ler,
dependent on a being diftin&t from himfelf, and, in all refpects,,
fuperiour to him, is not apoftolical. - And that the apofile
Paul had of Chrift ho fuch idea as Mr. Emlyn has afferted he-
had, we fhall adduce a few quotations from.his writings ia
proof.  Who, being in the form of God, theught it not robbery.
fo: j{'cqnl- with b(‘}'od : (Philip. ii. 6.) éfnd without r}ﬂ}ro—.
©erfy, great :is the myflery of godlinefs : Gop was manifefi in
she flofh.. (1 Tim. iii.ﬁ;b.y) f%y bin{ were all things excated
that are in heaven, and that are in carth, vifible and invifible, .
swbather they be thrones, or dsminions, or principalitizs, or pow- -
#rs 5 all things were created by him and for bim : and he is
‘%rf all things, and by him all things confiff. (Col. i. 16, 17.)"
""{f"——tbo glorious appearing of the GREAT Gop, and

o,
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our SAvIOUR Jesus CHRIs?,—GOD our SAVIOUR—
Tit. ii. 13. 1. 3.) In bimdwelleth all the fulnefs of the God-
ead bodily. (Col. ii. 9.) Fefus Chrift, 'tb:/bm yefterday, and
t0-day, and furever. (Heb. xiii. 8.) Upholding all things by the
svord of his power—(i. 3.) Aecording to the working wherehy
be is ABLE even to SUBDUR afl things unfo HimsgLr. (Phil,
iii. 21.) There is, in this account, nothing that has the
complexian of derived power. Hereis the higheftappearance
" that words can give of original, and un]imjted er and
authority. Cannot the great God, who poflefleth all .the
fulnefs of the Godhead, who is before all things, by whom a{l
things confift, who is over all, and who is able even to fub-
due all things unto himfelf ; cannot thisGreatGGod triumph by
“his own inherent, Underived,and independent power ! This.m-
finite charatter need not, furely, depend on any one for powrer
to triumph, Ashe hath created his enemigs, bath imparted
tothem all the ftrength they have, and-conftantly upholdg
them, he can eafily fubdue them and triumph over them whep
he will. What right, therefore, had Mr. Emlynto fay that
the apofle knew that Chrift muft needs triumph by a power
derived fram God ? :
2. This furrender of the kingdom and fubjection to the
Father, fiys our opponent, is fpoken of the Son. -
This is granted. But what follows frem this? Nothing
againil the daity of Chrift. Are we to argue in this way,
becaufe the term Senis applied to Chrift, he is, therefore, nat
adivine perfon ? This way of reafoning, which runs through
the ExTRACTS, we have feenis extremely Jame, It will
prove, toa demonftration, that Chrift is not aman, . Chrift
"is calied the Almighty, the Higheft, the Great God, the
True God.. Now, ifit be conclufive reafoning, that Chrift
is not praperly God, becaufc the term Son is fometimes appli-
* ed to him, it will alfo be conclufive reafoning, that he is 7ot
. @ man, becaule the highett titles and perfeétions of God are
" applied tahim. Thisis plhin. And that our author’s prem-
ifes do notaftord his confequence is alfoplain. An argument
that will prove both fides of the queftion, or that will, operate
as much againft one fide as againft the ather, is to be fufpec-
tz] of Dpaifiry, or fallacious reafoning.

But, % as there is nointim:tion of any fuch diftinctjon be--

tween the prefended two natures of the Son here,” fayg Mze.
Jomlyn, ¢ {o there is cnough in the words to fhow that they arg
fpoken of him undarhis 2ezbe/? capacityand charalier.” (p. I 3.
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.- “The union of the two natures, in the complex ‘petfon of
Lhrift, is, we fay, no pretenfion.. It is a gold thread which
‘fhines, with luftre, throughout the fcriptures. That Chrift
isa man, is clearly taught in the bible. And that he'is truly
and properly God, is as plainly taught in the bible. The
doétrine of the two natures in the complex perfon of Chrift,
is, confequently, taught in the bible. If Chrift is properly -
.man, and properly God, then, in him are united the divine
‘and human natures.  And, confequently, te hold a diftin&tion
-between the two natures, is no impropriety. To fay that
‘fimple Deity-can be the fufgject of human infirmity, is impious.
-And to a:':{, thata purely dependent, created being is able to

create.

govern the world, is antifcriptural.  But that there

:fhould be a cemplex perfon, who is able te create and govern
.the werld, who might fuffer and die, is poffible. . If
:Chrift, whén in the world, was properly a man, he, then, was
- <capable of fuffering anddying. = And if he is the true God,
.-God over all, he, then, is able to have created, and to gavern,
-the world. Indrawing a line, therefore, between his two
natures, there is very great propriety. And, becaufe Paul
fpeaks of the Son as giving up the kingdom to God, even
.the Father, it does not follow that there is no diftintion
between the two natures in Chrift. , The doctrines of religion,
"it is evident, are not arranged fyftematically in the bible.
- One do&rine is placed in one place, and another do€trine is

- placed in another. place.

- red writer might, therefore, fpeak o

This is grantedbyall. An infpi-
% Chrift’s humanity, in one -

place; and of his deity in another place.. And, becaufe Paul
‘does, in certain detached fentences, call Chrift the Creator
-of all things, the true God, God overall, it does not follow
thathe is not properly a man: fo, becaufe the fame apoftle,
-in purfuing a certain argument, calls him the Son of man, and
- gives, in the time of it, no intimation of his divinity, it does
not follow that he is not really God. l ,
. - Itis befides, far from the tru;g, thzt th; a _;IHC, in ICoré
-xv, is fpeaking of Chrift “under his bighef? capacity an
charadter.”. Chgriﬂ’s llr‘% o

* - Son, but, the Ever

heft capacity and character is, not the
ing Father, the Mighty God, the

Almighty, the Creator of all things, the Pofleflor of heaven
and earth. His loweft capacity. and charatter is.the Som,

- the Righteous Servant. 'The term fon, whether fon of man,
- or.Son of Ged, is ever, when applied to Chrift, expreffive of
- his humanity. We know not that it is cver Intended to
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exprefs his deity. Chrift is very often called the fon of nian,
and the fon of ; and God is frequently called his Father..
But this cannot mean that the divine nature of Chrift is -
derived from the Father. A derivation of nature impliep.
snferiority and fubjection. But the divine nature of Chrift is.
vt inferiour to the firft perfon of the Trinity, His divime.
mature is as much unceufed, unoriginated, and as 1, nly
ss is the divine nature of the other two perfens of the Trinity. .
‘The Trinitarians, it is probable, in afferting the Son’s.
ETERNAL GENERATION, have yielded too much to the.
Arians. The bithop of Chefter,,in his expofition on the.
ereed, has afferted that the divine nature, and perfonality, and -
charalisr, of the Son were communicated to him by the Father. .
This communication he calls an eternal generation. The.
Holy Ghoft proceeded, he fays, from the Father and the Son, .
by their joint co-operation. This is generally called the
athanafian doSrine.  This do&trine the Arians bave @m}eloy» .
od as an argument againft the real deity of Chrift.* Fora.
derived, or, originated, or, emanated, being, they eafily fee,
is inferiour to the Being from whom he received, his
exiftence. And‘if he is inferiour, then, fay they, by -
confequence, he is dependent on him for his .power and .
authority. But, that the divine nature, the divine perfonality,
the divine charalter of Chrift were communicated to. him by .
the Father, the bible does not even intimate. He is faid, .
dndeed, to have proceeded forth and come from God ; and God
is faid to be his Father. But thi.}pracndizg farth.of Chrift,
and the fatherfbip of God, are fpoken of him in. efpecial
refererice to his bumanity. Senfhip implies, always, derivation
antl dependence.  Seth is called the fon of Adam, becaufe he -
received his being from him. Adam is called thz fon of God,
becaufe God, by an immediate acl, created his foul, and formed
his body from' the duft of the ground. And Chrif alfo is
called the Son of God, becaufe his human nature was created
by an " immediate "2&. His divine nature is eternal,
felf-exiftent, independent, and uncaufed. The term Sos,
confequently, when applied to him, has, always, an. efpecial
reference to his human nature.. It is, hence, evident, that
. when the apoftle fpeaks of Chrift’s delivering up the kingdoms
and of his being fubje to God, the Father, he fpuk;.of
S ' : . him

* See Emlyn’s reply to Bobfe Waterland, Stillingfleat,
Bherlock; Bennet. S ’ i
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hit undey his Iswef? capacity and'charater. That the apoftle
is difcourfing, in this place, of the confummation of ALL
‘THINGS, it is manifeft. And, according to him, the cone
cluding fcene will be the SURRENDER of the MEDIATOR1AL
Kingpem. This is the fenfe of our beft expofitors and
divines. ' The Mediator, who is not of ONE, é(:?:l iii. 20.)
oyal Authority
and Dignity. A KINGDOM was promifed to him, early, in
the CovENANT ‘of redemption. To this kingdom he has
been exalted, in confideration of his obedience to the law of
this covenant, which was in his heart.” In confideration of
his having finifhed the WoRrk which, in this covenant, the
Father gavehim to do, it is faid, Wherefore, God alfo hatb
bighly exalted bim, and given bim a name which is above every
pame—(Phil. ii. 9.) and fet bim at his own right hand, in the
beavenly places, far above all principality, and power, and might,
and dominion,and every name that is namedynot only in this world,
dut alfo in the world which is tocome : and hath put all things
wsder his feet, and gave hint to be THE HEAD over allthings
pethe CaurcH. (Eph. i. 20, 21, 22.) The term of his
holding the rule and dominion, is until he fhall have gather-
ed in all his ele&, his chofen people, and fubdued all his ene-~
mies. Then the mediatorial office will ceafe : the Mediatar
will then furrender up the government of all things ; and then
God will be all inall. ‘ :
"To have this matter ftand in a confiftent light, we muft,
necds, preferve, carefully, the diftintion of the two natures
in the Mediator. Simple deity did not dpromife a kinfﬁgom
to fimple deity. Neither did fimple deity reward fimple
deity with fupreme authority. Deity cannot be rewarded ;
and there is no one who can inveft him with authority, The
humanity of the Mediator, confequently, is the fubjet of the
promife and of the reward. And it is the humanity which
furrenders, to the deity, the kingdom and authority with
which he had been invefted. * And as- Chrift comprehends
with‘iln hix‘piel{ the t}vgl alledged na‘n;:es, it is evigﬁt that the
ftle is fpeaking of him under his 4we/? nature and capacity.
.PoLe't us exami;gle, now, another ob'égtion againft the real
deity of Chrift. ¢« Our blefled Lord Jefus,” fays Mr. Em-

_1yn, ¢ difclaims thofe_ infinite perfections'which’ belong only

to the fupreme God of gods. And it is moft certain, that if
he want one, or any, of thefc perfeions, that are effential to

- she Deity, he is not Godin the chief fenfe.  Qne greatand

peculiar

4
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peculiar perfection of the Deity is abfolute, underived, omnip.

" otence : he who cannot work all miraclesy and do whatever
he hift of - himfelf, without help from another, can never be
the fupreme Being, or God.—Now, it is moft ‘evident, that
our Lord Jefus, whatever power he had, confefles again and
again, that he had not infinite power of himfelf ; of! myfelf-I
can do nothing.”. %) 16:) _ -

Reply. If this be the bible-account of Chrift, then, we
grant, « he is not God in the chief fenfe.”” . Buty that our
author has not done juftice to' the high power and dignity of
the Meffiah, we have abundant evidence : fory to him, the
‘bible abundantly afcribes, plainly; omnipotent power. ‘What
elfe is fuch ‘language as this ! In the beginning was the -
“WoORD, and the WorD was with Gopy and the Worp was.
‘Gop.—Allthings were maide by him.—He was.in the world,
and . the world, was made by him. By him were
.all things created, that are fn.hcaven and that are in earth;
‘whether thcy be thrones, or dominionsy or principalities; or
yowers ;" all things were created by him, a.n(r Sor him., And
‘he is before 2ll things; and by bim all things confiff. Théfe
-are hut a few of the many texts which afcribe to Chrift

. -omnipotent power. More, on this head, may be feen in the
‘Effay. They do, evidently, without metaphor; afcribe -to
:Chrift .the whole work. of creation : he is, confequently, a
being of omnipotent power. That creation is the peculiar
.work ‘ of the [[upreme, omnipotent, God, we have, already,
iproved: he alone created all things. But Jefus Chrift, th&
-bible fays, oreated all things : he is, confequentlyy the omnip-
-otent (Fody of whom' the works of creation are predicated. ~

‘When our opponents fhall make it appear; by -argument,

that a mere creat=d, dependent being, has been invefted with

:power to create ; then, we will acknowledge that creation,

whenr applied to Chrift, is not.évidence that he is ‘the
:omnipotent Jehovah, the true God; who made heaven and
:earth. Buty inafmuchas the bible does not, in our mind,afford
“the leaft prefumptive, evidence, that the fupreme Bemg has
-invefted a mere creature with creative power, we ' are

warranted to believe, from the teftimony we have in fcripture,
-that Jefus Chrift is truly omnipotent. ¥ not the God and
“King of Ifrael, the fupreme, omnipotent God? Is ‘hot he
" plainly called the. Almighty ?. Is it not he who fays of himfelf,
«ghere is.no God befides me, I know not any ? Andis it not he
: who declares, 1 am' the Lord that ‘maketh all things ;. that
L, _ ftretcheta
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Rretchethi forth the heavens alone >—But the bible is full of
evidence that Curist is the Gop and KiNG of Ifrael.-
Why, then, fhould it be denied that “ one great and peculiar
perfection of the Deity, abfolute, underived; omnipotence,’
s fairly afcribed to Chrift ! To talk of any god bzfides him |
whofe works and character are defcribed in the bible, is vain.
Neither the light of nature; nor divine revelation, give evis
dence that there is onz fuperiour to him. The bible’s God
fays, exprefsly, there is ne Gad befides mey I know not any. He
is the God and King of Ifrael : and he, we havefeen, is Chrift.
To him is afcribed the great and peculiar perfeiion of the
Deity, abfolute, and énderived, omnipotence. He is, there=

re, we maintain, tobe received and worfhipped as the om-

" ipotent God; the God, and King; of Ifract. The old

teftanent calls him the Almighty, the everlafting God, the
Lord, the Creator of the ends of the earth.i—The rew teftament
holds the fame language. Hezis the Creator of all things—the
Upholder of all things—by him all thinzs confift—he isable to
fubdue all things to himfelf —the Almighty;Panfochrator, who
basall prwer.(Rev.1.8. )Chrift is,evidently,the perfon of whom
thefe thingsare fpoken. It isChrift who was pi¢iced;wha liveth,
and was dead, and is alive forever more; and has the keys of
hell and of death. (Rev. i.) Itis this Boing who upholds all
things by the word of his powery and who is called THE
Worpof God: This name the Jewifh- Rabbi and Philo
gaveto their expedted Meffiah ; and it is a name which the

- infpired writers frequently give to hims The WorDp was

Gop—by the WorD of Gob'the heavens were of old, and
the earth ftanding out of the water, and in the Water—the
heavensand the earth which are now, by the fame Worn
are kept in ftore—(2 Pet. iii. 5, 7.)
. The power by which Chrift raifed the dead; healed the fick,
whlked on the feajand by which he wrought his other miracles,
“was, according to the face of the hiftory, his own, indepen-
dent, underived, power. When Mofes and the prophets
~wrought miracles, it was by a delegated power. They did as
the Lord commanded them to do, and a miracle was wrought.
Andthe Lord / ke unto Mofes, and unto Aaron, faying, when
‘Pharash fall [peak unto you, faying, Show a miracle for you :
/{iron, Take thy rod, and caft it befire
Pbharachy and st fball become a ferpent.  And Mofes and Aarom
swent in unto Pharaohy and they did fo as the Lord had com-
wanded : awd daxon caff dewn bhis rod before Pharaok, and
< G before
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before his jervantsy and it became- a [erpent. (Exo. viic & gy
10.) It was adil:gated power, alfo, by which the apoftles
wrought miraclese This was their fhle: Jn the Nome of
Fefus Cbrift, rifz up andwalk. The reader takes, neceffarilyy
the idea tnat Mofess the prophet, and the apoftles, wrought.
mhiracles by a delegated power.  But, the ftile which Chrift;
enploys, when he works a miracle, befpeaks underived:
power ¢ it is the ftile of the Akmighty. Peace /—Be fill .
= Lrife |—~T ke up thy bed and walk!—Damjel, I fay unte.
theey drife I—1I willy be thou clean | — Lazarui, come forth !
—1 an the Rifurreflion and the Life | —When, thereforey
Chrift fays, The Son can do nothing of bimfelf, bus what he
Jecth the Father do—1 can of mine own. f[f do nothing : as
heary I judge—1 Jeck not mine own willy but the will of the.
Father which bat/z}/int me—1 am come in my Father’s -name
—the Father that dwelleth in. mey he doeth the works : (Johm
V. 19, 30, 43. xiv. 10.) his meaning, evidently, is, that hig
bumanity was not able, of himftlf; independendy of God, to
whom he was united, to do any thing. v

But, «1 imagine,” feys Mr. Emlyn, ¢ our oppefers have
but one fhift left—and this is a diftin<tion which ferves them in
dil -cafes'; for they fay Jefus Chiilt fpeaks thefe things of
himfeif as mman onfy, while he had another nature as Gody
which he referved and excepted out of the cafe : fo that-when
h: fays, 1 cannot do. thus my fulf—according to them his
inedning is, Lhave not thefz perfections in my human nature
but yet I can do all unaffited in my divine neturey which is
sdio more praparly. myfelf—It is,” fays he,. « the moft-papular
aind common evafion, and comes in at-every tuin, whea alf
oibher relief fals.” (po21,.22.) ‘ o

Reply.  To the law and to the teflimony : if they fpeak -nat
acecrd.ng £ this viord, it is beanfe there is mo light.in them.

[(Lfa. vii. 20.) If; between the two naturesy in the complex °

pecdorn, of Chrift, the bible makes a diftinétion, we may, and
we onght, to gvail curelves of it. We cannot preach
Chiifty clearly, underftandirgly, and faithfully, without it.
‘The quettion to be refolved, therefore, in this controverfy, is
dimply this ¢ Is Chry? as truly and properly God, as be is truly
aidproperly man ¢ 'Thag Chrift is truly and properly man, it #s
swuwually azreed. The lbouring peint is, that he 18 teuly and

properly God, Ifhe he truly-God, then, the diftinétion is .

of divine authority.. To fupport the afirmative, we have
produced. arguments fiom the feripturgss  The. r.ea‘;kr a8
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defired to m‘gh ¢hem, uprightly, and give them all the.
tredit they deferve. He Is to judge in this difpute. Iis
'will read, with candour, what has been oftercd, in the Eflay,

- to prove that Chrift is—the Creator of all things—that hé

is Jehovah—that he is the true God—that he is-the Judge
of all—and that he is the perfon whe, in the old teltament,
made all the appearances of God. If thefe arguments are
tonclufive, they will fupport usin recurring to the diftinction
between his two natutes. This diftinGion will help us to
account for many of his exprefiens, and many things pre-
dicated of him, ~ And if this diftinétion holds, it will reduce,
10 atoms, the Arian fyftem. 1If| as, we truft, has beenmade
‘appear, Chrift is as truly God as he is truly man, we have,
“then, a clear right to plead this diftin&ion in anfwer to the
‘obje&tjons of our adverfaries; Mr. Emlyn himfelf being
‘judge. Itis the hinge of Chrift’s divinity. -

& Another infinite perfeCtion, that muft needs be in the

Peity,” fays Mr, Emlyn, « is fupreme, abfolute, goodnefs-:

-all nations have confented to this by the light of nature, that

- Fagathon, and Optimus Maxinus, are the prime characters
:of the Supreme.—Now, the Lord Jefus exprefely difclaims
this charater : Fefus faid to him, why calle/t theu e good ?
“Fhere is none good but oney that is God. Here, it is mott evi-
dent, that he diftinguifhes himfelf from God, as not the fame
with him, and-denies of himfelf, what he aflirms of God.”
- 18, 19:) |

~ Reply. That fupreme, abfolute, goodnefs is the peculiar.

“charader of the SuprREME, the independent Gob, we
‘acknowledze. And this charalter, we fay, the bible gives to,
"Chrift.  Chrift, we have proved, is that fupreme Being who.

‘made all the appearances of God to the patriarchs, and tranf-
acted all the affairs of the ancient economy. His goodnefs is

“infinite. He is fupremely, and abfolutely, Good. ~ Ncthing,
‘here, can be difputed, but fimply this, whether or not Ghrift
-is the perfon who made thofe divine appearances ? :

The Socinians fay that Chrift was not this Being. The.
“Acrian$ hold he was the Logos, who, they think, was the pre-

‘exiftent Soul of the Meffiah, who appeared to Adam, and to

the patriarchs, and who condued Ifrael to Canaan.” “They

“fay, however, that he was invefted with power and authority.
“from the fupreme God, That Chrift was the grand Agent,,
“under the Mofaic difpenfation, they agree with the generality:
- of divines,ancientand modern. - But, from thefe, they diffeiit,

- bx»
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by denying his proper deitv. It appears, howewer, natwithy
ftanding what théy have usged to the contrary, that Chrift is
tae true and living God,  The arguments, brought from the
cld teftament, in favour of Chrift’s divinity, ought to have
been examined, by Mr. Emlyn, before he claimed the con-
tefted palm. For, if there be conclufive evidence, that
Chrift is the perfon who, under the old teftament, made all
the appearances, that were made, of God ; and if he, there,
be called the Creator, the Almighty, the Lord, to whom

belongeth mercy, who is good, whofe mercy is eveilafting,

who is plenteous in mercy—it is vain to argue that Chrift,
in his reply to the ruler, difclaimed the character of fupreme,
abfolute, goodnefs.  Any thing that could be conftrued asa
denial of the moft perfe&t character, which the old teftament

gives to him, Chrift, in replying to the ruler’s falut tion,
~ wouldnotfay. The God of Ifrael, according to the old tef-

tament, is fupremely, and abfolutely, Good. His benevo-
lence, mercy, and goodnefs, are fet forth in the moft glowing
colours, and truly exceed all defeription. This (§od, we
have feen, is Chrift, There can be nothing, therefore,-in

this fpeech to the ruler, that thould leflen the luftre and glory

of this fupremely good charadter,

That Chrift difclaimed this chara@ter, cannot be argued
fromn his reply. The ruler who kneeled to Chrift, with
Good Mafter on his tongue, efteemed him, at beft, but a
great prophet and reforrcer. (Mark x. 17.) Ag&ing under
thisapprehenfion, this young inan, accordingly as was cufto-
mary for alearner, in thofe days, to place himfelfat the feet of
his precepter, knecled down ta Chrift, and ‘addreft: him with
the ftile of (Good Mafter; but, in the. fame interview, he
galls him Mafler, only., It camnot be argued, from this
Jewifh pofture, cither, that < the man gave, or, that Chrift
1 ‘ceived, worfhip, from him.” Our opponents would have

us believe, that the amount of Chrift’s regly is this, Jam nat

Jupremely and alfolutely, good 5 this charalier belongs to God
alne 3 anias 1 am only a dependent creaturey you da wrong
o callme Gaod.” Allow it here tp be faid, ¢ there is not one

‘word in the context looking this way.,”  That the map
looi.ed upon €hrift, in no hizher light than that of a prophet,

is evident, at firlt blufh. His giving to Cbrift the ftile of
(Good Ma‘er proves no more than that he obferved the man-
ner of a polit: fcholar. ¢ The Pharifees,” fay Pool’s con-

tigators, ¢ would not qwp Chrift to be God, nor to be come

' forh
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Yorth frem God.~Now, fiith cur Saviour, feeing you wil)
nat own me to be Godyynor yet to have come from Gy;: why
calleft thou me Good ! There is none, originally, effentially,
and abfolutely, Good, but God.—How calleft thoume good,
whom thou wilt notewn tobe God 77 . . S

. Mr. Emlyn, it appears, has miffaken the meaning of the
-textyand has mifconffrued the prudence, by which Chrift gov-
erned himfelf in all his converfation with the Jews. If the

man had entertained wrong apprehenfions of Chrift, or, had -

#thought too meaply of him,” Chrift, he thinks, would have
,rectified his apprehenfions, and told him, plainly, that he was
the fupreme God. This, we beg leave to fay, is a great
miftake. It arofe,.peradventure, from not underﬂ:anding, at
Lo« from not confidering, the prudential principles of our
’s condu&®. . The Jews, it fhould be noted, excepted a

. #emperal Mefliah, a temporal deliverance from the Roman
yoke, and a* temporal kingdom.  They were [prepared, by

their worlgg views, toembrace a Mefliah of this chara&er, .

and to rejet any one of a charaéter different. Had Chrift,
therefore, declared plainly, openly, and without a parable, that
he was the Meffiah, and that their views of hiskingdom were
_utterly wrong, the nation would, at once, have rifen, and re-
je&ej him asan impoftor. And it appears, from his hiftory,
‘o have been the objet of Wi1spom dwelling with prudence,
to affert his Mefliahthip by deeds rather than by words, ma-

king it evident, in this way, that he anfwered, in every pars .

ticular, exally, to the prophecies of him. We, hence, find
him ufing the greateft prudence, in teaching the fprrituality of
his kin?i)m, and in re&ifying the miftaken apprehenfions of
the people.  Of this fyftem of prudence, we would remind
the reader of a few inftances. And as they came down from
the mountqin, on which had juft been exhibited, by
transfiguration, the moft aftonithing difplay of his ancient
glory and dignity, Fefus charged them, his difciples, faying, Tall
the vifion to no many until] the Son of man pe rifen again from
the dead. (Matt. xvii. 9.) When a leper was, by a word,
cured of his leprofy, Fefus faith unto him fee thou tell no man
—(Matt. viii. 4.) When Chrift reftored the fight of a blind
man, be fent him away to his boufe, faying, NeitBer go into the
gosusty nor tell it to any in the town. (Mark viii. 26.) When
Peter, in behalf of the difciples, anfwered the queftion, But
whom fay ye that] am ? by faying, Thou art Chrift, the
Son of the living God, then ¢harged he hiy difeiples tbg,‘tb 4&4{;
0
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Poukitoli ne manthat bewas Fofus the Chirift.’(Mat. xvi. 20,
When he mifed tolife Jairus sﬁxghtcr, and yarmtswnz
Aftanifhed, be charged them that they fhould tell mo.man whad
auas done. (Luke viii. §6.) When John fent his difciples
to Jefus with this clofe queftion, Art thou he that fhould
gome ? or look we for another ? he returned only this ane
dwer 3 Go your way, and tell Fobn what things ye bave feiw
-wnd heard ; how that the blind fee, the lame waik, the lepers ave
&leanfed, tire deaf hear, the dead are raifedy to the poor the g%tl
‘s preached. (Luke vii. 22.) When Fefus, therefore pevceivid
“ahat they would come and take him by force to make him a king,
“be ?arud again into a mountain bimfalf alene. (John vi. 1§/}
. Thefe few inftances are fufficient to give the complexion
- of Chrift’s prudegce, and demonfirate, that Mr. Emlyn; in
fuppofing it neceflury, or expedient, that he fhould -have
« rectified the wrong apprehenfions of theman,” misjudged, .
The neceflity, in this cafe, was not greater, -furely, than it
.wasin, perhaps, thoufands of other cafes.. Notwithftanding
the cafes were.fo many, the prudence of Wispom and Love
.did not allow Chrift to deviate from his general maxim, in his
seatment of private, individual, cafes, His preaching and
-miracles, which blazed all over Paleftine, were done in publie,
. Thefe were to hear teftimony of him, as, the moft likely, by
all odds, to carry conviction, The rulers denied hisdivinity
-=—they alledged, this fellow doth not caft out devils, but by
- Beebzchub.the prince of the devils——their prcjudice was deep-.
rooted—they bated him witheut a caufe~and to employ fimple
" expreffions, to.convince, them would have been vain. Ifa.
perfetly innocent life—if fpeaking as never man fpake—if
-the effe@ts.of divine power in miracles—if an exa fulfilling
the types—and if a full, unequivocal, anfwer to the veice of
the prophets—if thefe would not convince them of their
“errour, it is highly improbable that a -mere declaration of
divinity would have had - effeét. Chrift’s replyto the ruler
appears, therefore, to have been the diGtate of great prudence,
-and calculated better to ftrike conviGtien, than if he had faid,
s Mr. Emlyn thinks, according to the do&rine of his divin-
‘ity, he would have {aid, 7 am not a man; as you judge, but the
Sfapreme God. . o o
- - We fhall clofc thefe remarks by examining only onemore -
‘objedtion, employed, by Mr. Emlyn, -againft the .proper
deity of Chrift. '« will only add,” fays he, % one perfection
+more, viz. abfolute emnifciencey or unlimited knowledge ala{ '

v
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ajl-things, poif; prefent, and ts corte. * Now; it is plin cam
Lerd Jefus- Chrift had not this infinite knowledge, partics
t&arly <;€ future things, fuch as the day of judgment.”
o 2L ) M
- Replys Before we anfwer direc?ly to this objectian, wae
heg leave to make one ar ¢wo preemial obfervations, Mra
Emlyn-implicitly grants te us, that if cmnifiience be the pecsdian
operty. of Chrft, then Chrift is Ged, in the bigheff fenfe.
‘he raafon that omnifcience is fingled out in pdrticulsr itg
“hecaufa Mr. Emlyn confiders, that his oppofers alledge thx
/2 plaufible teftimonies for its belonging to Chrift. - Ha then
Rraceeds to a farmal proofs. that omnifcier.ce 75 not the pacuiian
property. of Chrift.—But, it being our intention not to follawm
him, clofely, in all his windings, we fhall pals over, widk
uncancernedne(s, what hs fays of the woman of Tekoa’s
crying out, “under a furprifing wonder of David’s fagacity,
Dz;-lei%d knows all things-on edrth, and is as wife as an anpel
of God.”—Anditas little concerns usy that ¢ the Jews feeni
%o have thought their praphets knew, in a manner, alf thingsy
and fpoke of Chrift under this apprehenfion, If this mas
Uxre a- prI?b,et be would bave known. what manner of woman
his is,—Neither de we think it:incumbent on us to reply te
Mr. Emlyn’s. philofophy. ¢ It can‘ hever be demonftrated,”
fays hey« that it exceeds a finite capacityto know the concerns
of all on this earth, when the enlarged underftanding is affifted
in the higheft manner by divine influence and revelation.
The reafon is, becaufe the objeft is finite; and I challengg
any man to thaw-how it can be impoffible for a finite capacity
to comprehend a finite objed, as this world is, and would
though it wete ten thoufand times greater than. it is.*
We fhall not accept the challenge. The proof; we grang
'g'lgnpoﬂible; What then ? ’1'1‘00 maintain the truth of Chrift’s
vigity, we appeal not to philofophy, but to divine revelation
merey is the wife? lV/)tf'f i}/aflf’e cribe ? Hath nat God
made foolifh the wifdom of this world ?—Proceed we now to
a.direct anfwer to the objection. And if it fhall appear, om
_€xamination, that Chrift knows all things paff, prefenty and
¥o°come, without limitation or exception, then, we fhall make
good our affirmation, that Chrift is truly and properly God.
Chrift has the moft perfect knowledge of the heart, of its
prefent and future emotions and paffions.  But Fefus did net
commit himfelf unto them, becaufe he knew all meny and needed
70t thai any. fbould tefiify of man : for by knese what was.ib .
PR . m
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man. (John ii. 24, 25.) And %4: kndwing, ( Jecing, in the
original) thesr thoughts, faid, Wherefore think 3¢ evil inyour
bearts ? (Matt.ix.4.) For JFefus knew from the beginning whe
they were that belicved not, and who fbould betray him. ( Johnvi.
64.) Peter [aid unto him, Lord, thou knoweft all things; thou
Rnoweft that I love thee.( John xxi.19.)And all the churches fball
knowthat I am be which fearcheth the reins and hearts.Re.ii.23s
. This knowledge is too high for a dependent being; it is*
afcribed to God alone.—Forgivey and dog and give to every
man according to bis waysy whofe beart thou knowef : for thoat
¥ven thou only, knoweft the bearts of all the children of meny
(1 Kings viii. 39.) I the LorD fearch the beart, I try. the
reins, even to give every man decording to bis ways, and accord-
ing to the frust of his doings. (Jer. xviiv 10.) The LORD is in
bis boly temple—bis eyes beboldy his eye-lids tryy the children of
men. (Pla. xi.' 4.) ] 4

. Thefe texts afcribe to God alome, the chataer of fearch<
ing and knowing the heart of man; and as exprefsly exclude
all other beings from tharing with-him this glory.—But, Jefus
Chrift, we have feen, fearcheth the reins and hearts.—
Confequently-—as it is Gad only who knoweth the hearts of
all the children of men—=and as Chrift is faid, in fcripturey
to try and to fearch the reins and hearts—it follows, evidently,
that omnifcience is the peculiar charalter of Chrift ; and tha¢
he is the fupreme God. :
. We cannot concede to Mr. Emlyn, that 1 Kings viii¢ 39, -
is « the ftrongeft inftance that can be produced from thefacred
text, for proving any infinite, divine, perfections to belong to
she Lord Jefus Chrift.” There are many other “f{acred texts™
that do as ftrongly prove that infinite, divine, perfeCtions
belong to him. This one text, we believe, howeéver, is a
conclufive proof. For to fay there i$ more than one . being
to whom it may be faid, thou, even thou only, kriowef? the hearts
‘of all the children of men, is not only abfurd, but very impious.
A plurality of fuch beings implies a pluralityof gods. That
ompifcience, therefore, is the peculiar charalter of our Lord

Jefus Chrift is undeniable.

The obje&tions brought againtt this confequence are really,
inour mind, of no weight. ¢ It is no wonder,” fays our
author, that ¢« Solomon fhould not know of any other to

- whom that excellency was comtmunicated.” Very good.
: ~There was, in Solomon’s day, no being befides the God of

Ifracl that had ability to faarch the beart ;. ncither bas there

.
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fince beeniany other. The God of lael knew all things, paf?,
“prefent and to come.  The eyes of the Lord, faid Hanani the
feer, run to and fro throughout the while earth. (2 Chro. xvi«
9.2 The eyes of the Lord, fays Solomon, are in every place,
beholding the evil and the good. SProv. xv. 3.) To the God
of Ifrael; it was, he addrefled himfelf, with the greateft
-folemnity, when he faid, But will God indeed dvvell on earth ?
Behold, the heaven; and the heaven of heavens, cannot contain
“thee. (1 Kings, viit. 27.) This addrefs is proper to be made
only to the omnifcient Jehovah, whofe Prefence fills heaven
'an! earth. The fervent and devout prayer Solomon made,
at the dedication of the temple; plainly thows that the God of
-Ifrael is not a titular, circumifcribed deity.+ And, though he
had, at times, made the cloudy pillar his pavilion, though he

“made Sinai his threme, though he marched, and fought, and
-eonquered; and reduced to order the affzirs of his kingdom,
“in the tabernacle of tefiimeny erelted by Mofes, and refted in

-the temiple built by Solomon, yet, his Prefence was not con-

“fined : it was inall places. He pervaded immenfity, and was

acquainted with all the ationis and all the volitions of moral

. beings, and; indeed, with every event,and the caufe of every
- event, in the whole circle ot exiftence. Mofes and Solo-
-mon and the prophets give this charaler t6 the God of .

" “Ifracl. And we have already proved that Jefus Chrift is the
_Godand King of Ifrael. ‘The reader will recoileét our are

‘guments in favour of this doétrine. That Jefus Chrift made
all the divine appearances recorded in the old teframent, was
the current opinion of the primitive fathers: and the fame
opinion has been advocated by the greateft divines in the laft

“and prefent century.* And, what is infinitely more, it appears

to be a do€trine of the bible.

On this ground we choofe to meet our opponents. If
Chrift be the Creator and Pofleffor of heaven and earth, the
very God and King of Ifrael, then, certainly, he is emmigotent,
and emnifcient. From the premifes this confequence s juft.
And Mr. Emlyn’s arguments and objeétions agoinft ~ the

- infinite goodnefs; the omnipotence, and- the omnifcience of

Jefus

- 4+ Lowman on the Hebrew ritual.
* Dr. T. Goodwin’s works, Bp. Bull’s worke, Bp.

-Pearfon on the creed, Dr. Watts on the Glory of Chrift,

“Dr. Doddridge’s lectures, Fleming’s Chriftology, Prefident
Edwards’s Hiftory of redemption, a
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Jefus are, hence, réduced to atoms. If Chrift be the God
of Ifrael, then, Solomon was acquainted with his true cha-
ralter. In vain, therefore, is our author’s remark, that,
% itis no wonder Solomon fhould not know of any other to
whom that excellency was communicated.” The divine
eflence, perfomlity, and attributes of Ifrael’s God and King
were nof communicated to him.  This Solemen knew.
And he knew that his dwelling in the thick darknefs, his tert-
ing in the tabernacle,and his refting in the temple, werea
pretiguration of his being made flef/b and dwelling among us.
entlemen in the Arian way ftumble at the threthold.
The celebrated Dr. Price advocates the preexiffesce of Chrift.
But it is difficult to fiy why it was neceflary, on his plan,
that Chrift fhould preexift. ~ For, the introduction of fin, and
death, as a confequence, are, according to the Dr. adventitious
evils ; not an original part of God’s plan.4 For what pux-
pofle, then, did Chrift preexift —Not tobe a Saviour. For
this charalter, uponthe Door’s planyis merelyadveatitious.
He is, then, an adventitious Saviour to redeem men from the
adventitious evils of fin and death, Mr. Emlyn held the
Arian notion of Chrift’s preexiftence. < It fhould feem,”
fiys he, « that nature which did preexiff, did not j,w?/fe i the
Juprene willy, even before it was incarnate.”  For what pur-
7ty it may again be afked did be preexift ? What office did he
fuitain lefore his incarnation ?—If it be replied, that the
‘Lozos was the preexiftent foul of Mefliah, was thie Angel of
the Lord, and was the prime agent, under the fupreme God,
inmanaging the affairs of the former difpenfation—we anfwer,
that the Angel of the Lord is, inhis complex capacity, the
very fupreme God.  That there was any God absve him, e
whsm he could be dependent, or, from whom he could derive
power and authority, there ié mot the leaft intimation.  Sole-
mon makes his prayer to tire- Angel of the Lord,:as fuftaining
thecharaer of the omnifcient God.  Thou,: euen thou - only,
Eusieflt the hearts of all the children of men.. If it {hould be
faidy that this is fpoken cf the fupreme and independent God,
and Fot of the angel of the Lord—it may be anfwelred, thfat
itis fpoken of that Being who had taken up his peculiar refi—
dence in the cloud of gl%)ry, who dwelt in the mEcmnMd
whofe glory filled the houfe of the Lord on she day when the
tzmple was dedicated. And this very Being, and no other,
. : was

t Yrice’s late fermons,



( 55 )

was called the Angel of the Lord. This very Being was,
afterwards, calfled ?eefus Chrift. He is the Zod that was
MANIFEST in the fleth. In this manner, he came unto
bis own, and his own recesved him not. And this ftile is -
retained in the new teftament.—7he ANGEL of God, whofe
I am, and whom I jerve. (A&ks xxvii. 23.) faul was not
the property of a mere, created, angel ; nor did he ferve a
mere, created, angel ; but the Angel of the covenant, Jefus
Chrift. In manifeft allufion to the ancient ftile, when he
dwelt in the cloud of glory, he is called The Lord Sf glory.
(1 Cor. ii. 8.) He occupied the cloud, he commanded it, and
through it,difplayed his glory. Thisisthe Angel thatGod fent
before Ifrael;to keep them in the way,and to bring them into the
place which he had prepared. Ofhim they were to beware, his
_voice they were to obey, and him they were not to provoke :
for he had the power of withholding pardon of their tranf-

flions : for God’s NAME was in him. {Exo.xxiii.20,21.)
was “Chrift whom the Jfraelites tempted in the wildcrnefs,

and who fent fieryderpents among them. (1 Cor. x. 9.)

* Whether or not there is fufficient reafon to fay, that om-
nifcience is the peculiar, underived, property of Chrift, the
veader will now judge. And he will judge alfo whether,
« there is no abfurdity in attributing this knowledge of the
heart to him, though he be not the moft high God.” ‘That
omnifcience is the peculiar prerogative of the fupreme God,
is declared in the bible. And it can no more be communicated
to a dependent being, than can be communicated his own
eternity of exiftence, and infinity of power and goodnefs,
And, notwithftanding Elitha might have known the fecret
counfels of the king of Syria, and, notwithftanding there
might have been, in the primitive church, a fpirit of difcerning,

et, it does not follow that the faculty of knowing and fearching
4l the wolitions and a&tions of the human heart, was commu-
nicated to the prophet, or to the church,or, can be,to any mere
creature. This is the uniform and decifive language of the
bible, THou, even THoOU anly, knoweft the hearts of ali the
children of men.—And all the churches fhall know, that /am
HE which fearcheth the reins and hearts. This is the lan,

e of omnifcience--it is decifive--it eftablifhes the doGrine

that Chrift is truly and properly God,the omnifcient Jehovah,

But, « Chrift confefles,” fays Mr. Emlyn, ¢« that he was

jgnorant of futurities : of that day and that heur ineweth mp
.qnan, #oy not the angel; which are in heaven, neither the S:n,
. : ut
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but the Father.” ‘This, Chrift fpeaks of himfelf, our author .

thinks, in bis highe/t nature and capacity. But this, we beg
leave to fay, is s great miftake. For the term Son, when
applied to Chrift, is fpoken of him in his swe/? nature and
capacity : it is expreflive of his bumanity only: it is never,
in the bible, expreflive of his Dejty. .-« If it were afrautecl_
that our Lord Jefus knows all things, i. e. which a&lually are ;

gct if he knows not all futurities too, which, fays this writer,

imfelf denies, he comes fhort of infinite omnifcience. For.
aught I know,” continues he, “a finite being may have a
knowledge commenfurate to this poor carth, whichis but a
Cull ofthe balance, and yet not know all God’s fecret pur-

ofes, or the feafons which the Father keeps in his own

ands.” (Aélsi. 7.) :
" Reply. How great a created being may be we fhall
not pretend to determine ; nor fhall we prefume to define
the extent of natural capacity that may be communicated ta
him. Ged, it muft be allowed, can, if he pleafe, createa
rational being whofe faculties {hall be as much fuperiour tg
the higheft angel, as the higheft 2ngel is fuperiour to the
loweft of our race.  And wiat, pray, is the amount of this.
fuppofition ? It deteimines nothing about the chara@er of
Clhrift.  For, in afcertaining the high nature and dignity of
the Lorp of GLORY, we are not to be governed by fugpes

ftions, and arguments, ard dedulions, of philofephy. ~ In'this -

fcripture inquiry, ¢4io/iphy has no voice.

Bat, grantin;_);, the S{le did not know when the day of judg-
ment, or, the deftruGion of Jerufalem, would be: isit,
therefore, improper to believe in the rcal deity of “Chrift ¢
Accerding to Mr. Emlyn, itis. $ For,” fays he, «it would
be no unreafonable demand to afl;, what intimation of any
fuch diftinction of two natures they can point us to, in any
of thefe difcourfes of Chrift ¢ Why fhould men devife, or
imagine for him, fuch a ftrange, and feemingly deceitful way
of [peaking, from ro ground, ror necefiity, gther than that of
upholding their own precarious opinion i’ "

Reply. For this way of fpeaking there is both ground and
neceffity.  The oracles of God have this way of fpeaking.
The union of the two. natures, in the complex perfon of
Chrift, is not of man’s device. Mr. Emlyn grants that
Chrift is truly a man—and Jobn the divine declares that this is
the TRUE Gop—the juft confequence s that the human and
diyine natures are wnited in Chrift, the frcond MAE, the
. ' " 7 777 ‘LorD

v Ta

-




( 59)

LorD fyrom beaven. (1 Cor. xv.47.) To him it is proper
to.apply the divine nature and the human nature—the divine
character and the human chara&er—divine aCtions and human
altions. This propriety is. founded on divine revelation,
The do&rine of this union invalidates, wholly, the objection
that the Son knoweth not when the day of judgment will be.
His ignorance is to be predicated of his humanity onky : as
God, Chrift could not be ignorant of any future event.
But, his human nature might be ignorant of manyfuturities.
His divine nature did not make his human nature know every
thing. The union did not change the humaninto the divine,.
nor the divine into the human. There was, in Chrift; no
confufion, though a union, of natures. Chrift is, properly,
a complex perfon. He has a diftinét, human, perfonality—
and a diftinfi, divine perfonality—and, yet, fo united as to
make a complex perfon, < T
In the light of what has now been faid, it may be feen that.
Mr. Emlyn, in fugge/ting that Trinitarians hold that the per~
fonality is wholly divine, is quite wrong. They, in general,
hold no fuch thing, ‘That Chrift has a proper, divine, intel-
ligence, and aproper, human, intelligence—and that there
may be applied to him aGtions that are properly human, as well
as altions properly divine, is their general fentiment. ‘The
ancient Apollinarians, indeed, held that the perhfanalz'ty of Cbrift
was_predicable of his divinity, notof his humanity. But
the Trinitarians, in general, difavow and rejet this fentiment,
as error. When there are predicated of Chrift aétions
which imply ixferiority and fubjeétion %o God, Trinitarians
believe, they are predicated of his humanity falel—and when
there are predicated of him aftions which imply abfolute
Jupremacy over. all things, they are predicated of his divinity
Jolely. In favour of this belief, there is, it is imagined, the
whole weight of revelation. . e
Should the Arians, becaufe the union of two natures, in
Chrift is indefcribable and incomprebenfible,reject this dotrine,
and demand a defiription of it, we fhall beg leave to tell
them that their rejeétion and their demand are unreafonable.
If this demand is ftill urged, we, then; challenge them to
deferibe the effence of matter—the anion of fouls and bodies—
the growth of plants—or, the fecret agency of God in upholdy
ing and governing the world.” When they fhall give a juft
defeription of thefe things, and reduce them to finite compre-
benfion, we will then undertake to deferibe the union of twp
.. . ' ’ natureg
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mames in the complex perfon of Chrit. Our adverfaries,
without being able to dekribe, or, account for, thefe things,
believe them, upon the teftimony of their fenfes. We,
without being able so defcribe it, believe the alledged -union,
wpon the teftimony of the fcriptures. .

. It is the proud mexim of many, net 22 give their affent ta
things they cannot comprebend. 'This is the boaft of your men
of fenfeand of independence.—But, it fhould be confidered
shat this maxim is the foundation of fkepticifim,and of infidelity,
and of deifm, fo prcvalent at this day. And this, we fear,
has caufed many ingenuous men to embrace the Arian fyftem,
‘That two natures, differing infinitely from gach other, thould
- be united in orie complex perfon, it feems to them is ag
- abfurdity. Their philofophy is. not fufficient to accownt for
this union : they can not comprehend it.—and they are not
difpofed to give their affent to things they canmot comprebend—
therefore they reject the doctrine that Chrift is really God and -
really man. Thefe gentlemen might as well, upon the fame
principle, reject the dotrine that they have fouls and bodies.
.Can they comprebend the nature of their fouls, or, the nature
of their bodses # Can they comprebend the nnion of their fouls
ond bodies ? Can they comprebend how they move their limbe
—bhow they think— bogw vhey will—hotw they choofe—bow
they refufe? Now, if they cannot comprehend thefe things,. -
then, may not, on their own principle, give to them theig
affent. hey muft, in fhort, difbelieve their own exiftence, -
and difbelieve divine provideace, They muft, to be condifts
ent, ditbelicve all the leading doltrines of revelation. They
cannot comprehend bosw God created the world—bow he
preferves the creatures in being—Aow he will raife the dead
ot the: lat day.—For « every propofition,” fays Mr,
Stockwell, ¥ requires a force oty evidence in proportion o its
incredibility,” But the doctrine of creation, of prefervation,
und of a future refarreltion, is, confe/fedly, revelation apart, in
@be bigheft degree,incredible,andsthereforesrequires themoft clear
wnd sndowbied evxdemce to [apport it. . Should it here be faid,the
BisvLe informs us that God, by the exertion of almig]
power created all things—by the fame power, preferveth
things—and will, by the fame power, raife the dead—it may
2lfo be 1aid, the BisLE does a5 clearly inform us, that the sua
man and-diviwe xatures axe umited in the complex perfon of Chr i,

Allow me, now, to afk every candid reader, has not this
olivine that clear; and sndgubted, evidence in feripture wb;hc:
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.the mature of it requires? Mt is well known, that nima
bers of fenfible, learned, ferious, and pious, chriftians have,
after the moft diligent fearch into their bibles, delieved it, as
.both feriptural and confiftent. :
~ But, «I fee, with forrow, that to this day, even among
profefled chriftians themfelves,” the real DriTY of CHRIST
¢ s, to fome, a ftumbling-block, and, to others, foolithnefs.”
‘The Arians ftrip the blefled Redeemer of his kigheft crown
.and glory. ‘They exhibit him in fo maimed a light, that the
fcriptures cannot know him to be the Meffiah. They come
forward, with intrepidity, and blufh not, more than did
'Herod’s men of war, to reduce him to the condition of a mere,
dependent, creature, though he be LorD of all. For, not-
‘withftanding they give to him a feemingly glorious charac--
ter, and alcribe to him a feemingly exalted mature—he is,
‘neverthelefs, in their eftimation, a mere creature. Foryon
Auppofition, he exifted béfore the heavens and the earth exift-
ed, and, on fuppofition, he is not only the fir/f but the greatsf?
of all finite beings—yet, he is, according to their fentiment,
snfinitely below the eternal God.  If, indeed, Chrift be only a
derived, dependant, being—if all his power and authority were
delegated to him—if he be no higher than the prime mixifter
.of God indire@ting the affairs of only the moral ‘world—
then, furely, he is not worthy of fupreme love, and of fupreme
‘worfhip. To pay to him any divine worthip is, on this prin-
‘ciple, impious—to make any prayer or fupplication to him,
is idolatry, S :
This do&rine, it is believed, is oppofed diredly to th
whole fcheme of redemption, and is repugnant to the whole
current of the bible. The bible teaches that Chrift is
worthy of fupreme love and obedience, of the higheft praife
and adoration. -Abraham obeyed and worfhipped the ANGEL
.of the Lorp. Mofes, Jofhua, and the pious Ifraclites obeyed
@and worthipped the Lorp of GLory. Soloman, and his
Ppeople, at the dedication of the temple, adored him as the
.Gop whom the heaven, and heaven of heavens, could not
antain. They gave to him the bigbgi fervice and worfhip
thatis due to him who only knoweth the beart; of all the children
Of men.  This very divine perfon, we have proved, is Jefus
Chrift, who was made flefb and dwelt amang us. He is God
manifeft in the fluh.  The fons of men worfhipped him
while he was incarnate. The wife men from the eaft woy-
thipped him, The twelve difciples, and the pious amoxtwfe,
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-the Jewt, worfhipped him. And he was worfhipped aftér
- his refurretion, and after his afcenfion. The eleven prayed
and faid, thou Lord, which knoweft the bearts of all men—
Stephen prayed to Chrift. And they fon:d Stepheny calling
" #pon * and [aying; LORD JESus, recerve my Spirit.  And be
" kneeled down and cried with a loud voice, LorD, lay net this
finto their charge. The ten tl:og[and times ten thoufand, and
* thoufands of thoufands of the blefled in heaven are reprefented
as faying, with a loud voice; worthy is the LAMB that wae
SLAIN to recetve power, and richess andwifdom, and ffrength,
and honour, and glory, and bleffing. And they afcribe, in the

fweeteft harmony, lzliﬂx'ng, and honour, and glory, and power, .

- unto Him that ‘fittethy
- forever and ever ! o , ‘
+  But, all this high obedience and hemage is, upon fife
« Arian principle; barefaced idolatry. There is, upon this

principle, no propriety in making Chrift the object of our
" fipreme love and higheft praife. ~And the fenfible, confiftent,

upon the THRONE, and to the Liams,

« Arians acknowledge it. Dr. Price, who labours to be -

- confiftenty fays, in his late - fermons, “that we muft love
« Chrift as*a great benefattor. But our fupréme love muft
“terminate upon the one Ged.” The Dr. confiders Chrift
- 2s a derived, dependent, being— and, yet, the ff'/l and highef?
of all dependent beings—and, « to worthip him is,” he
- exprefsly fays, “an idolatry which the fcriptures forbid.” This
dscoming out and-talking confiftently. For this franknefs,
the Dr. is to be admired. But this is coming out, and
‘ talking, in manifeft contradition to the language of infpired
truth. Thehigheft capacity and chara&er of Chrift is, not
that of the firft and higheft of all dependent beings, but the
: Firff and Higbeft of all beings in the univerfe——the Su-
- PREMF, the INDEPENDENT, the OMNISCIENT, JEHOVAH,
Is it not furprizing, therefore, that worms dare deny him his
¢ bigheft honor, and rob him of his bizhe/? nature and character?
* And may we not fafely conclude, froma candid furvey of this
#* - fubjec, that the ARIAN SysTEM is a BaseLgss FaBric—
is built on the SAND—and will FATALLY DELUDE thofe

who CoNFIDE in it? .

‘ APPENDIX.

- * This is an exal tranflation : the word God is not i
-the Greek text, : )
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"APPENDIX.

N0 invalidate that contefted text; For there are Three
that bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and
the Holy Ghoft : and thefe Three are One, (1 Johnv. 7.)
the ‘Arians and Socinians are very folicitous. ‘Mr. Emlyn,
among the former, for his learning and ingenuity, holds a
high rank. Againft the original authotity of this text, he,
in a concife manner, fums up the negative evidence, from the *
eonecffioris of Dr. Mill.* & This text is wanting,” fays Mr. ~
Emlyn, «in our famous Alexandrian copy, which the Dr.
<calls ingens thefaurus orientalis. It is wanting in the famous
¥atican copy, by which, according to pope Leo’s otder; the
complutenfian edition was to be made. It is enough,” fays
‘Mr. Emlyn, « to fhake the credit of this text, with all
impartial men, that it is wanting in thefe rwo, the moft
valuable manufcripts, we know ofy in the world. Befides
this, the Dr. gives a long roll of other ancient manufcripe
‘Greek copies, in the moft famous libraries of the learned
which want this text. The fifteen copies of Robert Stephens
have not this text. And it is wanting in the ancient verfions
of the new teftament. The moft ancient of thefe verfions .
were the Syriac, Copticy Ethiopic, Arabic, and Latin, all which,
with the Ruffian, have notthis text. And Dr. Mill fays
that not one Greek writer, from the beginning of chriftianity
to St. Jerome’s time (about 400 years) has ever cited this
verfe. And adds, it is certain it has been wanting in the

-Greek cipies very near from the apoftle’s writing this epiftle.

And the Latin primitive fathers never quoted thefe words.+
1 ~

The

% See Emlyn’s Inquiry into the original authority of
1 Johnv. 7. + Mr. Travis, who has accefs to the moft
faithful, and the moft credible, documents, has proved,

"beyond all reafonable difpute, that Mr. 'Emlg;n, in his

inferences from the complutenfian manufcript, the Vatican

- «copy, Robert Stephens’s fifteen manuferipts, &c. has greatly

miftaken.
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The reader muft note, that all thefe ancient writers are here
groduced, not merely for not mentioning thefe words, but

ecaufe they treated profefledly of fuch fubjets as required the
ailsitance of this text, and many of them of the contextyand
next verfe.  And they could never have omitted it oa any
other rzafon, but this, that they had it not in their Bibles, for
above 700 years,

s It may rezfonably be inquired, if there bg any more-

evidence for this text fince the “reformation? Luther and
Bullinger would not put this text in any editions of the Bible.
Our old Biblesin Henry VIil’s and Edward VI’s time had
had thefc words in fmall letters, and’ fornetimes in a
parenthefis.  In Queen Elizabeth’s Bible I find the fime.”
. «Now, methinks, here is pretty large ftock of evidecnce,
“and as much as one can well require, for a negative, to thow,
‘that this verfe was not originally any part of the New-
Teftament, and one need have very direct and peremptory
teftimonies to the contrary, to make him fo much as hefitate
in the matter.” ' '

Negative evidence has, in determining the judgment of a
_eandid mind, we beg leave to fay, but little weight. One
pofitive fa&k, well fupported, is of more importince than. ten
.thoufand negations. And we are very happy it is in our

wer toproduce “very dire/? and percmptory teftimonies”
.to eftablith the originality and authenticity of this difputed
gext.  For thefe teftimonies we are indebted to the judicious
.and learned works of the Rev. GrorGe Travis, A. M.,
. Prebendary of Cheftery and Vicar of Eaftham, who, in his
Letters to Epwarp GiBcooy, E{q. has refcued this text
from the hands of its adverfaries, and confered on the
CuURCH an obligation of the livelieft gratitude and love.

ExTracTs from Mr. TraAvis.
« Firft—From the writings of individuals.
£ erudition,

_miftaken. H> gives the moft enlightened anfwers to the
objections of thofe writers that have diftinguithed themfelves
 moft againft this contefted text., « Of thefe Sandius, M.
Simery and Mr. Emlyn, among the more early opponents’;
and Dr. Benfon, Siv Ifaac Newtony M. Grig/b);cl), and Mr.
" Bawger, amonz its more modemn adverfaries, feem to have
been the mot diffuft, in the variety of their remarks, and the
moft determined in their oppofition.” (Letter iii. p. 60,61.)

. 1. Lawrentius Vallay an ltalian mobleman, of great

-Tean = -
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. erudition, was the firft perfon (as M. Simon confeffes) whe
fet himfelf to correct the Greetk M.S.S. of the New Tefta-
meit. He lived nearly a century before Erafmas.t By
affiduous, and long continued, enquiries' he got into his
hands feven Greek M.S.S.—This paflage of St. Fobn was
found in all thefz= M.S.S. and is commented upon by Zalla,
in his Notes upon this Epiftle. '

2. In the Commentary upon the feriptures, written by
Nicholas de Lyra, this verfe of St. John is found, in the place

“‘which it now poffeffes, dccompanied by the leaned author’s
Annotations, without the fmalleft, exprefled, fufpicion of its
authenticity., He held the profeflorfhip of Divinity, at Paris,
with great reputation, in the fourteenth century.

3. About a century before this lalt mentionsd time,
appeared the Commentary of St. Thomas—on this epiftle, in
which this Verfe is not only admitted, but commented upon,
without any infinuations of interpolation.— '

4. This Verfe is found in the Rationale of Divine Offices,
compofed by the celebrated Durandus Eithop of Mende, in
Languedoc, in the thirtzenth century. '

S. Lombard, who was Bithop of Paris, in the twelfth
_eentury, exprefsly cites this Verfe in the firft book of Lis
Sentences.— :

. 6. This Verfe is quoted, in the fame century, by Rupert,
Abbhot of Duyts, in Germany, in his Treatife on the ¢ Glori~

Sication of the Trinity.”” .

7. In the eleventh century lived St. Bernard, whofe
fermons are yet extant. This Verfz is infifted upon, by him,
in feveral of his difcourfes.— ’

8. In, or about this age, Radulphus Ardensy Hugo Vicori-
‘nusy, and Scotus, with other authors, whofe works have
furvived to the prefent times, referred to the Verfe in
queftion.— .

9. The Gg{j‘ﬂ, Ordinaria, the work of Walafrid Strabe,

‘Was compofed- in the nnth ceptury. Even M. Simon
confoffes, that % no comment en the Scriptures is of equal
authority with this expofition.” In this work, the text, in
queftion, is not only found in the Epiftle of St. Fobn, but is
commented upon, in the Notes, with admirable force, and
perfpicuity.—The Greek M.S.S. which direCted him ta
infert this Verfe in his Text, and Commentary, muft,
o ' - : in

$ Erafmus iiv;cd m the fifteenth century.
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in all probability, have been more ancient than any known to
eéxift.—Some, at leaft, of the Greet M.S.S. which were ufed.
?' him, cannot well be fuppofid to have been lefs than 300,
Or 400, yearsold ; the latter of which dates carries them up
to A.D. 440. But the MosT ANC!ENT Greek M.S..
which is 70w known to exift, is the Alexandrian ; for which,
however, Weftein, who feems to have confidered the queftion
with great attention, claims no higher an antiquity than the
clofe of the fifth century, orabout A.D. 4go. If 'this mode
of reafoning, then, be nct (and it feems that it is not) fallacious,
the text, and commentary, of Walafrid Strabo ftand upon
the foundation of Greet# M.S.S. which are more ancient, in
point of time, and therefore, which ought to be more refpec-
ted, in point of teftimony, than any poflefled by the prefent age.’
10. In the middle of the eighth century Ambrofe. Anfbert,
Abbot of St. Vincents, in Italy, wrote a comment upon the.

Ipolca{;;_\/é; wherein- this verfe of St. Fohn is applied, in, -

explanation of the Jifth Verfe of the hrft - Chapter of the
Revelations, ) .

11, In the fame century lived Ekipandus, Archbithop of
Tolcds, in- Spain, who maintained that Fefus Chriff had no-
exiftence, antecedent to his comijng into the world, and that
he was the Son of God b adoption, only, and not by any
co-cfentiality in nature. ‘Thefe opinions of Elipandus were
ftrenuoufly oppofed by Etherius, Bithop of Uxame, a fuffris,
ganto Elipandus, and by Beatus, a Prieft in the Axfrias.—
They quoted feveral paf{';ges of this Epiftle of St, Fobn; and
this verfe in particular. '

12. Caffiodorius lived in ftaly, in the middle of the fixth
century.—He wrote a Commentary on the Epiftles, &c. of
the New Teftament.—In his Anyotations on this chapter
Caffudorius ufes thefe words ;—in Heaven, the Father, and
© the Sony and the Holy Spirit, andthefe three areone God.

- 13. In the beginning of the fixfh century flourithed Ful-
geatiusy Bithop of Rufpe, in Africa. Inthat l;ge the tenets

of Arius were efpouled by, 2t leaft, two African kings,
TLhrafimondy, and Huneric.” Fulgentius oppofed the Arians
(although fupported at that time by the former of thefe kings)
with zeal and fortitude. © And“n his works we find this yerfe

—ecxprefily cited, and infifted upon, as being conclufivg

againtt the tenets of Arius.— .
15. A few years before Fulgentius, lived Pigilius, who was
Bifhop of Tatfum, fituated in the fame province, and kmgd?t'i’
’ Wi

i
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with Rupe.. He—urges the teftimony of this Verfe, in
- oppofition to the errors of Arius,—

17. When the pious Ferome (who died A.D. 420) had
€ompleated that great work, of corre@ing the Latin verfion
of the old, and fettling the text of the New, Teftament,
which he undertook at the requeft of Pope Darmafus, he
clofed the arduous tafk witha folemn proteftation, “that, in
revifing the New Teftament, he had adhered entirely to the

- Greek’'M.S.S. And in Ferome’s Teftament this verfe of
St. zo/m is read, without any doubt of its authenticity.” |
F 18. ‘He has alfo quoted it in the folemn confeffions of his

aith.— -

19. Auguftine was cotemporary with Ferome—In his
Commentary {upon the firft Epiftle of St. Fobn, and upon
this very chapter of that Epiftle, Auguftine ufes thefe ex-
preflions—the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghoft are
one.

20. In the expofition of the Faith, written to Cyrillus,
by Marcus Celedenfis, an African, the writer thus exprefles
himfelf : To us there is one Father, and one Son, who i
truly Gop, and one Holy Spirit, who is alfo ruly Gonp ;
and thefe Three are One :—the precife words of the verfein

. -queftion.

21, Phabadius was Bifthop of Agen, in France, in th
Jourth century. -~ He, cites this verfe, in his Bock again
the Arians.— '

22. Cyprian was made Bithop of Curthage, A.D. 248.
In his treatife De Unitate Ecclefiz, written againft Novatus,
he ufes thefe words :=—<¢ itis written of the I‘gaather, the Sen,
and the Holy Spirit—And thefe Three avé One.”” )
. 23. Tertullian was born about the time of St. fohn's death,
if fome Chronologifts may be credited. But other compu~-
tations, which indeed feem to be much more accurate, place -
. his birth about' A.D. 140. In either cafe, it will be noin-

credible thing to fuppofe, that Tertullian had converfed with
Chriftians o% his own times, who had actually fat under St.

Fobn’s miniftration of the Gofpel. In thofé days arofe, in

Afia, the heretic Praxeas, who maintained that there was no

plurality of perfons in the Golhead, but that the Father fyf-
fered on the crofs. Againft the opinions of this man Ter-
tullian wrote a treatife—and alledges this ~paffage of St.

Fokn—wbich Three are One—aliteral quotation of the verlg

m queftion, T
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To the evidence thus furnithed by Individuals, T mow beg
feave to fubjoin—THE TEsTiMONY OF CoUNCILS, AND
oTHER CoLLECTIVE BobIEs oF MEN—in fupport of the
originality of the Verfe in queftion. Lo
- 1. The Council of Lateran was held at Rome, under
Innecent 11, A.D. 1215. Of all the aflen:blies, of this
kind, which the chriftian world ever faw, this was the moft
pumerous. It was compofed of more than 400 bithops, of
about 800 abbots, and priors, and of an equal number of dep~
uties, from prelates, colleges, and .chapters, who' could not
sttend in perfon. Among others, the Gree# patriarchs of
Cenftantinople, and Ferufalem, were prefent ; and the feveral
patriarchs of Antiochy and Alexandria, fent, each, a bifhop,
and a deacon, as their reprefentatives. The chief purpofe of,
convening this council, ‘was, for the examination of certain
opinions of the famous Italian, Father Foachim, founder of
the congregation of Flora. Thefe opinions were .accufed

- of Ayianifm, and were unanimoufly condemned by the coun-

cil : in whofe ac, or decretal, containing the reafons of fuch
condemnation, we find the verfe now in queftion, among
other paffages of fcripture, thus particularly fet forth.
It is read in the Canonical Epiftle of Fobn, that « there are
Three which bear Witnefs in Heaven, the Father, the Word,
end the Holy Spirit, and thefe Three are One.” ' ,
2. About the clofe of the egth century, the Emperor
Charlemagne called together the learned of that age—inftruc-

- ging them to revife the M.S.S. of the Bible then in ufe.—
T o effed this great purpofe, he furnifhed thefe commiffioners .
-wiith every M..S. that could be procured throughout his very
.extenfive dominions. In their Correfteriumithe refult of their

united labours,which was prefented in public,to the Emperar,
by Alcuinus the teflimony of the Three (heavenly) Witne/fes is
read, without the fmalleft impeachment of its authenticity,

3. In A.D. 484, an aflembly of African Bifhops was con-
vened at Carthage, by King Huneric, the Vandal, and the
Arian.— At the time appointed nearly four hundred bifhops
attended this council, from the various provinces of Africa

.and from the ifles of the Medjterranean fea ; at the head of

whom ftood the venerable Eugenius, bithop of Carthage.
—When Eugeniut, with his Anti-Arian prelaes. en-
tered the room of confultation, they found Gyrila, theis
chief antagonift, feated on a kind of throne, furrounded

~ byarmedmen; who quickly, inftead of confuting the argu-
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anents of their opponents, offered violence to theif perforts.em
KEugenius, and his prelates, withdrew from the council-room ¢
but not without leaving behind them a proteft, in which—
this Verfe of St. Fobn is thus efpecially infifted upon, in vin-
dication of the belief to which they adhered.—« That it
may appear more clear than the light, that the divinity of the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, is one, fee it proved by
the Evangelift St. ¥hn, who writes thus : There are Three
which bear record in. Heaven, the Father, the Word, and the
Holy qFfrit, and thefe Three are One.” '
- 4. This verfe of St. Fobn was inferted in the ancient
fervice-books of the Latin Church. )
5. This verfe of St. ¥ohn is found in the Confeffion of Faith
of the Greck church. A
6. This verfe is alfo found in the liturgy, or public fervices
books, of the Greet church. B
If there can be, at this time, an unerring method of dem-
onftrating, that any particular paflage of fcripture was con-
fidered, by the primitive Chriftian church, as authentic, as
bearing upan it the feal of divine infpiration, it muft be by
thewing fuch paffage placed in its public creeds, or confeffions
of faith, and appointed to be read in the folemnities of its
religious  worthip. |
7. Theancient verfion, or tranflation, ot the New Tefta=
ment into the Armenian language, hath always contained
this verfe. ' v
8. The moff ancient of all the Verfions of the Books of-
the New Teftament, from the languages in which they were
originally written, is the Old ftalic. This Verfion was made
in the fir? century, and therefore WHILST ST. JoHN WAs
<YET ALIVE ; and was ufed by all the Latin Churches in
Europe, Afiayand Africa; for many centuries after his death.,
And thus the origin of the Verfe in queftion, is, at length,
carried up, not by inferencgs, or implications, alone, however
fair, and obvious, but by i'LAIN, AND Pos1T1vE, EVIDENCE,
to the age of St. JouN himfelf. For this moff valuable, as
well as moft ancient, Verfion hath conftantly exhibited the
Verfe 1Johnv.7. (p.18--5%) Throughout the vaft feries of
one thoufund four hundredyears, whichintervened between the
days of Praxeas,and the age of Erafmus, not a fingle author,
whether Patripaffiat, Cerinthian, Ebionite, ARIANy Mace-
-donian, or Sabellian, whether of the Greek, or Latin, whether -
of the Eaftern, or Weftern, Chusch-—whether in- }9.90,
. . . m‘
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ﬁ#&a or Europe—hath ever taxed the variotis qtiotations of

is verfe—with interpolation, or forgery. Such filence fpeaks,
‘mioft exsphatically fpeaks, in favour of the verfe. (p. 319,320.)

THE RESULT, THEN, FROM THE WHOLE, is—that
THE VERSE, in queftion, SEEMS, BEYOND ALL DEGREE
or SEr10UusDousT To HAvE Stoop IN THis EPIsTLE,
wHEN IT ORiGINALLY PROCEEDED FROM THE PEN OF
87. Jonuw. In the Latin, or Weftern; Church, the fuffra~
ﬁ of Tertullian, and Gyprian, of Marcus Celedenfis, ard

hadius, in its favour, aided by the early, the folemn, the ’

public, appeal to its authority, by the African Bithops under

Hunerie ; the Preface, Bible, and ca?tn:ota-ﬁdes, of Jerome ;-

the frequent, and direét, citations of the verfe by Eucheriusy
Auguftine, Fulgentius, Vigilius, and Caffiodorius :—thefe;
‘fupported, as to”the Greek, or Eaftern, Churehes; by the
Dialogue between Arius and Athanafius, as well as by the
Synotfis of this ‘Epiftle—by the Armenian Verfion, which
‘was framed from Greek M.S.S. by the very early, and con-
ftant, ufe of the Apoffolos in the fame Greek Church (an ufage

which feems to be deducible even from the Apoftles thems

felves) and by its public Confffion of Faith :—ALL THEsE -

evidences, arifing within the limit of the fixth century, (to
: El;s over the immenfe accumulation of teftimony which has
n produced fubfequent to-that zra) oftering themfelves to
the tef: of the judgmenty combined in-one -pomt of view, uns
_checked by a fingle negation, unrebuked by any pofitive con-
tradiction, unrefifted by any the fmalleft, dires?, impeachment
of the authenticity of the verfe, throughout all the annals of
all antiquity :—ALL THESE CIRCUMSTANCES feize the

" mind, as it were, by violence, and compel it to acknowledg
- the verity, the original exiflenceyof the verfe in queftion:”

g (Pj 344—346.)

N. B. The pages in the preceding word are much larger than

it was at firft expeéted they wonld bey which is the reafon that -

. they do not amount (agreeably to the prapofals ) to about 9o pages.
. p v
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