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LETTER &
Miscellancous Remarks.

“Let not thy years disdain my youth »
“ Search oaly if I speak the truth.”

REAR SIR,

YOUR late production fell iito my hands ahout:
two months ago. I have perused it carefully, and with
no little concern. Agreeably to a former promise, it
'was expected that yon would not again take the field of
controversy; and it was hoped by many that you had, at
least partially, recanted your former obnoxicus tenets!
But, alas! instead-of this,after a “ re-examination of your
views of the gospel,” out comes the same oid story, on-
ly a little more cautiousiy told; and the same pernicious
errors, varnished and honeyed over in a manner calcy-
latad to deceive the ignorant and mislead the unsettled.
and wavering. .

Your reasons for writing are stated to be, a2 desive
for the good”’ of those to whom your address is particu-
larly made— the advice of many of your brethren in
the ministry’’—and, “ to clear the way on your part,”
for the promotion of a spirit of toleration and union with
all « christians who maintain the divinity of the Bible.”
In this lust object I am certain you rrust fail; and as to
the others, it is quite doubtful whether the ¢« good™ of
your disciples can be promoted, or your brethren in the
ministry edified, by the long tissue of criticisms on the
Creek and Hebrew which yon have introduced; when
none of them, as { suppose, are better acquainted with
those languages than the ignorant papist who hears his
priest chattering over his mass in Latin. But with as
much implicitugss and docility, it is quite Likely, will
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your fraternity attend to vou, and adopt an enc?n‘l_’i‘llm
similar to that [heard a few years ago from a very i -
crate man, and a very devoted disciple of a hlf}‘}i-s?‘lnd'
Ing /Arian preacher of the West,— Surely, ”Salfi he,
“ Mr. must be a very great and wise man; §1ving
at the same time this as his reason: “ He gocs SO decp
in his preaching that I cannot understand him.’

/Had I intended to “make a book” for the benefit of
stich a plain and illiterate fraiernity as yours must be, I
thould certainly have made 1t a desideratum to accom-
modate myself to their mental capacities, and not havc_:
aficeted such a shew of learning as you have done; es-
pecially aiter mducing them to expect great © simplici-
ty.”” And were I as Javish of my caricatures and sncers
on thic ¥ learned,”’ the « critics,”” and the ¢ schools,” af-
ter making such a pompons parade of learning and crit-
icism, T sheuld not be much disappointed if the learned,
the critics, or some other illmatured fellows, should im.
peach my candour in conducting so unmercifully toward
thern; while, at the same time, attempting to travel the
same road, and endeavoring to assail them with the same
kind of weapons: thus making them believe that T pos-
sessed sufficient learning and powers of criticism to
drive this troublesome host of combatants from the ficld
by a single menace.

It isno less strange to find in page 10, the term « he-
resies’” by you applied to “ Arianism, Socinianism, and
Pclagianism.” Not but that I most heartily concur with
vou in this appellation; but bow yox can use it in this
way without implicating your own scheme, te me is un-
accountable. Let any dispassionate person in the world
miake himself acquainted with the sentiments of those
heretics, and then cdrefully peruse your beok; let him
compare them together; and if] after making a fatr ex-
perument, he do not pronounce the ouc a prototype. of
the other, i he do not say that you have sucked in'the
very hearts-blood of those heretical schemes, T will hold
mysclf ready to make such acknowledgment to you as
he shall deem just and necessary in the case. Make
the trial yourself, fairly and honestly-—read the works
of those men, and those of their defenders and mod-
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ern disciples, Crellius, H. Taylor, J. Faylor of Nor~
wich, Harwood, Price, Foster, Robinson, Sykes, Priedt-
ley, Belsham, Lindsay, and others, and then it is believ-
ed you will be disposed at least to excuse us when we
conscientiously apply the term ¢ heresy’ to your
scheme; and not attribute it to “bigotry’’ and other ill-
natured things so diffused through your book, and charg-
ed upon us as the only reasons for not receiving your
“simple views.”” Be assured, sir, it affords me not the
smallest pleasure or gratification, no, not a momentary
triumph, to call names or apply opprobrious epithets to
men‘s notions and sentiments under any circumstances:
much less so, if I really do not believe them to be ob-
noxious and heretical. Therefore, I wish you to do me
the justice to believe, that when I use pldin words, or
attach particular names or phrases to your sentimentsy
I do it, not through invidiousness, nor uncharitableness,
but to avoid circumlocution, and to express what I sin-
cerely believe to be the truth of the case. I can truly
adopt the words of Cicero: “«That I speak strongly I
confess, but I protest not angrily. I am not used to be
soon angry with my friends; no, not even if they deserve
it. I can differ from you without reproachful language,
but I eannot without extreme pain of mind.”

To say that you are ignorant of the Arian and Socin-
fan schemes and their modern disciples, would be to
reflect upon yonr reading and historical information.
To say that you had a design, in proscribing them as
heretics, to avoid susp1c1on and prevent the alarm that
might be excited in the minds of the honest, timid, but
uninformed part of your connexion, from the very strik-
ing likeness between your sentiments and those you
have called heresies—this would be deemed a want of
eandor and charity. Yet Did Arius maintais
that “The Son of God was totally and essentially dis-
tinct from the Father?” So do you. Did he mains
tain that he was the first and noblest of those beings
whom God had created—the instrnment by whose sube.
erdinate operation he formed the universe, and there-
fore inferior to the Father both in nature and dignity?”
Sode you. De the Socinians deny the “expiatory sac-

A2
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rifice, the satisfaction, substitution, imputc;f righteous=
ness, and redceming mediation of Jesus Christ?”?  Sodo
you. All this and more wiil appear in the progress of
this work. Had you therefore palliated, or even adve-
cated the Arian and Socinian notions, instead .of con-
demning them in the manner you have dene, while hold-
mg; the sentiments you de, I confess my surprise would
rot- have been so much excited. ‘

The self-assumed name of “Christian Church,” by
which you and your party wish to be known from all o-
thers, and which seens to-emhrace any thing, and eve-
ry thing; no matter whether Jesus be esteemed a God
or a creaiure; no matter whether a man professes to get
to heaven through the wmerit and righteousness of
Christ, or upon the sufficiency of his own repentance and
own cbedience frer se: 1 say, this assumed name no
more proves to me your soundness and purity, than it
does that of our modern self-styled “Unitarians,’ or
those herctical sects.in Bassora and: India, who called
themselves “Christians.”  ¢“And no marvely” says the
apostle, “for Batan himself is.transformed into an angel
of light. Therefore it is.no great thing if his ministers
also be transformed as the ministers of righteousness,”

After passing 95 pages of your « Address,” in which
you have-exhausted all your strength against the gener-
ally received doctrines of the TFrinity, the proper Di-
vinity,. the substitution, atonement and satisfaction of
Jesus Christ; we find a declaration, which is certainly a
levelling stroke and dealsa death-blow to your whole Sys=
tem. Having exclaimed vehemently against creeds and
confessionsy as the cause of the declining, sinking, and al-
most ruined state of the church:  «Atlength,” you say,
“Luther, Calvin, and others, made a bold stand against
the corruptions of the church. The Lord wonderfully
preserved them, and prospered their labors. Light be-
gan to dawn, and pure religien began to revive and
smile upon the benighted world.” O magna vis verita-
#is, says Cicergr “O-the mighty force of truth!”® Whe
would have expected te hear such panegyrical lane.
guage, or such an unreserved concession from one of
your seutiments! These reformers, whose labours the
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Lord so wonderfully blessed, (labours which emitted
such a flood of ligist, and were followed by such a revi-
val of purc religion,) preached and disseminated the ve-
ry doctrines that you have opposed. They maintained
the doctrine of the Divine Trinity in WUnity, or the three
persons in the Godhead: they preached and wrote that
Jesus Christ was God and man in one person, and was
from eternity the second Person in Jehovah: that man
was originally created holy: that of his own accord he
departed from God and became vile: that in whatever
instance (rod exercises for qweness, it 1s not withoutres-
pect to that public expression of his displeasure against
sin, which was uttered in the death of his Son: that the
suffering and death of Jesus Christ were of an expiatory
nature, and constitute a rcal and pirofier atonement and
satisfaction for sin in a way of sacrifice: that his right-
eousness is imputed to the believing sinner, and is the
proper and alone meritorious ground of his Justlﬁcatmna
and that the Holy Ghost, the third persen in the God-
head, is the efficient cause or agent in his regeneration
and sanctification. But why need I detail what these re-
formers taught? The merest Tyro in Theology and Ec-
clesiastical history eught to knew, and dees know, that
they were not the doctrines professed and advocated by
you and your adherents. That they believed and
taught the doctrines just mentioned, cannet be denied
without incuring the impeachment of obstinacy ordishon-
esty. ZTheirs were the doctrines of grace; because they
were the same as tanght by their Divine Master and his
apostles: but yours are, without any question in my
mind, of the vety essence of “Arianism, Soumamsm,
and Pelap;mmsm1 >—the reiterated dogmas and reverica
of Taylor, Priestly, Toulmin, Kentish, and others of
modern stamp. Such theories and netions as yours,
were never sanctioned by heaven. Theynever prosper-
ed; never produced one single revival of pure religion,
or reformation in the manners of the ungodly; nevercon-
verted one single infidel: and, should their native and
dangerous tendency not be overruled and destroyed,
never will take one soul to heaven. You may charge
theae assertions to the cold speoulations of “bigatry and
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prejudice,” or what else you please; I speak the honesf
janguage of my heart, and cannot but express my fears
on account of your situation, and the dangerous tendency
of your doctrines, where they may in any measure ob-
tain in this Western country, which has already teemed,
and is yet teeming with productions, both from the pul-
pit and the press, that strike at the very foundation of
christianity.

As to the motives that induced me to undertake thig
task, in the languae of Dr. Owkn, I can assure you it is
ot the least thirst in my affections, to be drinking of the
waters of Meribah, nor the least desire to have a share
in fshmacel’s portion. 1 never like myself worse than
when faced with a wizaerd of disputing in controversies.
The complexion of my soul is much more pleasant unto
me in the water of Skhijoek.”” Neither is it from any de
sire to engage in wordy battles or fizrer combats in this
quarrelsome, “scambling territory,” where, as Tertullian
says of Pontus, omne quod flat Ayuilo est, “no wind
blows but what is sharpand keen ” Nor was it any con-
ceit of my own abilities, asthough I were the fittest per-
son among many to undertake this work. As an author
Y have no selfish solicitude about it. I have not been
burdened with solicitations from many,orevenasingle one
of my brethren in the ministry; and among those who are
mot ministers, too much apparent apathy and indifference
seems to obtain respecting the advancément of truth,
to have cven expected many solicitors from that quar.
ter. As Iam notat the headof a party, and as my breth-
ren in the ministry are not dependant on me for explana-
tions and criticisms, therefore I have not written at their
instance, nor for their benefit. I take all the responsi-
bility on myself; and if there be any thing wrong in this
production, they are not to bear the blame. I have
scarcely a hope of being instrumental in your conver-
sion, as you have “re-examined your views of the gos-
pel,”? and have not only been satisfied as to yourself, but
also have been induced to write for the “good” of others.
To prevent as much as possible the harm that your pub-
Yication might do among others, is the principal motive
%had in writing. Should this be the result, in any small
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degree, God, T hope, will be glorified, the kingdom of
Jesus promoted, and my poor labor rewarded.

I would just remark farther, that I have not knowing-
lv or intentionally given a distorted cast to a single point
or sentiment you have advanced; nor have I designedly
passed over cne that I thought worthy of attention, be-
causc of any difhculty in answering it. I have the testi-
mony of a good conscience, that I have not wilfully mis-
represented you. 1 have no interest in doing so; and if
any thing should appear to you to be erroncously stated,
and I can be made sensible of that error, yeu shall with-
out hesitation have my candid acknowledgment. 1 con-
fess it is with no small difficulty that you can be under-
stood in many places, owing: to the ambiguity that much
prevails in your production, and on account of your hav-
ing left your reader to draw the inference trom many of
your statcments, which seem obscure, not having, or
seeming to have, any definite point directly in view. If
1 have misunderstood you in any oné paragraph, { can
only say I did not wish to do so.

Shouid you, or any of your brethren,undertake serions-
ly and candidly to refute what I have here advanced, if
I Zive to see it effected, and circumstances seem 10 re-
quire it, I engage myself, by the Lord‘s assistance, to
be yowr humble cenwert, orfair antagonist,

1 am; &e¢.



LETTER 11
The Trinity.

e T he more of wonderful

*“Is heard in Him, the more we should assent.

“Could we conceive him,] God he could not be;

“Or—1He not Ged, or we could not be man.

“A God alone can comprehend a God,”!
Young.

WEAR SIR,

ON the impertant doetrine of the sacred Trinity
you have said but little; and the most you have said, ig
in a way of insinuation, reprehension, and declamation,
against the sentiments of others. Much, I grant, need
rot be said on this subject, as it is one of pure revelation;
and is addressed more to eur faith, as a matter to be be-
licved, than demonstrated by reason and speculation.

“Thnt things mav be above reason, and yet not contrg.
dictory to it, is a distinction far frombeing either obscure
or improper. By the expression, above reason, may be
understood two things—beyond the fiower of reason to
discover, and above the reach of reason to compirehend.
Tt would Le absurd to controvert it in the first sense; and
if it were carefully attended to in the other,and pre-
judice laid aside, there would be little difficulty. A
jyust statement of it is precisely this; we believe a fact
which is fully proved, and authenticated, although there
are some circumstances, as to its cause and consequen-
ces, that we do not understand. I believe that God is a
spirit, and that there are also created spirits differ ent
from God, wholly unembodied; and yet I have very ob-
scure and indistinct ideas, if any idea properly at all, of
what a spirit is, and of the manner of its operation.
Poubtlzes there are many circumstances relating to
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things of great moment and certainty, that are to us to-
tally incomprehensible.”

You are apprehensive, it appears, that your view of
the doctrine of the Trinity will be rejected by those
“who have laboured threugh mazy volumcs of scholas-
tic learning,” because of its “simplicity,” and because
“they have been long taught that the doctrine was a
high incomprehensible mystery.”” “However mysteri-
ous it may be,” you add, “the scriptures never call it a
mystery. It is a term attached to it by man.”” Such
assertions are frequently to be met with in your book,
and secem to answer with you instead of a thousand ar-
guments; especially when you have no other mode. of
refutation. Are there no terms in your production but
what are to be found in the bible? When speaking of the
soul of Jesus Christ you call it the “pre-existent soul:”
Is this a scripture term? And when with tiie Greek fa-
thers you believe that many were made sinners by the
disobedience of one man, you understand it “meronymi-
cally:” Does the bible say so, or is it a term invented by
man? This mighty weapon, so often used against your
opponents, recoils with double force upon your own
head. Can you believe nothing,but what is entirely
clear of mystery?—nothing that you cannot understand
or fully comprehend? What tiink you then of an un-
caused cause of every thing? of a Being who has no re-
Iation to time; not being older to-day than he was yes-
terday, nor younger to-day. than he will be to-morrow?
‘who has no relation to space; not being a part here and
u part there, or a whole any where? What think you of
the existence of evil, moral awl natural, in the work of a
Being infinitely powerful, wise and good? Can you tell
how spirits receive ideas from material organs? how they
hear, see, &kc? Can you comprehend the nature of your
‘souls’ connexion with the body; or the manner in which
the soul acts upon the body, and is acted upon? How
does spirit act upon matter? How are the muscles of my
hand moved in writing at this moment by an act of my
will? Or how, by means of the eye, is the mind of my
teader made acquainted with my thoughts! Whatis the
connexion between a visible mark of my pen and a
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thought of the mind? Or how does an image of the mark
upon the retina produce thought? Are we who know
but in frarr able to comprehend God, who i8 i7/inite; his
judgments, wiiich are unsearchable; and his Ways, that
are fast finding out? 1s there nothing mysterrous res-
pecting th2 resurrection of a dead body? “Behold,”
says the apostle, «] shew you a mystery, the dead shall
be raised incorruptible, and we shall be changed.” Is
there no mystery in a spinitual body? Can you fully
comprehend the relation of Christ to his church, as cne
body, which Paul calls ¢“a great mystery.”

But perhaps you will insist, as has been often done
before you, *that, for a thing to be reveated, and yet re-
main mysterious, is a contradiction; that it is as muchas
to say, a thing is revealed, and yet hid.”” But to this
it may be replied: The thing revealed is the #rz2k of the
doctrine; so that the truth ef it no longer remains hid,
though many things concerning the maenner may be so.
Must we always deny or disbelieve a thing. because we
arc unable fo concieve, or fully to comprchend it? If so,
then farewell to the existence of God and every thing
clse. 1If so, then a man born blind would reason right
when he forms this sylogism: «We know the figure of
bodies only by handling them; but it is impossible to
handle them at a great distance; therefore it ts impossi-
ble to know the figure of far distant bodies.”® To undeceive
the blind man, we may prove to him that this is so, from the
concurrent testimony of all who surround him. But we
can never make him perceive Aow this is so. “It is
therefore,” says Ramsey, “a fundamental maxim in all
true philosophy, that many things may be incomprehen-
sible, and yet demonstrable; that though sceing clearly
be a sufficient reason for affirming, yet not seeing at all,
can never be a reason for denying.””*

Therefore, when we say that the Trinity in unity isa
mystery, or is mcomprehensible, or above reason, we say
nothing absurd or contrary to recason. As to the unity
of the Divine nature, there is no dispute; but in this unie

* Philosophical Principles of Religion, vol, I p. 22, 23,
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ty of the divine nature, and in perfect consistency with
it, there is a three-fold distinction, Or in other words,
there is the most perfect simplicity and unity of nature;
and yet in the mode of existence a plurality.  And we
do find in scripture most clear and positive assertions of
the unity of God, on the one hand, and, on the other, a
real plurality in some respects. There is a cominon,
peculiarand reciprocal, but distinct agency.

That revelation in which Deity has communicated to
man information concerning bimsclf, “authorizes us, by
a variety of inductive proofs, to conclude that, with re-
gard w the mode of existence of tiie onz divine essence,
the unity of the Godhead includes a Trinity of pecsons,
(so denominatoa in the English language for want of any
better terms,) wno arc scripturally styled the Father,
the Son, and the Holy Ghest: distinet, not in essence or
n pcrw*&,twﬂs, but only pu‘conf—tlly' onc, not pevsonally,
but in the common possession of the same identical na-
ture and attributes.

“No contradiction or absurdi.y is involved in this doc«
trine; because the unity refers to one respect, and the
trinity to another. But we make no difficulty in pro-
fessing our incapacity to include in our knowledge, or
express byany possible terms, the respect in which the
Trinity of persons subsists in the perfect oneness of the
Deity.””*

The three persons in Jehovah are equally engaped in
the accomplishment of man’s salvation. “To the Fa-
ther,”” says the author last quoted, “peculiarly belongs
the exercise of rectoral authorlty, as sovereicn, lav-
giver, ]udge, ard vindicetor of rectitude. The Son, con-
stituted the second fedeial head of mankind, but with
an especial respect to the objects of sovereign election,
takes upon himself the relation, the responsibility, and of
comecucnce, the nature of man; and becomes a subject
of the divine government, the scrvant and messenger of
the Pather, the mediator between God and man. To
the Ioly Spirit, the charge is especiatly assigned of
rendering cfficient the whole work of saving mercy,

* ®mitl’s Letters to elsham, p. 26, 27
B
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by the personal application of its blessingsi®” Yes, the
love of Father, Son,and Spirit, is but one love, directed
to the three objects of their respective offices; namely,
creation, redemption, and regeneration, terminating in
our eternal glorification. But notwitstanding this glo-
rious truth, we hear many who seem not to be suitisfied
with the plain declarations of scripture, begin to reason
and speculate, and inquire kow caen these things be?
‘This is the first out-set in the road of error and des-
truction; and at every step the cry is, “how can these
things be:”” until thousands have tumbled Leadiong into
the vortex of error, infidelity, and scepticism. Ail the ob-
Jections tothe doctrine of the Trinity itselfare reducibie to
thisoene, how can it be! Itiscontrary to reason,absurd, in-
comprehensible, &c. It is really surprising to think
with what insolence and triumph some have pretended
to treat this sentiment, charging Trinitarians with hold-
ing the absurd, contradictory notion of three Gods, spirits,
or essences, because they maintain that there are three
frersons in the one undivided essence. This, to say the
least, is owing to great inattention, or great obstinacy.¥
It ought to be remembered for ever, in this contro-
versy, that fierson and essence, are neither synonimous,
nor convertible. For though eac person be of the es-

* A recent instance of this is to be found in a late pamph-
let, written by "“David Wells, of Cumberland County,” en-
titled “The Lamp of Plain Truth, held up by the band of
sound Reason.” He levels his whole force against a “Trinity
of Gods,” ashe terms it, and the deity of Jesus Christ. He is
a co-worker with Mr. Stone, but kis performance is so drivel-
fing, nonsensical, not to say blasphemous, that my pages can-
not be polluted with quotations from it. “A Trinity of Gods!™
Is it owing toa lack of knowledge or honesty that this charge,
is brought against those who hold the doctrine of the Trini-
tv? Such men ought to remember that a fool’s cap, forcibly
placed on a wise man’s liead by a knave, however it might
excite the inirth of a crowd, would be no actnal disgrace, nor
impeachment of his understanding. So with respect to the
things of Gnd, the malice of man, whether covered by a

laugh, or open in its violence, is rather an argument of their
truth than of their falsity.
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sence, yet the three persons together do constitute the

essence itsclf. Thus it willappear, that though Essence

and Person difer as to the full extent of the terins, yet

they perlectly egree wlen they apply te the reality of the
eity.

Fr{)m what ha1 been now briefly stated, I see no ab-
surdity or impropriety in saying, that the IFather, Son,
and Spirity being three persons in Jehovah, and insepa-
rable from the c¢ssence, are frersonally and eswm‘ial!_;
Jelhiovah, and consequently, either in union or distirction,
are the objectof worship. Infact, as true helicvers, we
do not, and cannot worship any one of the divine per-
sons sepurate or alone, however we mav mention each
by themselves; for if we invocate the Father, or the
Son, or the IIon Ghost, we invocate the Divine Hs-
gence, which is inseparable from each. This satisfacto-
rily accounts for the apostolic benediction, and the form
of baptism egually in the name, (not names) of the Fa-
ther, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghest. In the
same way I understand what is implicd in eur Lord’s
declaration; He that hath seen me, (meaning spiritual-
Y) hath seen the Father: Iand my Father are One.
And the apostle: He that hath the Sony hath the Fatker
also: These three are One—If this doctrine of three
persons in one essence; or of the one essence existingy
indivisibly,though distinctly, in the three persons, werc
riglitly stated, there would seem but little roum for the
disputes respecting the proper object of worship,
and the inferiority or subordination of the divine per-
sons. This supposed inferiority, applied tc Godhead, is.
an absurdlty in the extrcme; throws insuperable diffi-
culties in the way; and is absolutely irreconcilable with
1nany €xpress declarations of seripture.

But 1 procecd to examine more particu'nrly the sen-
timents of your book on this subject. They are to be
found in the following words: «Ibelieve there are thres
distinctions in Godhead;but I cannot express them in more
appropriate terms than those used by the inspir edapostlc:
Father, Word and Holy Ghost.?> Herc you have left
the watter; and your reader, as to your real sentiments
respccting this triune appellation of Godhead,, 1s just as
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wise as he was before, and could have learned as mucly
fremn one sing’e verse. This is the schenre franght W'l_tf"l 50
rouch “simpliciry™ that you calculated on its mectng
with a'very nniivourable reception from some who zre
“attached tor the unintelligible language of their ances-
tors, or with wiom bigotry out-weighs a thousand argu-
maents; and from others, who have labored through ma-
zy volumes of ssofustic learning.” You are also strong-
Iy inclined to think that the controversy is “a war. of
words, while the combatants boelieve the same thing”
This being all gratis dicturn, you claim a dispensation
from the warfaie, and think the confroversy ougit te
end. But how cowid you; with any face, declare your
belief, that tais countroversy is a war of wordsy-and that
the combatants bclieve the same thing; when immedi-
ately afterwards we find you aboring through thirteen pa-
ges, with a view to make it appear that Jesus Christ was
a created heing. enly--that he is not egual with God—
that his divinity is commuriicefed—that his titles are de-
puted--and that he was creator only instrumentelly?
You certainly do know that the commonly received doc-
trine of the Trinity, and the divinity of Jesus Christ, stand
or fall together; that they who hold the one in the way
I have siated, alse hold the etler, that is, the real and
Froper deity of Fesus Christ, as (God-man In one person;
nd they who deny the one, also deny the other. Would
it have heepgrontivdeparting firom your wonderful, “sim-
plicity,” (¢ have said whether you believed the “three
gistinctions i Godhead,” to be eyralin duration and die-
pity; or whether tre idea of énferioriry and subording-
tion is to be attached to any of them? I am nct anding:
fault with the term “distinetions,” when applied to God-
bead; but with the vaoue and vncertain maaner in which
you have leil it. “There are three distinctions in- the
Godhead!” Yes, there are; but we must take care of
“mystery.” Seeing every thing with you is so “plain and
and simple,” I do \:‘rish you had condescended a little,
§md tol‘d us something more about these «hree distinet-
long™ In Godh=ad. We know the Father is the first
distinetion, the Son the segond, and the Holy Ghost the
third. We also knew they arc personal &iﬁtihctiorxsi.
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for the persomal pronouns, 7, tkiou, and %e, are applied
indiscriminately to cacly of them, and is one rcason why
they are called fzersons in the Godhead, for the want of
a betier word. But the main question still remains:
are they egual? The affirmative i3 a sine gua non; ne
truce can be called without it: The war is more than a.
war of words; and we crave no dispensation from the
field, while there remains an opposcr of the Triune Es-
sence, or an enemy to the personal dignity and divine.
glory of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ..

I confess that I do not admire, nor even approve of
the explanations and definitions of many, respecting ei-
ther the Trinity, or the termn fierson in the Godhead.
They arc mostly perplexed and unintelligible. The
modus existendi of the sacred Zhree in Owne, the scrip-
ture has not even attempted to explain; and therefore
all disputation upon this point is impertinent, and pro-
ceeds from the affectation of being wise above what is
written. The word fierson Is sometimes to be under-
stood in a philosofhical sense, signifying one single, in-
telligent, volantary agent, or conscious being; some-
times in a folitical sense, which may express the differ-
ent relations supported by the same philosophical per-
son, as father, husband, son, &c. But it is in the theo-
fogical sense that it is used to describe the personality
of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, as expressing that per-
fection of the divine pature, whereby it subsists three
different ways, the Father, Son, and Holy Ghest, cach
of which, possessing the divine essence after his pecu-
liar manner, thereby becomes a distinct person.-

To inattention to, or misapplication of the term fer-
son in these different senses, is to be attributed' all the
perplexities and failure of itstriends on the one hand; and
all the nonsense and insolent triumph of its enemies on
the other: It is not the term, however, that is worth
contending about, while the sense is.truly and safely un-
derstood.

I come now to attend to the proof of the dactrine; as:
gontained in the holy Scriptures. On this ¥ need not
be diffuse, as it will be further supported by the proofs.
of the proper Delty of Christ the Son, upon which, as-is:
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natural to suppose, the controversy has always tum-
ed. If the one be supported, so will the other. They
atand or fall together.

We are commanded to baptize i the rame of the Fa-
ther, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.  Here ismo
inferiority or subordination hinted at, ner can any be
possibly infered. And without the idea of eguality, how
can it be accounted for, that ti,c Son and ¥loly Gho‘st;
should be classed and put upon the same footing' with the
Father? Without the assumption of this truth, there is
mystery and absurdity, with a witness. Their very de-
signation leads.us to infer an equality of rank, for itis
not said i the name of God as Creator, and in the name
of Jesus as a creafure, and in the name of the Holy
€Ghost as an energy or attribute, but in the name of Fa.
ther, Son, and Holy Ghost. “There are three that bear
record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy
Ghost; and these three are one”” John 5, 7. Whereis
the iine of inferiority to be drawn from this passage, or
in that containing the solemn form of baptism? Who can
fix a proint Between that which is infinite and uncircum-
scribed, -and that which is subordirate and derived!
From Wbellce are the ideas to arise of this compamsoh
and how can the prmmple ve settled? The inferiority in
the Sacred Three, as it respects the Godhead, has cer-
tainly no foundation in the sacred volume:

‘The proof of the Frinity may be taken from tlie form
of solemn benediction, “the love of God the Father, the
grace of our Lord Yesus Christ, and the communion of
the Holy Ghost be with you all.” As in the form ef
baptism, the three are taken in as the object of worshifh
and-cdedience; here they are plainly conjoined as the
source of blessedness. Our aecess ro the Father, is
through Christ the Son, éy the Holy Spirit. Eph. 2, 18.

A few texts in the Old Testament may suﬁ‘:ce to
prove -the three persons ih Jehovah. “And now the
Lord God, and his spirvit kark sent Me.” Isa. 48. 1§.
“The S'pirit' of the Lord God' is upon ME, because the
Loxp hath ancinted uE,” &c. Isa. 61—1" In these pas-
sages. we are only to inquire who-is the speaker, and. who
ave-speken of.. Preefi.are- almost endless, but: as. this
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work must not be swelled toan unnecessary length, and
especially as the subjeet will be further suppoxted when
we come to prove the proper deity of Jesus (hrist,
which will be the subject of my next letter, I there.
fore dismiss the present subject, and subscribe myscl!
Your sincere friend and servant.

LETTER IIL
The Deity of Jesus Christ..

“Their Glory shines with equal beams;
Their Essence is forever one;
Though they are known by different names,.
The Father God, and God the Son.”

Dr. Watts.

DEAR SIR,

THIS important subject equally relates to the o5
ject of our worship, the jfoundarion of our hope,
and the source of all our happiness. It is therefore of
the most interesting nature. A mistake here involves.the
most serious consequences; as wrong views of the Per-
zon and gffice of Christ, if persisted in, will necessarily
influence and regulate our deportment towards. him, and:
ultimately issue in eternal perdition.

The charge of ‘denying the divinity of Jesus Christ,
so long and often brought against you and your parti-
zans, you pronounce “unjust.” “To deny this,” you say,
“would be to-deny ¢he most plain and fundamental doc-
trine of revelation. I believe in the divinity of Jesus in
the fullest sense™  ¥n this way Jmany have been deceiv-
ed respecting your scntimrentsy and have supposed the
cliarge of denying the divinity  of Jesus “unjusty” sure
snougli. "Thisdeclaration fromsthie pulpitand the press:
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134
¥ believe in the divinity of Jcsus in the fullest sense,
has doubtless confirmed many pious people in theur at-
tachment to your connexion for a while, who, when the
secret was found out, saw an essential difference between
you and themselves. There does appear to me an am-
biguity in your writings generally;—-something GGVCde
or concealedy I will not say intentionally, yet in suco a
way, that many are ata loss to know what you do be-
licve. In a former publication you have stated thus:
“Nor do I believe, that the divinity in Christ was equal
to God, for that divinity was God himself.” Now how zhe
divinity in Christwas God himselfand yet not equal toGod
as the sentence expresses, I confess I know not, for God
Aimsclf s certainly equal to God himself. But when the
truth slips out, the idea of equality is that of Name and
Office only; it does.not extend to essential divinity.

Now I must believe you certainly do know that there
1s a vast, yea, an essential difference between your views:
of the divinity of Christ, and: these of Trinitarians, or
christians generally.. Or in other words, you certainly
know what we mean, and how we expect to be under~
stood, when we use the term divinity of Jesus Christ.
We thereby mean and wish to convey the idea of reaf
and esseniial deity,. as pertaining to the second person
in Jehovah, inclading the idea of ETernrTy in his co-
existence arul equality with the Father, This ¥ under.
stangd to be the ““fullest sense™ in which the-divinity of.
Jesus is held:: therefore

“If sacred.truth T speak, give me thy hand;.
“If not, thy refutation.”

H I comprehend you, (and I have long thought Y.did),
then I understand you, from the whole scope of your
book, and general tenor ef your writing on that subject,
as holding that the souZ, er spirit of Jesus Christ, pre-
existed, and that before all other beings and things, as
the first of God’s creatigny—that that soul or spirit was.
the instrument by which angels, men, and. all things.
were oréated;-—that that soul or spirit was.divine enly by
semmunication,.and. was in the. fulness of time wniteq to-
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a body prepared for it, and called Jesus Christ—<that his
cquality was an equality of name and ¢ffice only-—that his
fulness was only communicated, and all I.is powers deri-
ved, &c. This is, F belicve, what you mean by the di-
vinity of Jesus in the Stullest senge;” and if so, the
worid must judge whether you have been as explicit
and candid as circemstences and the nature of the case
required. You have, in page 22, in so many words, de-
clared, respecting Jesus Christ, that *“IHe is not equal in
essence, being, or eternity,” with the Father. So suy the
Aridans, Socinians, and Pelagians; but this we flatly deny,
and profess to hold directly the reverse. 'I'he wortd may
judge then, who helds the divinity of Jesus in the «ful-
lest sense,” or in the scriptural sense—you, or those who
are censured and vilified as charging you unjustly.

That I have not mistaken your views of the personof Je-
sus Christ, will further appear from your own expressions
in page 19. «I have provedalready that he was created
or brought forth by God himself, the first of 2l And
again: “From what I have said, it may be infered that
Yesus Christ was not eternally begotten of the Father.™
You have first “proved” it, and then left it to be “infer-
ed!”” Thisis akind of logie with which I am not acquaint-
ed. But the prineiple and the proof, as well as the lo-
gic, will be all contested, and I hope completely over-
thrown before wé are done.

I shall in the first place consider your netion of the
“goul” of Jesus Christ, as an instrumental creator. Yous
words are: “That the soul of the “man Christ Jesus”
existed before the world was, is farther evident, because
ke was the instrumenial causc of all creation.” “The
one God the father is the only efficient cause of all things,,
and the one Lord Jesus Christ is the lustrumental cause of
all things.” p. 18. Here 1 mightadoptyour short method
of dispatching business, by saying, “The Bible don't
say so, itis a term attached to it by man.” But os thig
is an old Arian argument, and the very soul of your
scheme, it therciore deserves a little more attention.

The scriptures not enly teach that Jesus Christ is the
true God himself, that created all things; but also that
no.dnstrument was used in that work. ¢ 1n the begin-
ping God created the heaven and the earth,” Now this
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God is the very same being who was made flesh and
dwelt among us. For thus it is written: “I_n the begin-
ning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and
the Word was God, the same was inthe begmnmg_w.vlth
God.”” He that was with God, was God: “All things
were made by him, and wizkous him was not any rhing
made that was made.” John I. 1-—=3. But if his pre-
existent soul was made, and yet wirkout kim was not
any thing made that was made, then he must have made
himseclf; “For by him were all things ercated.” Col. 1.
16. But this isabsurd. Accerding to the Arian scheme,
€od created a being by his dircet and immediate agency
to be an instrument to create all things for bim. But up-
on the principle of rcason alone, would it not appear
more consistent and God-like, for hitm to have created
zll things in continuation, by the same direct and effi-~
cient agency and operation, than to do it by a creature as
an instroment? Besides, how is it possible to recencile
the idea of an instrumental, creature agency, in creation,
with the following scriptures: “Jehovah stretcheth forth
the heavens alone, and spreadeth abroad the earth by
himself.” Is. 44. 24. “God himself formed the earth and
made it.”” Is. 45. 18. “IHe alone spreadeth out the hea-
vens,”” Job, 9. 8. I have made the earth and created
man upon it: I, even my hands have stretched out the
heavens.”” Is. 45. 12. “I am Jehovah; that is iny name:
and my glory will I not give to another.” Is. 42. 8,
Were the mountains brought forth, and the earth and the
world formed by a ereature? No; but by one who is “e-
ven from everlasting to everlasting.” Ps. 90. 2. The i-
-dea of an instrumenral creator has no foundation in the
word of God, and, besides the absurdity, expressly con-
tratlicts it. How can we ¢learly sce «his Eternal pow-
er and Godhead, by the things which he has made,” if
ke be not really God! But this instrumental, subordi-
nate creater must have worship and divine honers paid
to him! Yes, if there be no moere attached to him than a
created nature, a derived glory, and a communicared ful-
ness, this absurd, 1dolatrous netion would have the z+nc-
tion of sacred sgripture, which unequivocally sets forth
Christ as.the object of adoration, and religious worship..
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We are expressly taught, “That all men should hon-
or the Son, even as they honor the Father.” John 5. 23.
Now we can prove that Jesus Christ is honored with
all those names, titles, attributes, and works, which are
ascribed and appropriated to the one eternal and ever-
blessed God. The attributes of Deity are distinguish-
ed very properly into communicable and incommunicable.
The communicable ones are those of which there is
some resemblance in the creature, as goodness, jus-
tice, wisdom, holiness, &c: the Incommunicabie onhes
are such as there neither is, nor can be any appearance
or shadow of, in any created intelligence, such a5 om-
niscience, omni-presence, independence, immutabiiity,
ymmensity, and eternity. These are all in Christ, the
second person in Jehovah, not by communication,
witich is absurd and impossible, but essentially and
erernally. 1 incommunicable perfections, a resemblance
of which is not to be found in creatures, are ncver-
theless to be found in Jesus Christ, then'he could not
be a mere created being even in the most exalted
sense; and this, one might think entirely sufficient to
lay this matter to rest forever. If proof be required
we are ready to produce it.

And first, Omniscience. “In him are hid all the trea-
sures of wisdom and knowledpge.”” Col. 2. 3. #I am he
which searcheth the reins and hearts.” Rev. 2. 23. «He
knew all men—he knew what was in man—wL.ord thou
knowest all things” John 2. 24, 25. and 21. 17- He is
emni-firesent, possessing a power of perceptien andopera-
tion in distant places at the same time. *Where two or
three are gathered together in my name, there am 1 in
the midst of them.” Mat. 18. 26. “Lo, Y am with you al-
way, even unto the end of the world.”” 28. 20. Indcpen-
dence, eternity, and immutabitfity., 41 am Alpha and O-
mega, the beginning and the end, the first and the last.
Jesus Christ, the same yesterday, and to day, and forev-
er. His goings forth have been from of old, from ever-
lasting.” Rev. 22. 13. Heb. 13. 8. Micah 5, 2. &ec. &e.

As it i1s not my intention to multiply proofs on any
point, in this work, sceing they are almost endless, the
foregoing arc deemed entirely sufficient, as being expli-
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«it and unequivecal. How such passages can be appli-
ed to our Lord and Saviour, as possessing only a crea.
ted pature, is almost unaccountable, ynless you compare
the Scriptures to the Delphic Qracles, which sent forth
doubt{ul and sometimes contradictory responses.
As the name “JEnovan” comprehends every thing
that is in Deity, it ought to be given up, that if this name
be rerlly applied to Jesus Christ in the scriptures, the
point 1s established forever; and therefore all minor
proefs and considerations only tend to swell the argu.
ment to a tedious and unnecessary length.  Unexpect-
edly to me, you have hdmitted that Jesus Christ“is even
callzd Jehovah” p. 12. This looks like the very thing
we waut. This looks like it might silence every accus-
er, and stop every foul tongue. Your partizans here
might exuit over calumny, and your opponents stop their
trouihs. But is there no covering—no secret, reser-
ved meaning here? No loop-hole at which you may.
«reep out when pressed, in. order to exhibit a shew of
consistency in your inconsistent scheme? As we have
learned alreacy from your own writings, and as we have
long been acquainted with Arian dogmas, and Socinian
gibberish, when the secret comes out, it is—that Jesus
Christ is-called (zod, called Jehovah; not, is God, is Je-
hovah; but called by these names, as deputed titles or
names of office only; and not in respect to an equality
with God “in essence, being, or eternity.” The title
Jehovah is the grand, the peculiar, and the incommuni-
cable name of God. It neither is applied to any created
being throughout the scriptures, nor can be apslied in
reason: for it imports the necessary, independent, and e-
ternal existence of the Most High. Tuae word Lord
in the Old Testament, when found in large letters, is u-
niformiy the translation of the Hebrew word Jehovah.
This must be admitted on all hands. To shew tiat this
name is pecuiiar to God, that it is Ais name, and that i
is incommunicable, I will quote two passages of scrip-
ture which will put it beyond all doubt:—<] am Jeno-
VAH: that is my name; and my glory I will not give to
anot-er.” Is, 42. 8. “Thcu wheso name ALowe Is JEgo-
vAH, art the most high over all the earth.” Ps, 83, 18,
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Now to shew that this divine, aderable, and incommuni-
cable name of the MosT HicH, is the name ¢f; and es-
sentially belongs o the Son of God, I need only quote a
few passages out of many, and even one would suffice.

The forerunner of the Messiah, and the person who
prepared his way before him, pointed at in that remark-
able prophecy of Isaiah 40. 3, was John the Baptist, who
was to “prepare the way of Jehovah, and make straight
in the desert a way for our God.”> Now let us hear
John’s record and confession: “He said I am the voice
of one crying in the wilderness, make straight the way
of the Lord, as said the prophet Esaias.” Hear also the
testimony of Zecharias respecting his son when he was
born, and in reference to the same prophecy: “Thou
child shall be called the prophet of the highest, for thou
shalt go before the face of the Lord to preparc his
ways.” See also Mark I. 2,3. Jesus, therefore,is Je-
hovah. ‘

The prophet Jeremiah calls the Son of God, Jchovah,
in the following words: “Behold the days come, saith
the Lord, that T will raise unto David a righteous
branch, &c.———1In his days Judah shall be saved, and Is-
rael shall dwell safely; and this is His name, whereby
He shall be called, The Lord our righteousness, (that
is JEHovVAH our righteousness).” Jer. 23. 5,6, See al-
so Is. 43. 3.—45, 21.—63. 9.—48. 17. &c. in all which
places the word Lord should be rendered Jehovah, and
1s applied to Jesus Christ the Saviour.*

* Perhaps the most striking, not to say confounding, of
those numerous passages in which the incommuiicable name
is ascribed to the Son of God, is to be found in Isaiah VI, “In
the year that king Uzziah died, I saw also JEpova® sitting
upon a throne, high and lifted up, and his train filled the tem-
ple. Above it stood the seraphims: each one had six wings;
with twain he covered his face and with twain he covered
his feet, and with twain he did fly. And one cried to another
and said, Holy, holy, holy. is JErovAan Sahbaoth; the whole
earth is full of his glory,” &c. In subsequent verses we are
informed that this JEnovasn Sabbaoth sent Isaiah to Judah
for the purpose of “making their &ars heayy, of shutting their
zyes,” &c.  Letany one read this passage; let himmark the

C



26

But to all this T have heard it objected, that we.are to
distinguish between supireme and subordinaie honors and
waorship; the former of which is due to God alone, but
the latter may be given to creatures: that Moses, Abra-
ham and others were called lords—that therc are loz_-ds
many, and gods many-—that Abraham and Lot worship-
ped angels and called them lords: Gen 18. 2. and 19,
1,2. And that all the congregation of Israfal “howed
down their heads, and worshipped ;the Lord and the
KXing.?* 1. Chron. 29. 20.

But to this it may be replied that in these and all such
instances, the honors and the worship addressed to men
and angels, are of a civi/ nature, and do notby any means

ascriptions of glory and of sovereignty: then let him turn to
John xii. 41, where, speaking of this passage in reference to
the Saviour, he says, “these things said Esalas, when he saw
his glory and spake of him.” Jesus then is he who sat en-
throned in majesty and glory: Jesus Christ is Jehovah Sab-
baoth, in whose presence even seraphim veiled their faces,
crying “Holy, holy, holy, is Jehovah.” What! this a crea-
ture! And where then is the creator’—But in truth no new
instances are required on this score. Ivery name, we see,
every attribute, every right, every thing of every kind, that
is any where ascribed to God the Father,is ascribed to Je-
sus Christ. Then does it not follow that if the ascription of
any orlof all these things to Jesus, does not amount to a decla-
ration of his Divinity, in the full and proper sense of the term;
neither can it be asserted from the ascription of them to the
Father, that even he is God? Wae apprehend this to be a

consequence from which no ingenuity can free the‘'impugner
of our Lord’s true and proper deity. For, most clearly, if
the ascription of every thing that marks and defines the Deci-
ty of the Father, be equally applicable, and equally applied
to the Son; and yet the proper, independent, and ¢ternal De-
ity (forgive the solecism!) of the Son cannot be necessarily
inferred from all those ascriptions; then by what rule of con-
struction can the very same things be made to establish the
proper, independent and eternal Deity of the Father? Does
it not follow that, for aught that can be made appear, the:
scriptures are silent about any God at all; and that if they,
by employing suck terms in suck a sense as Unitarians con=
tend for, do not directly teach us atheism, they at least may
be so interpreted as to teach nothing to the contrary? B
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unply religions homage. Nor is there ever once found’
in scripture, an mstance where the names Lorp or
€xod, thus written in large, or capital letters, are applied
tocreated things, butalways in small letters, thus: “lord,”
“god,” &c. The very idea of subordinate w orship is
unscriptural and dangerotis, seeing that, aiter the strict~
est care, it would be difiicult, if rot impossible, to ad-
1ust the degree of worship due to the most exaited crea-
ture, that it might not interfere with that.of the s freme
God: and seeing also that it would be hard to reconciie
this with its bemg so often declaved to be the design of
the gospel, to bring men to the worship of ¢he only tru-
God; or with the force of Christ’s reasoning in Luke 4.
8 «Thou shait wor"‘v”) thic LLord thy Cod, snd him on-
Ly shalt thou serve.”  But thereis rne danger to be ape-
prehended, nor Is there one single caution expressed in
the Bible, as to our having teo cxaltcd opinions of the
Son of GDJ, or rendering unto him our hmhc honors
and supreme regards. Ve need never fear to “honor
the Son EveENx as we honor the Father.” Thouszands,
and millions, blessed be God, have repented with the
deepest contrition of heart, and compunctlon of spirit,
for having thought lightly-of, andfor having degraded
the Savior, but none, o vot one, for having tnovqnf i
highly of hlm--mr having thought him Bqual to God.
And for this sin will none ever be condemned at the
bar of God. “The danger is on theother side.

As there arve hut two texts of seripture that you rE-
collect, which directly speak of the equality of the Sen
with the Father; and as these bave been by you, frittered
downto the uni ufelllgl.ne mummery of Arianand Socini-

an criticism, and made to spea,k a language that the foliow-

ers of Jesus.never heard as the voice of God; they may
thercfore be considered as deserving a more partn,ular'
attention. .

“Therefore the Jews sought the more to kili him, be-

causs he said that God was his father, mwkinﬁ; himself

equal with God.” John 54187 “The Jews,” you say, “con-
fluded because Jesus said that God was his father, that
he was making himself equal with God. 5o they conclu-
ded.at another time, that he had a devil and was mad.”’
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p. 20,21. Their conclusions, then, from his own lan-
guage, yon must suppose, to have been as strong {for the
one as the other. Such reasoning may, for aught I
kno, induce some ill-natired Jew, to speclfy’ a sun}lar
charge of demoniacol possession and madness agalnst
the auther. But you say: «This of his making himself
equal with God was undoubtedly wrong; for Jesus labors
in the following verses to convince them of it.”  Well
let us hear how. “For what things soever he (the Fa-
ther) doeth, these also doeth the Son fikewise.———For
as the Father raiseth up the dead and quickeneth them,
even so the Son quickeneth whom he will.”’—<That all
men should honor the Son, even as they honor the Fa-
ther.” ver. 19, 21, 28. This has helped the matter
much to be sure! * One would think their prejudices a-
gainst the notion of cquality increased, rather than dimin-
1shed; and that this was the casc we have only to travela
little fur.her, and see them together again, John 10. 39
~-33. ¢I and my Father arg oxe. Then the Jews took
up ctones again to stone him. Jesus answered them,
Aany good works have I shewed you from my Father; for
which of tnuse geed works do ye stone me!  The Jews
answered him, saying, For a good work we stone thee
not, Lut for blaspliemy; and bacause that thou, being a
nan, magest TiyeELY Gop.”  Ahlthat’s the very thing
they could not bear! However spiritually blind they
woere at that time, they could very well understand
docerizally what the Saviour taught respecting himself.
‘Fue charge belore was, for “making himse!f equal with
God.”  But new it is, “makest thyself God.” Now if
Jesus were not God,y equal with the Father, all must OWh,
that it was Liis duty to have spoken out inas piain a man-
ney as Paul and Barnabas did, when the people of ve-
tra took them for gods, and werce about to sacrifice to
them. But to suffer himself to pass for a blasphemer,
and never clear up the matter, but leave his disciples af-
terr him to follow his example, and call him God, “the
true God,” “Ged blessed fore veg’ “the Great God and
Savior,” “by whem and for whorf all things were crea-
ted,” when he was real!y 45 MCre a creature, as you apd
I are, is what can never be accounted {or.
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Having, as I'believe, entirely failed in the first at-
tempt at destroying the equality of the Son with the Fu-
ther, we will now see how you come out with the sec~
ond. It is that noted passage in Phil. 2. 6, 7, 8. “«Whe
being in the form of God, thought it not robbery to be
egual with God; but made himself of no reputation, and
took upon him the formr cf a servant, and was made in
the likeness of men; and being found in fashien as 2 man,
he humbled himself,” &c.  Ilere you think the person
spoken of “cannot be the only living and true God; for
God cannot be emptied, hurnbled, and exalted, without
change.” But look at the text again, and you will find
that your conclusion is founded on mistake. “He took
on himself the form of a servant—and being found iz
Jashion as 4 mANy he humbled himself,” &c. not as God.

But again: “The person spoken of was in the form of
God; now the form of a thing is not the thing itselfl”
Logicians say, “that which proves too much, proves no-
thing,” and this happens to be the fate of your logic here;
for in the same manner I can from this same passage
prove that Jesus Christ was not a servant—was not man.
He took upon him the form of a servant—was made in-
the likeness of men—found in faskion as a man. But
the form, the likeness, the fashion of a thing is not the
thing itself; therefore Jesus Christ was not a sevvant,
ror a man!!! Q. E. D/

Once more: “The Greek word isa is translated as in-
stead of egaal,” by Doddridge, Whitby, &c. And thusit
is to be read, ¢“thought it not robbery to be «s God.” You
and tlic Socinians wish to convey from this circumstance
the idca of similitude and not equality. But, says Dr.
Scott, ¢the learned bishop Pearson has shown that ise,
especially used with einai, may express equality as well
as igony” .o proper Greek term for equal. Thus in Rev,
2L, 16: “The length, and the breadth, and the height of
it (estiisa) is equal””  And so far from converting Dy,
Doddridge to Arianism, by the little word isay that in
paraphrasing on the place he uses the following expres.-
sions: “In the form of God, and having been from eter-
nal ages possessed of divine perfections and glork s-—

C%
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thought it not robbery and usurpation o be, and appear as
God—assuming the highest divine names, titles and ai-
tributes, by which the Supreme Being has made himsclf
known .

Butlet the word ise be translated as instead of egual.
Let it convey the idea of similitude or likeness instead
of equality; and then let us see what it will come to up-
en your own ground. In‘page 20, In a note, you spe{ak of
Jesus Christ, as Sop and as God. “As Son,” you™ say,
“he knew not when would be the day of judgment—
could do nothing, &c; but as God, he knew all things.”
But seeing the word ¢ must only mean similitude, there~
fore Jesus Christ was neither Son, nor God; not equal
to the ene, nor to the other. But perhaps you may be
ready, like many others,.to ask with Socinus: «How can
God be said to be equal to hitnself? To which it may
be replied, that the Son may be equal to the Father,
in the unity of the Godhead, which is all that the apos-
tle’s language implies, and all that we contend for. I
would in turn inquire; if Christ pre-existed originally, as
to his soul, and as an instrumental creator, must he not
also originally have been the servant of God; and if so,
how can it with propriety, or without manifest inconsis-
tency, be said, that he ¢ook on him tke form of a servant,
when heappeared in the world; if he were really a serv-
ant before? Is it consistent to say he took on him that
wehich he Zad before he took it on him? Or can you ad-
mit that the form of a servant implies the narure of a
servant, without admitting that the form of God means
the nature of God? But here again we expect the old
subterfuge will be resorted to, namely: Christ is God
by name and office, therefore he may call himself God,
and as God’s messenger or ambassador may speak in
God’s name and person. But was it ever heard of that
the ambassador of any king in the world did ever.speak
thus: “I am the King, I am the Empreror,” &c. But
because Christ was sent into the world by the Father, he
is thercfore supposed to be inferior. Thisis an old A-
fian argument repeated a thousand times, and if answer-
ed ten thousand times, very possibly the Arians of ano-
ther generation, ignorant and unmindful of the refuta-



31

tion, would be pressing it into service again.  Who sujr.
poscs that Castlereagh and Talleyrand were inferior in
naturc to the Prince Regent of England and the King ot
I'rance, because they were sent to the congress at Vi-
enna? There is no question, but those men were equa’ if
not superior to their soversigns in respect of talents an
intellect, though inferior as it respected their civi/ reia-
tion and ¢ffice.  So the Son of God and messenger of the
covenant, though he often spoke of himself as inferior
to the Father, in calling him Ais God—disclaiming the
infinity of knowledge, power, and goodness—praying to
the Father—declaring himself, to have received from
the Father those things for which he was most eminent;
and that throughout the whole of his administration he
is deseribed as the servant of God;—yet let it be spe-
cially noted, once for all;—let it be forever remembered
that all these things must be understood as being spoken
by or of him, as @ man, as a servant, and as it respected
the office of mediator; and not with reference to his Deiry,
his self-existent nature, or that eternal union which
made him and his Father one* If the divine and human

* Nothing can be imagined more absurd than the ground-
ing an argument against the proper Deity of the Saviour up-
on his disclaiming infinity of knowledge, (as for instance of
the day fixed for the general judgment,) under the circum-
stances in which he did so. Who ever argued, who ever
thought, that his humanity is infinite* Even he, it is record-
ed, “increased in wisdom,” as well as “stature.” (Luke II.
52.) And it were marvellous indecd, if the human nature of
Christ could be infinite in knowledge, any more than it could
be ommnipresent, or eternal, or sclf-existent, or almighty.
Equally strange must it be, if the assertion of this self-evi-
dent truth necessarily involves thie negation of his Divinity.
Does not such a mode of arguing proceed upon the assump-
tion, that it is impossible for the Divinity to constitute or bring
into operation-such a plan for the redemption of the world,
as that which is so plainly taught in scripture, viz. by the
incarnation of the Saviour?” And is it not a fact, that if this
assumption cannot pass, the argument is good for nothing?

The same kind of reasoning applies to the other source of
objections; viz. the imputation of inferiority in Christ. Inferi-
arity! in what sense? &Ihy evidently, and solely, as relates e
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netare united in the person of Jesus Christ, be not ad-
mitted, then it can as easily be proved {rom the scrip-
tures that he is noz man, as that he is nor CGod. Butif
this truth be admitted, with filial docility, and due de-
ference to the eternal word of God, without Inquring
“how these things can bel” the scripturcs will appear
in perfect harmony, without the aid of human ingenuity
and criticism te make them speak right: And the ques.
tion, or rather interrogatory ailirmative in Mal, 2. 10.
#“Hath not ont God created us?’” will be casily under-
stood by turning to John 10. 30, «I,and my Father are

tlie station which he occupies in the new and mere teraporary
constitution which the mercy of God has set up for the sal-
vation of sinners. In that constitution the second person of
the Trinity has accepted an office, it matters not how high
or how low; but what has his acceptance of an office or his
assumption of its duties, in the mediatorial kingdom, to do
with his essential character, his essential nature, and his es-
sential rights, which may and do subsist quite independently
of that whole concern.

Mr. Stone’s hearers, many of them at least, may, as mere
citizens, be his equals, and perfectly independent of him;
does it follow that therefore no association can be framed of
which he and they may become members, and an inferiority
of station, a dependance in act, result from this voluntary,
and perhaps merely temporary association. May not his pec-
ple become in all respects his inferiors and dependents within
the pale of this association, and yet remain his equals, per-
haps his superiors, in every other relation? Why then argne
the natural, and necessary, and universal inferiority of the
Saviour, because he occupies the station of dependence, in
that limited and temporary constitution of things which we
¢zll the mediatorial kingdom? That kingdom, be -it remem-
bered, has all its primary references to this world, and not to
the universe atlarge; when its ends are accomblished it wiil
be fully and finally dissolved; (1 Cor. xv, 24.—28.) things will:
then revert to their old and universal channel; the Son will
deliver up his delegated dominion, under the temporary con-
stitution, to his father; and instead of the God-man mediator-
ruling, as he now does, Jehovah the self-existent—God the.
father, Son, and Holy Spirit, in his essential character, and
in the e:ﬁ";f’i“ of his rightful and ordinary dominion, will be-
“allm ’ '
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oxe:” one i naturc and essence; equal in power and
glory.

But still, in support of the Arian theory respecting the
pre-existent soul of Jesus being the first of God’s crea-
tion, you will inquire~—Is he not said to be e first born
of every crmfure, and tFe beginning of the creation of
God? Col. 1. 15. Rev. 3. 14, As thesc two passages
are much uscd and relicd on to prove the point, they are
deserving of some attention.

And as to the first: it is true that Jesus Christ is eal«
led, or said to be (firototokos ) the Kirst-borie, but not
(/wto,(‘tntos) First-created; by which the distinction
between the eternal Son of God, and the most exalted
of those creatures which dervived their existence from
him will be partlculau ly marked. And in the whole pas-
sage, the apostle’s argument clearly confirms, and evi-
dently shews, that he meant, that Christ was before, a-
bove, and distinct from, all creatures; yea, the author,
proprietor, and support of ail ranks and orders of them
in the vniverse. And had you consulted your bible, you
would havn found that the first-born among the Hebrews,
as typifying Jesus Christ, had special honors hnd privi-
lecreb cohferred upon them, as it respected the portion of
111}.9"1tance, and a pre-eminence and authority over their
brethren. (See Deut. 21,17. 2 Chron. 21. 3. &c. Sce
also, Deddridge, Gmse, and Scott in loco, )

But the Son of God is also “the beginning of the cre-
ation of God.” Let it be noted here, that this 1s a title

azsumed by him, when writing to the Laodiceans, and no
more proves that he was the first being made or be‘wz,
than does the tztic “Almighty” itself: “I am Alpha
and Omega, the BEcinninG and the ending, saith the
Lord, which is, and which was, and. which is to come,
the ALmMieuTy.” Rev. 1. 8. But Christ is «Alpha and
Omega, the first and the last,”” (verse 11, 17. chap. 2. 8.
and 21. 6. and 22. 13. compare Is. 41. 4. 'md 44. 6, and
48. 12.) Jesus Christ therefore is the Almighty; the
Orngzr, Author, and Ruler of the creation of God. So
the word “beginning”™ is sometimes used actively, sig-
pifying the first Actor, or the cause of a thing; thus itis
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said of LacLish in Micah, 1. 13. “She is the deginning
of the shn to the daughter of Zion.”’ ) )

Your criticism seems to have had nothing to do with
that famous passage in Col. 2. 9: “For in him dwelleth
all the fulness of the Godhead bodily.” You have bare-
ly mentioned the words without reference, and made a
remark or two, and acknowledge your incapacity te
know ¢How it js that God dwells in Christ inall his ful-
ress.” You quote 1 Tim. 3. 16. «Great without contro-
versy is the mystery of (Godliness, God was manifest in
the flesh;”~—Then add, “ Though itis 2 great mystery, yet
matters of fact are stubborn things, and prove the doc-
trine truc,” p. 12, This will do very well for you; but
when your opponenss speak of mystery, with reference
to some doctrines of the Bible, which they cannot fully
comprehend; they are immediately proscribed for invent-
ing terms, and attaching them to the scriptures. What
a pity it is you had not seen the Lamp of David Weils,
your Arian friend and coadjutor!—That wondrous lama
which seems to have passed the critical and theological
acumen of Wm. Downs, (some greater Light I suppose
than himself,) in an approbatory note at the close; and
which is now the great light of the West—There you
would have been almost ovérpowered with such a blaze
of light on that text, as was never the like seen before.
“In the Son,” says he, (p. 9.) “all the fulness of the Ged-
head dwells bodily. Not the Godhead itself—you know
the fulness of a cup is onc thing, and. the cup itself is
another.,”  So we might just as well say, (and the above
reasoning will go nigh to prove the fact), thata scull it-
self is one thing, and the brains another; let the latter
be taken out, and what is left behind?—an empiy scull.
Does not this great theological luminary, by the figure
he has introduced, convey the idea of an empty God-
Lead!? Can the fulness of Godhead, which is the very
nature and essence of Deity, be separated from Godhcad
itsclf? Verily, the fiiends of Jesus Christ have little to
fear from such mighty Goiiah’s as these.

But with more plausibility we are often told that the
fulness that dwelt in Jesus Christ, was not an essential,
!J_ut a communicated fulness: or, as you have expressed
ity “the undivided God dwelt in him,” Lsuppese you



33
mean, by’ communication, infusion, or emanation. This [
know is the common interpretation of those who deny
the ec:ential divinity of Jesus Christ. Butif it were only

a communicated fulness that dwelt in the Saviour; what
WOun:i be the differcnce between him in that respect, and
those christians for whom the apost.c prays that they
“might be fled with ail the filness of God?” Eph 3. 19.
Surcly none in respect of nasure, but degree only.*  In
this latter text, their being ﬁl[m’ (fran to pleroma tow
Theou: ) with all the fulness of God, mcst naturally and
undoubtedly means, filled with ali those gifts and graces
of which God is the author and the giver. But (fan to
fleroma tes Theotetos; Jallthe fulness of the Gonxgab,
is a quite different phrase, of i moncuvably superior sig-
nification, and includes all the essential, inceounu.icas
ble attributes and perfections of the diviue hatuz\, For
Godhead is the one only divine nature itsell Lev which
God is what he i3, The fulness or pcrfectwn of Deity;
is & natural idea of all thatis cemprehended in Godhead;
and all this is said to dwell in Christ (‘somarikos ) bodi-
{y; either to intimate the personal union of the divine na-
ture with the human body, as well as the soul of our
Lord, when he, the eternat Word, was made flesh, and
dwelt among us; or really and substantially, in opposi-
tion to ﬁfruratwc,ly and emblematically, in types and
shadows, in which sense the apostle says the body is of
Christ. ver, L7,

I will just add a few genecral remarks before I close
my address on this subject, which has already been
somewhat longer than I intended.

On tixis subject you say: “T'he difference between us,
is substantially nothmg,”'l' and give this as your reason:
“For we all maintain the proper humanity of Jesus
Christ.” 'This is another lullaby for timid and hesita-
ting minds. 1f you can only get them satisfied that there
is no great difference between you and your opponents,
it will be a sweet requiem to their souls. But be it re-

*And hardly that either, if ““fillcd with ALL the fulness.”
In fact there would be no diffeyence.

t «Substantially NornIve!” admirable phrase'.
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membered, we are not disputing about the proper hu-
manity of Jesus Christ. We know that as man he was
human. But the dispute is respecting his real, profier,
frersonalyessential,and eternal divinity, as the second per-
son in Jehovah: and this is what we affirm, but what you
deny. Will you be so candid, the next time you write,
as to inform the world, whether this is the truth of the
case or not.

Agnain; “We say, with the scriptures, that the soul of
the man Christ Jesus existed with the Father before all
worlds.” Pray sir, where do the scriptures say so? In
what book, chapter or verse is this to be found? The
truth is, the scriptures say no such thing. It is no where
‘to be found exceptinyour own hﬁﬁ assertions, unfounded
inferences ,and distorted ex positions; unless you may have
found it in the Improved version of the New Testament,
by the self-styled Uritarians of England; in which they
bave so mantled their scheme, and formed a covering of
suchloosc and wide dimensions, that the wearer may turn
round and round in it, without disturbing its shape, or
depriving himself of its shelter. These,however,] believe,
were gencerally on the Socinian side of the guestion; and
their version of the New Testament made to suit them-
selves, has been most ably and judiciously examined and
detected by Mr. Nares, in his Bampiton Lecture; to him
the cause of Christianity is much indebted for this valua-
ble work.

"On the subject of the Divinity of Christ, you have in-
formed us, p. 13, “That for nearly twenty years past
your mind has not wavered respecting its truth.”” This
declaration seems in my view to implicate your own cha-
racter in point of candour and honesty. I shall rejoice
to find myself mistaken, but this implication appears the
more plausible from the following considerations:

On the 4th day of Jan. 1797, you visited Transylvania
Presbytery, as a probationer from the presbytery of O-
range, and applied for privilege to preach within their
bounds. They, then in session, “examined your cerden-
tials, and likewise your acquaintance with docsrinal and
experimental religion,” and being satisfied, permitted
you to preach in their bounds. On the 10th day of A-
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pril, the next vear, you was received under their care,
and a call from tne united congregations of Canc-ridg
and Concord Jaid belore prstytuy for you at the .mz.u.
time; in conscquence of which you was solemnly or-
dainzd and set apart to the office of the holy ministiy in
the presby terian church, and as the pastor of said con-
gregations, on the 4th day of Qct. 1798, Al this is not
tweaty years ago, by at least four or five years,

Now waen you were licensed in one of tiose preshy-
teries, and ovrdained in the other, in both instances you
answered the followinr question publicly in the aiﬁrmd-
tive: “Do you sincerciy receive and adopt the conics-
sion of faith of this cuurch, as containing the system of
doctrine taught in the holy scriptures!” Now that con-
fession which yvon professed “sincerely” to reccive and
adopt, speaks very poiatedly on the mnmty of Chrisg,
and that too in what I call the “iuilest sense.” “The Son
of God, the second person in the Trimity, beina very and
eternal God, of one substance, and cqual with the 1 .iher
did, when the fulness of time was come, take upon him
man's nature, &c. 8o that two wioie, perfect, ard dis«
tinct natures, the Godhead and the manhoo:!y wore msep-
arably joined tozether in one person, without conversion,
composition, or confusion. Waich person is very God
and man, and yet one Christ, the only m=diator betw.:2g
God and man.” * This is plain talk, No person can mis-
take such language. This is what you profussed «:in-
cerely to receive and edopi,” as scripture dectrine, a iittle
over sixteen years ago. Yes, vour fathers and byetliren
in the ministry had no doubt of your siucerite, They ¢id
not suspect you for being an Arian at taat thme. T thoy
had believed you held, as you now say, that Josus Christ
is n()t equal with the Fatser in “essc e, !) elug, ar eter-
nity,” you would not have been by them it ‘censed or or-
dained uito tais day. How you could hold a scrtment
respecting Jesus Christ, four years before your ordina-
tion, so repugnant and so contiadictory to that just quo-
ted from the contession of faitih; and then at your ordina-
tionsatisfv the presbytery and the congregations, that y sy

* Conf. of Faith. Chap. vii’. T.ec. 2.
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both sincerely received and adopted the doctrine of that
very confession, is what cannot be accounted fory except
upon principles, which to name, might be offensive, and
to think upon, disagreeable. Thatthe Lord may yet bring
you to see your errors,and lead you in the right path, s
the sincere prayer of .
Your, &c.

LETTER TV.
Atonement and Sacrifice.

“The tvpes bore witness to his name,
Obtain’d their chief design, and ceas’d;
The incense and the bleeding Lamb,
The ark, the altar, and the priest.”

Watts.

DEAR SIR,

BEFORE attempting to overturn the commonly
received doctrines of the atonement and satisfaction of
Jesus Christ, you were aware of a previous step neces-
sary to be taken; lest in marching on to the attzck, you
might leave a battery in your rear, whicl, if suffered to
play upon you, would inevitably prove your ruin, Hence,
with much labor, and with as much confusion, obscurity
and derangement, you have endcavoured to fritter away
the sacrificial language of the Oid Testament, in every
instance of atonement under that dispensation, so as to
make it convey nothing morc than a mere cercmonial fiu-
rification, having no vicarious import, nor any thing of
an rxfiiatory nature, Ny

As the legal atonements were tjrpicaI, “having a shad-
ow of good things to come,” siiould they be left in full
force, reteining their wicarious and expiatory import,
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pointing to, and corrcborating with the sacrificial lan-
guare of the New Testwmont, t’izeui) coniriuite the
real atonement and satislaction made by the one ofivring
and sacrifice of the Son of Grod, you well lew, if tids
were the casey vain and fruitiess would be aii vour citorts
(and vain and fruitless they arc) against the sacrifice of
the cross. Whise Moses kee: s up a galling fiee behind,
and Jesus Clivist with his «po sstles thunder belore you,
it 15 rot hard to detevrmine what your inte must be,

You say the word Adronement signities reconeiliation;
and for your authority yeu have pliia serintnre--the o-
pinion of the transliiers of the Neow Teslnme.t—the ciy-'
mology of the word~—and the acknowicdymen: of your
opposers. p. 24, If ail this be true, there ¢ neeils 1.f3t‘1mg
more {o be gaid.  But we arc not yet ready to take as-
sertions icr proof, without further investigation,

Though the word ztonement and reconciliation are
somstimes used synonimeusly, yot this is not aiways the
case. Reconciliafion somctimaes mcans & beingy cosal-
Iy in ﬂten(lsﬁtﬂ with God, through jfaith in th: biced of
Christ: but when used syronimously with. atopement,
it denotes the satisfacrian of justice only, or the opening
of a way by which mercy may be exercised consistently
with righteousness. In both these senses the word oc-
curs in Rom. 5. 10. “forif when we were enemies we
were reconciled to God by the death of his Son; much
more being reconciled, we shall be saved by his life*
There appears to me, to be as plain a distinction here,
as between cause and effeer; for it is on the very ground
of the propitiatory sacrifice and oblation of Jesus Christ,
that actual reconciliation 1s alone to be effacted; and this
I tiitnk may be fairly infered from your own acknowledg-
menti—“Flad Jesus never lived, died, and rose cwam,
we had died in oursins.” p.77. T hat is, we shouid
have died in a state of cnmity against God; but now in
consequence of the propitiatory sacrifice, or atonement
of Jesus Christ, as the reason, the ground, or the found-
atiszn on walch our reesnciliation to God can be effected,
we cal: be prevented from dying in our sins.

I huve no Cifficulty in admitting that the word kata’-
lage in Rum. 5. 11, rendered in our translation atone-
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stent, ought to have been rendered reconcifiation; and ak.
tioncn the word atorncmeont is nol wsed in t},‘.c versloin of
the New Testament, except in thic sivgle Instance, “yu
in ihe original, the same, or words decivea from the same
root with that which the Beptdagint commonly use
whun speaking of the legal atenement, are not up.
froquently emploved in treating of the death of Christ
Thus (Za-kamaiand exilaskomai, which signify to ap-
fease, ov make propiticns,are almost dlways used by the
seventy (ortae Hebrew word which by translaiors is some-
times rendered to make atonement Fior, cud sometines.
to reconcil:: and in Hebrews 2. 17. we find it said of our
Lord, that he was a merciful and foi'hful high-firicst
lo make reconcisiation for (cis to ilu.kesikai} the sing
@/ the feofle; and again he is twice in 1 John entitled
ilasmos, @ propitizn, &c. Now in all th.ece, the word ¢-
tonement might heve been used with propriety; and as
the reconciliazion which we have rceeived thro’ Christy
was the gffece of the atonement made for us by his death,
words which denote the former simply, as katrelloge,
and words derived from the same root, may, when appli-
ed to the sacrifice of Christ, be not unfitly expressed by
the latter, as containing in them its full import.””*

But “Lexicographers derive the word arone fromi the
two words, a2 and one (see Johnson and Bailey). To be et
sne signifies to be reconciled.” In a former publication
you had it, thet God aend the sinner are at twos, and
that Christ came as modiator between Ged and man teo
at-one them, or make them one. 'The phrase at twos,
you bave not ventured in your late work—a phrase not
to be found i any dictionary, or in any beok but your
own., Nor did yow ever see it, until your own inventive
pen wrote it. It was a uew coined word altogether,
which you wished no doubt to have a place in your vo-
cabulary. But vou received so complete and deserved
a castigation for your temerity from the pen of your
opponent,t that it is presumed you thought it prudent.io
drep it in your late edition.

* *’Gee on atonement and sacrifice. p. 143
1 Camphell’s. Viadex. p. 77.
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But when did you learn that the word atone, meant to
make one? “It has no such meaning—it never had; nor
can you shew a single book n our langmge, which uses
it in that sense, cxcept youv own. You not Dnlv IMPOSE
a new sense upon tne word but from a neuzer verh, con-

t it into an creiive one.” Let us sce Dr. John son’s
DICtLOH‘lI'V, an authority to which you have appealed
and therefore must admit it to stand as good against, as
for you.

“To Atone. (verb neuter) To azree; to accord.~2. To
stand as an equivaient for something.”

“To Atone. (verb active) To expiate.” Atonement.
s. L. Agreement; concord. 2. Expiation; expiatory, e-
quwa‘eut

This is certainly hostile to your notlon of reconcilia-
tion, which excludes the idea of expiation and propitia-
tion altogether. You certainly ought to have known,
that it was neither elassmaily elccrant, nor critically ac~
curate to change a newfer, into an active verb, and thus
make it speak a language it never intended, and which
conbequently shall never be admitted to speak. Such
criticism paimed upon Dr. Johnson, is surely, “enouzh
to rouse the dead man from his tomb.”

You are equally as unfortunate in your citation from
Acts 7, 26. “And the next day he shcwed himself to
themn as they stiove, and would have sct them at one;
that is, he would have reconciled them.” T have quoted
you accurately, and what I would obscrve first is, that
a careless render would suppose that the last senience
is a part of the verse, instead of your own comment, sec-
ing the wholc is made a quotation- But he woulid have
sct them at one (Teis eixenon.) Is this the original werd
for atonement, or reconciliation? Is this your. “alain
sonpture” for makmg these two words signify the same
thmw? or was it cited to confirm your fiartiel and distori-
ed criticism from Johnsen’s chtlorxm'y?E O temprora! O
mores!

As a self-evident proposition, you contend that “the
atonement, reconciliation or union, whether moral, po-
litical, or ceremonial, never took place before the per-
son or thing defiled was cleansed or sanctified.” But

Da
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here agaifl we are so refractory and stulborm, that we
are not ready to admititas a v sclf-evident propositiony™
i for this plain reason, naroely; that you have not only
neglected the originaly and strict signification of the term
imulving sacrificial atonement, and 1mposcd upon ita
sense, which at best is but sccondary and remote; but
also decided on a partial and hasty view of the subject,
even as confined to thie English translation:s for surely,
although it be in every case of atonement evidently im-
plicd, that the thing or person atoned for, was thereby
cleansed, and so vendered fit for the service of. God; it
must likewise be admitted, that by this they wcre ren-
dered pleasing to God, having been befere in a state of
tmpurity, and unfit for his service, and bcing now- ren-
dercd objects of his approbation ard acceptance, as fit
instrunents of his worship.

The faliacy of the proposition consists in this, that it
assumes that to be the sole end of the atonement, which,
aithough an undoubted consequence from it, was insepa-
rably connccted with, and subservient to another and
more important effect: the atonement indecd purifying,
80 as to qualify for the service and worship of God; but
this purification consisting in the removal of that which
unfitted and disqualified for such sacred purposes; bring-
ing what before was undescrving the divine regard into
a state of agreement with the divine purity, and render-
mg it the object of the divine approbation. Fo make
atonement then to God, was to remove what was offen-
sive; and thus, by conciliating the divine favor, to sancti-
&y for the divine service.

That the Jewish sacrifices were propitiatory, or in ow
ther words, that in consequence of the sacrifice of the
animal, and In virtue of it, either immediately or remote-
ly, the pardon of the offender was procured, is a proposis
tion we are able to maintain both by scriptural authority,
and by answering the objections you have urged against
it. That I may be fully understood, the single point ¥
intend to establish is just this: that the sins of the offen-
ster were symbolically transfirred to the wvictim, and ima

mediately, exfriated &y the death of the animal to whick
they had Been o irangferredi  'Fhis haxing becn dones,
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the next point will be carried without diffieulty, namely;
ti:at God’s displeasurc against sin is such, that he hac
ordained that the sinner shall not be admitted to recon-
ciliation and favor, but in virtue of that great sacrifice
which has been effected for the sins of men, exemplify-
ing the desert of guilt, and manifesting God’s righteous
abhorrence of those sins, which required so severe a con-
dition of their forgiveness.

In your former choice publications, (the sentiments of
which you have never retracted, and the present scarce-
ness of which has been one reason for republishing) you
have stated “that atonemoni differs not from regenera-
tion;”) and that under the law it is explained to signify,
“purging, cleansing, most generally, if not always,” and
this sentiment is stil] maintained in the work before us:
Thus in p. 43. “The apostle to the Hebrews uniformly
explains the effects of the legal sacrifices, by purging or
cleansing.” And again: “It appears to. me evident that
the first effect of the sacrifices was to purge, cleanse or
sanctify the transgessor, and the unclean. The conse-
quence of this eifect was, that atonement or reeoncilia-
tion took place, or was made between God and the puri-
fied offender:” In your self-evident proposition, “«The
atoncment, reconciliationm, &c. never took place before.
the person or thing defiled was cleansed or sanctified.”™

1f the reader can understand you, I confess he has
much greater philological abilitics than ¥ possess. If
there be no ambiguity or contradiction here, I believe
¥ know not what is such. First, “atonement signifies
purging or cleansing;” then it is the “effect” of it, yea,
more, “the consequence of thiseffect.”” How things are
the same;, and yet one the effect of the other, or the “con-
sequence of an effect,” is what I cannot understand. I
always thought, that an ¢ffect was uniformly. preduced by
an operating cause; and 1 can as readily understand how
ary thing can be the effecwof an effect, as the consee
gquence of an effect. #Atonement, reconciliations, or
wnion, never took place before the person or thing defiled
was cleansed, &c. And yet, cleansing, purging, &c. signify
the same thing as atonement. K this be your “yngulig.

ed light,” ¥ confees, to me it 18 & very dark eng.
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Fhat the seerinces of the iaw chicfly operated to ?he
eleansing from external impuritics, anc_‘. to the rcm.lermg'
persons or things fit to approach God in the exercises of]
tl:c ceremonial worship, tiere can be no question.  But
at the same time it is equally as unquestionable, that
thev were designed to typify or prefigure the sacrifice of
Christ, which was purely spiritual, and possessed the
transcendant virtue of atoning for all moral poilution. It
is in this view of the case, that we see the tiue propor-
tion of both dispensations, prescrved without cven the
shadow of inconsistency. And this is doubtless the plain
reason way tiic writers in the NVew Lestament, naturally
adopt the sacrificial terms of the ceremoniai service; and
by their reference to the use of them, as employed un-
der the law, cicariy point out the sense in which they are
to be understood in their application under the gospel.
In short, admit the sacrifice of Christ to be held in view,
in the institutions of the law, as a rcal and propitiatory
sacrifice for sin, and every part is plain and intelligible;
reject tuat notion, and cvery theory devised by the in-
genuity of man to explain tiie nature of the cercmonial
worsip, becomes trifling and inconsistent.

Of all the sacrifices uhder the law, that which was
offered for the whole assembly on the solemn anniversa-
rv of explation, seems most exactly to illustrate the sac-
vifice of Christ. Sce Lev. 16, On this solemn day, the
pricst was to offer a bullock and a goat as sin-offerings,
the one for himself, and the other for the people: and
having sprinkled the blood of these in due form before
the mercy-seat, to lead forth a second goat, denominated
the scape-goat; and after laying both his hands upon the
head of this goat, and confessing over him all the iniqui-
ties of the people, to put them upon the head of the
goal, and to send the animal, thus bearing the sins of the
people, away into the wilderness: in this manner expres-
sing by an action which cannot be misunderstood, that
the atomement, which is directly affirmed, was. to he ef-
fected by the sacrifice of the sin-offering, eonsisted in
removing from the people their iniquities, by tiis sym-
@ollcaL translation of them to the animal. Let it be par-
ticularly notedy that the two goazs are, throughout the



43

chapter, spoken of as one sin-offering, puesented jomtly
as the offer ing of the peeple. . Toe death of the one ani-
mal wasrequisite torepresent the mouns by which tic ex-
plmion was effecteds and the bearing away tne sins of
the people on the head of the other animal was requisite
tc cxhibit the ¢ffecz; namely, the removal of the guilt.
For tavse distinct objects, therefore, two animals Were
nceessary to complete the sm-oﬂcrmg

«Wiat then are we teugiut to lnder from this ceremo-
nv/—That as the atonement wnder the law, or expiation
of the legal transgressions, was represented as a trans-
lation of those transgressions, in the act of sacrifice in
wiich the animal was slain, and the people thereby clean-

ed from their legalimpuritics, and released from the pen-
alties which they had incurred; so the great atonement
for the sins of mankind, was to be effected by the sacri-
fice of Christ; he undergoing, for the restoration of men
to the favor of Ged, that death which had been denoun-
ced against siny and which he snffered in like manner as
if the sins of men had been getually transfered to him, as
those of the congregation had been symbolically trans-
fered to the sin-offering of the people.

On this important gassage of holy writ, you wish it te
be “well observed, that the scape-goat was not sent away
till the high priest had been in the holiest of all;” from
which you would infér thatif the“text be strained to signify
imputation of sin, then it must follow that the imputation
was, after the death and resurrection of Jesus, and not
belore; consequently it was net the reason of his death.*®
But you might have saved yourself the trouble of draw-
ing such an inference as this, if you had recollected that
the dying goat and the scape-goat constituted but the one
sin-offering, (Lev. 16. 5, 7.) the former representing the
death of Christ, the 1atter his resur rcctlon, in order to
effectuate the purpeses of his death, in the actual for-
iveness and justification of his believing people. So
that the ceremony of the scape-goat is not a distinct one,
but a continuntion of the process; and is evidently the
concluding part, and symbolical eonsummation of: the-
sin-offering.
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But it v aeain infered, that «if the sins of all Isr‘aei
wers imputed to the scape-goat, and borne aw2y b}“hxm,
then the doctrine of upiversadsm cannot be aVOlQC.d'”
But how can sich a dilemma actend the scheme of im-
putation in thisease raore than your own? ’Dld not the_a-
tonerient, reconciliziion, or unton,” by this sacljlﬂce, n-
ciude the whole congrexation of Isracl, the pemtent and
imipeniteat?  But vour coaclusion seems to recogiize
no difference between Isracl of old, as a people set a.
part visibly, relativelr, and extesually holy, and the true
Isracel of God in Chvist Jesusp-—between the legal atone-
mont which was only typical and illustrative, and that of
Christ, which was rrafand (ficacicrs;—and finaily, be-
tween a sypiced translor of guilty which respecteditem.-
poral punishment, and averted tac judgments of God
from the nation, and tiat which actually removes gufte
and moral poliution {rom the whole commonwealth of
Gou's spiritual Israel. .

Your hostility to the doctrine of substitution, and the:
vicarious import of animal sacrifice is furthcr evinced
from the manner in which you have stated your objec-
tions; first, you say, “Because there were no sins, for
which the law required death, which admitted of sacri-
fice or atonement. And for those sins, for which sacri-
fice was admitted, the law never required the death of
the transgressor. herefore the death of the victim
could not be instead of the offerer’s; conscquently it was
not a substitute in his stead.” p. 33. This is an argu-
ment advanced with great confidence, than which I am
sure there is none abounds with greater fallacies. It is
untrue In point of fact; it i8 sophistical in point of rea-
soning; and it is impertinent in point of application.

1. «It is untruc; for atonements were made in cases
where without aroncment life was forfeited. This ap-
pears at once franT,ev. 17,11, which expressly declares
the lif: to be i the blood, and subjoins as a consequence
from this, that if /s the 6loo:t or life of the animal offered,
tha: makeath an atonement for the soul, or life of the offer:
er. [t also appears from the unbcnding rigor of the law
in general, which seems to have denounced death a-
gainst every viclation of it, (see Deut. 27. 26. Fzek. 18.
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19—23. Gal. 3. 10, Jas. 2. 10.) and in particular, from the
specific cases of perjury anc profune sweering, (Lev.6.
3 and 5. 4.) for wiich atoier. 1's were 1 ppointed, not-
withstanding the strict sen-cice of tlie law was death.
(Exod. 20. 7.—and Lev. 24. 16.)

2. It is sophistical; fur Diom the circumstance of a-
tonement not being appoiuted in tligse cases in which
deatii was peremptorily denounced, it is L fored, that no
atonement couid be mnde wherve life  was forfeited:
whercas the true statement of the proposition evidently
is, that life was forfeiicd where no atonement was per-
mitted to be made. Itis true, indeed, tiicre is no ex-
press denunciation of death in those cases, where atone-
ments were allowed. Tie reason is obvious, because the
atoncment was permitted to arrest the sentence of the
law; as appears particularly from this, thot where tie
prescribed atonement was not made, the offender was
left under the original sgntence of the law, wiich in
those cases no longer suspended its natural operatien,
but pronounced the sentence of death,  But,

3. The whole argument is inapplicable. For even they
who hold the doctrine of yicarious punishment, feel it not
necessary to contend that the evil inflicted on the victim,
should be e¢xactly tie same in quality and degree, with
that denounced againstthe offender. But stili less will this
argument apply, where vicarious punishment is not con-
tended for; but merely an emblematic substitute, the re-
suit of institution, anid which in no respect involves the
notion of an cauivalert.”” (Magee.)

But anothcr formidable ghjection appears: ¢The vic-
tim suffered ! 22t!, when there was no sin confessed, and
none to confuss; conscauwently none impuied, arc there-
fore the victins was not imputatively gulty, What sin
had the woman atter child birt, the leper, or the man
with the ruoning issue, to couf:ss!—VYet tor all these
things tlie percoas had to bring a sin-offering, by whigh
an atorement was made for them.” To which I reply:
Tue cas-s here specified’ did not involve moral guilt,
and ther. fore can only prove that there were sacrifices
whicli were not vicarious, inasmuch as there were some
that were not for sin: but it by no means follows, that
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where moral guilt wes mvolwd, the. szerifice Wwas net
vicarious. Now it is only in this latter case that the
notion of a- vicarious sacrifice is contended for, or is in.
deed conceivable. And it deserves to be considered,
whether pains of clild-bearing, and all the diseases of
the human body, being the signal conscquences of that
apostucy which bad entailed these calamities on the chil.
dren of Adam, it might not be proper on occasion of a
deliverance from these remarkable effects of sin, that
there should be this sensible representation of that death
which was the desert of it in general, and an humble ack-
nowledgment of that personal demerit which had actu-
ally exposed the offerer to the severest punishment,

The imposition of the hands upon the head of the vic.
1im, usually considered in the case of piacular sacrifices
as a confession of sin, a symbolical translation of the sins
oi the offender upeon the head of the sacrifice, and asa
maode of deprecating the evil due to his transgressions,
you have treated in your usual short way of assertion
witaout proof. To make it appear that imposition of
hands on tie head of the victim, did not imply an ack-
nowledgment of sin, you triumphantly ask: “Did every
woman sfier child-birth who brought her sin-offering,
and according to law laid her hands on the victim’s head
—did she Ly this act confess her sin, because she had
brougit forth a child into the world? Did the leper—
thc man with a running issue, by Izying their hands on the
head of their sm-oﬂ'(,nngs, confess they had sinned in
these things? I cannot thirk s0.”” No sir, nor do I. But
where did you find the law requiring the imposition
of hands at all in these cascs? I am sure, rot in the ref-
erences you irave made to ther I am certein yeu can-
not place your fingcr on the place, waere 1t is said, 2i-
ther the puerpers, ti.c lepoe, or the man with a runuing
issue was required to lay hands on the head of the vic-
tim. -And this circamstuace deserves particular atten-
tion as going to cst.blish the sentiment savanced a wlile
ago,respecting tue distinction between t..osc cases where
moral guilt was involved, and whcire it was pot. It alse
strongly militates in ﬁh\or of the idea of acknowledg-
wment of sin, being joined with imposition of hands in pi-
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acular sacrifices, intended as the substitute for the of-
fender, and as the accepted medium for expiation; which
will also appear from the bare recital of the ccremony,
as prescribed on the day of expiation. “Aaron shall lay
both his hands upion the head of the live goaty AND cox-
FESS ALL THE INIQUITIES OF THE CHILDREN oF Is-
RAELyend all thelir transgressions in all thelr sinsy foutiing
them ufion the head of the goat—and the goat shall bear
vpon fhim all their iniguitiesy” &e. (L.ev. 16. 23, 22.)
From this, one would naturally think, there coulid be no
difficulty in understanding the trme import of the cere-
mony of laying hands on the head of the victim, Loth in
this and all other cases of placular sacrifice.

But you contend thot “laying on of hands rather signi-
fies to consecrate or devoic the taing to God.  Thaus the
Levites were brought before the Lord, ard the children
-of Israel put their hands upon them, and Anion offered
them unto the Lord.  Inthe same manner, by the layiog
on of the hands of the presbytery, the ministers of this
gospel are consgcrated to the Lord for the work of the
ministry.  So the victim by the cervemony of laying on
of hands, was conseerated or devoted to the Lord, for the
service of the tabernacle, and support of the priesthood.”
p- 34. What an outrage is this upon common sense!
'Who could have thought that a man of your pretensions
to philological and biblical learning, would darc to im-
pose upon the public (especially after having provoked
the critics and learned so much) such soplistry, and ab-
surdity! “The Levites were consecrated to the Lord,
for the service of the sanctuary,” by the laying on of the
hands of the children of Isrzel. Yes, they were.  But
were they offered in sacrifice too, as the victims were,
that constituted the sin-offering?  But the ministers of
the gospel too are conscerated te the Lord for the work
of the ministry, by the same ceremony.  Yes, even to
this day. What then?  Are they offered in sacrifice a5 a
sin-offering too? Whobut yourself, and thosc who wish
to get rid of the sacrifice of the cross, would ever have
thought that the ceremeny of the nnposition of ha_ncls
upon the head of an animal brought for a sin-offering,

and that of the consecration of the ministry, were analo-
B
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gons and paralel?  Surcly that must be a bad cause, when
such shifts are resorted to, in order ta bolster it up.

On this subject we have another instance of your mas.
terly reasoning. To the 'idea of the victim being ac.
cepited for the offercr, meaning in his ¢tead, or as a sub.
stitute, you oppose this powerful argument, namely;
“A sheaf of wheat is said to be accepted for you. Lev.
23, 11.  And he shall wave the sheaf beforc the Lord,
and it shall be aceefited for him. Surely the sheaf was
not a substitute, nor sin imputed to ity and it accepted in
the stead of the offering.” p. 35. It is sufficient here,
justtoinquire again, if this sheal of wheat was brought be-
tore the Lord as a sin-offering? Was it an animal sacri-
fice? Was any /ife given, any blood shed? Were there
no sacrifices ot offerings of the ewcharistieal kind, where-
by the offerer acknowledged the bounty of God, and his
own unworthiness, and rendered praise for favors receiv-
ed, and desired a continuation of the divine blessing?

It would have appeared much more plausible, had you
urged the sin-offering of flour (Lev. 5. 11—13.) as an
objection to the idca of a vicarious substitution of a life,
sceing that here an atonement was made,and yetnot by an-
imal sacrifice; and in gs bad a cause as yours, it is some-
what remakable, that the “drowning man did not catch
at this straw.”  And lcst it should in another edition be
pressed into service, as your Socinian brethren have
done before you, Iet it be remembered this was a case
of necessity; and that this offering of flour was accepted
only where the offerer was so poor that he could not by
any possibility procure an amimal for sacrifice. And
therefore, by the positive will of the soverign law-giver,
he was indulged in this inferior sort of offering, which
he was tc consider but as a substitute for the animal sac-
rifice. It must likewise be obvious, that although no
vicarious substitution of a life could be conceived, where
life was not given at all; yet from this it cannot follow,
that where a life was given, it might not admit a vicari-
Cus import. _

I have intentionally omitted to animadvert on many
things you have advanced respecting the legal atone-
ments, not because your argwments (if such they may be
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called) are cither formidable or unanswerable; but be-
causc it is deemed unnecessary, from the specimen al-
ready given, and because it would be swellinyr this work
beyond the intended limits, seeing we have wany things
yet to say on other subjects contained in your Address.
And now having, as I conceive, attended to the principal
arguments which you have urged against the vicarious
nature of the legal placular sacrifices, it is not difficult
to judge how far they are conclusive against the untinn
of their vicerions imfiore herve contended for.
L am, &c.

LETTER V.
The Death of Christ a Propitiatory Sacrifiee.

# * % % ¥ DN\an disobeying, .
* K ¥ K K K X K X N *

He, with all his posterity, must die;

Die he, & justice must; unless for him

Some other able, and as willing, pay

The rigid satisfaction, death for death.
Dl

BT AR SIR,

Having with the aid of I¥r. Tavior and other 8o
cinian Wmtu‘s. levelled vonr whole force and eubausizyd
all your strcnq‘h acainst the propitiatory natere and vi-
carious impert of the legal atonements, as a preliminery
measure, without which your main parposc could not be
efected; we see you marching forward in hostile arzay and
so]f—copﬁdmt expects uon, to give the finlshing stroke to
the fair fabrie of christianity, by endeavonring to demol-
ish the only foundation of the christian’s hop(. ingthe sup-
stitution and surety righteousness af the Sonoof Gad,
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In ordor to do this, ve Andyou resorting to criticism upox
those puras?s which Lave always conveyed the idea of 2
real ~nd Lropior subs titutior; hence, fo bear sin, and (6
Jireire gin, wee in vour estimation, nnd according to your
theory, s_vnonimeu‘ and couvertible terins, So wien
Chirist was once offered fo fear 1he sins of many, we are
not to understond thereby, that he suffered in our stead,
Or o ourac cctmt thot v'Jun‘sl raent wlich was due to our
sms.  And wiicre it is said «his own seit bare our sins
it bis own body on the tree,” it means the same as tg
berr' 21077,y oF puf arsay our sins by re cmission or forgive.
ey c*e’g, tne tiea of substhution being exc ud\,d alto-
gct wr: and further to support this Socinian hypothesis
vou have iatroduced Taal, 530 4. with Tavler’s interpra.
s, Wivg!r you sileavour to support by Mat. 8. 15, 17,
w Her the evang.list appiics that passage of the prophet
to Christ, waen "ml,lcv:cl in casting out devils . and cu-
» discases.  “Ilumsclf took our pfivmi ities, and bare
4 *f‘=sm=.” T e iufurence you draw from this pas-
sAre is, that as, Cnrvf‘t astmg out ‘devils and healing
1} stood of the removal of those
Hﬂlq n’;"b aring sin must be explained of Lis bear.
inge it meay, or furgiving it.

A to. your trang slation of 1 Pet. 2. 24. T hesitate not
ohe mement {o propounce it erroncous. The Greek word
'wf'pne 0 which isthore rendered bear, docs m its primi-
tive amdd mest direet sfonification, mean, to-bear ujry Sus-
Fan, epndure, or sho Jeer #p ary thing. Itstrictly signi-
fics to bear, not bear away, and to carry up, net carry d-
weuy and thevefore it is commonly applied in the sense

of ug‘!‘?’.nm 4 a vietim, as carrying it up to the altar
dﬁd may with equal propricty be applied to Christ begr-

ooap with Lim,y in Bis oen bedy, our sins (epi xulon)
fu Joe ¢roas, It does of course fzivly admit the signifi-
vution of bearing e5 a burden} and when Jomed to the
werd sins, or i lf*m*re«, it therchy significs the bearing
their zjumch.,wnt, or susigining ihe buiden of szljermg
vwhitch they impose.

S, 2 Ut»l m his gosov ‘)'[‘OII ol Clrisi’y Lo apmp— our

sins, refers to Tsal. 53, H 12, He shali bear their ini-
qiti.cs—~he bare the sins oj wmeKy, and naot to the 4th
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verse, as soimne have erroncously supposed. In this re

fcrence he evidently quotes, the very words of the pro

phet, and quotes them too in the language of the seven

ty, which leaves no doubt of his stating them in the very
same sense in which #4ey used them; and that when he
says that Christ dare our sirs in kis own body on (or to}
the crossy, he means to mark, that Christ actually bore
the burden of our sins, and suffered for them all that he
endured in his last agonies.

It is therefore positively denied that you have proven,
or ever can prove, that the original Gireek word transla-
ted bare, and to bear our sins, singnifies fo forgive, nor
yet to bear away, otherwisc than as a weight or a bur-
den; and in this sense, have our translators rendered
it, and so all real christians understand it.

You have often wondered, it seems, “why divines,
leaving the plain explanation of Isa. 53, as given by
Christ and his apostles, are yet continually pressing that
chapter in support of that imputation of sin, and of vica-
rious punishment.” p. 47. The very reason is, because
it is the voice of God and the revelaticn of the Heoly
Ghost, and because it is the doctrine taught by Christ
and his apostles, and which you would have continued to
preachunto this day,had younot been deceived bythe erro-
neous criticisms and false glosses of Socinian writers,
such as Dr. Taylor of Norwich, in his celcbrated Key to
the apostolic writings, from which the most of your
criticisms are compiled,cor an imitation of which, at
least, you have lamely attempied. But this same Dr.
Taylor has contradicted himself most palpably, and there-
fore when he contradicts the scripture, ought to be re-
linquished as a guide in matters of such importance and
magnitude. L .

The purport of his criticism on the word MNasa, is zo
forgine, and also to bear away, OF take away; and that as
it occurs in Isa. 53. 4, 12, these verses should be render-
ed, “surely he hath éorne away our gricts—And he dare
eway the sin of many,” &c. _ Though he h?.S expressed
himself thus in his Key, (which by the bye is a falscenz)
yet in his Hebrew Concordance on the word AZzasq, he
defines it thus: ¢ To bear, fi:l._ga‘ ufr; tobeary to eufer 5l

i
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fliction, trouble, terrors, reproach, shame, punishment,
sin, wiquity. Lev. 5. 1. 17. and 24. 15. Num. 18. 22. Ps,
59. 7—388. 15, Jer. 15, 15. Ezek. 14, 10—3Y. 26" By
carcfully attending to this quetation, and especially the
texts referrcd to, it may be seen how this author refutes
himself very handsoncly. It will Be found, that to bear
gin, 1s to suffer the punishment duc to sin, and that two
of the texts (Ps. 59. 7. aud 88. 15.) can apply to no o-
ther than the suifering Saviour.

Dr. Parkhurst, a man whose consummate learning and
industry no one can question, offers the best explanation
of the word the world has ever seen. That part of it
which relates to the present controversy, is as follows:
“To bear, bear upr as the waters of the flood did the ark.
Gen. 7. 17.—7% bear, carry as a burden. Gen. 45. 23
Ex. 25, 14.~=T0 bear sin as an offender; to bcar it him-
gelf as a burden, 1.¢. 20 be reckoned as a sinner, and fiu~
niched accordingly., Lev. 5. 1, ¥7.—xxiv. 13. et al. freq,
— 7 bear gin, in a vicarious manner, or instead of the
sinner; and that whether typically, see Exod. 28.38. Lev..
10. 17. and 16, 2)1.—or really, Isai. 53. 4, 12.7%

The learned and incomparable Lowth, who is wortlr
an host of yesterday critics, may -be here intraduced to-
snpport what has just been advanced. In his admirable
and deservedly celebrated transiation of Isaiah, and of
the verses now under conasideration; the readering is as
follews:  Isal. 53.

4. Surely our infirmities he hath borner

And our sorrows he hath carried them.

i1. By the knowledge of him shall my servant justify
many;
For the punishment of their iniquities he shall bear.
12. Aud he bare the-sin of many..
~ Now, when the comnron translation is sapported, and
ic true notion of a propitiatory sacrifice vindicated by-
a Parkhurst and a Lowth, there is little to be apprehens
#d from the imbecile attacks of Taylor, Sykes, and?

*  Ieh. Eng. Lex. under Nasa..
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Priestly, with all the little, skirmé#shing critics of yester.
day’s growth,

As for Isai. 53. 4. and Mat. 8. 17, % they can be per-
fectly reconciled, by considering the first elause in eavh
as relating to diseases removed; and the second to sui-
ferings endured. For it should be remarked that the
fareek words elabe and ebastaxe in Matthew, bear to
each other the proportion of the verbs Mase and Sabal
in Isalah, the former iir each of these pairs being genc-
ric, and extending to all modes of teking or bearing on
or wweay: and the latter heing specific, and confined to
the single moda of dearing, as a burden.” '

If the original word bastazs does not contain the force
of burden and sufféring; or, m other words, if {as nosous
ebastfizen, must be rendercd fto bear away our diseases,
then the following texts in which the same word is - u-
sed, must appear very awkward and tncousistent: Mat,
20. 12. have borne the burden and heut of the day. Luke
14, 27. W hosoever doth net bear his cross. John 16. 12,
But ye cannot bear them now. Acts 15. 10. A yoke o
the neck of the disciples, which neither our fathers nor
we were able to bear. And in the same sense we find it
used by St. Paul, Gal. 6, 2. Bear ye one anothers bur-~
dens: also 5. 10, fle thae troubleth you shall bear his
Judgment: and again, Rom 15. 1. e that ave strong:
ought to bear the infirmities of the wealk. It must be
needless to cite more passages. There are in all, 26 in
the New Testament, in which the word: bastazo occurs
exclusive of this of Mat. 8. 17. and in no one is the sense
any other than that of bearing, or lifting as a burden—
But, according to your eriticism, the foregoing passages
must be read—have borne away the burden and heat of
the day—whosoever doth. not bear away his cross—the
yoke, &c. we were not able to bear away—bear away ye
one anothers burdens—ought to bear away the infirmi-.
tics of the weak, &c. But this would be nonsense, and
therefore your fabrick, being unsupp?rted, o.f course falls:
to the ground; and thus is the original objection, deri--
ved from St. Matthew’s application of the prophecy,-
completely removed: s:'ince We now sce tha_t the_ berm:i_zg
applied by the evangelist to bodily disease, is widely dif~.
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fooent from that which the prophet has applied to sing;
s0 that no conclusion ean be drawn from the former use
of the word which shall be prejudicial to 1ts commonly
veccived sense in the latter relation.

The scriptures, you say, “attach two idcas to the

phrase of one bearing the iniquitiy of another. The
first is to sanctify, or take them away. The second is
to bear the burden of iniguity, as the children of Isracl
bore the iniquities of their fathers, (Sam. 5.7.) by suf-
fering great distresses on account of their iniquities.” p.
47. Were I not afraid of swelling this work unneces-
sarily, I could easily shew that the passage just quoted
has no, such meaning as you have given it, but the pro-
per translation of it according to Dr. Blayney is: “«Qur
fathers have sinned, but they are no more, and we have
undergone the punishment of their iniquitics. The pas-
sage may aiso be compared with Jer. 31. 29, 30. and to
the application of it also in Esek. 18, 19, 20. and in Num.
14. 533. In all of these, the sons are spoken of as bear-
ing the sins of their fathers in a way of suyfering for
them agreeably to the second commandment: andon the
peculiar principles of the Jewish dispensation, the rea-
sonableness of this procedure as a judicial infliction
must be admitted. But the time is approaching, says
Jercmiah, in which this shali not be any longer, but eve-
ry man shall die for his own iniquity. This would take
place under the new covenan: which was to be made
with the Jewish people, and which was to differ from
that which preceded, in that God was not, as hitherto, to
visit the sins of the fathers upon the children, but to
visit each individual for his own transgressions.

But from_your gloss on Sam. 5. 7. we are at no loss to
comprehend your notion of the sufferings of Christ,
“He suffered pain, persecution, and death-—not because,.
or on account of his sin, but for, or because of ours.” p.
47. This looks a little like substitution or vicarious
punishment—this looks like the very thing we want.
But let us see the next page. “In bearing the burden of
our iniquity, Christ suffered not only in bedy but also in
his soul.” Yes, there is no doubt of that. But now the
secret comes out. “As the prophets, seeing the mise-
ries, pains, and distresses, coming upon the wicked ra-
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tions around, are said to bear their burden; the effects of
this burden wore, that the prophets’ loins were filied with
pain; pangs taok hold of them, as the pangs of & woman
that travaileth; they were bowed down at the hearing of
those calamitics, and dismayed at the secing of them.”
And now, lo! the solemn conclusion follows: ¢“So Jesus
bore in his soul the sins of the worid.”

- We have now belore us, in your account. the whole
amount of Christ’s sufferings. They are just such
as the prophets and other good men had suffered be-
fore him, in a way of sympeathy, terror, dismay, conster-
nation, persecution, and death.  And no solid reason can
be assigned why one of these suffering prophets could
not have answered, (seeing the idea of substitution must
be laid aside) the same end of sacrifice and offering, a-
preeably to your notion of bearing the burden of inigui-
tv, as well as the mere creature-Saviour, that you have
dressed up ina super-human, or super-angelic garb, and
presented to the weorld.  Alas! how wretchedly deceiv-
ed have thousands and tens of thousands been—how false
their joys and comforts, their hopes and expectations,
wle in the moments of triumph on their dying beds,
viewed a crucified Savior, suffering in their stead that
punishment which their sins descrved, and through his
meritorious obedience, imputed or reckoned to them,
completely justified from all things from which they
could not be justifted by the law of Moses. O! my soul!
if this man’s theory be correct, how mistaken hast thou
been in the ofject of thy worship, the foundation of thy
hepe, and the sonrce of all thy happiness! The wonders
of the cross that used to shinc every thing elsc into dark-
ness and shade, must npw be lewered down to the fait
olimmerings of a sympathizing prophet, or a suffering
martyr! The dazzling glorics of the cross have been de-
ceptious and ilbusive, frr the want of a littie Socinian
rloss and Arian criticism te sét the Bible right, and sub-
ject its language to the test of proud human reason! The
mirror in which it was theuzht the inhinite evil of sinap-
pearcd, when the Son of qu died upon the cross, ‘hag
becn too strong in 118 reflective Operziions n rr_)agn'.fy'.ng
the evil nature of siv,and consequantiy depreciating huram
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rightecusness. Finally, this scheme does not stop short
of a total subversion of all christianity, and a virtual re
nunciation of the entire gospel of God.

By the blood of Christ you says; “we are redeemed,
boughty hurchased, and rensomed,” which words many
have taken “in their literal signification—as. much so,
as if your government should pay a sum of money to the
Dey of Algiers, for the liberty of some American citi-
zens, detained by him in slavery. They represent Christ
the purchaser—man the being purchased—the blood of
Chirist given—but as to the person from whom the pur.
chase was made, they have differed.” This last assert.
ion is witheut foundation; for they who embrace the gen-
erally received doctrine of the atonement of Jesus Christ,
believe with the apostle, that he gave “himself For vs,
an offering and a sacrifice 1o Gop for a sweet-smelling
savour.” Eph. 5. 2~—That he “offered himself without
spot to God,” Heb. 9. 14—that in this very way the
church of God was “purchased with his own blood.”
Acts 20. 28. and that this blood is the grice with which
we are bought, 1 Cor. 6. 20. But rhese expressions, “re-
deemed, bought, purchased, and ransomed,” are to be.
understood metaphorically, and not literally. - What
weight has this in the argument, seeing it ust still be
acknowledged that a price or ransom was paid some how
or other, and that this price was Christ himselfor hisblood?
Now for a price to be actually paid, and a ransom actu-
ally given, and yet ne ene to receive tt, this is a mone
strous absurdity. The very reason why it is called price
and ransem, i1s because it was received; for if it had not
been, it would. have been called any thing else in the
world, rather than price and ransom.  And unless some
ene be allowed to receive this price, there is no founda-
tion even for o tactaphor; it would not be even so much
as a 1 ¢t horlcal price; may, it would not be sense, but
profourd nonsense.

As dor that srefry comparison’in which our govern-
nent 1s inroduced as negociating with the Dey of Al-
glers, it is ertirely an invention of your own, and may be
plaeed upon the same file of repose with that you pub-
lished some veags ago in your letters (p- 24.) “Here we
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see the devil had the power of death, and got the pricE
which was the praTr o¥ Curist.” This sentiment you
now disavow, and throw it upon St. Austin and his dis-
ciples, and deny that your writings, if “fairly construed,
speak any such sentiment.”” The quotation to be sure,
seems to be very plain and positive, and must speak for
itself. Thatambiguity, however, which is every where
observable in your writings, may afford some apology
in your behalf towards a more {avourable construction.
But be it as it may, if we think of the work of redemp-
tion as being cxactly paralel to a bargain and sale among
men, we think ridiculously, The tremendous incom-
prehensible nature of God and his mysteries, are not to
be measured by buying andselling,like debtorand creditor
in the commercial affairs of beings who are but of yester-
day. As sinis not a frecuniery but a morel debt; so the
atonement for it, is not a pecuniary, but a moral ransom.
Therefore it is not true that redemption has {or its basis
the idea of pecuniary, and not of moral justice. But this
you call “an evasive subterfuge,’” and to be classed a-
mong “nice distinctions,” as you “cannot detach the idea
of morality from justice in any view,” But surely, sir,
you and every body clse must know, that it is no un-
usual thing for moral obligations to be expressed in lan-
guage borrowed from pecuniary transactions. For a
man to ewe a debt of obedience, or awe his life to, the
justice of his country, or for one to gay a debe of grati-
tude—mno.one mistakes these things by understanding
them of pecuniary transactions: and there is doubt-
less a sufficient analogy between pecuniary and moral
proceedings, to justify the use of such language, both in
scripture and common life; and it is easy to see the ad-
vantages which arise from it; for without this distinet-
ion it is not difficult to see how “the scripture doetrine
of atonement, conveyed in language borrowed from pe-
cuniary transactions, has not on.ly been improved by un-
belicvers into an argument against the truth of the gos.
pel, but has also been the occasion of many errors a.
mongst the professors of .chmstlamty. Soc.n_ms on tl}ls
ground attempts to explain away the necessity of satis-
faction. #God,” says he, %is our Cregfor. Qursins are
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debts which we have contracted with T-xi_m; but every one
may yield up his vight, and more especially God, who is
the supreme Loid of all, and extolled in thc_a scriptires
for hiz liberaiity and geodness. Hence then it 1s evident
that God can pardon sins without any satisfaction recei.
ved.” To this reasoning of Socinus, Dr. Owen judicious-
ly veplies, by distinguishing between right as it respects
debts, and as it respects government. L'he former he al-
lows may te given up without a satisfaction, but not the
latter. <-Our sins,” he adds, “are ealled debts, not pro-
perly, but metaphorically.” This answer equally applies
1o those who pevvert the doctrine, as to those who den
it; for though in matters of debt and credit a full satis-
faction frowmn a surety excludes the idea of free pardonon
the part of the creditor, and admits of a claim on the
part of the debtor, yet it is otherwise in relation to
crimes,”*

I designedly pass over many things in your book, not
because they are formidable aud unanswerable, but be-
cause they do not deserve a sericus reply, and because
they contain mere assertions, without proof or reason,
and faise conclusions fromn unallowed premises. Your
hostility, however, to the doctrine of Christ’s satisfaction
and surety righteousness, deserves some attention. Your
deuial of the tir:t of tlese is to be found in p. 59, “Peo-
ple unacquainted with the bible, by attending to a great
part of the preaching and systems of veligion in the pre-
sent day, would almost conclude that Christ died only
to satis{y justice-—appease the vengeance ot God, and
purchase grace. These things I do not believe to e con-
tained in the bible.” And again, in p. 75, It is a pity
that so much is said and written on tire docrine of Christ’s
satisfaction,----when the doctrine is not contained 1 the
bible.” “The imputed rightesnsness of Chiist is not enee
pamed in the bivle.” p. 68. This'is your sweeper, with
which you attempt to level all opposition; “uot contuin-
ed in the bible--nmot once naine? in the bible—the bible
dont say so,” &c. &e. 1t really lovks disingenuous, to
say the least of it, to find a writer expressing hinselt in

* Fuller's Gospel Witness, p. 155



b

this manner in every two or three pages, when in the same
compass there are to be found many words and phrases
not once named in the bible. To e it appears little and
trifling for the hero of a party to make such a parade,
and raise such a hue and cry againgt words and phrases,
if, notwithstanding, the truths and doctrines which are
intended thereby to be described, remain in full force:
By satisfaction 1s meant simply this, namely: ¢Whatev-
er that is, which being done or suffered either by an of-
fending creature himself, or hy another person for him,
shall secure the honors of the divine government in bes-
towing upon the offender pardon and happiness, may
properly be called a saTisracrion, or AToxeMENT made
to God for him.”* By this it is not intended to assert
that it is in the power 'of an offending creature to salis-
Jfy for his own sins; but only to siiew what is meant when
we speak of his doing it. As under the law, God was
not appeased without shedding of blood, nor sin expia-
ted without suflering the puunishinent, nor the sinner
pardoned without the substitution of a sacrifice; so ali
these are eminently accomplished in the death of Christ,
who “hath given himself for us, an offering and a sacri-
Jice to God fer a sweet-sivelling savour.”

In consequence of the sacrifice of Christ, God can he
just and also the justifier of hin that believeth—siz =g
condemned, and yet the sinner saved——mercy a3 ruth,
or justice, are met together, rigllteoumaf'j and peace have
e:nbraced each other,—ing 1w is magnified—justice sat-
isfied—and the richest grace exercised, not to the discre-
dit of any, but-to the unspeakable glory and honor of all
the divine perfections. But if the-sacrifice of Jesus was
not expiafory, and if God could witheut injury to hag
Justice, without any difficulty, and without a satistaction,
forgive the sins of men, then this whole business of sacri-
fice-and ceremony, (with reverence I speaxs it,) appears,
to be nothing but a kiud of solema farce, an einpty shew,
aud by no means worthy of God, thus to appear, without,
any necessity, with such terrible majesty in the death of
his beloved von.

#* Dod. Lec. vel, 2. p. %‘7.
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“The great end of Christ's death was not only to save
sinners, but also in their saivation to demonsirale the
righteousness of God. This direct end the apostle had
in view in the following declaration: “Whon God hath
get forth to be a prorrTIATION through faith in hisblood,
To DECLARE HIS RIGHTEOUsNEss.” Kom. 3. 25. But
we shall have occasion to attend to this more particular-
ly in uvoticing your objections to the doctrine of satisfacs
tion; a word which you sneeringly say “the learned
have, after diligent search, fouhd in one passage where
the same in Hebrew, commonly translated atonedent, is-
translated satisfection. Nuwm. 33. 31, 32.” It seems then

hat the original word in Hebrew has been indifferently
translated atonement, reconciliation, and satisfaction.—-
But this last word offends you,—~the very sight of it
seems to be hateful, and, consequently, the authority of
the translators is condemned, and their orthodoxy called
in question. It may prove that they believed the doc~
trine; hut it can be easily proved, that they believed ma-
ny doctrines which were false. > p. 62. O those wicked,
heretical translators! Fifty-four learned divines, “pro-
foundly skilled in all the learning, as well as in the lan-
guages of the East,” were appointed by King James; for-
¥y-seven of whom, according to Fuller’s list, three years
€fter their appointment, being ranged in six divisions,
enteredniﬁﬁéin province in 1607; and in 1613 the work
was published; in tohseguence of which all other ver-
sions dropned and fell into disuse. “The English trans-
Iation of the Bible.” says the learned and ju(%iciuus Sel-
den, ¢is the best {ranslation in the world, and renders
#he sense of the original best.” Buck observes, they
“bave given us a translation which, with a very few ex-
teptions, can scarcely be iimproved; whilst some of those
who have presumed to improve their version seem not
fo have possessed a critical knowledge of the Greek
tongue, -to have known still less of the Hebrew, and te
have been absolute strangers to the dialect spoken in Ju-
dea in the days of our Saviour, as well as to the man-
:eclz  Sustoms, and peculiar opinions of the Jewish
A0 :
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But these translators “helieved many doctrines which
were false.”” Tt is very certain they were not Arians
nor Socinians; yet if they translated in favor of those
many false doctrines which they believed, what surety
have those plain people (for whose “good” you profess
to have written.y that the greater part, if not tie whole of
your book coutaing falee doctrine, seeivg you have most
profusely guoted their translation, and especially, seeing
you are nat able to correct them, as vou have but a smat-
tering of the Greek,and not even that much itself of the
Hebrew. Iow you can profess “no new light, but that
old unsullied light which shines in the Bible,” under
all these circumstances, is somewhat mysterious, and as it
i an assertion without proof, it must go just for what it
15 worth, ‘

You have undertaken to state and refute three schemes
held by your opponents, who “explain the word atone-
ment to mean satisfaction.” The first is, that contained
in the Confession of Faith, which you ouce professed sin-
cerely to reeeive and adopt, as containing the doctrines:
taught in the Bible, and which sets torth Jesus Christ as
a substitute and surety in the room and stead of the sin-
per, who “by his ehedience and death, made a proper,
real, and full satisfaction to God's justice, in behalf of
them that are justified—and fully discharged their debt.
By his perfect ohedience and sacrifice of himselfy he hath

nrchased reconciliation, and procured the favor of God:

he siuner is justified,. accepted, and acesunted right-
eous in the sivht of God for salvation, the obedience and
satisfaction of Christ being imputed to him.” p. 60.
. The'second scheme is found in the Methodist Diseip-
ine, art. 2. and 20.in which they have adoepted the 31st
article of the church of England. As for the third
schame, you have referred to no authovity, but have ta-
ken the liberty to frame it yourself, and ¢f eourse I sup-
pose none of your opponents will be willing to father-it.
And indecd it was poorly worth your while o troulle
yourself and your reader \nth_ thig :_Iddltlon, w_hep youw
say, sthat it differs not essent:aﬂy from those just ¢on-
sidered,” and that it “appears to he a palliative of "the
two former, but as unfounded in truth.”
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As itis principally with the first scheme that T am con.
cerned, and against which you bave pointed your heavi.
ezt artillery, I shall proceed very succinctly to notice
your chief ehjections. And lol that \\fh:p‘ﬂ stands in front
15 the old sweeper, “riot fouild i the Bible.”  But prob-
ably all this time you have meant the Hebrew or Greek
scriptures, and not our English Bible; sceing the transla.
tors are rendered susnicious at least, in consequence of
the “many” false doctrines which they held, amang
which, it 1s presumed, are the doctrines of substituion,
satisfaciion, and suvetysiiip. They doubtiess believed
these doctetnes, for we filid them runuing through the
entive of the Bihle. '

Oljec. 2d. “This echeme destroys the ideas of grace
and jorgiveness. For if my surety and substitute hag
Jully discharged my webt, haviag paid the veel, proger,
and full demand for me, can it be grace in my creditoy
to formye me *’  This is again confounding meral jus.
tice, or justice as it relates to ciimes, with pecuniary jus-
tice. “No two ideas are more distinctly marked in comn-
mon opinion and in scripture, than those of our ohliga-
tion to a creditor, who demands money, and ourvespory
silility to criminal Iaw, which claims the life of offend-
ers.””  Butas this subject has been cousidered befere, it
is rot necessary here to enlarge on it.  Your reasoning
is evidently false, and calenlated to mislead amd perplex
yoar resder. ’

Tt is conterded in the third place, that «“This scheme
bposes certain dammnation on every ¢ue who éver siniaed
against the gospel, by unbelief or disohedience. Foruc-
cording to the scheme, the curse of the law was death,
temporal, spiritual, and eternal.  But Christ conld not
sulfer more than eternal death,” This is certalnly one
of the most curious positions ever taken in diviaity, It
is just this; that sins under the gospel are not to he recoge
nized and condemned by the law. This is fairly contains
ed in the premises, and is further confirmed in that master-
_1;;' picee of reasoning which we find in your tenth ohject-
ion: “There are many preeepts of the law which Christ
could not have fulfilled. How could he have GuitGlied the
peculiar duties of a wife to her husbhand, or of & hushand
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to hts wife—of parents to children, or the duties of any*
felation which lie did not sustainy?® .

‘There are “inany precepts of Iaw which Christ could
ot have fulfilled.”” “Thus you have flatly contradicted
Ahe Saviour himself, who expressly declares that he came
not to destroy the law or the propliets, “but to fulfl.
For verily [ say unto you, till heaven and earth pass,
one jot or one fittle shallin no wise pass frowm the law
FILL ALL BE FULFILLED, Whosoever, therefore, shall
break one of these least commandments,” &c. Mat. 5. 17
~19. To love the Lord with all the heart, and ovr neigh-
bour as ourselves,are two commandments’on which hang
aLL THE LAW aid the prophets.” Mat. 22. 37——40.
Love is the. fulfilling of the law. Thig is the sum ag-
gregate of tlie whole; so that he whe shall ¢offend in one
point, heis guilty of all.” Jas. 2. 10. But according to
your reasouing, this doctrine of the apostle Jameos is in-
corrects fer the man who has no wifg, the woman who has
no husband, and the parent who has no child, cannot vi-
olate the whole law, or by offending in ene point he
“aqilty of all,”” however numerous their failures may
have been in sther respects. ‘
~ The truth is, the Saviour completely fulfilled the gen-
eral law of Love, hoth as it respected God and man; and-
there is no precept ot the gosvel, the violation ef which
would not be noticed and condemned by. {he law, which
extends to every motion of eur souls,and every action of
our lives, and demands the universal perfection of owr
nature. Butaccordingto your theory, this law imay now
be violated without esposure to death: and damnation.
“Though the moral law was not aholishied by Christ, yet
its political curse was, which [ before proved {0 he death,
wnder Moses.”” p. 54, Just befove, you acknowledged
the law to be “unchangeably and ctérnally binding on all
intelligent creatures.”” This unchangeable low once had
a curse annexed to it; but now it is abolished.. Yhat a
contradiction! It was once more severe than it is nows
and yet called a moral kaw!  With a political curse: tool
Th¢ apostle was surely mad in saying, that “as nany
as are of the works of the JuAW ARE UNDER THEZ CURSE.”
@al. 3. 10.. Butall who ave i thelr stus, are nader the

£ 2
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law. (Rom. 6. 14.) “Now we know that what thi'ngg
soever the law saith, it saith to them that are under the
law: that every mouth may be stopped and .all the wor}
‘may become guiltyhefore God.”  Under sin, under tf
fme, under the curse, 1s- apastolic language; but a mopg)
law with a political curse, (a phrase, by the bye, not
once named in the Bible) and this abolished, tvo, is a lap.
guage worthy of those only who deny the truth.

It is further ohjected, that the doctrine of substitutiop
“conveys the notion of two independent Gods.  For ore
God caunot purchase any thing from himself, or pay any
thing to himself, so as to satisfy himself.”” p. 64. Thists
‘the borrowed language of infidels, and is too ridiculous
to comne from tire pen of a christian minister. The posi-
tion has. no foundation in truth, and the conclusion is fal-
lacious. It is no where said that God the Father paid
the price of our redemption, or made the purchase; but

firtst as man paid in his human nature what was accept-
ed inthe divine. The sacrifices under the law were of-
fered to God, and that he accepted them cannet be de-
nied; yet iis were both the animal that was sacrificed, and
the person who offered it; both really belonged to him,
and to iy, was the offering made; yet what man in his
genses wcl;l?id ever think about God’s offering to himseH,
or paying himself in these ceremonies? Such inferences
are too visionary and chimerical to deserve a serious
refutation.

But it is further ohjected, that “This scheme veils the

lory of God’s grace to sinrers.” For, “when the sinner,
in his surety has fully discharged the debt against him,
howean he see and praise the grace of God in this.”? To this:
it may be replied 1n the fanguage of the Apostle: Being:
Justified freely by his grace, through the redemption that
is in Christ Jesus, whom God hath set forth to be a pro-
PITIATION, through faith in his blood, 70 DEcLaRE WIS
RICHTEOUSNESS FOR THE REMISSION OF SINS that ove
Fast, through the forbearance of God; to declure, I sayy
w! this time his vighteousness, that he might be Just, and
#he justifier of him that believeth in Jesus, Ron, 5. 24—
26. Now according to this passi%e, JSree grace requires:
*progiliation, eventhe.shedding of the Suvisur’s blood,as
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a mediym thrqug%rv:hich it may be honoral! y communi-
catet}. _And it furtler teaches, that redemption by Je-
sus Christ was accomplished, not by a satisfaction that
should preclude the exercise of grace in forgiveness,
but in which the displeasure of God acainst sin heing
manifested, mercy and grace to the sinner might be ex-
ercised without any suspicion of his having relinquisiied
his regards torighteousness. This is clearly to be seen, for
inhis setting forth Jesus Christ to be a propitiation, he de-
clared his righteousness for the remission of sins. The
whole objection is only a recitation of the old story of
debt and credit, or item per item, which bas heen con-
sidered before.  You have introduced the parable in Mat,
18. 23, of a king whe forgave his servant ten thou-
sand talents, because he had nothing to pay, as a “beau-
tiful representation of tle grace of God mr forgiving us,”
This has no application that way at all. It was a for-
giveness without reference to any sacrifice or atonement
whatever. It was also a forgiveness without justifica-
tion; which two doctrines are inseparable: for through
Christ is preuched the forgiveness of sins: and by hin all
that believe ave justified. (Acts 13. 38, 39.) But the-
truth is, the scope of this beautiful allegory. which you
have partially quoted, is to teach us, that unless we for--
give our offending, but penitent brethren, we cannot ex-
{xect forgiveness of God. DButif parables (which are on-
y similitudes and not arguments) and detached parts of
allegory be made the basis of special and definite doc-
trines, then what whimsies may net be mvented, what
errorgmay not be broached, and what blasphemies may
not be uttered under the sanction of scripture?

“In- religion
WWhat error, but some sober brow
Will bless it, and approve it with a text,
Hiding the grossness with fair ornament.”*

Tt is ag'ain\ contended, that ¢this scheme representy
God as changeablé—as being full of wrath against the
sinner; but by the blood of Christ, he is appeased or x¢-

* Shakespeare.
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soneiled to the sinner, though he remains uncranged and
in the same state of rebeition against God and his govern-
ment.””  Who ever held that God was reconciled to im-
penitent sinners? The charge is a mere invention of
your owns for your opponents uever held any such doc-
trine; you never heaid ity or saw it written in any page of
any book but your ewn. 1t is the uniform language of
erthodoxy, that all persons previously to a state of actual
reconciliation with God, are “by nature, children of
wrath even as others.” The plain language of your ob-
jection ie, that there is no wrath in God, that God is not
said to be recunciled fo us, as-this would make him chang-
able; but that we are every where said to be reconciled
to-God,  But let it be remembered, once for all, that
the displeasure-of God is not like man’s displeasure, &
reseiitment or passion, but a judicial disapprobation:
which if we abstract from our notion of God, we must
cease to view him as the moral governor of the world,
The scriptures fepresent, a reciprocal opposition between
God and the sinner: “My soul lothed them, and their
soul also ablorred me.” (Zech. 11. 18Y. ©God is angry
with the wicked every day.” ¢“The carnal mind is enmi-
ty against God.”” (Ps. 7. 11. Rom. 8. 7.) That recon-
ciliation was necessary on the part of God as well as of
man, and that the Divine Being is placable, without a
change of his natare, can be proved by plain and posi-
tive scriptures ‘which no man in his senses can deny.
“And I will establish my covenant with thee, and thou
shalt know that I am the Lord: That thou mayest re-
member, and be confeunded, and vever opeén thy mouth
any more, when L am pacified (kapdar reconciled) to-
ward thee for all that thou hast done, saith the Lord
God.” (Ezek. 16. 62.) Without multiplying quotations,
I will just notice one case, which ig exactly I point to
the main argument before us, in which there is descri-
bed, not only the wrask of God, but the turning-away of
his displeasure by the mode of sacrifice. The case is that
of the three friends of Job—in which GGod expressly says
toone of them, “My wrath is kindlid against thee, and
agwinst thy two friends:i——Therefore take unto you now
seven bullocks and seven rams, and go to my servant
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Job, nnd offer up for yourselves a bueat offering; and my
Servant Job s_hali pray for you: for him will I accept;
fest Ldeal with you afier your folly.” (Job 42.7, 8.)
#I'his case will answer instead of a thouso w! arguments,
and completely demolishes the foundation of your whole
:ﬁabrick. Another, wiich is no less fatal to your scheme,
is found in Luke 8. 15: “God be merciful to me 2 sin-
ner.”” In the original it is, (ho Theos ilastheti moi to
amartolo) God b2 propitiared to me @ sinner. And thus
the doctrine of God’s being propitiated, appieased, or re-
eonciled to the sin-.r through the sin-atoning bleod of
Christ, is firmly established and placed beyond the reach
of Socinian criticism and cavil forever.

But again; the seheme you oppese, #contradicts stub-
Yoru facts. For according to it, the demands cf law a-
gainst the sinner were death, temporal, shiritual and e-
térnal——If Christ'satisfied these demands, wly do the
elect suffer temporal or spiritial death? and why docs
Christ not suffer eternal death!”” Answer. The elect
by the redemption of Jesus Christ, are actually delivered
from spirizual death, or a death in trespasses and sins,
‘wien that redemptionis applied ina gracious regeneration
whereby the dominion of sin is destroyed; they are con-
sequently no more exposed to elernal death, and as for
temporel death, it is not to them the pernalty ¢f the law,
but the “gate of endless joys;” this is their eomplete de-
liverance from a state of temptation and warfare: To
them death bas no sting, over them the grave Las no vie-
tory. (1 Cor. 150 55.) “Lis here the weary are at rest,
for they sleep in Jesus, until the glorious “resurrect:on
wmorn.” ;.

The gravee of ail kis sqinte he blest,
And soficn’d cvery bed:

Vihere shoudd the (iing members rest,
Eue wich their dying head?” *

~#* Nothing indeed could, in nur apprehension, be mere com-
Pletely stupid, thin is the tt'\nm*ph:*.nt nosvrance with which
whis obiectiom isfroguently 'ddva!n; cd, Beit rememberes] tbat
the frot of the Reteemer’s undertaking ::-nil.accomp]:shm.g
the deliverance cf his elect, tan Dy no means involve the ne-
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As for Christ's suffering eternal death, it 1s out of the
question. No person ever said so. At least it is not to
be found in that book to which you have referred, as con-.
faining the scheme which you vehemently oppose, nor ig
it there said that “the dema nds of the law were deathﬁ
temporal, spiritual, and crernal,” as you have charged up.
en the scheme. But let it suffice that the death of
Christ was entirely sufficient as a governmental transae.
tion,as a vicarious medium, and as a ransom yfound, which
saves the, sinner from going down inte the fit. The
last wonderful words that were uitered on e cross are

cessity of an instantaneous recovery from their thrsldom.—
Mercy as well as wisdom will evidently dictate such a mode
«of applying the great deliverance- as may be best accemme-
dzted 1o the circumstunces of the caser But, very evidently,
the reversal of the decree by which “it is appoiuted unto alf
men once to die,” would be so far from comporting with the
dictates either of wisdom or of mercy, that the infritable con-
sequence must be a scene of hnrror and dismay greater than
we have words to pamt.  Suppese that no Godly men were
to die; then, clearly, every instance of moxtalny arcund us
would hear on its front the indubitable attestation that the
deceased had been adjudged to the place of torment. What
havoe such an assurance would maoke of human feeling, even
of sanctified fecling, none need be informed. Good men
must be so censtituted, and possessed of such views, as can
alone comport with ancther and a better state, before it cun
be pxeanmed that even they conld contemplate withou; drs-
may—without anguish—‘“judgment laid to the line.’—7This
M nnlv ONE consideration among mauny that might be sog-
gested in behalf of the reasonablencss, and even necessity, o0
fetting things take their piesent course.  But because the Re-
deomer thus appitesihis remedy ia the measure and mauner
best suited to the 1ctual stace of the world, is it therefore to
be inferesd that no remedy of the kind contended for is aps
plied at aif* Does it follow that, because he hasnot adopted
what would evident!ls be an unpre pmtms and uncomfcrtatle
conrse, he must be debared from taki ng any. order on the
Sl'hjdt-‘ From death temperal he it/ deliver; but because
the best interests of bis peupie, and the peace of the world,
demand such an arrangement, “the /e cnemy ‘that shall be
eonguered is death.””
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‘«eﬁtire,ry satisfar::tory, without any comment: “It is fin-
ished.™  But in your scheme it wouid scem there s ne
guch thing as spiritual death—no such thing as human
depravity, and this, by the bye, was necessary as a pres
cursor to the denial of the doctrine of regeneration,
Which you have confounded with atore ment and reconcil-
jation. InRoun. 5. 19. the many tuat were made sinners,
éy the disobedicnce of one man, you are of the opinion “of
the Greek fathers.”’—«They believe the many were
Madc slners metonymically, that is, by being made sub-
ject to mortality and dzath, the effects of Adam’s sin.”
(p- 69.) You ought, ratier to bave said, that vou were
of the sarae mind with Chubb, a noted subtile, inveterate

* The eternity of punishment, as respects the creature, ne-
cessarily resuits froin two corsiderations. 1. It is incapable
of existing under that fullinfliction of the vengeance of the
Almighty to which its sinfuluess would otherwise of right
supject it. Its nature is finite—its pains must be so too.
Infinlte punishment of course would never be endured; infi-
pite righteousness must continue, therefore, unsatished; and’
rothing can remain but that the offender be held down to
the penalty. which at every given moment is egually remote
from exhaustion. But to the Saviour of sinners these thiugs
will not apply. He Jacked nct the capacity of sustaming tne
full measure of the curse; by him, of cousequence, the penal-
‘ty was exhausted. 2. Lietat «lso he remarked that there is
nothing in punishment, such as we h-ve in view, that can pro-
mote the amendment of the sinner. This even M. Stone will
grant, unless he means to advocate the seatiments of univer-
salism, Of course the spirits of the ceused are always add-
ing to their crimes. and, by consequence, always affording
sew grounds of punishment. The reverse of all which, Mr.
Stone needs not be informed, is true in the case of the Sa-

viour,
It mav not he amiss to add here, that the objection, at least

stmngl_v' impiied with respect to the Saviour's not having
eéndured death spiritual us a part of the w.ees of sin, rests
on a ground equally fatlacious. The corruption of the crea-
ture, its enmity, its desparation, are ghe NECESSUry Conses
quences of the withdrawment of the Dwmg communion. Men
Raturally hate God wher tliey regard him onl.:/ 18 the God
of judgment, and in conpexion with their own guilt —hey are,
sig the scriptures, his “enemn:s,.l_)],r wicked works.,” but o
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infidel, and whose arpuments and opinions are plentifuk.
ly scattered inthe numerous treatises in which tie deity.
and atonement of our Saviour are exploded; and at the
same time all ostentatious display of the source from
which tucy are . derived, most carefully avoided. Bui
the absurdity of yeur metonymical construction of thy,
above, and other similar passages, will glaringly appear
by substituting the word “mortality” in the place of the
common reading—for instance: <“By one man morsality
entered into the world, and death by morrafizy; and so.
death passcd upon all men, for in him all are become
mortal” «\U.til the law mortality was in the world, hat
mortality is not imputed when there is no law.””—“Death
reigned from Adam to Moses, even over them that had
not been morcal, alter the simiiitude of Adam’s mortali-
ty.’—~But not as the mortality, so is the free gift, for

suppose the same liability to corruptioh on the part of the 8a-
viour, would argue no less absurdity than blasphemy. Stil,
however, in so far as the act of God is directly concerned in
this matter, the Saviour did not escape even this portionsof
the penalty. Comununion with his Fatlier actually was sus.
peuded; and so keenly did he feel the infliction of this judg-
ment, that on the cross he exciaimed, “my Gesl, my God,
why hast thou fersaken me.”  The penalty, therefore, in ev-
ery respect was perfectly exhausted. That 1t did not involve
aneteraity of pusishment we ascribe to that very Divinity of
his nature which is denied by Mr.Stone, but without which-
he mnst have evidently sunk beneath the untempered stroke
of the Almighty arm: that it did not issue in the corruption
of his nature, or, in othgr words. in the aversation of his heayt
from his God and Father, we ascribe to the fiact thut, consti-
tuted as e wus, (divine as well as hiunan,) he wus necessa-
sarily and unchangeably pore, Neither conld despuir freeze
the he wt of him who “know the end from the beginmng™
Neither could blindness of mind ensue in 2 case where the
“messengey” of the F :ther was himself concerned.  We re=
peat it: All these things-—all thit we cull corruption or spi-:
ritual death, are but tiie native results {in so far as mere
creatures are concerned) of the withholding of the Divine
fellowship. Z%at is the puinishment directly from God him-
sulf; and to that ACT 4f Gud the Saviour was subjected, be~
Cause it wus. in part, the uppropriate punishment of sin. HE
sunk hat under it, he erred not, BECAUSE HE &s DavINE.
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if through the mortality of one many be dead,” &c.~—
“You hath he guickened who weve dead in wmortality.”
Thus by putting the cause for the ctfoct, or metonymical-
Iv, 25 you express it, the like hnpertinency witl be found
in all these passages which describe wan’s apostacy and
depravity; the inere representation whereof is a suflici-
ent refutation of such a trifling coustruction. '
Closely connected with this, is your denial of sin’s
being an -«nfinite evil,” or the transgression of an infi-
nite law; and so, to proceed on. there is little doubt in
my mind but that you deny, with muny of the Sucinian
tribe, the doctrine of infinite or endless punishmeat. As
for the expression “infinite law,”” about which yeu have
found so much scope fur your logic, I do not know that
your opponents use the phrase in any other sense thau
what we find in your own words respecting the moral
law, which you say “must be unchangeably and eternal-
ly binding on all intelligent creatures.”” With this ex-
pression I am perfectly satisfied; but surely you must
have forgotten this declaration when cominenting on
Rom. 10.4. «“Christ is the end-of the law,” you countend,
in two particulars—one ig, when he abolished it, having
nailed it to his cross. The other is, that he is the end
or design of the law, which is charity out of a pure
heart.” (p. 68.) Now according to your divinity, this
law, the scope and substance of which is charity or love
to God and man—yes, this very law, which in your own
words is “unchangeably and eternally binding on all in-
tetligent creatures,” is by Christ «abolished, having nail-
ed it to his, cross.” And thus intclligent creatuves are
freed from that rigid law that required love to Gud and
man, even that very law which was before thought and
declared fo be unchangeably and eterually binding on
them! From such logic and such divinity may the good
Lord deliver the world!  This law being abolished, of
course there can be no more sin committed; tor “where
there is no law there is no transgression.” Or, to say the
most of it,its “political curse’ being abolished, as wehave
it in another place, it has now become 50 mild and gocd-
natured s not to stamp the transgression of 1t with infi-
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nite turpitude, and thus the idea of sin being an infinite
evil must be altogether out of the question.

Those who maintain that sin is an infinite evil, wish
to be understood, I suppose, as holding that God being
in himself infinitely amiable, deserves to be, and actuale
Iy is, the moral centre of the intelligent systerm~—that re-
ballion against him is opposition to the general good,
and tends to universal anarchy and mischiel, consequent-
ly it is an infinite evil, as abing destruction at universal
good, and 1s deserving of an infinite, or endless punish-
ment. But the idea of sin’s being an infinite evil you
assert, will #destroy the distinction of greater and lesser
evils:’? but to this it may be replied, that the least sin
mnay be an infinite evil, because of the infinite obligation
we are under to do otherwise, and yet all sins not be e-
¢ually heinous: for there is as great a difference among
infinitics, as ameng finities; I mean, among things that
are infinite only in one respect: For instance, to be for-
ever in hell is an infinite evily in respect of the duration;
but yet the damned are not equally miserable. Some miay
be an hundred thnes as miserable as others in degree, al-
though the misery of all is equal in point of duration.

As it can be proved that the obligations of the crea-
ture to love and obey the bicssed God, are derived from
the onrsrcT, and are thercfore Inrixite: so it is capa-
ble of strict moral demonstration, that the viclation of
thase obligations is infinitcly criminal; that is, sin with
respect to its objcct, is an infinite evil.  Sin, thercfore,
deserves an infinite, that is, an everlasting punishment,
The nature of this punishment is not an arbitrary inflict-
ion, but a necessary conscquence of moral evil. This
proposition can be denied on no ether principles but
such as are subversive of the government and the per-
fections of God; or principles virtually atheistical.

But lastly: It is urged, that the scheme you oppose,
“contradicts the gospel plan of justification by faith.
For it represents the sinner as justified by the surety-
rightcousness of Christ imputed to him.” (p. 66.) And
a little further forward it is declared, that «The imputed
rightcousness of Christ is not once named in the Bible.”
Such assertions avail nothing, however, while the doc-
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#rine stands in full force, and runs through the entire
of the Bible.  When mmp‘y defined and statcd it is this:
“The actions and suflcrings of A, might be smd to be
mz/mre({ to I3, it B shouid on the account of them in any
degree be treased as i he had denc er suffered what A
has done or suffered, when he reaily has not, and when,
seithout this action or sufforing of A, B womid not.be so
treated.”™  From the foregoing do finitien, the following
gonclusions are fair and loglthnatc, viz: The sz of A
may be said to be lmputed if B, though innocent, be up-
on that account treated in any degrce as a sinner, On
the other hawnd, the righteousness of A, may be said to
be imputed to B, if upon account of it B, though a sin-
per, be treated as if he were righteous. That the sins
of thl st’s pcople were in some sense imputed to him

as their surety and Saviewry is plainly infered from the

folmwmcr scriptuyres: “For what the law could not do in.

thit it was weak through the flesh, God sending his own

Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and Fon siv condemm
ed sin in the flesh; that the righteowsness of the law
might be fulfilled in us.”” (Rom. 8.3.) “For he hath made:

him te be stv FoRr us, who knew no sin.” (2 Cor. 5. 21}
“For Christalsohath sUFFERED FOR 3158, the just for the:
unjust, that he might bring us to God.” (1 Pet. 3. 18. %
“Unto them that 1001& for him shall he appear the second:

time WITHOUT $1¥, unto salvatien.” (Heb. 9. 27.) Now-

if the Saviour shall appear the second time withou! siny
what 1s thereby.imipiied, but that his first appcarmg was

In some scnse with sin?  But as he had nonce of his owny

W must have been by imprutation,

"Fhat our justification is in. consideration of the righs-
eousness of Christ imprured, as the meritorious ground,
and by faztlr a5 the instruniental cause of it, is, in my
view, the plain scriptural doetrine of justifiaction by
fa:th. A few texts from anvong hundreds may suffice to
prove the dectrine: “Thisis the heri 1tage of the scrvants
of the Lord, and their righteousness is or mr, saith the
Lord ? (s 54. 17.) “In the Lord shall all the sced of
¥srael 8w susTIrinD, and shall glory.” (Isa. 4s. 25.)

* Doddrdige’s. Lec.val, 2d. f1. 209.
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“«For he hath 'made him to be sin for us, wha koew ne
siny that we mwht be MADE THE RIGHTEOUSNESS OF
(ioDp 1N HIM.S (2 Cor. 5.21.) «And be found in Ain, not
k.'wme' on mine own rightceusness, which is of the Iaw,
but that which is throu gh the faith or C HRI 7Ty the
ricuTEOvsNESs Which is or Gop »y FarTa.” (Phil. 3,
5. “Even the righteousness of €vod which is by faith
of Jesns Christ unro Atk and urow Ary them that be-
lieve.” (Rem73. 22.) “Wio of God is'made unto us wis-
dem ahd RI G*{\'rr’ouswnse,” &c. (¥ Cor. 1. 30.) Buttlis,
vou say,%will also prove 1mputcd wisdom, aanct..ﬁcatlon,
?'-'udemptm'm, strength, sa.xatlon, hopg;"’ &c. . There
might.be some weight in this old ocbjection wi: ich you-
um'ﬁowed from Dr, W ‘hitby, if. this were the only pas-
rore of scripture by which they, who hold imputed
1 rrhtcousue%, support their doctrine; if there weve any
cther passages in the sacred oracles, which even scem’
to countenance the notion of  imputed wisdom, &c. and
i'the nature of the case were not essentially different.
Anc-iher may pay my debt, and also allow me to receive

wages which he bas earned; thus' his payment and
his libor are set down to my account, or imputed to me
for my adequate advantage: but who-can have msdom,
he?]th, strengthy or i berty,bv imputation?

The doctrine of surety-ship, you say, is ccmmeon to
the three schemes which yeu have examined, and is
“supparted by two amnmrms. The doctrine being
“gupperted,” if it were eniy by one argument, this would
be sufficient. But let vs see vour opposition.  Heb. 7.
,2:7 «By sc much was Jesus made a surety of a better
testament.”-—4I need only semark, that in this.text only
15 he called surety, but hére ke is called the surety ofa
tutament, and not of mankind; therefore the text is not

u point.” p. 70. - But, pray sify terry a little, ard be pot
so hasty to run away from this first pillar, which surely
deserves more attention, seeing there are but two orly
to support the system.. A suréty or sfionsor (engguas
is'one who' draws nigh, undertakes or premises. and

hound for anether, either to €6 or pay that for him which
he carnot, or will not do er pay E)r himself; It is dne
who engages for ancther, that the abligations which~he
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is undershall be one way or other answered. * A resta-
ment is the authentic signification of a man’s last will,
with regard to the disposal of his property, and always
implies legacies therein contained, and legatees who are
to be the receivers: Italso implies the death of the zes-
tator as necessary to. give it eftect,.accarding to the uni-
versal law and custom. of all nations. Now in the text
wnder censideration, Christ is called a swxezy of a better
kestament, .o covenant, as it may be properly rendered,
and as the apostle uses the same word in ether places
where it 1s so translated. Christ as /e surety. of this
covenant in behalf of his people, engaged to.do: every
thing necessary to make their restoration to.the-divine
favor consistent with the perfections of. deity;. and the-
rectitude of his moral administration; he engaged:also to
purchage for them all the blessings of grace and glory,
¢Heb. 9. 15.).and also.to furnish themr with all these sup-
plies of his spirit and grace, through the merit of hise
blood, which, should be necessary to repnew and sanctify
them, to bring -them. to faith and repentance,. to enable:
them to fulfil those duties of the covenant that should
be incumbent on thef, and to. prevent their violating
its sacred honds, and defeating their interest in. it, by
wilful disobedience and utter apostacy,through the pre-
valency of temptation or: indwelling corruptions, by
which they would miscarry if left to. themselves,
As man can approach his God only in a covenant rela-
tien—as in this way only he can partake the divine favor
%{l blessing—and as, in. himself, being a. weak. and-sin-
fui greature—such a surety for us to God as is the friend.
of sinners, appears the mose reasonable and necessary,
and by nomeans detracts fronsthe honor of the divine ma-
jesty; but in the-whole plan, God is.¢xalted, the sinner s,
humbled, and holiness promoted.* What idea can you,,
pr gny persen, have of a 8147’65’;/!*170{ a testament contain--
ing Jegacies; the rich legacies.of the festator, whose:
hwill and testament was sealed with dlood too, and at. the:
same time exclude -htiman beings fromxthe benefits of
his:surctyship, and frets that heavenly inheritance whigh:
he- has.bequeathed. with all itg richest blessings. to, the:
beirs, of promisé?. - Lo nh P W sianel y; yehetie. human
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beings have ne concern, is too absund and ridiculous te
he admitted by any man in his sober senses.

«The second argdment for surctyship, vou sayy is
drawn from the Greek prepositions hupier and enti, ag
signifying in the reom or sreed ¢f.  In your oppésition
to thls, snd in order to cxtricate yourself from the shaek?e
fes ol scripture langnage, yon have furnished us with'a
specimen of criticism the most trifling, irvelevant, ang
nonser.sical, that perbaps can be found 1n any page of anf
book, hnbldes your own. 'Fhough it be frequently saif
‘in scriptare that Christ died FoR ws, FOR our sins, &e.
yet this must not 51gn1fy in our room, or instead of us
or as a subsritute for us; which is the sgme old story of
Sykes, Priestly, and H Taylor, who long before you
huirted up, and minutely examined 'all the passhges‘in
the New Testament in which the preposition for is in-.
troduced; which they say amounts to no more than ‘dy:
ing em our account, or for our bencfit, but not instead of
us. Any shiftor turn it seems will do Secinian writers,
in order to do away the lzazqful doctrme of Chust’s sub-
alirution. ‘ LY

The word far, or the Greek words anti, huper, dis,
freri, of which it is the translation, admitting of different
senses; may of course be différently applied, accordm%
to the nature of the subject, and yet the docsrine rema
unchanged. Thus it might be perfectly proper to say,
that Christ suffered instead of us, although it would be
absurd to say, that he suffered instead of ous offences.
Had you been candid or discerning enough 1o have ol
served this distinctien; you might have saved yourseﬂ‘ the
jnNnecessary trouble of foisting ‘in s6 many 1mpert1neﬂt
and irrelevant crmmsms, and the only inference that yé&
could with justice have drawn from all the places enu-
merated, is, that the word Jor does not necessarily imply
substitution in e these ,passages. ‘But on the other
hand, that it does nof xmply it in @7y, can by no means be
contended: .the word Auper, bein g admitted to have that
force frequently in its'common application; and this is
put béyond the shadow of a dotubt from the language of
the apostle. Rom. 5. 7, & For scarcely (huper) fora
tighteous man ‘will one die: yet peradventure (hupier )
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Jor a good man some would even dave to die.  But God
comr'nendeth his love towards us, in that while we were
yet sinners, Cht'ist died (Juper) for us. To deny that
the word for, in these verses means substitution would
be an outrage on common sense.  In Jike manner, (2
Sam. 18. 33.) when David saith concerning Absalom,
tis doe ton thanaton mou anti sou, there is clearly ex-
pressed David’s wish that %is death had been #usrcad of
Absalom’s. Many quotations can be made from Greel
authors, particularly from Xenophon, where the word
huper does unequivocally imply a vicertous death, wid
as such they understood it. But the scriptures are
sufficiently explicit on this subjcct—Carist died for
(instead of) the ungodiy—IWhile we were yet siners
Christ died for (instead of) us—JZor Christ hath suffered
the just for (instead of) the wujust.  The son of man
came to give himself a rasom fur (instead of) many—
Who gave himself a ransom for {instead of) e/t On
texts so plain, it would be insulting the understanding to
comment. The doctrine of substitution stands im-
moveable as the basis of the humble christian’s hope;
fixed on that rock, he looks with mingled pity and con-
tempt upon the puny efforis of the enemies of the cross,
with all the pigmy race of yestercay critics, to demolish
that foundation against which the gates of hell shali not
prevail. When I Jook at your attempts to destroy this
fundamental doctrine by lengthened criticisms on
(irock prefositions, and such little words, of various
significations, according to the §ubjects with which they
are connected, I cannot help thinking all the while of
the viper in the fable, grawing the file; and I have no
doubt but the result will amount to about the same.
Suffer an observation or two more, and T will have
done with this long Jetter. Inyour fermer rare and val-
uable productions, you prono_urzccd aloncmaent and re-
-eneration to be the same: and for this you were so se-
verely handled by your antagonist that you have not ven-
tured it in your late production; but in the room of the
word regeneration, you haye subst-ltuted the word union
—a word not once named in the bible. To shew the ab-
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surdity of thus confounding terms, as synonimous arg
convertible, we nced only to recite a few passages of
scripture, adopting the word union, instead of atoncment,
reconciliation and propitiation, all which, in your theory,
mean the same thing. Dan. 9. 24, Seventy weeks are
determined, &c. tomake union for iniguity!—John2. 2, He
i5 the wnion for our sins; and net for curs only, but alse
for the sins of wie whole word.—And 4. 10. And sent his
son to be the wnisn for our sins—-Ieb. 2. 17. A merci-
{ul and faithful high priest to make union for the sins of
ti.e prople~Exod. 30. 10. And Aaron shall make a
wxivn upon the herns of it [the altar] once in 2 vear with
the biced of the sin-offering of wxisns. And thou shalt
take the wrnisn moncey of the children of Isracl—ver, 16,
srei this specimen, it is quite observable the absurdity
and nonsense into which yeu are driven at every step in
a departure from the plain road of truth and scund doc-
trine.,

Having in yvour plan of redemption sct aside the sub-
stitution, satisfaction and suretyvightcousness of Jesus
Christ, the sinner of course is to receive pardon and for-
givencss upon his refieniance, witheut reference to, and
irresprective of the merizs and righteonsness of Chetsto—
Fhis 13 necessary, to make ashew of consistency m the
scheme=it is what all Sccinfans maintain, and what is
ambiguously st forth and covertly maintained in your
address from p. Z7 to 79, The sufficency of repentance
to ensure pardon, without cxpiatory sacrifice {or gin. and
without reference to the meric of Christ as the vicarious
medium of forgiveness, is what I presame yvou will net
call a false charge. This is what you believe, and what
runs through the whele of your book. But it may not ¥
impertinent to inquire, i what waey this repentance is
Jikely to be brought about?  ¥our reply is: “Fhe good-
ness of God leads to repentance—this goodness of Ged
is eminently scen in €hrict crucified and in the gospel.”
€hrist crucified for what? To make an expiatory atones
ment? to satisfy law and justice? as the sinner’s substi-
tute and surety? No: This is all denied in your scheme.
What then? Mevely as a witacss to afford an evidence
or token of Geod’s goddness and love to sinners: Some-
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thing like t‘e_xe conduct of the young Turks at Cyprus;—
v.'hep onc wishes to obtain a wife, he walks in the garden
of his mlstrcsrf;, 'makcs a great many gestures, and cuts
and slz_lshcs his breast with a knife until the blood runs
plentifully, which he exhibits before her window as an
cxpression or token of his great regard for, and love to
her.  So the death of Christ was not in a way of cxpia-
tion or satisfaction, but only an cxpression or token of
God’s great love to sinners. This must melt them down
~—this must lead them to repentance——The law being
destroyed,—its political curse abolished——the sinner be-
ing onlv mortal, not depraved in soul, or dead in six and
iniguity—not néeding the agency of the Divine Spirit in
regeneration and faith, he is only to read the gospel, lock
ai the cross, melt down at this display of love and good-
ness, ask forgiveness of God as a penitent, and receive
pardon and justification in his own name and persen, and
not, as the pious have generally thought and believed,
tarough Christ’s rightecusness imfiuted, nor for his
name’s sake. s the bare declaration that God will for-
give the repentant sinner, suflicient to insure his amend-
Tient, or rouse him from the apathy of habitual trans-
gression? Or is it not rather calculated to render him
easy under guilt, from the facility of reconciliation? If
pardon of sin can be obtained by repentance wirhout sat-
1 action or atonement in a way of expiation, it may be
inguired, whether you have such good news for fallen
angels? What can hinder their redemption on this plan
more than that of fallen men? Doubtless this doctrine of
forgiveness without satisfaction, otherwise than by re-
pentance, would be such glad tidings to those fallen spi-
rits, that hell itself would rescund with shouts and jubi-
Jant songs at this declaration of Ged’s goodness and mer-
(v, and the facility of reconciliation. But were even this
supposed, still it may be inquired, how such doctrine can
aiVord any relief in the case of fallen man, who is natur-
ally incafublc of a true repentance by any power of his
own, cven as much so ad of making a strict and adequate
atonement? IHave we not had abundant experience of
what man can do, when left to his own exertions, to be

cured of such v and iile fancies? What e the Listo-
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ry of man, from the creation to the time ol Christ, bat
» contimued trial of his natural strength? And what hag
been the morafl of that histery, but that mai is strong,
oniy as he feels himself weak?  strong, only as he feels
that his nature is corrupt, and from a consciousncss of
that corruption, is led to place his whole retiance upon
Giod?  But to supposc, as you de, that faith and repent-
apce are all that can be necessary in ordes to forgiveness,
and which the sinner can exercise at any moment when
he shall please to exert his power—that men are Justifi-
ed on the ground of personal merit, or because they are
actually righteous, and not impuetatively so—that in God
there is nothing like wrath, vengeance or indignation a-
gainst the ungodiy,—I say, to suppose all this, and much
more that might be mentioned. is at once to renounce
christianity and turn deist. That your principles are
virtually deistical, and strongly tend that way, is evident
upoen comparison, and also from the general cry of “en-
corey encore,’” when they hear you and your partizans
preach, and from the smiles your book receives from
them while perusing its contents. «TFell me with whom
you be, and I will tell you who you are.” When infidejs
love doctrines, be assured they are not the doctrines of
Christ or his disciples. To the same purpoese ts the o-
pinion of the evangelical Roland Hill. “Fo setnup a me-
diator without a sarigfuction; to talk of sanctification
without a propitiation for sin: to approach to God, but
hat as deing reconciled by the biood of the cross, is only
Peism in disguise, and has all the essence of denving
Jesus Christ come in the flesh.””* '
t am, &e.

* Pulpit and Desk, p. 130.
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LETTER VL

Un Human Depravity, Regeneration, and
Fuith.

i

Then proud, poor waorm,
Conceived in sins, offending from thy vouth,

In cvery Point transgressor of the fan'’

07 righteousness, of merit towards (God

Drcam if thou canst; or madman if thou arty
Stand on that plea for heaven, and be undene,”
Young.

DEAR SIR,

BY the full of the first parents of mankind, it is
quite evident that human nature lost its virtue; sin enter-
ed into the world, and men are now found to be ina state
of impenitent ungodliness. That 2ll mankind are in a
state of rotal defiravity and sin, is a truth cicarly reveal-
ed in the Holy Scriptures. The great questions are-—
In what does this depravity consist? and how are the se-
veral powcers and faculties of the mind affected by it?
In answering this question, I shall endcavour to be
short, as my intention thereby is, to open the way to a
more plain and explicit statcinent of what I conceive to
be the scriptural doctrine of the Spirid’s operations in re-
generation and saving faith, and which is intended as a
general answer to what you have written on those sub-
jects; in which there appears, as usual, so much ambi-
guily and contradiction, that I have chosen this 1'neth_od,
rather than that zigzag course, which would be inevita-
ble, were 1 to notice in a formal manner every thing ob-
jectionable.
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The understanding is that capacity in man by which
he perceives truth, and judges of the relation between
different truths.  The will1s that power of the rational
mind by which it chooses or refuses, receives or rejects
cuch truths as are perceived or known by the under-
standing. ‘The Arart most commonly denotes the will
and gffeccicns.  llence the heart, the will and affections
arc used, in most moral and evangelical discourses, as
words of the same meaning. An holy will is an holy
heart, and an Loly heart flows out in holy affections to-
wards holy objects. The reverse is the case of an-un-
hely heart, or unrenewed will.

The conclusion to be drawn from thesc cbservations is
simiple and easy, namely: That the primary secat of de-
pravity is In tiie heart, will, or affcctions; so that if
ti:is be made right, a rectification of whatever is wrong
1n any other power or faculty of the mind, will of course
follow. This depravity is so essentially seated in the
Leart, that no kind of address or acting on the other fac-
ulties, wiil remove sin from the soul. It hence appears,
that human depravity doth net originate in the under
>anding or natural intellect, but hath its primary seat
in the #eare.  Here it entered—here it reigns—and from
this fountuin it corrupts-the whole man, soul and body.

The depravity of man is described in the scripturcs
by ignorance, darkness, and blindness. By this is not
meant doctrinal ignorance, or any incapacity in the natu-
ral inteliect to perceive truth; for holy and unholy men
can both perceive the truth or falsehood of propositions
which are placed before the understanding. Thev can
receive evidence, and infer one truth from another. This
is 2 natural operation of the mind, the powers of which
were not destroyed by the apostacy; and neither proves
the existence, or éhe wapnt of holiness. 1If men had not
the natural powcer of understanding and receiving doc-
trinal knowledge, they could not be charged with trans-
gression.  Christ told the Jews, “Ye have both seen and
#ated me and my Father.—If I had not come and spoke
o you, ye had not had sin, biit now ye have no cloak for
your sin.”>  Both these refer to doctrinal knowledge; and
the persons who sew and who Aserd Christ speak, were
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n th_e depth of that blindness which is eszentiad to de-
pravity.  1f depravity consisted in doctrinal ignorance,
then 1t might be removed by the instituted means of in-
struction. It is readily acknowledged that means, as
theyare gencrally cailed, may instruct and act powertuily
on the understanding to give doctrinal light, as appears
irom the case of Herod, IFelix, Agrippa, and thousands
who live under the gospel withoutreligion. '{"hey fix our
attention; set the character and law of God before us;
make ys acquainted with our own character and wants,
and with the nature and consequences of holiness and sing
and generally, give doctrinal information: but beyond this,
it is not conceived they have any power; this is the whole
of their cfficacy—the whole for which they were ap-
pointed by a wise God.

There is an esscntlal difference Gotween doctrinal and
sfuritueal light. The one may see the truth by means of
evidence presented to the understanding; and wizen secn
it may appear either glorious or hateful, according
to the moral state of the heart. The other is see-
ing the glory, amiableness, excellence, and loveliness
of truth; and such a view or state implies a good heart.
T'here is likewise an essential difference between doc-
trinal and spiritual ignorance. The one mdy be remo-
ved by the instituted means of instruction; the other can
only be removed by the power of God renewing the
heart, which he effects,not by a revelation of truth which
was before unseen by the understanding, or by giving
any new power to the perceiving faculty; but solely by
changing the heart. If‘all the difficulty of the sinner’s
regeneration lay in the understanding, then by a little
industry he could regencrate, himself; or, to use vour
own words: “A sinner can believe prior to this mternal
work;” that is, che internal work of the spirit, which
seems on your plan to have nothing to do with the sin-
ner until efrer he becomos a true believer in Jesus
Christ: In other words, your christian is an wnregene-
rate belicver, the change is merely intellectual, and the
wholc of what you have advanced on these subjecis gocs
to tine denial of the sin of haman nature, and, by a meto-
mymical construction, exchides the doctrine of original



83

epravity, and supposes man only became mortal in ton-
sequence of Adam’s sin.

From the foregoing observations, let it not be under-
stood as though 4 contended to hold forth the idea that
4here is as much deoctrinal light among sinneyrs, as there
would be if they were holy. ‘The indulgence of intem.
perate lusts, by injuring the body, may encrvate the
mind and the vigor of the natural understanding.  Also,
by the opposition of their hearts to trath, they are indis.
posed to seck for it; they neglect means, and do pot stu-
«ly to be informed, It was the heart which apostatlud,
and consequently the: understanding became dark.
Doubtless then, when the heart is made better by regen.
erating grace, it will be more disposed to those truths
presented to the understanding, by which the mental
capacity will be much improved. But that there may
e, and often is, great doctrinal light, or speculative
knpwledge, in the head, while the heart 1s destifute of
love to God, there can be no doubt; experience and ob-
servation prove it every day; and an inference from the
apostle’s declaration confirms it: “Though I have the
gift of prophecy, and understand all mysteries and all
knowjedge; and though I have ell faith, so that I conld
remove mountains, and have not charity,” or divine love,
“] am nothing.” (1 Cor. 13.2.) The way is now pre-
pared for a fair and candid inquiry respecting the nature
of divine regeneration,

A twofold inquiry here presents jtself: In what does
regeneration consist—and how is it effected? In at
tempting to give an answer I shall be as plain and suc-
cinct as passible; observing by the way that the doc-
trines of fotal depravity and regeneration stand or fall te-
gether, as the latter cannét be supposed to have any
existence without the former.

In describing this change, the word of God makes
pse of the highest expressions, denoting both the spe-
gial power and action of God, and the newness of the
thing produced. It is called a new birth—a new heart
~=3 NEWwW creation, with a multitude of other expressmns.
the stmngest possible, dencting the immediate agency
of Geod in the production of a new moral printiple, or 3
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gew heast, “For we arc his work manship ereated in
Christ Jesus unto good warks.” From these words it
is evident that in this changu there is something produ~
ced or created which the sinner was totally destitute of
before. Dy this entire ncw crearion is not to be under-
stod the super-addition of any new faculty to the mind,
or member to the body. These thingsare not totally want.
ing in all men by nature, norare they the things created
anew inregencration. Neitherthe capacity of understand-
ing, nor the facuity or power of willing, requisite to formul
agency, were lost or destroyed by the fall—not the Sae-

ey, but the rectitude of the will was lost; consequently
these powers or capacities are not created 1N regenera-
tion. Itismnot that mental sense, called in scripture cons
seience, which is common to all men, that is any part of
the new creation in question.  Nor is it the madification
of any moral principle, which previously ‘existed in the
mind; but the production of one that is entirely new.
s«Human nature i its deepest depravity,” says one, “is
not so sunk—so perfeetly annihilated as to nced a new
creation of any of those powers of senzes necessary to
constitute man a rational, voluntary, and corscious as
gent.””  But something more is necessary—a something
ot which the unreqeuarata are as completely and totally
destitute as. any fallen spirit whatever; namely: 2 holy
temper of heart, or a good dishiosition, 'This we suppose
fo be wholly wanting in mmankind !y nature, &s hoing
born of the fiesh; and to be tae thing creased ?‘arlzm![.f
anew; when any are born of the Spirit. A man will net,
and cannotact right so long as he 1s not 50 disfiosed; how-
ever capable he may be of willing and acting agreeably
to his own mind, ®The vile person will speak viliainyy
and his-heart wi?f work iniquity. A corrupttree cannol
bving forth good fruit. But this new prmc")le-—-trul'
disfiosition, We SUPPOSE, is the thing, the only thiny
which 1s properly created in regeneration.

«The heart, or the will and aﬂectvon are the seat of
this change; therctore, the increase of doctrmal or spec-
alative knowlcdﬂ'ep be the degree ever so great, hath no
tendency to regenerate a person. As has been stated
Before, doctrinal light hath 1 its seat in the understanding,.
and it iscontrary te ml expericncey that more knawledge
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of an chject, to wiich the heart oy wmll 13 frcm ita very

rature opposed, will change the opposition wte love, [f
1he taste of mind be opposeu to the very pature of an ob.
fect, thc- more the object is sven, the more an opposmg
tuste will exert itself—The divice actionin 1'cgcne“atmg
an unholy soul is, therefore, on the hem t, or tae will ang
affections.”

Dr. Witherspoon, in kis admirable treatise on regen.
cratiem, says: “That it may be fully comprehended in
the following things; giving a new direction to the un-
de rst'mchm,, the will, and the affectiass.”  “And m
doubt, he adds, “with respect to every one of these,

there Is a remarkable and sensible ehmvr_. But as the

understanding is a narure! facuity, which becomes geod
ur evil, justas it is applied or cmployed, it would te
scarcely possiqie to Hlusirate the change in it without
introduciisg, at the same time, a view of the dishosition
and tendency of the heart and affections.”  Without
this, it dees net appear how it can be properly consider-
ed-as a change of a moral or spiritual nature. Presi-
dent Davies says, Tt is the implantation of the seeds or
principles of every grace or virtuc in a heart that was
entirely destitute of them, and full of sin; and that the
new birth i nnp iles a great change in the vxew , the tem-
per, the practice, and state of tie sinner.

lhe next thing now to be considered is, how this
great change is effected.  And here it must be granted
on all hands, that the manacr of divine acting in this in-
stance of ercvution, is as much above our co*mcepti’on, as
it was I the creation of the world.  Only the offects of
this agency are made sensible to the personwho bath ex-
perienced it.  He finds i himselif a new temper——new
feclings toward moral ohiectq He hath not done it him-
gelf, ©The wind blowcth where 1t listetn, Scc. but theu
canst not tell whence it cometh, or whither it goeth; so
is every one that is born of the Spirit.”” That is, the
maaner of divine actmq is unknown, the moment of ui-
vine acting unpc*‘celut the creature is pdS%Lve in his
chanee; but by the effects of it he knows that it hath
happendd.
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The seriptutes arc expilicit in ascribifig the production:
of this principle “to the direcs or immediate agency of
God on the human mind. “Blessed art thou Simon Bar-
jona; for flesh and blood hath nof revealed it unto-thee,
bt my Father which is in heaven.” “Which were born,.
not of Liood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor the will of
nian, but of God.”” Now when we say, that this divine
and supernatuval principle is immedintely imparted to
the souly by the direct ageney of God, and not obtained
by natural means, #it is not intended *1at the natural
faculties are not made use of in it. They are the sud-
Ject of this change, and that in such a manner, that they
are not merely passive but-active in it; the acts-and ex-
crcises of a man’s understanding are concerned and made
use of in it. God, in communicating this divine princi-
ple to the soul, deals-with man according to"his nature,
or as a rational creatnre, and makes vse of his human
faculties. But yet this change in the heart is. not the-
Jess immediately from (God on that account; though the
faculties are made use of, it 1s as the subject, and not as
the cause.  As thie use that we make of our eyes in be-
nolding various objects when the sun arises, 1s not the
cause of the light that discovers those objects to us, but
they are the subject of the light which is nevertheless
immediately from that lumineus body.. -

Noris it intended that outward means have no goncern’
in this reatter. Itig not in this-affair, as it is in inspi-
ration, where new truths are suggested; for by this
change there is only given a due apprehension of ths
same truths that are revealed in the word of God; and
therefore it is not given ofdinarily” without the word;
but this is made use of as a glass through which this
divine light is conveyed 16 us, when God by adirect a-
gency of his Holy Spirit shin‘es_' nito the heart, by-which
it is qualificd for secing “the light of the knowledge of
thic glory of God, inthe face of Jesus Christ.” Tl‘u:q light,
is the light of the glorious gosp_el,‘ but if not sfritunily
discerned, it may shinc in darkness and not be cuinpre-
Kénded. But farther, e

When it is said this divn_le principle is given umedi-
azcly by CGedy and not obtained by natural means, icre-

H?2



by is intended, that it 1s given by God without o ing-
use of any means that operate by theiy own power, or a
natural force. God makes use of mcans, but not as me-
diate causes to produce this etfect.  There cannot pos-
sibly be any second causes of it. 'The word is only made
use of to convey to the mind the subject matter of this.
savingr instruction, which indeed it docs by nataral force
or influence. It conveys to our mind sueh and such doc-
trines; it is the cause of the notive of them in our heads,
but not of the cense of the divine excellency of them in
our kearts.  Admitting thata person cannot have spirit-
ual light witheut the word, yet that does not argue, that
the word properly causes the light. Admitting also
that the mind cannot see the excellency of any doctrine,
until that doctrine »e first in the mind, vet that does not
imply, that the seeing the excellency of the doctrine,.
may net be immediazely from the Spirit of Gaod; though
the conveying of it may be by the word. As for in-
stance, that notion that there is a Christ, and that he is
holy and gracious, is conveyed to the mind by the word:
but the sense of the excellency of Christ, by reason of
that holiness and grace, is nevertheless immediutely the
work of the Holy Spirit.”™*

But it 1s urged that this work is actually effécted by
the power of means;—that we are begotten through the
gospel—awith the word of truchyand by the word of God.

To me there appears no difficulty in understanding
these passages te mean only that regeneration is by the
word, as other other supernarural works are represent-
¢d to have becn wrought by men and mcans. That Geod
docs ordinarily change the hearts of men, under the dis-
pensation of the word of truth, is 1eadi1y granted; but
that a new heart 1s given te them by the power of the
word, these texts,we apprehend, do not determine. Iize-
kiel was directed to prophecy over a valley of dry bones,
and to say unto them, 4O ye dry bones, hear the word of”
the Lord ¥ He was again commanded to plophf‘c‘ to the
wind, and to say, «Came from the four winds Q, breath,.
aud breathe upon these slain that they may live." And

*Edwards’ Works, ved 8. 4. 5075
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while he was prophecying “the breath carde into them,
fmd they lived and stood up upon their feer, an exceed-
Ing great army.” Now will any one undertake to explaln
philosophically, hew all this was effected by the pro-
phel’s voice, or by the force of what he said? No one
will imagine but that such an event as was represcnted
in this vision, must have been as perfectly supernatural
as if there had been no prophecying nor any prophet in
the case. And no more need we suppose that it is in the
power of preaching to give spiritual life to souls dcad
in sin, because we read of men’s being bagotten through
the. gospel, and born egain by the word. Most of the su-
pernatural works recerded in the seriptures both of the
0ld and New Testanment, are represented to have heen
wrought in consequence of certain words and actions of
men: and should the very particles of speeeh be insist-
ed on, instances are not wanting in which the most un-
disputed miracles arc expressly said to be done by men,
and through the instrumentality of means. Acts 5. 1.
“By the hands of the Apostles were many signs and won-
ders wrought among the people.” And in Acts 8. 18
“Phrough the laying on of the hands of the Apostles the
Holy Ghost was given.” And Acts 19. 2. “God wrought
apecial miracles. by the hand of Paul.” In sucha sense
as this, it is not denied that sioners are regenerated by
the means of grace, and through thé ministry ef the
word. In this sense Paul'might truly say, he had begot-
ten the believing Corinthians through the gospel; though
the operation of God in giving them a right spirit was
ever so properly supernataral. This answer to the ob-
jection grounded on such texts as the feregoing, ap-
pears to me quite sufficient and unexceptionable.

«If it be true that man is by nature totally depraved in
the spirit of his mind, it is a plain case that the begin-
ning of lioliness in him, can be vo otherwise than by anew
creation. When spiritual life is once begun m the soul,
in however low a degree, it may be preserved and in-
creased by meral mcans, as well as any plant or animal
can be Lept alive and made to grow by natural means.
Wut the jirst production of the radical principles of this
Life, can no more be the effect of a segond cause, thanthe



42

first root or secd of any plant or tree could have beew
produced by rain, sun-shine,and cultivation.””*

T'o all this one would think you would have no abjec-
tion, when vou have asscrted that “the whole work of
regeoeration and salvation fron‘n'sih, is the work of the
op;mt-—t}nt God ‘3"gm~s, carrics on, and perfects the-
whole work, 'md that it is a work infinitely beyond the
power of man.” p. 85, This scems like coming to the
point; but in several pages afterwards we find 1t again
and again repeated that faith precedes the work of the
bpmt in us—that we must believe the bible as contain.
ing the truths of heaven, and shus come to God and ask,
and he will give the Holy Spirity &c. The man isafrue
delievery it seems, befure he comes to God, and before he
asks for the Holy Spirit! ITow this can accord with
God’s “beginning™ the work of salvation, its being alss
“the work of the Spirit,’ and inseparably connected with
fnith, [ leave to others better skilled in reconciling con-

iradictions and making crueked things straight than {
am,

Having shewn that regeneration is the beginning of ail

that moral conformity te God, which 1s the true prepara-
tion for heaven and its blebsecmess ~—that it is.the bcgin-
ring of spiritval life in the soul, and that change from
which Acfy exercises proceed; the way is-prepared for
the constderation of thie nature of saving faith. There
1s a difference between regenerdation aind fdith., In the
xirst, there is given a new remficr, a new disfiosition, or
a new Acars. The other 18 an exercise of that new heart.
In this view of the case the Apostles language is quite
plain: “With the HEART man belicveth unto righteous-
ness.”” But surely not-with an wnregenerate heart! In
regreneration we are frassive, and recetve from God sub-
sectively; but faith implies ectivity, or something done;
and is not a mere passive conviction of any truth whatev-
er; it is a turning to God, receiving or rmbracirzg Christ;
and may properly be cd}edfhe first act of the soul, which
covenants with God through Christ.

* Se¢ Dr. Smalley’s Sermon on Regeneration.
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W G are told, that ge Gy as received Christ, to them
guve e porcer to became the sons of God, even to them
thal o_ei-zeve en kis name.” John 1,12, 'T'he next verse
Cuscribes these persons by the change of their hearts:
“H hiich were born, not of blood, nor of the will of the
Fleshy mor of the will of man, but of God.””  This teach-
¢s us plainly that none but regenerated persons have re-
ceived Christ and become the sons of God, so as to re-
ceive eternal life.  The first of these two verses you
euoted to prove that faith precedes regeneration. p. 87.
¥iat why you omitted the sccond, which finishes the sub.
ject, and gives us to understand what sort of persons
they are who reccive Christ, er believe on his name,
cannot be well accounted for. Certain it is, that no pas-
sage in the Bible more directly proves the ‘contrary of
what you have asserted. Let any one read the 12th
verse, and then ask the question, who were they that
recelved Christ, or believed on his name? He will find
the answer in the 13th, which evidently shews that re-
gencration in natural order Is frior to faith,—but as to
timc they are cotemporary. You say: “Faith depends
rot on the will, inclination, or disposition, but on testi-
mony.” And what does this amount to, but the mere as-
sent of the natural understanding, which is all the faith
-that thousands have, who never embrace the Saviour? It
also implies that 2 man may be a believer in Jesus Christ
without being willing, inclined, or disposed to believe.
¥our illustration is as carfous as your position: “«Were
I “rom home, and a messenger should come and inform
ine that my wife was dead, I should believe it; not be-
tause I was willing, but because of the testimony of the
riessenger.” I answer: In this ease there is just as great
« difference between the object of your faith prescnted
Ly the messenger, and that presented in the gospel, as:
there is between a dead wife and a living Saviour; and
the analogy is just about as appropriate. Tt is also ve-
v evident that you have all along on this subject made
1o distinction between the warrent and the nacure of
faith, which are as differentas the cesiimony of your mes-
sunger and the exercise of._Y(‘)ur mind upon that testimo-
r y—ebserving, by the Way, that therc i1s as much differ-
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ernce respecting the warrant afforded by the ITTEssengor,
and the exercise of your mind abeut vour wife, and that
afforded in the gospel, with the proper exercise of mind
comnected with it, as there is between things merely
physical or natural, and those that are moral or spiritual.
And the inference is, that your faith in the Saviour,
without will, inclination er disposition, has abeut as much
holiness and religion in it as your belief in the death of
vour wife: '

To prove further that faith precedes regeneration,and
that it inciudes nothing pertaining to the will, we mees
with the following unhallowed assertion in p. 91: «The
scriptures assert that Ged justifieth the ungodly that be-
lieve; for none but believers are justified—Therefore
the ungodly sinner does-helieve,” But, God be praised,
the scriptures say nosuch thing. Such a conclusion is
worthy of yourself, and shews to what Iengths. a man wiil
go in 2 bad cause. It is granted that God is-said to jus-
tify the ungodly; butis the Believer who only is justi-
fied, altogether and in every sense ungodly and unrege-
nerate at the time of 'his justification? s this the exise-
ing cheracrer of an actual believer? Or 1s the term wun-
&978; ased only to describe the eharaster the sinner sus-
tains antecodent to his justification, both in the account
of the lnwgiver of the worid, and in his own account? If
there be any meaning in your statement, you certainly do-
consider the term wngodly as denoting the existing state
of m:ind in a heliever at the time of, and not antecedent
to, his justification. In this, however, you are consist-
eat with yourself, however inconsistent you may be with
the seripturcs. In confining fuith to the understand-
mg you was aware that you disowned its having any
thing in it, as pertaining to the will; which would have
overturned your schems, that decs not admit of any
thing holy orspiritual in the exzrcise of faith, and ex-
cludes the idea of its being a duty. Al duty, Lowever,
comes under the influcnce of the will—But faith is a
duty,— T hercfore faith comes uader the influcnce of the
will,

1t fuith may be merely light in the understanding, un-
builef mustbe.the absence of light; and i the former-in-
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cluce nothing pertaining to the will, neither dees the
latter. Lo say that thuug]} unbelief contain a veluntary
rejection of the truth, yet faith contains no voluntary re-
ception of it, is saying that belief and unbelief ave not
opposites; which is equal te denying a self-evident pro-
position. 1f ome be purely intellectual, so is the others
and as there 1s no obedience in the first, there is no dis-
oroilience 1 the last.  But faith isa duty. Itis enjoit-
=@ by the high authority of God: ' Lhis is his eomnrand-
ment, That we shouid believe on the nawme of his Son Je-
sus Christ.” (1 John 3. 28.) But there is no such thing
in the universe as obedience, where the heart or will has
no concein, and if believing on the name of Jesus Christ
be not a true and proper obedience to this command,
it cannot be truly and properly obeyed at all. Butif it
be a true and proper obedience, and yet faith be a
merely physical or intellectual act in which the will is
not concerned, as you suppose, then there may be a phy-
sical, intellectual, involuntary obedience, which is ab-
surd.

~ Sincerity is a property of the heart; but cannot belong
to the intellect. With propriety we speak of sincere
choice, desire, affection, inclination, &c. But it would
be nonsense to talk of sincere apprehension, reasoning,
Jjudgment, or recallection. Yet we find that sincerity is
a character of that faith which saves the soul. The a-
postle in two different places calls it unfeigned or sin-
cere faith. Heunce it appears that faith is a voluntary
exercise; and being the exercise of a renewed heart, as
bas been stated, I may add that faith which is saving, or
justifj(rjing. is a holy exercise, which was the thing to be

roved.
" That saving faith is something more thon merely the
simple act or assent of the understanding, is evident be-
cause of its being held forth in the scriptures (see Rom. 6.
17. and 10. 16.) as obeying the gospel, and ebeying the
doctrine from the heart. There may be a strong assent,
or belief of divine things in the understanding, and yet
the heart remain at enmily against God- '_This is proved
to us every day by our neighbours and friends who at-
tend on a preached gospel with us. (see also 1 Cor. 13.2.)
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‘Thaitrue faith, in the seripture sense of it, implies noy
only the exercise or assent of the understanding, but al-
<o the cordial approbation or consent of the heart, is very
evidenut from the word of Ged. <« For with the heart may
belicveth unto righteousress.”  Itis a complex act of the
understanding and the will at the same time, the ope
perceiving and being persuaded of, and the other receiy-
ing or embracing the object presented.  'This Paul tells
us of the plous patriarchs; «These all died in faith;
not having received the promises, but having seen them
atar off, were persuaded of them, and embraced them.”
Heb. 11, 15,

By excluding all exercise of the heart from your notion
of faith, itis no wonder to hear you making the follow-
i unscriptural and dangerous declaration: “The sinner
is dead indeed, but yet he can hear and believe unto ev-
erlasting life.”  Few of your veaders, it is to be hoped,
will believe this.  Certaiuly those who are acquainted
with thesr Bibles and their own hearts will not, ~ Equal-
ly absurd and erroneous is yeur answer to the question,
~How does God give faith®” Your reply is, “Should 1
relate to my neighbour an incident in wmy knowledge,
and he believe me, I surely am the author and giver of
his faith—so God, by bis Son, has given us his word,”
&c. p. 88. But how it that neighbour, being a wicked aud
ill-disposed fellow, having no “will, inclination, or dis-
position” to believe you, should do otherwise, and call
youa liar or-an impostor? What then? Why, truly, by
the same way of reasoning, you are “the author and glv-
er’” of his unbelief. This inference is fair upon the
priticiple of confounding or making no distinction be-
tween the warrant and the nature of faith. The sinner
does not disbelieve for the want of a sufficient warrant
from the word of God to authorise him to put his trust in
the Savior; but because he “wirr no? come unto him that
he might have life2”

I will close tiis suhject with a few extracts from Dr.
Witherspoon’s sermon on faith, which for plainness and
Fcrspicuity, I believe, is not exceeded by any, «Faith,”
he observes, “may be comsidered in two views; its ob-
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jeet and its actings: 1st. The object of faithy that is to
say, the truths to believed: 2d. The “actings of faith;
or what it is to believe these to the saving%f the soul.
Christ Jesus the Saviour, is doubtless the object of faiths
This in its full extent, includes every thing that is re-
vealed in the holy scriptures with respect to his person,
character and work. It may be said indeed, to mmclude
the whole will of God; because every part of this will
has a more remote or immediate reference to him. Inthis
view, the object of faith may be summed up in the fol-
lowing particulars.

1. That we are by nature in a state of sin, alienated
in heart from God, transgressors of his law, and liable to
his wrath. 2. Thai there is no way of recovery from this
ctate but by Christ. Acts 4, 12. Neither is there salva-
tion in any other; for there is none other name undew
heaven given among men whereby we must be saved. 3.
That the pardon of sin, and peace with an offended God;
are freely offered to the chief of sinners;. without money
and without price, through. Christ. 4. And in the last
place, the object of faith is.the power of Christ to renew
our natures, to deliverus from the bondage of ecrruption,
and bring us into the glorious liberty of the children of
God.” These are truths to be believed, and are doubt-
less essential to saving faith. But.many profess to see
and believe all these truths, who nevertheless have ne-
religion. Therefore the question is; whatis it to believe
these things to-the saving of the soul? 1. A firm as-
sent of the understanding to what is revealed of Chrict
in the scriptures; particularly as summed up in the pre--
ceding particulars, namely: That man is in a lost and
helpless state by nature and practice; that Christ is able
to save to the uttermost; and that he hath made effectu-
al provision, both for expiating our guilt and purifying
our hearts. Perhaps many will think that this is easy,
and be ready to say, that they have from their youth giv-
en, and that they deo at this time give entire eredit to the
whole ”  Thus tar many will go, whose faith however is
vain and fruitless. There is more here than they are a-
ware of: it is not enough to give a cold and general as-
sent.to the truths of religion, when they are net coutra-
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dicted. Thercis a great difference between a common
and traditionary belief, which rests in the undestanding,
and that inward and personal conviction which dwells in
the beart. Therefore, I obseive,

2. “That faith implies the consent and approbation’of the
heart to every truth with regard te Christ’s person and
character, and salvation through him.”” FFith the heart
man believeth unto righteousness. Lo every true believ-
er the plan of redemption, appears not- only true, but
wise, reasonable, gracious and necessary. Instead of
faith being only a simple act of the natural understand-
ing to the doctrines of the gospel, it is, as before obsery-
ed, a complex act of the mind, and signifies both assent-
ing and consenting.

5. “In the last pizce, faith implies such a person-
al application of the truths of the gospel as pro-
duceth repose of conscience, and reliance on the
Saviour. Thus the assent of the understanding, the
approbation of the heart, and these jointly producing re-
pose of conscience and peace with God, 1s all that is im-
plied in the actings of faith, or believing in Christ to the
saving of the soul.

As for yourskirmishing ohservations“on Church Gov-
ernment; Party-names, Schism, Heresy,and Shakerism,”
they must go for what they are worth; they affect not the
present controversy respecting the fundamental doctrines
of christianity. And baving the features of railing, car-
icature and banter,. with irrelevant statements and
groundless assertions, I have no inclination fo trouble
you or the world with any thing like a reply to them.
YWhatever may be the fate of this production, 1 can tru-
ly say that I am not without considerable advantage in
the investigation of your sentiments, as thereby 1 have
fuller knowledge of the points of controversy-—see more
clearly the dangerous road of error in which you have
progressed very {ar——and feel more than ever thankful
io God that I have not been left to wander in the same
way. I have not the smallest doubt of your being in er-
ror; and I do sincerely pray that you may yet discern it
before it shailbe toolate, On the doctrine of the trinity you
arg & Sabellian, holding onlv a trinity of names, Onihs
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‘'person and work of Jesus, you are fally in with the Ar.
an and Socinian, who deny the ExpPravory sacrIFICE
and the kEDEZ N ING MEDIAZI0N as viell as theESSENTIAL
Derzr of Jesus Christ. Atonement, propitiation reconci-
liatien, union, ransom, redemption, regeneration, sanctifi-
cation, purging, cleansing, &c. in your account all mean
the same thing—a mere ceremoniel purification, making
God and the sinner at-one. Your faith” has no holiness
in if, excluding every thing like will, inclination, or dis-
Positiong—it 1s merely an intelleetual exercise. Forgive-
ness takes place upon repentance, without reference to
the merit of Christ; and justification upon personal obe-
dience, without reference to his righteousness. I yout
theory be correct, then surely the Bible has been all a-
Tong the best calculated to deceive of any book in the
world; seeing it requires such immense labor, cun-
ning, and criticism, to make it speak-a language entirely
-ifterent from what it has been generally thought to con-
{ain, and on which thousands have triumphantly relied,
living and dying. 1If thre doctrines I advocate be not the
doctrines of the Bible, then the writers thereof discover-
ed great inj udiciousness in the choice of their words, and
adopted a very imcautieus and dangerous style. At all
events, I feel myself on the safe side, having two chances
for your one; for should the stand I liave taken be too
elevated and be found untenable, I have only to come
down to yours, which seems to extend every way for
quantity, and on which I can but rest at last. Rut re-
werse the statement, and the same concluston has no sup-
port. Upon your plan you can only, with any shew of
consistency, censure me for going farther than is neces-
sary, or believing foo much, instead of too little—of
thinking more highly of Jesus Christ and his atonement
than I ought. 'This charge it shali be my boast to bear,
while Iretain my senses, and believe my Bible.

As your book was written for the benefit of others, it
s evident enough to me, that you are not averse to read-
ing authors yourself. 'L'hink itnot impertinent then, if
1 recommend to your serious and candid perusal a few
books, where you may find every peint you have touched
completely answered aud refuted; ov, if you will not be
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o fortunate as to see this, you will at least learn that
the controversy is more than a “war of words,”—that
your sentiments are not new, and that if Arianism, Se-
cinianism, and Pelagianism, come under the appellation
of “heresies,” your production cannoet escape the charge,
being only a repetition or feeble imitation of others of the
same stamp who have gone before you.

For a full and clear exposition of the four essential
aud fundamental principles of the christian scheme;—to
wit, the entire depravity of fallen man; Justification by
Jesus Christ; Sanctification by tae Holy Ghost; and the
doctrine of the Trinity; read «“Middleton’s doctrine of
the Greek Article,” applied to the criticisin and the il-
Lustrations of the New Testament; “Simpson’s Plea for
the Deity of Jesus;”” and ““Magee on the Atonement and
Nacrifice.” Thislastmentioned author I have particularly
and carefully read, and tohim I cheerfully acknowledge
myself muchindebted for assistance in this littlework. He
1s certainly a master workman; his arguments are unan-
swerable; and, especially to the critical reader, his book
is worth'its weight in gold. On these subjects, I also
recommend Robinson’s +Plea for the Divinity of
Christ;” Sewrle’s - Hore Solitarim,’’ ‘“Abbadie,” <« Wit-
eriand,” “Huawlcer,” and “Hey,” on the Divinity of
Christy “Jamieson’s View of the Doctrine of Scripture,
and thie Primitive Faith concerning the Deity of Christ;™
Cwen on “The Glory of Christ’s Person;” Hurrion’s
«Christ Crucified;” <A proof of the true and efernal
Godhead of our Lord Jesus Christ, against modern at-
tacks,” by Dr. Wynperse. This work gained the high-
est prize ot the Hague Society for the defence of Chris-
tiamity in 1792. ‘Lo which may likewise be added,
Bharp’s “Remarks on the use of the definitive Mrticle in
the Greek Teat:” containing many new Proofs of the
Divinity of Christ. . Against the modern. rationalizing
Arians, and self-named Unitanans, alies, Secinians,
read Owen on the Hebrews, abridged by Dr. Williams;
Richie’s Criticism on nitdern notions of sacrifice: Ful-
ler’s Letters, in which the Calvinistic and Sociniun sys-
lems are exvamined and Compared as to their Moral
Fendfeaeyr The amiable Wilberforce calls this a “high-



104

1y valuable publication; and a masterly defence of the
doctrines of Christianity, and an acute refutation of the
opposite errors:” “Swmith’s Letters to Belsham, and Mac-
gowan's Socinianism brought to the Test.” Against your
notions of Faith, see Fuller’s ¢“Gospel worthy of all Ac-
ceptation,” particularly the Appendix; also his Strictures
on Sandemanicnism, and especially Dr. Scott’s «War-
rant and Nature of Faith in Christ,” in the 4th vol. of
his Works. ]

Could you read these authors without prejudice, you
would be constrained to acknowledge that the ¢learned
and the critics,” as you sneeringly call them, have at
least some shew of reason in their arguments; and that
if they are misled and deceived, the Bible has dome 1t by
its incautious and unwarrantable language.

K'rinei phaos te mellon. Eurip.
«The light to come shall just decision bring.”

I am

Your sincere Friend and Servant,

THOMAS CLELAND.

MzroEr County, Kex. Fes. 10, 1815.
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