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PREFACL,
T, WS S
The subject of the following investigation is an inquiry into

the doctrine of the Eternal Sonship of our Lord Jlesus Christ,

as set forth by certain Theologians.

The writer of the following pages takes the position that the
doctrine of the Eteinal Sonship of Christ is nota doctrine of
the Bible, and as such is a dangerous heresy. In attempting
to prove vur point 1n order that weao justice to them from whom
we dissent, we propuse to call in two class of witnesses, all of
whom though dead yet speaketh in their writings, whose testi-
mony should satisfy the hiving, namely :— All they who may
come in our way while we investigate ; who have wrote in i's
tavor on ‘he one part,and the inspired writers on the other
part. Meantime we call in all pious Bible Students as jurors
to hear both sides of the evidence produced, that they may at
least be fully decided in their own mind whether it is a doc-
trine of the Bible or an Anti-Christian heresy.

Men of eomparative limited education, who have not M. A.
or D.D. to their name, are by a great many considered incap-
able of taking up the question in theology, where the most
profund linguists disagree on Bible doctrines.  We think this
is a great mistake. For when the question is confined to scrip-
ture doctrines, we think we have equal advantages for two
reasons. First—While we give credit te the profound scholar
for honesty and capability to translate the original language
into vur varnacular tengue, we have a right to believe that we

may know as well in our own tongue what scripture language
implies, as he does who translated it. And secondly—The man
possessed of common sense under the influence of Divine
(Grace, is as capable, ou the principle of his accountability to
God, of knowing what God says, when it is given to him in his
own language, as if he wasable to read the command n all the
different languages ip the world.

The sole difficulty that exists between the combatants that
have taken the platform on this subject consists in the different
views taken of the pre-existent Divine nature of Christ.

Let it be observed here, once for all, that the author gives
eredit to the polemic theologians for unimpeachable piety and
learning, and whatever leads to their difference of opinion, it
cannot be attributed to the love ¢l error or their lack of true
piety to God. A good inan may hold a wrong opinion owing
to the prejudice of early education; entertaining an undue re-
spect for ancestral instruction, and an  unjustifiable neglect of
scripturai investigation in reference fo the di:puted point.

Is 1t not high time nowin the 19th Century, that beiievers in
the Bible were of one mind as to who is the true Son of God.
"The superfieial thinker may have failed to discover the discre-
ney existing on this point between profound theologians.
They who entertain the doctrine of the Eternal Sounship, be-

lieve and teach that the pre-existent Divine nature of Christ

was producrd by generation in the eternal Godhead, and on
that account ihe Divine nature of Christ should be called the
external Son of God. The opposite class believe and teach
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that there is no Eternal Son exhibited in the seriptures, but

merely the Son of God, a Virgin Son, by whom God redeemed

the world.

As this was a disputed point from the first age of christianity,
we believe that the theologians who write in its favour can
give a true digest of the doctrine in question as they be-
lieve it;and we are ther. fore warrantable in believing that they
mean what they say.

A careful consideration of the varions points raised by the
defenders of the doctrine in question, has induced the writer to
take a re-survey of the arguments produced in favor of the
doctrine 1n question, which has resulted in a satisfictory con-
viction that the doctrine of the Etcrnal Sonship of Christ isnot
a doctrine of the Bible, but 1ather an injurious heresy ; and he
ventures to believe that on those points upon which the difter-
ences are irreconcilable, he has not been betrayed into a tone
which is nnworthy the respect due to the frankest candour, and
he also believes that the defenders of the doctrine in question

have looked at it from a traditional standpoint, and have reached
an untenable eenclusion.

Therefore, that we may do justice to them from whom we
dissent, and set the doc'rine as entertained by them in as clear
a light as their own words are capatle of doing. We take the
liberty of preseating a cursory review of the work of the Rev.
Riehard Treffry on this subject, and may touch at other authors
whose authority he claims as we pass along.

Our mode of procedure shall be conducted by deduneting quo-
tations from the writings of such authors, for which we give
them credit for beleiving what they write, and shall insert the
replv their sentiments call forth as a contrast, which the
pious Bible Student may examine foi his ¢wn satisfaction, and
choose for himself.

It would be a task as useless as it would be tedious for me to
take up every idea that Treffry advances in faver of hisscheme,

contained in his book from page to page ; but we shall content

ourselves in taking his principal ideas asgiven in his own words
interspersed on whatsoever page.
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The edition of Rev. Richard Treffry’s work from
which we quote, was published by John Mason, 14
Cityroad, London, and sold 66, Paternoster-Row,

1837.

CHAPTER I.
HIS MENTAL EXERCISE IN COMMENCING THI1S WORK.

The piety and learuing of the Rev. Mr. Treffry is praise-
worthy, and is indisputably admitted in all the Churches, and
his judgment and explanation relative to the doctrine in ques-
tion, is bowed to by many of his compeers, as proper authority
for their implicit reception of the doctrine in question,to which
we take exception.

He tells us in his preface * that his undertaking originated
in no silly conceit of his capabilities—for he calls no man mas-
ter; butinadeeply painful process of sceptical reasoning, which at
one time led as near as possible to the rejection of the doctrine in
questiou, but the thought of being a! varianee with the Church
of God at large, was 10 him a strong presumtive of error. It
was a great thing to have against him the traditicnal voice of
18 Centuries.”

He here submits to be governed by tradition, and it is worthy
of remark that it is from traditional sources he gleaus the terms
and phrases on which to base the dectrine in question; for the
terms on whizh it 1s based are not feund inside the Bible, name-
ly :—Eternal Father, Eternal Son, Three Peisons, Trinity,
Divine Generation, Triune God. These terms arise out of,and
are dependent on each other. These are sought for outside the
Bible, in tradition, which he so much admires.

It is very observable that though he calls no man master,
yet he very much regrets that he has so few teachers in refer-
ence to the doctrine in question. In his preface he thus
laments, “ That he has but some half dozen polemic pamphlets
on the subject, which almost anticipated an objection to the pre-
sent underiaking, which pampblete are not sufficiently ample,
eritical and comprehensive, and have not secured to themselves
the permanent interest which either the subject or their argu-
ments merited.”

So he rejects the capability of all anthors who wrote before
him, whose writings he had recourse to, as not having proved
the point in band, which he says on page 9 of hig pre-
face,” is evidently still a blank in our theolugical literature.”
It appears from this, that io his judgment the ductrine in ques-
tion was never vet proved to be true, so he now ofters his ser-
vices to fill up this blank, which he says isevidently still dis-
noverable n our theological literature, and to accomplish this
he writes 500 pages to prove (as he thinks) that the pre-existent
Divine nature of our Lord Jesus Christ, was producec by Gene-
ration in the Eternal God-head, and as such is worthy the name
Eternal Son of God.
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We uuderstand that Mr. Treffry isheld in a champion light
by many of his Ministerial readers, and that he 1s considered
by some of them to have silenced the controversy which arose
on thissubject between Dr. Adam Clark and seme influential
members of the British Conference, who regarded all those who
entertained Dr. Clark’s opinion,ns being unfit to preach the
everlasting Gospel of the Grace of God to the redeemed race.
Notwithstanding it is written *¢ let him that heareth say come.”
In confirmation of which opinion the British Coriference pass-
ed an unprecedented test act on this point, and if carried out, no
candidate for the Methodist Ministry will be taken into the
British Conference who does not implicitly believe in the doe-
trine of the Eternal Sonship of Christ.

And it appears that the adherents to the doctrine 1n question
congratulate themselves urder the bullwarks of the test act,
and rest passive, ag if they had nothing to do with the subject
but teach its truthfuiness as demonstrated by Treffry and
others. But it is to be seen that Jesus speaks to every man
who has the Bible. ‘¢ What think ye of Christ, whose son is he?”’
Under the master’s authority we enter into this enquiry in obedi-
ence to his command, where he saith, “search the scriptures, for
they are they which testify of me,” (truly.) The doctrine that has
not its foundation in the scriptures, and is not supported by thus
saith the Lord, is classfied by inspiration as doctrines of devils,
doctrines of vanities, doctrines of men. In vain do they worship
me, teaching for doctrine the commandments of men. We should
be careful that the doctrines we embrace have the Holy Seriptures
for their foundation, for all seripture is given by inspiration of
God, and is profitable fof doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for
instruction in righteousness, That the man of God may be per-
fect, throughly furnished unto all good works. 2 Tim. 3, 16, 17.
Seripture doctrine truthfully preached tends to save the preacher
and those who hear him. 1 Tim. 4, 16.
profit.

Impressed with the necessity of great caution from the above
considerations, we would now take a cursory review of Mr.
Trefiry’s work above referred to, as his published opinions may
be considered as public property, we, therefore, have a right to
examine what they are worth on this subject, which stands an
cpen question.

False doctrine cannot

CHAPTER TI.

HE ACKNOWLEDGES HIS INCAPABILITY T0O EXAMINE THE DOCTRINE
IN QUESTION.

On page 13, of his book, he makes the following acknowledg-
ments, “of all the subjects which belong to this remote and
inappreciable class, the nature of God is the most eminent and
most inscrutable. It is not enough to characterize our faculties

, as feeble, we are absolutely without the facuity by which this

lofty subject can be realized, and hence are as incapable of inde-
pendent reasoning as is a man destitute of some bodily sense re-
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specting the objects with which that sense is conversant.” Again
on page 456, he quotes from Novatian, and indorses the sentiment
by inserting it in his book, asserting man’s incapabilities as above
referred too, as follows :—“The secrets of the Sacred and Divine
nativity of the word, neither Apostle teacheth, nor Prophet
discovereth, nor Angel knoweth, nor any creature understandeth.”

Now if Trefiry was not in some sense thologically insane, would
he have moved one step further in his enterprise, God having con-
vineed him that he had not the faculty to touch or teach the sub-
ject more than he could lay his hand on the moon.

Now, if according to Treffry’s truthful idea, neither Angel,
Prophet, nor Apostle, nor any other creature knows any thing
about the subject in question, where did it come from? Who
brought it to us? The terms on which 1t are built are not in the

Jible as above noticed, consequently where did it come from? The
traditional talebearers that cannot give us teaching which serip-
ture coroborates. when God is the subject matter. 1Is there any
credit due to them 7 T think not, the doctrine in question is of
this stamp, it contradicts the holy seriptures. This point we pro-
pose demonstrating in the following pages, and strange to tell that
many who entertain this doctrine make the reasons above noticed
of finite ignorance, their authority for receiving it, and say it is
a matter of faith, and not of sense, and take the testimony of
the individual who personally acknowledges his incapacity to know
anything about it, and yet tries to tell us all about it, contrary to
truth and reason, as a cause why he conceives of it as being an
article of faith. I confess he must be suspiciously credulous who
receives the doctrine on these grounds, for we have not come to that
age in the world yet when men cannot carry falsehoods, and re-
ceive falacy at whatsoever expense. Who can be Treffry’s pupil in
his telling us all about, what he confessedly knows nothing at all
about.
CHAPTER III
THE SILENCE OF SCRIPTURE ON THE SUBJECT.
Now add to the foregoing acknowledgment of his entire lack of
faculty to examine the subject in question, his acknowledged sil-
ence of the scrirtures on this subject as he gives it on page 155
of his book in the following words :—“ It will be sufficient if
upon enquiry we meet with several passages of scripture which
according to the most fair interpretation, indirectly or by inference
suggest the doctrine under consideration. This in fact is the
only species of evidence which we have any right to expect.”

Again on page 23 he says : “ It is therefore highly rational to
admit the doctrine if conveyed only by inference, and far from
justified in rejecting it because not stated in express trrms. We
ought to prepare our minds for testimony of a comparative low
and unconvincing character.” 1t is no wonder that his elaborat-
ing the subject according to the above rules, resulted in his own
conviction, for it seems he was determined to believe it, though
seripture was silent on it, and all God’s intelligences knew nothing
about it, *“and he being as incapable of independent reasoning as
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is a man destitute of some bodily sense respecting the objects
with which that sense is conversant.” Does he not in the above,
seem to charge Grod with unjustifiable concealment of the process
of Divine generation, and an Eternal Son produced, in his act of
supplying what may be called God’s lack of service, by attempting
to exhibit the secret by addiug the term eternal, to the term Son
of God. 1Is not this worse than works of supererogation? Does
it not savour of adding to God’s word ? Is it not at least show-
ing disrespect to the teachings of the Divine lawgiver, where he
says, ‘ But they shall not go in to see when the holy things are
covered lest they die. Numbers 4, 20. Should not the judg-
ment that fell upon Uzza for his forbidden care of the trembling
Ark, teach Christians to pay due respect to the prohibitions of the
Divine Lawgiver,” as in Deut. 29, 29. “The secret things belong
unto the Lord our God, but these things which are revealed belong
unto us and unto our children for ever.” The silence of the scrip-
tures as a teacher of his theory he further acknowledges on page 14,
as follows :—-¢ Hence, however, diligently or devotedly we may
avail ourselves of scripture instruction. The Divine nature will
still remain shrouded in mystery, or rather in light which no man
can approach unto.” He acknowledged on page 13, that he had no
grounds to use andependent reasoning, and yet he acted perfectly
contrary to this conviction, as we learn from himself on page nine
of his preface. That he reasoned himself into the belief in the
absence of human faculty and scripture guidance, that hefound out

all about Divine generation, what Angels, Prophets, nor Apostles,

nor any other creature knew anything about, nor had the faculty to

examine or understand. He says on page nine, “Thus was the
present work originated; should it fall into the hands of any one in

like circumstances he will find in it what its author was compelled

to elaborate for himself, but what eventually proved perfectly ade-
quate to his own conviction.”

The course of independent reasoning which Trefiry enters into
which proved perfectly adequate to his own conviction, is to be seen
on page 13 of his book, where he attempts to illustrate the reason-
ableness of Divine generation, and thinks he made it clear by an
attempt to give a blind man an idea of the nature and relations of
light and colors. “He, the blind man, is told for example that
light is colorless; but, nevertheless, by the most satisfactory experi-
ments it is proved to be composed of seven colours.” Now what
does this mode of independent reasoning amount to? Why, that
his theory is as hard to be understood as for a blind man to under-
stand that light has init seven colors. Such is the metaphysical
reasoning he has used to lead himself into the belief that though he
has no faculty to understand the subject, yet he has found out to his
own satisfaction what neither Angels nor man knew anything
about, and says to this amount that its truthfulness isas easy under-
stood as for a blind man 4o understand that light has in it seven
colors.

Isnot the above mode of reasoning one way of teaching false-
hood, for a man to tell us all about what he confessedly knew nothing
at all about? Where is the thoughtful Bible Student that could be



Treffry’s pupil on these grounds. We think those that glory in
Treffry as their authority for receiving this doctrine, must be
thoughtlessly credulous. This is one illustration that he uses in
filling up the blank in our theological literature, by which he pre-
tends to have demonstrated that there is Divine generation in the
Eternal Godhead, and as the result an Eternal Son produced.

How could Trefiry or his pupils think that that soul-saving name
Son of God, which is the only name given under heaven amongst
men by which we must be saved? Faith in what name, is soul
saving, or unbelief in what name is soul damning? That in refer-
ence to a right knowledge of that soul saving name, Son of Gorl.
It should take 500 pages of metaphysical reasoning of a gigantic
mind, wielding all the art of classic metaphysics which is fit to
mistifiy the mind of the common people, as on page 13 already re-
ferred to, where he presses his arguments so forbidding to the com-
mon sense preception of the unlearned, attempting to give a blind
man an idea of the nature and relation of light and colors. “ The
blind man for example is told that light is colorless, but that never-
theless by the most satisfactory experiments it is proved to be com-
posed of seven colors.” Now here is an example which he felt he had
need of using to mystify plain scripture teachings, and appears
thereby to supersede that complete scripture name, Soz of God,
and to make way by artful cunning, that leads to the admission of
the name Eternal Son of God. According to his own showing it
is as easy for a blind man to understand that light has in it seven
colors as for the redeemed race to understand what the term Eter-
nal Son means—the one is as admissable as the other. Is there no
danger here of worshipping we know not what!

The man convinced according to his above acknowledgments of
his own incapabilities, not having the faculty to deal with the sub-
ject, and the utter silence of the scriptures on the subject, and yet
leap desperately into the regions of past and unrevealed Eternity,
as he tries to do on page 390. “The Father as God begets ; the
Son as God is begotten ; the Holy Ghost as God proceeds. Does
he not deny truthfulness to God’s Prophet?’ Isaiah 43, 10, 11.
“ Before me there was no God formed neither shall there be after
me ; I, even I am the Lord and besides me there is no Saviour:”
Is it not like a refusal on his part to be guided by the scriptures,
which alone teach the true knowledge of God. ¢ Search the
scriptures, saith Jesus—and they are they which testify of me,”
(truly). “ Vain man would be wise.” ¢ Canst thou by searching
find out God ¥’ “Canst thou find outthe Almighty to perfection ¥’

“It is as high as Heaven what canst thou do?” “Deeper than hell,
what canst thou know ¥’ but what God’s word reveals. God’s
word reveals to us the different incommunicable attributes of the
Godhead, such as his eternity and immutability, independence, self-
existence, omnipresence, omnipotence, omniscience, &c., &c. These
attributes are essential to the God of the universe, and they
are consistently inseparable, where one is they all are. The term
Godhead includes all the attributes of God, a few of which are re-
ferred to above ; and to speak with reverence God cannot divest
himself of them, nor can he communicate these attributes to an-
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other. There can be but one such being in the universe? ¢To
us there is but oNE Gop, and oNE mediator between God and men,
the MaN Christ Jesus,” “and this is life eternal to know thee the
,OoNLY TRUE Gop, and Jesus Christ whom thou has’t sent.”

. CHAPTER IV.

PROPER DIVINITY.

It takes all the fullness of the Godhead bodily to possess the
man Christ Jesus with proper Divinity. Cal. 2, 9. ¢ For in Him
dwelleth all the fullness ,of the Godhead bodily.” The doctrine
in question denies him this? It gives to the pre-existent Divine
nature of Christ, but the one-third of the Godhead, which is con-
trary to scripture teachings. The doctrine teaches that the God-
head was metamorphised, or transformed into personality, or three
subsistences, the first of which existed as a unity, the second ‘was
produced by generation, and the third was produced by the united
effort of the first and second persons, or subsistences of the God-
head, and the second has got the name of the Eternal Son. This
is the only subsistence which the doctrine gives to the man Christ
Jesus as his Divine nature. According to the explanations of its
defenders there are two other subsistencies denied to him, name-
ly, “the Father and the Holy Spirit.” A.ccording to the princi-
ples of the doctrine in question ; for the expouders of the doctrine
say that he left the bosom of the Father, and was sent down from
Heaven to die to redeem the race, and that the divine nature thus
given to Christ was not self-existent, but was originated in the
Godhead by generation. So proper Divinity is denied to him by
the doctrine in question, by not giving to-the Divine nature of
Christ the attributes of eternity, self-existence and independence.
This virtually denies the union of proper Divinity and proper
humanity in the complex character of our Lord Jesus Christ.

The convictions that rested on Treffry’s mind when contemplat-
ing the writing of his book, to which he refers in his preface,
“ which led him as near as possible to the rejection of the doctrine
in question,” which was the effect of Divine light. This follow-
ed him through every stage of his book, so that he could not sup-
press its appearance as a standing doubt remaining on his mind of
the truthfulness of the doctrine he was defending. This doubt
makes its appearance on page 154 of his book. He has got no
further yet than an 1r. He says, “ In the Divine essence, there-
fore, there may be an emanant generation—and emanant it is 1rit
exists at all. Now for him to assert elsewhere that it does exist,
is it anything less than irreconcilable discrepancy, for all who
expound the doctrine agree that the Divine essence cannot be
divided.

On page 252, while standing on the sandy foundation of a con-
jectural ir, he says, “ here then we take our stand? Either the
epithet before us describes our Lord’s Divine relationto the Father,
or his own statements and those of the Evangelists'are untrue,” To
this may we not say the devil dare not call Christ a liar but
through human lips. O, may God save us from bowing down to
Rimmon in obedience to tradition }

.
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CHAPTER V.
THE PROBABLE ORIGIN OF THE DOCTRINE IN QUESTION.

From all we can gather from the scriptures we conclude that
the doctrine in question originated among the Jews about 738 *
years before Christ came : in the lifetime of Isaiah the Prophet,
whom the Lord employed to speak forth the promise of a coming
Saviour in a clearer manner than it was ever spoken before. For
now the promise as spoken by Isaiah clearly implied the complex
character of the coming Saviour, perfect humanity, and perfect
Divinity, hypostatically united in our gloriousSaviour. This is to
be seen in Isaiah 7, 14. “ Behold a Virgin shall conceive and
bear a son, and shall call his name Immanuel, which is, Ged with
us.” And also in the 9th, 6, 7 of Isaiah——* For unto us a child
is born, unto us a son is given, and the Government shall be upon
his shoulder, and his name shall be called Wonderful, Councillor,
the Mighty God, the Everlasting Father, the Prince of Peace.
Of the increase of his Government and peace there shall be no
end; upon the throne of David, and upon his Kingdom, to
order it, and to establish it with judgment and with justice,
from henceforth even for ever. The zeal of the Lord of hosts
will perform this.” This was the clearest promise uttered to
this time of a coming Saviour, to be possessed of Human and
Divine natures, as his complex character.

It appears that the Jews became elate looking at the promise,
and it seems as if they have flattered themselves that the promise
was spoken in the present tense, and that it was not wrapped in
Prophetic Mystery, and that they could see right through it, and
explain it in the following way :—* Unto us a child is born.”
Where is he? “Unto us a Son is given.” He is wonderful ! There
is the Everlasting Father in the promise, and the Mighty God in
the promise. The Son born, the Son given, must be a produc-
tion of the Everlasting Father, in the Eternal Godhead, an ever-

lasting or an Eternal Son. When he appears he will be wonder-
ful. The Government on his shoulder. He will rule the nations.
He will restore the Kingdom to Israel. He will be all that is de-
sirable. The Everlasting Father, therefore, must have an Eternal
Son which now exists in the Etarnal Godhead. He will change
times and laws all in our favor. His Ged-like power and appear-
ance will subdue all oppesition. We look for him as the desire
of the nation. Come, then, conquer ! We hail thine appearing !
Hence they were looking for the wonderful one. Thus, in all pro-
bability they construed the promise into an Eternal Son, origi-
nated by Divine generation in some way in the Eternal Godhead.

Their conduct toward Christ in after years seems to be proof that

the above principle governed them. What other could prompt

them to say and do to the blessed Jesus what they did but a mistaken
notion of the coming Mesiah, as to the glory, the splendour and
powerful Majesty, and Godlike appearance he should appear in as

the Eternal Son of God ; hence, when the true Son of God did

come, he was the very opposite of what they looked for.

It appears the prejudice of error when deeply seated has neither
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eyes nor ears ; for God in mercy endeavoured to undeceive them by
the very Prophet that wrote the promise which they misconstrued,
as above noticed, and explained to them their mistake, and showed
them that the Mesiah, when he would come, would be the opposite
in human appearance to what they expected. In the 53 Chapter
he thus describes the true Mesiah : “ For he shall grow up before
him as a tender plant, and as a root out of a dry ground. He hath
no form nor comeliness, and when we shall see him there is no
beauty that we should desire him. He is despi-ed and rejected of
men, a man of sorrows and acquainted with griefs, and we hid as
it were our faces from him. He was despised. and we esieeraed him
not. Surely he has born our griefs, and carried our sorrows, yet we
did esteem him stricken, smitten of God and afflicted. But he was
wounded for our transgressions, he was bruised for our iniquities.
The chastisement of our peace was upon him, and with his stripes
w2 ars healed, &c.” To this prophetic description it appears that
the Jews paid no particular attention, for they might have seen
inJesus when he did appear amongst men, the above predicted char-
acteristics to the letter fulfilled. Another capital error which the
Jews fell into in the misconstruction of the promiseabove referred to,
was the idea of Divine generation in the production of the Eternal
Son; as they thoughthewould beafac-smileof the Everlasting Father
This capital error also, God, by the same Prophet denounced in the
43 chapter, 10, 11, of Isaiah—That he may know and believe me,
and understand that I am he, before me there was no God formed,
neither shall there be after me, I, even I, am the Lord, and besides
me there is no Saviour ; and lsaiah 44, 8 : Is there a God besides
me? Yea, there is no God, I know not any, and yet the traditional
doctrine in question attempts to recommend to us a begotten God,
as the pre-existent Divine nature of Christ. Thisabsurd doctrine,
we think, originated asabove decribed. In view of these things,
who is that Bible student who will venture his salvation for
eternity on a traditional fictitious begotten God? Eternal conse-
quences are at stake. + “If the Lord be God, follow him as his word
directs, and renounce that tradition which contradicts Gods word,”

The Jews therefors took a wrong view of the blessed promise,
and it appears that they would not be warned, or put right by the
Prophet, but retained their views till Christ came, and bhecause he
exhibited not the glorizs they thought the Messiah would display,
they rejected him as a deceiver, and crucified him as such. This
was the first important result of the doctrine in question, it led
the Jews to crucify the true Son of God.

The same deception to some extent has its influences on the ad-
herents of this doctrine to the present day, for the defenders of
this doctrine quote the opinion the Jews expressed in favor of
the Divine affiliation, as one of their most substantial proofs of its
truthfulness. Let us view the deception of this refuge of lies ;
let the believer in Christ point to the bloody hands and wicked
heart of the Jewish murderer under Jewish authority, nailing my
blessed Saviour to the cross as a deceiver, and hearJesussay Father,
forgive them for they know not what they do ; and then say, was
their opinion of Divine affiliation under which they were acting,
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taught them by the spirit of truth or the spirit of error. Should
we therefore take them as our exemplars in reference to the
doctrine of Divine affiliation which moved the Jews to crucify
Christ as a deceiver—if the blind lead the blind, both shall fall
into a ditch on this subject.

It is to be feared that in this nineteenth century the prejudice
of many in favour of the doctrine in question, while claiming
Jewish prejudices as truthful authority in favour of the Eternal
Son, that sooner than give it up in favour of the Virgin’s Son,
being the true Son of God. Many of them would give their
voice againstjhim to have him crucified as the Jews did, if he
lived on earth in this day. Hence, as before intimated, the
Apostles saw the prejudice the Jews entertained in favour of an
Eternal Son, and they knew that when the Jews would embrace
Christanity, some of them would bring their Eternal Sonship
opinions into the Christian Church, and use their influence to pro-
pagate them. In view of thisthe Apostles predicted that anti-
Christ would come. 1 John, 4, 1, 3. The doctrine in question
bears all the inherent marks of this dangerous heresy.

It is evident to the unprejudiced reader that every idea that

Treffry can find among the Jews, Platonists, Gnostics or Heathens
of whatever class, that favors the doctrine in question, he
gleans them as if they were inspired truth, and it is not inspired
phraseology he looks for, for this he acknowledges he has not ;
but he goes to the dark source of Heathen Mythology for terms
and phrases where there are families of gods exhibited, one vieing
with the other as to the preference attributable to their differ-
ent deities. Greater and lesser, superior and inferior, one hav-
ing authority to rule over and send on errands of importance,
and subjective obedience in those delegated to obey, and this
is the Hierarchy or rank of celestial beings. That is somewhat
like a model in accordance with which the principles of the
doctrine in question were framed by our ancestors, and handed
down to us, enjoining on us to believe that there is greater
and lesser in infinity ; that there is inferior Godhead, which the
venerable John Wesley says, ¢ shocks our semse.” This prin-
ciple is plainly taught by the venerable Bishop Pearson,in his
exposition of the creed, which is held up as a standard work
for young miuisters to be governed by. On page 50 of Pearson
on the creed, we read the following sentiment, “That God is
the proper and Eternal Father of his own Eternal Son.” What
is the eminence or excellency of the relation in general then?
We may safely observe that in the name of Father there is
something of eménence, which is not in that of Son, and some
kind of priwrity. We must ascribe unto him whom we call the
first, in respeet to him whom we call the second persom, and as we
cannot but aseribe it, so we must endeavour to preserve it.”
This is undisguised arianism of the highest stamp, when be-
lieved in connection with the doctrine in question.
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CHAPTER VL

OF THE TrINITY, AND DENIAL OF HOLINESS TO THE MAN CHRIS?
JESUS.

Treffry’s mode of proving the doctrine of the Trinity appears
on Page 438 of his book, he, finding that the scriptures don’t
speak plain on the doctrine of the Trinity, and not finding the
term inside the Bible, does not labour much comparatively in
favour of the term, but what he gives us appears to be a burles-
que on Christianity ; for a professed Christian theologian to glean
from heathen profanity, witty random sayings from a dark un-
hallowed source, uttered in the most wicked, blasphemous spirit,
is highly objectionable.

What is thus referred to is found on page 438, and is as follows :
¢ Before we enter upon the third centuryit might not be improper
to quote a heathen testimony to the doctrine of the Trinity, which
incidentally bears upon our present subject. It is found in a
witty but profane dialogue intitled- Philopatris, and ascribed to
Lucian of Samosata, who flourished toward the close of the
second century. Bishop Bull thought it genuine.” Treffry en-
dorses the following sentiment on the authority of Bishop Bull,
by his inserting it in his book. As he says above, it bears on our
present subject, it is as follows: ¢ The interlocuters in this
piece are Chritias a Heathen, and Triphon, who personates a
Christian. The former asks, by whom shall T swear ; the latter
answers, by the God that rules on high, the great, the immortal,
the heavenly, the son of the Father, the spirit proceeding from
the Father, one in three and threein one : regard these as Jupiter,
and think this God ; shortly after Triphon begs Chritias to tell
him what he had heard in the assembly of the Christians of which
he had before complained, to which he replied : by the Son out of
the Father this shall not be done.”

The above sentiment Treffry says : bears upon our present sub-
ject, and is genuine, for Bishop Bull says so. The interlocutor
says above to his fellow : regard this Father, Son and Spirit as
Jupiter, and think this God.” Here is the way Gods are multi-
plied by human immagination. Treffry says this is genuine, for
Bishop Bull says so; some Bishops have not the knowledge of
God, this may be spoken to their shame. Such teachings might
be received by Heathens who have not the Bible, but how a pro-
fessed Christian Theologian with an open Bible in hand can re-
ceive such trash, is a crime that I could not charge against en-
lightened common sense, it must be light refused that blinds the
proselyte. This seems to be the source whence the doctrine in
question has been gleaned. Heathen Mythology and Jewish
dreamings, a little modified, traditionally handed down, and re-
ceived without due examination. For a Christian Theologian to
use and boast of such authority, is something like going down to
Egypt for the leeks and onions, in preference to the milk and
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honey of Canaan ; and an unprejudiced Bible student who looks dit:
to the Bible as the true source whence true testimony of God is wh
to be obtained, is forced to conclude. that the above is worse har
than false, it is calculated to beguile the unweary and blights the tha
interests of God’s Church on earth. God’s spirit cannot work with nat
fallacy, and such doctrines are comparable to the building material wit,
of wood, hay stubble, it will not stand the fire of God’s truth, ‘ acel
and all such doctrinal material shall be burned up, and the build- * her,
‘ er’s labor lost—Not so much reward as for the cup of cold water. to t
» j _ Ministerial builders should be guided by the example Christ adnu
i Jesus gives, and be surethat it is not traditional fallacy, of human nat
coinage they take, with which to build on Christ. Forthe terms int
on which the doctrine in question is built, are not found inside the 0
Bible, namely : Eternal Father and Eternal Son, turee persons, in b
Trinity, Triune God, Divine generation. There is a snare in using and
terms the Holy Ghost never used, on which to base and from which mer
to derive a doctrine, said to contain an article of faith, relative to thes
the Redeemer of the world. Oh ! that ministers of the Gospel were T
as careful (and they shouid try to be as careful) as the blessed Jesus bless
was. He gives them an examniple, which, if followed, would save othe
them from the snares of traditional fallacy as above chargeable poss
against the doctrine in question. The man Christ Jesus, tells us unit
K the source whence he derived his authority for the doctrines he evern
! taught,—¢ but the Father which sent me he gave me a command- fect]
ment, 1/hat I should say and what I should speak. Whatsoever 1 h ture,
speak, therefore, even as the Father said unto me so L speak.” John tabl¢
12, 49, 50 ; and also, “but as my Father has taught me I speak “Th
these thangs.” John 8, 28. “For I have given unto them the that
John term

E words which thou gavest me, and they have received them.”
14, 8. And, awful to contemplate, the adherents to the doctrine in trine

question will not receive the words Christ spoke, Son of God, exist
short of adding the term Eternal to it, which tends to change its persc
nature, locality and origin, which amounts to an imaginary being of tI

tion,

who never had an existence, as being exhibited by the inspired
word. For there is one God, and one Mediator between God and Or
men, the man Christ Jesus, who gave himself a ransom for all, to “Ha

be testified in due time. 1st Tim. 2, 5, 6. most
It is evident that a doctrine which is not taught in the Bible, as decliy
the doctrine now under consideration is not, the defenders of such anotl
doctrine in their attempt to press the holy scriptures into their priat
service, are invariably under the necessity of misconstruing scrip- the
ture teachings. Treffry is caught in this snare ; on page 134-5 right,
where he attempts to deny holiness to the human nature of our could
blessed Lord, “ he says the opinion that the designation, the holy Fath
thing, was confined to the human nature of our Lord. Beside or be,
out n

being liable to exception on other grounds, it appears to clash with
the entire preceding exposition. Since if conceded, the title Son but §
of God can hardly escape the same limitation.” Behold the absur- mean
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dity that shows itself here. The Holy Scriptures are denied,
where he is called “the holy child, “thy holy one.” He is holy,
Larmless, undefiled, separate from siuners, &e. That holy thing
that shall be born of thee ; and applyine the term holy to the Divine
nature of our Lord, as he does. He charges the blessed Virgin
with not knowing that God was holy till the angel told her, and
accuses the angel of telling her that her maker would be born of
her, which is absurd. Such gleanings on his part to deny holiness
to the immaculate Christ are outrageous ; he seems to see that if he
admitted the designation holy thing was spoken of the human
nature of our Lord, it would make the term Son of God originate
in the incarnation, which he attempts to deny.

On page 136 he further misleads the unwary. He says “ thus
in his entire person, human as wel as Divine, he is called God,
and in the same comprehensive sense is entitled the Messiah. The
mere complexity of nature is insufficient to account either for
these, or any other of our Lord’s titles.”

The above is not true. For the complexity of nature in our
blessed Lord, is sufficient to account either for these, or for any
other of our Lord’s titles. For heas our Lord Jesus Christ being
possessed of proper humanity and proper Divinity, absolutely
united in his own divive person, both the human and divine natures,—
even all the fullness of the God-head bodily, not partially, but per-
fectly—hence on the grounds of the complexity of his distne na-
ture, we find sufficient grounds to account for all the titles attribu-
table to our blessed Lord. On same page more absurdity. He says,
“ The obvious reason why in his mixed nature he is called God, is,
that before his incarnation he was a truly Divine person.” If the
term person here mentioned is used in accordance with the doc-
trine of personality in the God-head it is untenable. For the pre-
existent Divine nature of Christ does not comport with the idea of
personality in the God-head. For in him dwelleth all the fulness
of the Godhead bodily, not partially—no part left out by inspira-
tion, as the doctrine in question does by tradition.

On page 354 he charges the Apostles with imprudence. He says
“ Had the meaning the Jews attached to the term been false—the
most prudent plan would have been for such an appallation to be
declined, especially as the Apostles could not have been at a loss for
another which in the case supposed, would have been more appro-
priate.” 'We say, had the Jews or professed Christians believed
the terms Son of God, as the Apostles used it, it would be all
right, for they meant what they said, and there was no other term
could comport with his nature but Son of God. He had no human
Father. God was his Father. He was a Virgin’s Son, produced
or begotten by the Holy Gthost in the womb of the Virgin, wivh-
out male intervention, hence, what other term could be appropriate
but Son of God. Adding the term eternal to it destroys its true
meaning. Tradition does this.
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CHAPTER VIL

AN ABSURD ANALOGY, DRAWN BY TREFFRY, BETWEEN GOD AND
HIS CREATURFS.

On page 156, he Jabours to prove his doctrine by drawing an
analogy between the ineffable Jehovah, and his creafure man ; and
worse still, he arguesthe analogy is discoverable asexisting between
God and the brute. His proposition is, that as man was created
with fazulties in the use of which he is capable of propagating his
own species, this was the image of God in which he was created,
and that God is infinitely more able to propagate his species, than
the creatureis to propagate his. On page 159, he quotes from
Bishop Pearson on the Creed Art. 2, P, 137, in proof that God is
more prolific than animals, he siys, “Animals when they come to
the perfection of nature, then become prolific, In God eternal
perfection showeth his eternal fecundity.” If this idea is true,
how many Gods have we now? Did Pearson or Treffry ever read
Isaiah 43, 10, 11— Before me there was no God formed, neither
shall there be after me. I, even I, am the Lord, and beside me
there is no Saviour.” Heathens who have not the Bible are more
excusable in worshipping a plursality of Gods, than a professed
Christian theologian with an open Bible in hand. Is it not idolatry
to vindicate. and worship a family of Gods produced by generation
and production. The doctrine in question cannot be maintained
short of this absurdity, which contradicts God’s inspired word, and
he seems to glory in man’s natural capabilities to propagate his own
species, and attributes to him a dignity on account of the fact that

he is the instrument of calling into existence a spirit capable of re-
ligious knowledge. Whereas there is no more glory due to man
on these grounds, than is due to any other species of God’s crea-
tion. Man isgenerallv as low thoughted in the act of propagation,
us the ass or the swine. The holiest saint has no more to do in
human propagation, as to calling forth an immortal spirit, than the
vilest adulterer or fornicator that ever violated the laws of chastity.

He further says, “it surely then cannot seem extraordinary if
the type of a human relation so eminent, should be found to exist
in the Divine nature ; and although by such a mode of reasoming
we could not arrive at anything like ASSURANCE, yet APART from
the direct TESTIMONY of scripture, we might SURMISE the probability
of an eternal, wital, spiritual, divine productron. That in singu-
lar and unapproachable eminence, there is in God the model of the
noblest attribute of man.” Are not these bold assertions ! Is there
any true fear of God ; or regard for Holy Ghost teachings here !
He has no scriptural assurance. He hasonly human surmisings,
confessedly so. Whether is it the spirit of God which taught
Isaiah the Prophet in writing chapter 43, 10, 11, above quoted, or
the spirit that actuated Tom Paine, that dictated the above senti-
ments ? Here he candidly tells us that we cannot arrive at any-
thing like assurance, yet he ventures in his human surmisings as
his sole foundation, without shame or fear, to invent such wonders
about that God who hideth himself, and of whom we know nothing
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but what his word reveals—a necessary part of which is found in
Isaiah 43, 10, 11, and 1st Con. 8, 6, and Mark 12, 29, &e., &e.

He further, in the absence of all scripture authority, and in a
course of independent reasoning says on page 157, as if he was
taking a look into the generating, and birth chamber of his family
of Gods:—*“As far as our information goes, any one of the per-
sons in the Trinity might have supplied the pattern. There did ex-
ist some relation between these subsistencies, which was the model
and original of an analagous relation in the human race—which
was primarily contemplated in the Divine councils, and that with
a certain speciality, the human power of spiritual generation had
its architype in the eternal Trinity. The intervening verse goes
to confirm this view, for the sacred historian having stated the
fact that in the image of the Elohim created he him, adds
male and female created he them, a clause which anticipates
the order of the narrative.”

Now what does the above independent reasoning amount to?
It just means that the Godhead exists in three subsistencies,
each of them possessed of sexual qualities, and that they held
their sexual intercourse together, analagousto the act of human
propagation, and the result is an Eternal Son produced by
Divine generation. This is what he means and teaches.

In the above mode of reasoning the subject of Divine genera-
tion is reduced to its most severe test, by Trefiry, as being the or-
der of God in the act of Divine generation, in the production of
an Eternal S8on. Now if this independent reasoning is found to
carry self-refutation on the face of it, his doctrine is exploded and
Divine generation is a farce, notwithstanding he being supported
by his traditional compeers. They that Glory in Trefiry’s autho-
rity in the above reasoning cannot deny that Divine generation is
dependent on something analagous to sexual intercourse in the
Divine Godhead. Tt is therefore clearly deducible from the above
mode of reasoning that Divine generation is dependent on some-
thing analagous to human propogation—that there was but one
person existed originally in the Divine Godhead ; if this is dis-
puted we can have no Divine generation, for to generate that
which did exist, is not common sense. Generation implies pro-
duction as the result of sexual intercourse. Now the expounders
of the doctrine in question assert virtually that the first person
existed not as a plurality, but as a unity, and produced by gene-
ration a second person, and these two produced a third. This is
the idea they attempt to give us of the origin of personality in
the Godhead, hence their earnal independent reasonings sap their
own foundation, for there was no possibility of such a production,
owing to the unty of the only person existing originally in the
Godhead. There was no mother with which to hold sexual inter-
course for the production of an Eternal Son. The term generate
is untenable here, and too carnal to be referred to in reference to
God, but I am obliged to do so, being encouraged by Proverbs 26,

5, *answer a fool aceording to his folly, lest he be wise in his
own coneeit ”
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Beside his eternal unity, implies eternal sterility, whjch in the
use of right reason logically carried out, stands in eternal opposi-
tion to Divine fecundity. Treffry don’t begin at the right end of
his story, he begins ir. the personal family already produced by
human imagination, and says virtually that their intercourse with
each other produced themselves. TIs not this equal to asserting
that the effect produced the cause : he says above “ asfar as our
information goes any of the persons in the Trinity might have
supplied the pattern.” Is it of Father, or Mother, or Son 1 “For
there did exist some relation between these subsistencies.” Who
will be Treffry’s pupil here?: Led by tradition to do violence to
common sense and right reason, all expounders of the doctrine in
question are in their defence of it found in some difficulty. Let
the unprejudiced Bible Student look at the doctrine of Divine
generation from whatsoever standpoint he will ! Tts principles
sap its own foundation. That but one person originally existed
in the Eternal Godhead is a truth that all the subtlety, from the
bottomless pit cannot transmute into divine generation. Men
may allow tradition to deceive them with an open Bible in their
hands to their own shame and loss, to whatsoever extent.

In the above Treffry compares, virtually, the God of the uni-
verse to a Hermaphrodite. (The term signifies an animal, or
human being, which has the faculty of generation both of male
and female.) This is the characteristic Treffry surmises God is
possessed of, and ingeniously surmises that God pregnated himself
in the production of an Eternal Son, without the least authority
from the Bible. Is it not another Gospel—a counterfeit ?

His argument on page 157, endeavouring to prove that an im-
portant part of the image of God in which man was created, was
a capability to propagate his own spe cies, amounts to a vntlml
denial of universal depravity. It is evident that man retains all
the faculties of human propagation. If so, what image of God
did man lose in the fall of our first parents. Could the adherents
of the doctrine in question tell us? For they have not lost the
faculty of human propagation. Treffry seems to think that God
could not make man capable of propagating his own species, but
for that he himself was also such a being that he could propagate
his own species, This is carnal veasoning on the part of Treffry.
Our worthy Poet widely disagrees with him where he holds forth

the hallowed utterances :

1. God is a name my soul adores,
The Almightyythe Eternal one ;
Nature and grace with all their powers,
Jonfess the Infinite unknown, '

2. Thy voice produced the sea and spheres,
Bade the waves roar, the Planets shine,

But nothing like thyself appears,
Through all these spacious works of thine.
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“whjch in the 3. Still restless nature dies and grows,
ternal opposi- : From change to change the creature runs,
e right end of ﬂ Thy being no sueccession knows,
- produced by § And all thy vast designs are one.
tercourse with |
] to asserting i t. A glance of thine runs through the globe,
¢ a8 far as our i Yules the bright worlds and moves their frame,
ty might have | Of light thou form’st thy dazzling robe,

or Sont “For Thy ministers are living flame.
encies.” Who

do violence to 5. How shall polluted mortals dare,
the doctrine in To sing thy glory or thy grace,
difficulty. Let Beneath thy feet we lie afar,
rine of Divine And see but shadows of thy face.
Its principles ' :
ginally existed 6. 'Who can behold the blazing l{ght,
tlety, from the Who can approach consuming fiame ;
neration. Men None but thy wisdom knows thy might,
Bible in their ‘ None but thy word can speak thy nane.
extent.

All existences whether animate or inanimate that produce their
own kind, God has made them so; and noné of them can take
honour to themselves as to why they belong to such a class of
beings, and the very circumstance of man propagating his own
species, which Treffry uses as analagous proof that there i8 fecun-
dity in the Godhead, might be easily shown to be proof to the
contrary. [If Trefiry’s speculations are true how many Godshave
we now ! If Festus had as good grounds to say to Paul, Much
learning doth make thee mad, would there not be some truth in it?
The wisdom and mercy of Godare vindicated in the presence of

tod of the uni-
an animal, or
n both of male
surmises God is
regnated himself
least authority
nterfeit ? J

yve that an 1m-
vas created, was

its to a virtual his Churqh r«-,l.ative to his dealings with Trefiry. Prior to his

man retains all commencing this work, he was so powerfully wrought upon with
t image of God ‘ impressions that the d(_)ctri_ue was not true, that he was almost led
11d the adherents : t.o re'elm(!uwl'l the doctrine in toto. Meantime God wmugh.ta con- =
we not lost the viction in his soul which he expresses in several parts of his book

think that God : ?hut no creature h;ul_even the fuculty.of soul‘to examine the sub-
»wn species, but Ject, and that t;lu_: scriptures gave no instruction as a fmu'ndn.tu»n

could propagate for the 4l(Jctr}xne in question, mu! therefore man had 1o right or

part of Treffry. grounds for independent reasoning on the subject. Yet (Lreflry
re he holds forth seems to have closed his eyes to all this light, and bounds into the

investigation to fish out what neither angel nor man knew any-
thing of ; and he trys with others to divide the Godhead into parts,
May not this doctrine, so delusive, be that pointed to in 2 Thes. 2
7, 12, called the mystery of iniquity which doth already work.
Its reception will not remunerate for the penalty it incurs.

b
'Wers, , -
¥y CHAPTER VIII.
THE DOCTRINE OF SONSHIP AND TRINITY STAND OR FALL
heres, TOGETHER.
ts shine,

Treffry says on page 20, “If objection be walid against the

<s of thine. Divine affiliation of Christ, it is equally so against the Trinity.”
»
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This is a consistent conclusion of Treffry. There is no man can
show in the language the Holy Ghost teacheth that these two
doctrines are true; they stand or fall together. This Treffry
teaches in the above sentiment where he says, “If the objection
be valid against the Divine affiliation of Christ, it is equally so
against the Trinity.” The principles of the doctrine in question
teach this idea. For to have an Eternal Son we must have a
second person in the Godhead, and to have a second person in the
Godhead is to have an Eternal Son. Hence the one is the other,
and they stand or fall together. Besides the Patriarchs and A pos-
tles, never taught us to conceive of God as being divided into
seperate subsistencies ; and if there is no other way to prove the
doctrine than its defenders have exhibited, they explode the doc-
trine with their own pen. This we shall show in its proper place;
meantime we call on the inspired writers for their testimony. We
call on Moses, God’s Secretary, for witness in this matter, whose
writings we all have recourse to. So far from leading us to con-
ceive of the Godhead being divided, he presses the opposite idea
with uniform care. Hear O Israel! The Lord our God is one
Lord : Deut. 6,4. Exod. 20, 3. Deut. 4, 35, 39. Deut. 5, 7.
Deut. 32, 39. We now call on Isaiah, another of Heaven’s avail-
able library : Isaiah 43, 10 11, and 44, 6, and 45 5. We also call
on Zechariah, as another of Heaven’s penmen: 14, 9. In that
day shall there be one Lord, and his name onme, (not three.)
New Testament writers, Matt. 19, 17, Mark 12, 29, John 17, 3,
1 Cor. 8, 4, Gal. 3, 20, 1 Tim. 2, 5, Rom. 3, 30, Rom. 10, 12,
Jude 25, &e., &c.

We further observe that Trefiry is supernaturally constrained to
denounce the practice of dividing Ged doctrinally, which was a com-
mon thing done by false teachers in St. John'’s day, against which
heresy St. John wrote, according to Trefiry. On page 227, he says:
The apostle John wrote as a provision against the dlasphemous
dogma of those who, as far as it was in their power, would divide
the Lord—hence we perceive with what propriety St. John affirms
Jesus is the Christ the Son of God, and also where he carefully
concenters in his one person the several titles by which our Re-
deemer is distinguished ;” and still the foul heresy is entertained
by Treffry and his pupils, as a virtual denial of the unity of God,
nothwithstanding God denounces the practice by St. John ac-
cording to Trefiry. 4

Now the doctrine in question is supposed to be of vital im-
portance, and it is by many thought to be doing violence to truth
and 7ighteousness to suspect its truthfulness. All men will agree
with me in this, that it is either true or false. If 999 in every
1000 take the wrong side they cannot make it right. Now we
call on those who take the platform in its defence, to join us in
examining the origin of personality in the God-head, according to
their own mode of explaining it, which to us appears a mere
traditional whim, to which there is no credit due.
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. CHAPTER IX.

THE ORIGION OF PERSONALITY IN THE GOD-HEAD BY ITS DEFENDERS,

We take the position that the «doctrine in question is not a
Bible doctrine, and if its defenders have no other way of proving
it, than those they have resorted to, they explode the doctrine
with their own pen. We point this out to the unprejudiced
Rible student by referring to and examining their own mode of
explaning it. It is well known that the doctrine in question
was disputed from the first age of Christianity, and it is reasonable
to admit that its modern defenders who are approved of as such,
are quite capable of stating its principles as they believe them ;
and we are warrantable in concluding that they mean what they
say. We take Bishop Pearson, late Lord Bishop of Chester,
the Rev. Richard Watson, and the Rev. Richard Treffry, as
acknowledged standards in its defence, who all agree in this point,
that there was but one person originally in the Eternal God-head,
called the Father. Pearson says in his exposition of the Creed,
page 204, “wherefore it necessarily follows that Jesus Christ
who is certainly not the Father, cannot be a person subsisting in
the divine nature originally of himself.” On the next page he
says, ‘‘and being the Divine nature as it is absolutely immaterial
and incorporeal, is also indivisible, Christ cannot have any part
of it only communicated to him ; but the whole.” This is as true
ag the Bible: had he applied this idea to the Virgin’s Son, he would
have given Christ proper divinity, even all the fulness of the
God-head bodily, which the dpctrinein question denies him. On
page 203, he says, “The Divine essence which Christ had, he
had not of himself, but by communication of the Father,” this
also is true. Had he looked for this Christ in the Virgin's Son,
and not in past eternity, he was all right. At this point tradition led
him astray into past eternity, to divide the God-head, which St.
John denounces, according to Treffry, “Rev. Richard Watson quotes
Bishop Pearson and Bishop Bull, who all agree in the opinion that
though God the Father is the fountain of the Deity, the whole of

_the Divine Nature, or undivided Divine essence is communicated

from the Father to the Son,” Ins. Vol. 1, page 451, here is the
same icea prostituted by harkening to unscriptural tradition, which
leads into past eternity, Yo divide the God-head by originating per-
sons therein, by human conjecture, and saying ¢ Lo here is
Christ.” Jesus saith, ¢ believe them not.”

Let us now examine the above teachings. Pearsonsays: It
necessarily follows that Jesus Christ who is certainly not the
Father, cannot be a person subsisting in the Divine nature
originally of himself—but being that the Divine nature as it is
absolutely immaterial, and incorporeal, is also indivisable, Christ
cannot have any part of it only communicated to him, but the
whole.” This is as true as the Bible, and all seripture agrees in
applying this idea to the Virgin’s Son, in whom dwelleth all the
fulness of the God-head bodily.

- Now here is an acknowledgment of the unity of God, which
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accords with scripture and right reason, and a virtual denial of
personality existing originally in the God-head. 'The whole tenor
of scripture accords with this principle.. God is justified in pre-
sence of the Children of light, in giving the above mentioned
theologians light on this point. Their hand writing is witness to
this in the Church militant. Now the above idea is perfectly ap-
plicable to the term Son of God, as originating in the act of the
incarnation in the complex character of Christ in the Virgin’s
womb.

Now the question is this, how did the above theologians, with
their abetters, who agree witly them in the indivisible unity of the
Divine essence, turn about and embrace implicitly what Treffry
calls on page 227 of his book “a blasphemous dogma of those
who as far as it was in their power, would divide the Lord ” 1
Now, how is it, that men of piety and learning, with an open
Bible in their hand, will receive and vindicate the principles which
Trefiry (truly) calls * blasphemous,” and who is it could not agree
with him in this? The absurdity herein discoverable is more
extensively seen in the fact, that the history of man in all ages of
the world, practically carried out by him, shows to the enlighten-
ed observer an inclination to multiply goeds. Tradition is the
source whence the rising posterity obtains the inducement that
leads into this error. It teaches in the doctrine in question that
there is greater and lesser in infinity, and that there is an in-
ferior God-head, which the venerable John Wesley said before he
died “ shocks our senses.” Such is the God exhibited to us in the
doctrine in question. These are not the characteristics of the God
of the Bible : Witness Isaiah 43, 10, 11 ; Zech. 14 9 ; 1st Cor., 8
4,6; Eph. 4, 5, 6 ; 1st Tim. 2,5. A professed Christian with
an open Bible in hand looking to tradition for characteristics of
the God of the Universe, and receiving the above principles, de-
bases himself lower than the Heathen who has not the Bible. The
God of the Bible is one God ; no other God with him, Isaiah 43, 10
and 44-8, and 45, 5-6 ; Zach. 14-9 ; 1st Cor. 8, 4-6 ; Mala. 2-10;
Ephe. 4, 5, 6 ; 1st Cor. 12-11 ; 1st Tim. 2-5 ; Deut. 6-4. The idea

given to us of God by the doctrine in question outstripsin ab-

surdity that of Heathens in general. They have their lords many
and Gods many, but we are not aware that they have yet con-
ceived the idea of dividing any of their Gods into three, or trans-
mitting three into one. This the doctrine in question attempts
to do in ‘reference to the God of the Bible. Is it not to be be-
lisved that it is the mystery of iniquity that still works, found in
the principles of the doctrine in question, which is framed by hu-
man conjecture and pressed on us by tradition, with all its charac-
teristic, inherent, irreconcilable discrepancies ?

Now, it is to be seen by the ealightened observer where the
above-mentioned pious theologians are led astray by tradition into
past and unrevealed eternity, looking for thé son of God, that they
have no guide but human imagination as suggested by others and
exercised by themselves. They havenoscriptural guidance into past
eternity to axamine the eternal God-head for the originofaneternal
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Son. Here is where tradition bewitches the pious Christian to
go looking for the Son of God into past eternity. The Holy Bible
don’t multiply gods, nor divide gods, nor generate gods, nor anni-
hilate gods, and supply their place, like the doctrine in question
attempts to do.

God has convinced them, as far as scripture teachings can go, in
their case or any other man’s case. Their own writings prove
this. They are convinced there is but one Divine Essence, and
that this is indivisable— cannot Lo acnied. Thisis as true as the
Bible. And they are convinced that Christ Jesus or Son of God
¢ could not have been a person existing in the God-head originally
of himself.” This also is as true as the Bible ; “and that Christ
cannot receive a part only of the Divine Essence but the whole.”
This is also sapported by the scriptures ; this is proper divinity
given to Christ. These convictions were fastened in their judg-
ment by the spirit of God. While they abide by scripture in the
use of right reason they are truthful. These convictions thus ex-
pressed in their own handwriting amount to a perfect denial of
personality existing originally in the God-head. Thus far they
have the whole Bible in their favor. Now when the doctrine in
question was presented*to them, had they examined it by the
above scriptural principles, they would have rejected it at once ;
and even now any honest Bible Student examining the principles
of the doctrine in question with the above principles, carefully and
prayerfully, will be constrained to give it up as a dangerous
heresy.

Tradition, with the doctrine of the Eternal Sonship came to
these pious theologians, whose minds were scripturally right in
reference to God and the Son of God as above pointed out, and
they incautiously received, with implicit credence, the doctrine in
question, a8 it was handed to them ; and in their simplicity enter-
ed into an explanatory defence of the doctrine, and so far are
bidding God-speed to anti-christian heresy.

CHAPTER X.

AN EXPLORING TOUR INTO PAST ETERNITY.

Now we will submit to go with these theological explorers in
their imaginary seavch of an eternal Son, and three persons in the
God-head, two of which are to be originated by human imagina-
tion—one by generation, and the other by production in some other
way, and see whether their conclusion relative to their having
found them is' not the result of judicial blindness. Pearson takes
the lead. We will follow him and hiz pupils and try to show
them where they err, not knowing the scriptures nor the power
of God. He (Pearson) now sets to work to find in the (God-head
three distinet persons, sume in substance, equal in power and
glory, and his colleagues look on and agree, and shocking to be-
hold, the plan he takes leaves us no God, when logically examined
in the use of right reason. He tells us as above referred to,
“There is but-one Divine Essence,” and this cannot be divided ;
and on page 203, exposition of the creed, “The Divine Essence

.
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which Christ had, he had not of himself, but by communication of
the Father.” Watson agrees with this in his Institutes, page 474-5.
He tells us in reference to the orgination of nersonality in the
God-head, without any authority from the scriptures, ¢ There is
a communication without any deprivation or deminution in the
communicant, an eternal generation and an eternal procession—
without precedence or succession—without proper casuality or
dependence—a Father imparting his own and a son receiving his
father’s life, and a spirit issuing from both ;” and on page 630 he
says, “The Father communicateth the God-head to the son and
both tothe spirit ;” and Treffry, page 390. The Father as God
begets, the Son as God is begotten, the Holy Ghost as God pro-
ceeds ;” all this without being able to say in one instance, * thus
saith the Lord.” Now it is admitted by all, that there was but
one person originally in the God-head, even the Father ; but these
expounders of the traditional doctrine in question say, as if they
had attended the generating and birth chamber of the imaginary
eternal Son, that the Father begat, by a process of generation,
His own eternal Son in the God-head (I wouldask who told you')
and communicated to him the whole of the undivided Divine
Essence. The Father communicateth the whole of the God-head
to the Son. If you had said to the Virgin’s Son in the act of in-
carnation in the womb, you would have scripture to support you.
Now a third person is wanting yet, and to originate him they
say, ‘ that the Father and the Son produced the Holy Spirit.”
This is originating the Holy Spirit. Is not the Lord that Spirit?
God is a spirit. Are there two Divine Spirits ? Would not this
be God making God? Facts are against you.  Is not one God
enough? Read Isaiah 43, 10-11. This is also a denial of per-
sonality existing originally in the God-head. Now let us ex-
amine the above conjectures, and we shall see that God’s spirit
never suggested them.

I ask these explorers where have you located the Father—the
original and only person in the God-head— since you have taken
from him the whole of the undivided Divine Essence, and given
it to an originated Son. What kind of a being is he? or where
does he live? He once had the whole of the Divine essence ; now
he has none of it. There can be but one being in the world
possessed of the undivided Divine Essence. I say where have
you located the original person. ‘Some have not the knowledge
of God. Ispeak this to your shame.”

But this is not all, for at this point in their theury they are
obliged to wrench the wholé of the undivided Divine Essence,
not only from the Father, but from the imaginary eternal Son,
and give it to the imaginary originated Holy Spirit, in order to
have three persons. Now I ask these theologians what kind of a
wilderness or forbidden ground have you been led into by tradi-
tion? You are now in your exploring tour, where you are in

darkness. God’s word has not been a light to your feet nor a
lamp to your path. You are where God’s word never guided you.
You cannot presume tosay thus saith the Lord, in your attempt
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to multiply subsistences in the God-head. You don’t know where
you are. You have now found out a region in your travels with
tradition’ where there is no God. You have annihilated God
virtually in your own imagination, in your attempt to originate
personality in the God-head, for the acknowledged original person
in the God-head, even the Father, you have dethroned him in
your own imagination by taking from him the whole of the God-
head, even the only and undivided Divine Essence, and giving
it to an imaginary generated production. A God that divests
himself of the whole of the undivided Divine Essence, ceases to
be God, and an originated being of whatever order, to whom is
communicated the whole of the divine nature, he is not God; he
has not the attributes of eternity, self-existence and indepen-
dence, which is indispensibly needful to the God of the Universe.
You have taken away my Lord ; T know not where you have
laid him.”

You have also taken the whole of the undivided Divine
Essence from the imaginary eternal Son, and given it to the im-
aginary originated Holy Spirit. Here you have originated the
Holy Spirit in your imagination. You have got into big busi-
ness. Is any credit due to you? If your neighbor should tell
you he was finding out Gods—one mocking another—would you
callhim a mad man? And worse still on your part ; for with all
the helps tradition gives you, of 18 hundred years experience, you
have not fixed it yet; for you have yet but one person in the
God-head possessed with the undivided Divine Essence. Your
own theory, the way you give it, destroys personality in the God-
head. In the act of building your fabric of personality you
pull it down' with your own hands, on the ground that it never
existed, and you cannot fix it ; and the dupes of tradition have
been at it generation after generation and it is not fixed yet.
You cannot annihilate God and supply his place ; you may be
the means of cheating the unwary on this subject, and put your,
finger in your own eye, and live and die in darkness with an open
Bible inyour hand, while you look away to tradition in preference
to the Bible for the knowledge of the true God.

And this is not the worst of it ; for by your mode of explana-
tory defence, while ingeniously trying to divide or multiply the
God-head, you say the Father is not the Divine Essence, for the
Father communicated it to the Son, hence the Father and the
Divine Essence are two. And it involves the same difficulty in
reference to the Son; for the eternal Son is not the Divine
Essence, because the Divine Essence was communicated to the
Son. And you have the same difficulty in reference to the Holy
Spirit, for the Holy ‘Spirit is not the Divine Essence, because the
Divine Essence was communicated to the Holy Spirit. Hence
your mode of originating personality destroys the doctrine of the
Trinity ; for you have four subsistences instead of threc— Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit, and the Divine Essence. The doctrine
destroys itself, when looked at as its defenders explain it. Tt
gives us but one person in the God-head possessed of the undivid-




ed Divine Essence, and it gives us also four subsistences in the
God-head,—the Father, Son, Holy Spirit and Divine Essence. So
in these two essential views that its expounders give of the origina-
tion of personality in the God-head, they destroy its truthfulness,
root and branch ; its principles destroy itself. Traditional fallacy
cannot supersede God’s word, short of showing its cloven foot to
the scripturally guided in the use of right reason.

Now, this is the doctrine of personality and eternal Sonship in
the God-head, according to its most approved expounders, who
have taken the platform in its defence. Hence is it not a fair
deduction from the above considerations, that they who admit
scripturally that there is but one God, must reject the doctrine
in question, and admit that we Lave yet but one subsistence in
the God-head ? as it was originally indisputably so, 4s acknow-
ledged by the above mentioned theologians, whe drift into the
most papable absurdities when attempting to point out the origin
of personality in the God-head. I would therefore ask the
impartial Bible Student whether the above system of human sur-
misings does not hold out an inducement to the redeemed com-
munity to worship they know not what—(an eternal Son)—a
name that inspiration never spoke or wrote ! Is he not presented
as a rival to the Virgin’s Son, the true Son of God, who had no
human Father? God was his Father. He is the only name
given under Heaven, amongst men, by which we must be saved.
Jesus Christ of Nazareth who was crucified, whom God raised
from the dead. Neither is there salvation in any other name,
Acts 4-10, 12.  Apply the name Son of God as originating in and
belonging to the complex-character of Jesus Christ, and we then
have no difficulty. Nor do we want a legson from tradition to
make the subject as plain as God designs it to be ; for the New
Testament describes it as clear as a sunbeam.

Again, in the nse of right reason the absurdity increases still,
in irreconcilable discrepancy ; for the doctrine in question, as above
described, virtually leaves us no God. As before noticed, a God
who communicates the wuole of the Divine nature or Essence to
another, logically ceases to be God ; and a creature of whatsoever
order, to whom is communicated the whole of the Divine Essence,
is no God, for such has not the attributes of eternity, self-existence,
independence, &c., &e., which is indispensably needful to the God
of the universe. Therefore, in corumon sense, reason and scrip-
ture, the doctrine in question leaves us no God ; its defenders be-
ing judges. So in attempting to build a fabric of personality, and
eternal Sonship in the God-head, they pull it down in the judg-
ment of the man who searches for the true characteristics of God
in the Bible, and not in traditional fallacy, and this doctrine thus
described by its expounders supplies the principle which actuates
the fool who says in lds heart, “There is no God.”

The doctrine involves another impossibility, that is, that God
could communicate the whole of His divine nature to another ;
but, to 8 with reverence, God could not make another God, or
communicate His incommunicable attributes to another. Does
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it not outrage scripture and common sense, to teach what in-
volves the absurdity, that God could and did communicate his
attributes of Eternity, immutability, omnipresence, omniscience,
omuipotence, self-existence, and independeuce, de., &e., to au;
originated production of his own? Does it not appea; as the
wonder of wonders, that the human mind could conceive without
the least scripture guidance thereto of an imaginary eternal Son ?
—that a necessity exmtcd on any grounds for the conception or ad-
mission of such a fabulous scheme, which tends to libel the God
of the Universe as being untruthful, (Isaiah 43, 10-11,) and turn
the mind of the unwary away from contemplating the true Son of
God, the object of faith and eternal salvation, * to whom all the
Pmphets gave witness that through His name whosoever believeth
in him shall receive remission of sins.” I think surely the
Apostle had reference to the principles of this doetrine, when he
said, the mystery of iniquity doth already work. This is_ the
doctrine I think be had special reference to, and if so, every
branch of the nominal Church of Christ which holds the (,luctrme
in question is chargeable with holding anti-christian heresy.
They now exonerate themselves by the one charging it on the
other in a sectarian point of view, and thereby ease their own
minds ; and they who are more orthodox in their own view, on
the ground that there are more conversions to God effe’cted
through their sectarian instrumentality, and make this the basis
from which they conclude that their doctrines are all true, have
ae(i;l to compare the principles of this doctrine with the word of

o .

It has been said as a recommendation to the doctrine in ques-
tion, that almost all the good that has been done in the world has
been done by men that held this doctrine. To this we agree ; then
why oughtftheir doctrines as a whole to be considered truthful ?
There is suggested one reason by St. Paul, that is, they build on
Christ as the only foundatwu, not only w1th doctxmes comparable
to gold, silver, precious stone, but also with doctrines comparable
to wood, hay, stubble. The same ministerial builder may use
both materials. The gold, silver, and precious stones are ma-
terials that will stand the five of God’s truth, but all the labor
spent in building with wood, hay and stubble is labor lost, not as
much reward for it as a cup of cold water.

And how does the ministerial builder keep thesematerials apart
when he ispositively usingboth when building on Christ 1 = We con-
sider in the following way: God has in the depth of his
merey and wisdom struck out the dividing line in what the
Scriptures call ““ the fulness of time.” When the period arrived
when the promise of a coming Saviour was to be fulfilled, God
sent forth his son made of a woman. This is proper humanity. He
took not on himself the nature of angels, but He took on Him the
seed of Ay aham (Hc) whois He? all the fullness of the God-
(This is proper Divinity.)

Now, the gold ml\er and precious stones, or doctrines com-
nared to these materials, all apply to and belong to the New
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Testament description of Jesus Christ, commencing at the incar-
nation, and all wood, hay and stuble (or doctrines compared to
these materials) all apply and belong to the traditional deserip-
tion the doetrine in question gives of the pre-existent divine na-
ture of Christ. It solely points to that God who took not on him
the nature of angels, but who took on him the seed of Abraham,
which the Apostle describes asall the iulness of the God-head
bodily, and the burthen of the doctrine concenters in one point,
and that is, to deny proper divinity to our Lord Jesus Christ. It
gives him but the one-third of the God-head as the conjectural re-
sult of imaginary personality in the God-head ; this doctrine we
call wood, hay and stubble, and we think it never converted a
soul yet, and never will, for God’s Spirit cannot use falsehood to
convert or sanctify the redeemed race.

Whereas, the converting power that attends the minister’s
labours is attributable to his faithfully holding forth the New
Testament description of Christ. With what salutary pleasure
we listen to him when he manifestly forgets the wood, hay and
stubble, and gives us the golden truths found in the New Testa-
ment description of Christ. That God was in Christ reconciling
the world to himself, not imputing their trespasses unto them,
yet all the fulness of the God-head bodily (for it takes all the ful-
ness of the God-head bodily to possess Christ Jesus with proper
Divinity.) Thisis what the doctrine in question don’t give Him,
it gives Him but one imaginary subsistence out of three, and that
“Jesus Christ by the grace of God tasted death for every man.”
“ He was delivered for our offences, and was raised again® for our
justification,” and by Him, whosoever believeth in Him are
justified from all things, from which it was impossible to be justi-
fied by the law of Moses.” “He died, the just for the unjust, to
bring us to God.” ¢ He is the end of the Law for righteousness
to every one that believeth,” “and to him that worketh not, but
believeth on him that justifieth the ungodly, his faith is counted
to him for righteousness,” and “ he is the author of eternal salva-
tion to them that obey him,” “and be thou faithful unto death,
and I will give thee a crown of life.” Father, I will that where I
am there shall my servants bealso to behold my glory.” “ Tt
doth not yet appear what we shall be, but we know that when He
shall appear we shall be like Him, for we shall see Him as He is,”
“and so shall we be ever with the Lord,” “and blessed are they
that have not seen and yet have believed,” ‘“and what we know
not now in reference to these things, we shall know hereafter.”
The minister who preaches these and such like golden truths faith-
fully “shall save himself and them that hear him.” I might
enumerate, but my veader has an open Bible and God’s authority
and guidance, to gather up the golden truths in a right use of
which God conveys the converting sanctifying power into them
that believe ;” “sanctify them through Thy truth, Thy word is
truth.” God cannot sanctify by falsehood ; false doctrines of
whatsoever import may be called ¢ doctrines of devils,” “ of vani-
ties,” “of men;” “in wvain do they worship me, teaching for
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doctrines the commandments of men.” It is in the use of these
materials, the ministerial builder is instrumental in converting
sinners, not by using wood, hay, stubble ; all such materials used
in God’s building are to be burned up and the builder suffer loss,
who uses such materials ; and if the simple hearer be led to trust
in a redeeming sacrifice that never had an existence as such, what
will be the conseqeunce in their case? If lost by unseripural
teachings, are these ministers skirts clear? Oh ministers! take
example by Christ, (John 12, 49-50,--John 17, 8.) The doc-
trine in question does not speak according to this rule.

The New Testament teaching in reference to the blessed Jesus
is calculated and designed to meet the lowest capacity of the ac-
countable individual, and they that believe are saved by grace
through faith. Now, it is in the reception and right use of these
New Testament doctrines, comparable to gold, silver and precious
stones, that the redeemed community are saved ; it is rejection or
abuse of them by which any are lost, for all have redemption in
his blood ; the forgiveness of sins, provided and offered to them.

The doctrine in question, in its bones and sinews, in its in-
herent principles, in its origin and perpetuation, is inflammable,
combustible, in the presence of inspired truth, as-it is observable
that th= doctrine points solely to the pre-existent divine nature of
Christ, and every principle it contains goes to deny him proper
divinity, it takes hold of the God-head in the absence of all scrip-
ture guidance, and it libels, and dissects the God-head ifto parts,
and its principles give but a partial share of the imaginary divis-
ions of the God-head to Christ, which division, logically examined,
has not attributes of eternity, self-existence or independence in it ;
hence it is no divinity all ; and the doctrinal teachers say this ig the
second person originated by generation in the God-head, that left
the bosom of his father and came down to this world to die, to re-
deem. This is the dangerous heresy.

Now, stretch this partial divinity, which this doctrine gives to
Christ, or wood, hay, stubble, combustible, in the presence of the
Judgment Seat; along side of the golden truth,—in Him (Christ)
dwelleth all the fullnessof the God-head bodily—and will not thefire
of God in His truth consume the inflammable combustible, that is
by traditiononly working as the mystery of iniquity so deceiv-
ing to the unwary. What do ministerial builders expect to
gain 'by using this combustible, or what could they lose in their
own view of it in giving it up? The doctrine that necessi-
tates them to deny proper divinity to our Lord Jesus Christ,
and build solely in future with gold, silver and precious stone,
which is found in the New Testament quarry, as contained in
these bleéssed truths, God wasin Christ. Thereis but one God,
and one Mediator between GGod and man, the Man Christ Jesus,
“in whom dwelleth all the fullness of the God-head bodily,"
This is proper: divinity ; the doctrine in question denies Christ
this. g

We give it as our opinion that this is g reason, and per-
haps the chief reason why so many religious services are com-
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parable to busy idleness, and that the converting power is al-
most lost, compared with the Apostolic day and Apostolie
labours, It was not. classical education, nor the power of
rhetorie, but it was the unction that accompanied unadultera-
ted divine tauth, in which consisted the converting power.
What the Apostles preached was wll truth ; the Apostles, writ-
ings as consistently compare with each other as the links of a
chain. The enlightened observer does see where revivals of
religion take place, that it is not by denying proper Divinity to
Christ, but by giving him ali the fullness of the Godhead bodily,
not partially, as the doctrine in question does.

Now, as I have before intimated, if’ there is no other way to
prove the doctrine in question, than what these modern defenders
have exhibited, the doctrine is exploded with their own pen, and
it appears that Grod has so ordained it that all who ever yet wrote
in its defence manifestly exhibited their own folly in their irre-
concilable discrepancies—themselves being judges.

The error the Jews fell into relative to their sacrifices, in Matt.
23, 16-19, so reproved and denounced by the Saviour, is equally
chargeable against the adherents to this doctrine, relative to the
views they take of the sacrifice by which God redeemed the world;
they both fell into the same error, In the above portion of serip-
ture it is manifest the Jews believed their sacrifices or gifts which
theéy offered as a type of the Lamb of God by whom God was to
redeem #he world, had in themselves inherent worth or natural ir-
trinsic value, independent of obtaining it from the altar on which it
was laid as a gift or offering. The Saviour reproves this error,
charging them that were taken in it as blind fools. “ Woe unto
you ye blind guides which say, whosoever shall swear by the
Temple, it is nothing ; but whosoever shall swear by the gold of
the Temple, he is a debtor. Ye fools and blind: for whether is
greater the gold or the Temple that sanctifieth the gold; and
whosoever shall swear by the altar, it is nothing : but whesoever
sweareth by the gift that is upon it, he is guilty. Ye fools and
blind ! for whether is greater the gift or the altar that sanctifieth
the gift.” The gift though it was gold had no worth in it till it
obtained it out of the altar on which it was-laid. This typifies
the complex character of Christ, and shows us where the blood of
the man Christ obtained its merit. Christ was sacrificed for us
on the altar of proper Divinity, this is where the blood of Christ
obtains its merit, and becomes the song of the redeemed, unto
him that loved us and washed us from opr sins in his own blood,
~&ec. Now the doctrine in question points to a Divine sacrifice
which has in itself infinite merit, independent of obtaining it from
its being laid on any altar, hence it is put into our mouths in de-
votional song, *“ God for a guilty world has died.” * The great

Creator died.” *The God of Angels died.” < We are sure the
Bible does not say so. This is precisely the error of the Jews re-
lative to their sacrifice, for which the Saviour called them blind
fools. t

The reproof thus given to the Jews is designed to teach them
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how they should think of their sacrifices and oflerings, even that
they dervived their principle of aceeptance out of the altar on
which they were laid. This instvuctive reproof is perfectly appli-
cable to the adherents to the doctrine in question. “ Christ our
passover was sanctitied for us”; (1 Cor. b, 7,) even proper
humanity (Gal. 3, 16) which received its redeeming merit out of
the Divine nature with which bumanity in Christ was united.
For verily lie took not on him the nature of angels, lut he took
om him the seed of Abraham. (Heb. 2. 16.) 1t is observable in the
caso of the Jews, that their sacrifice was not their altar, nor was
their altar their sacrifice. Equally so, in reference to Christ our
atoning sacrifice. He was not the altar ; the Divine nature was
the altar on which he was laid as the Lamb of God that taketh
away the sin of the world, nor was the Divine nature the sacrifice;
it could not be the sacrifice by which the world was redeemed.
The Jewish altar prefigured the Divine nature as the altar that
gave mevit to the man Christ, bleeding and dying as the redemp-
tion price exacted and paid. Idence it is absurd to teach that it
was a Divine sacrifice God required, and in supplying it God him-
self died ; this is equal to saying that the altar was the sacrifice,
which is absurd. T'his is the error the doctrine in question snares
its adherents into, and the entertainers of the doetrine in question
are as worthy the appellation of fools and blind as to the views
they take of the sacrifice by which God redeemed the world, as
were the Jews in reference to the view they took of their offerings ;
both are found in the same error and are worthy of the same re-
proof.

The adherents of this doctrine see clearly they eannot have an
Eternal Son-short of having personality in the Godhead, and they
cannot have personality in the Godhead short of having an Eter-
nal Son ; hence the one doctrine is dependent on, and arises out of
the other, so it is clearly seen these two doctrines stand or fall to-
gether, ap Teflry plainly taught on page 20 of his beok. The prin-
ciples on which it is bused sap its foundation; look at it from
whatsoever scriptural standpoint you will, it carries self refuta-
tion on the face of it, in view of those who are not governed by
prejudice, but are guided by God’s word in the use of right reason.

CHAPTER XI.
A SUGGESTION GIVEN, AND EGOTISM AND SLANDER EXPOSED.

Now is it to be expected that the entertainers of the doctrine
in question will attempt any new mode of proving its truthfulness!
T would suggest to them to not do as the above theologians have
done, in their going to old Jewish and Heathen historians as their
authority for sentiment and phraseology, but go to school to your
Bible in the use of right reason, and see if in the search of an
eternal son, you enter into those holy ranks of inspired writers,
they will not say unto you in reference to your past conduct, O
foolish man ! who hath bewitched you,” to go to past eternity
looking for the S8on of God,” before whose eyes (in the holy serip-
tures) Jesus Christ has been evidently set forth crucified among
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you.” = ¢ Therefore be it known unto you all, and to all the people
of Israel, that by the name of Jesus Christ of Nazareth, whom
ye crucified, whom God raised from the dead, even by Him is this
man made whole, neither is there salvation in any other, for there
is none other name given under Heaven amongst men by which
we must be saved.” 8o itis worse than vain to bring a name that
Inspiration never spoke nor wrote, and present Him as a rival to
the above name “ who was crucified, whom God raised from the
dead,” * who now appears in the presence of God for us.” .

His egotism. On page 13, of his preface, *“ he says, he never
willingly preverted the sense of an antagonist—he never inten-
tionally used an irritating mode of speech, he has never given ‘to
citation any meaning which the strictest impartiality did not seem
to warrant, or used expressions which, supposing them appropriate,
he is,not willing to have retorted upon himself.” Let ussee whe-
ther this is true. It appears he has forgoiten himself, by what
we see on page fifty one. He there libels his opponents with in-
justifiable misrepresentation ; he says—¢ the term Son of God—
were it blotted out of the New Testament, far from leaving any
blank in their system, one can hardly suppose but that they would
rejoice at getting rid of the phrase so indefinite and vexatious.”

If this is not misrepresentation, I don’t know what could be.
‘We who reject the doctrine in question, reject it as a dangerous
heresy, but we glory in the term Son of God, being so frequently
mentioned in the inspired word, and that in no single instance in-
side the Bible, is the term eternal attached to it. The term Son
is not blotted out of the Bible, God has preserved the precious
name uncontaminated inside the New Testament, and till the
last srumpet sounds, it will remain the same ; and though other
books may contain the term Eternal Son in them, it never was,
nor ever will be found insidethe Bible ; thank God for the truth,
and a disposition to receive it in the love thereof.

On page 25, he says, in vindication of the inspired writers,
¢ That they should get credit for an equal degree of precision and
correctness with authors in general.” Yes, we should admit that
they mean what they say, and to make their word convey a differ-
ent meaning to what they intended, is a daring absurdity, and
denial of precision and correctness to the inspived writers. This
is done by adding the term Eternal, to the term Son of God. 1t
changes His origin, locality, and nature; so we say to Treffry
and his followers, Physicians heal yourselves.

Page 130, in note there which he quotes from Sherlock, and by
80 dcing he admits it as truth, “ He charges Dr. Adam .Clark,
with a denial of theunion of human and Divine natures in the
Son of God.” Misrepresentation in some instances is as bad as
murder, when it leads to it, either of person or character, whereas
the impartial reader can easily ascertain that the Son of God
which he speaks of never was other than possessed of two natures,
human and Divine, united in the act of the incarnation in the

Virgin’s womb.
Not 8o in reference to the imaginary Eternal Son ; he had not
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two nutures, for the doctrine in question gives him no proper na-
ture at all, neither human nor Divine ; it necessitates its adherents
to this, and whoever entertains the doctrine in question is obliged
thereby to deny proper Divinity to our Lord Jesus Christ, in the
very act of admitting personality in the Godhead ; the doctrine
gives him but one subsistence out of three as his Divine nature ;
this is not proper, but partial Divinity. St. Paul gives him all
the fulness of the Godhead ; tradition denies him this ; no man
can consistently give Christ proper Divinity and entertain the doc-
trine in question. ’

This doctrine is doing in this what it intended to do, denying
proper Divinity to Christ. This Dr. Clark did w.ot do. Nor does
the doctrine give the Son of God proper humanity, for it says the
Son of God was originated in the Godhead before time or flesh ;
this is the mark given by St. John in his second Epistle to the
anti-christian teacher whom St. John calls a transgressor ; he con-
fesses not that Jesus Christ came in the flesh ; the Eternal Son
came not in the flesk ; the doctrine says he came before time or
flesh, even in past eternity ; hence he is said to be a Son before there
was human flesh. This is'not the Son of God St. Paul points to
when he says, *in the fulness of time God sent forth his Son made
of a woman”; hence the Eternal Son has no proper nature, nei-
ther human nor Divine. This is not the Son of God Dr. Clark
believed in.

It is evident that Treffry or his ancestral talebearers, who brought
to him “he traditionalsvanities contained in the doctrine in ques-
tion, was not actuated by the same spirit as St. John and St.
Paul. John was in the Isle of Patmos, and was in the spirit, and
saw a great white throne, and him that sat on it; but though he
describes the glorified humanity of our Lord Jesus Christ, he does
not presume to describe him that sat on the Great White Throne,
Paul was caught up in the visions of God into the third Heaven,
was an eye and ear witness of the language and melodies of the
spirit world ; yet when he returned, was not permitted to relate to
mortals what he was a living witness of ; the laws, language and
employments of the spirit world, and the scenes above that of
earth must not be taught or related on earth by human voice to
human ears.

Butourauthoras an acknowledged incapacitated mortal, will link
arms with Heathens, who have not the Bible, and will attempt to
tell us imaginary wonders about the ineffable Jehovah, which the
scriptures teach nothing of. He tries to tell us who it is that sitteth
on the great white throne, whom St. John durst not attempt to
describe, and that Treffry acknowledges no creature has the faculty
to serutinize, yet he ventures to fill up the blank in our theologi-
cal literature, in asserting that he is a being who exists in three
subsistences, each of which is possessed of sexual propagating
qualities, and ingeniously suggests the idea that a productive inter-
course was practically carried out, analagousto human propaga-
tion, and the result was an Eternal Son produced. Will not the
Bible student admit that a higher- species of vanity can not be
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imagined. He does not stop here ; on page 169 he says, ‘ Be-
yond controversy there i’ nothing in the Gospel records which
specifically aftirs the identity in our Lord of the characters of
the Christ and the Son of God.” Is it possible he did not see this
in the Gospel records 1 I shall point his readers to where it is
inserted,— Matt. 16, 16, “and Simon Peter answered and said,
thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God.” And also John
20, 31; “ But these are written that ye might believe that Jesus is
the Christ, the Son of -the living (ed,” (not the ‘dead God), *‘and
that believing ye might have life through his name.” And in Acts
8, 37, “and Philip said, if thou believest with all thy heart thou
mayest, and he answered and said I believe that Jesus Christ is
the Son of ‘God.” . And Philip baptised the eunuch in this faith.
The man that overlooks the existence of such scriptures is not a

f,afe guide.

¢ It'aenot likely hie saw' that if the identity of Christ and Son of
God was applied specially to  our blessed Lord, it would destroy
his syssem’ of eternal sonship, for it would ‘make the term son
originate in the incarnation, and belong to the complex character
of Christ, which he labours to deny.

As a further repetition of the above absurdity, he finds it
necessary on gage 177 to brand the teaching of the Holy Ghost
as absolute nonsense, in the following words :—¢ The addition of
the title to that of Christ, in all the foregoing cases is a mere
redundancy, and oné which far' from aidihg actually obscures the
sense. Some of these passages, indeed, this exposition reduces to
absolute ‘nonsense.,” Such arrogance against Gtod is not found in
the highway of holiness ; such scepticism does not point or lead in
the way to Heaven. 4 :

He furthér says on page 178, “ Assuming that these appella-
tions, Christ atid Son. of God,” wére commonly regarded as dis-
criptive of two distinet persons.” This is another false proposi-
tion, and is consequently calculdted to lead to false conclusions.
But let us be'divinely guided to assume truthfully, that these
appellations, Christ and Sori of God, were deseriptive of one  per-
son possessed of two natures, human and diviné, and then we
have their true meaning.

On page 8, he says, “It would be a melancholy consideration,
that in this present e7a of extensive enquiry, and with all the
aids which the research and ‘wisdom of ages can supply, we shonld
yet, upon this point, be génerally in error.”

Its adherents and defenders must remain in error on this sub-
ject, till they go to the juidgment seat of Christ ; if instead of ex-
amining they employ their energies in defending, and handing
down to posterity the traditional error, and will prefer Heathen
and Jewish phraseology and sentiments, to the teachings of the

Holy Bible,
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CHAPTER XII.

BEHOLD THE SOURCE WHENCE TRFFRY

VALUABLE ATDS,

OBTAINED HIS  MOST

We liave so far selected a few of many of the same import, of
the absurdities to be found in Treffry’s book ; in his acknow-
ledged incapabilities to understand orexplain the doctrine in ques-
tion, and his acting contrary to his convictions. We shall now
examine the source whence he received this doctrine of a genera-
ted Deity, and his pupils may ask themselves the same question,
while ‘we invite them to- further continne with us till they hear
his acknowledgements. He says on page 238 of his book :—* The
source whénce the corrupt doctrine of @ divine generation found
its way into the Church of Christ, was even in St. Johm's day—
(though he does not appear himself to perceive that he has em-
braced the foul heresy) the doctrine of a divine generation, was
extensively received, it was commonat once to the theology of the
Jews, or the orientalized philosophy of the Greek, and so strong
had it laid hold upon the faith of men as eventually to be extend-
ed to all intelligent existences. 1t was this tenet in an exaggera-
ted and distorted form, which systematized the most permicions
heresies in the Prumitive Church. Numerous deons or emanations
being fanicied or feigned possessing a divine geniture, and a cer-
tain sort of consubstantiality. This term means an existence of
more than one in the same subsistence. This figment in all pro-
bability had begun to develope - itself during the lifetime of St.
John, and in the following century, as taught by Valentinus and
others of iess note, assumed prominent position among dogmas of
the day.” What shall we think of a Christian thelogian ‘whose
eyes confessedly were open to see this corrupt figment so pernici-
ous in its result, and who tells us it was this tenet which systema
tized the most pernicious heresies in the Primitive Church, and
with his eyes open thus, takes hold of it as if it was revealed from
Heaven, and labours’ to establish it s truth ?  Does he not ap-
pear to act as if determined to believe falschood himself, and taken
pleasure in them that do the same? Can such a man be a,_ safe
guide on the point in which he thus errs? Could he vindicate
such corrupt figments for any oth‘er reason than to receive glory
from his Ministerial associates, who had taken the platform in its
defence 1 For God could not give glory and approbation to such
conduct. How applieable that scriptureis, ““They have their re-
ward.” See how many glory in Treffry as proper authority |
The bible does not appear to have been his reference book on this
subject ; the phraseology to suit him is not inside the Bible ; he
géts it -with Heathens and ancient Jews. He grapples at Jewish
and Heathen phraseology, and the selection he makes'is very
objectionable ; he goes to a man who lived probably in the age of
St. John ; even Philo, a Jewish historian, for Jewish phrisology.
We think that a Christian theologian in the 19th century shonld
rather look to a converted Jew as was St Paul, for evangelieal




phraseology, than look to the man who was probably a party in
plotting the crucifixion and death of the true Son of God.

On page 57, he says, * Indeed the only sources of information
of this class that are not liable to serious objection, are the writ-
ings of the Aypocrypha, the Targum of Ankelos, and the works of
Philo Judeeus; yet they are interesting and instructive, as sup-
plying the germs of certain opinions and modes of expressions,
which in a subsequent age became prominent and remarkable-”
Here is where he got his germs and opinions, and not in the
Bible. On page 59, he says, ‘ But the writings of Philo belong
to the precise period respecting which we enquire, and upon the
points they treat, are usually sufficiently voluminous, in addition
to which their genuineness is not suspected. They are, there-
fore, in many respects the most valuable aids to the present part
of our investigation which we can command.”

Now, let us see the character Treffry gives of Philo, as an un-

reliable author, and we shall see that the source from whence he
gleans, is as unreliable as his own capabilities are, he having not
the faculty to examine the subject according to his own con-
viction, as above noticed. On page 76, behold the character he
gives of Philo, whom he chooses in preference to St. Paul, in
phraseology, for his example :—‘ No ancient writings with which
I am acquainted so frequently disappoint a Christian reader as do
those of Philo, There 18 often in them a gleam of truth so bright
as to lead to the expectation of some developement of doctrine
purely evangelical ; but scarcely has the hope been framed, when
a cloud of philosophic dreaming intervenes, and all is dark again.
Hence there is scarcely any author of whom a less correct idea is
to be framed from detached expressions or isolated phrases.” For
example :—The Christian reader, upon being told that he re-
presents G-l as a great shepherd, who appoints the Son to the
care of his sacred flock, at once recurs to the inimitable discourse
of our Lord as recorded by St. John, chapter ten, and to its
assemblage of affecting images; but all this agreeable emotion
subsides, upon the introduction of the cold and repulsive fancy
that the object of the divine pastoral care is not the Church of
the blood redeemed, but merely the elements and the planetary
system. This is the man Treffry derives his most valuable aids
from respecting his present investigation, and uses him in pre-
ference to St. Paul or St. John, who lived probably in the same
age with each other ; but the germs of phrases used in Philo’s
day, that became so conspicuous in Trefiry’s day, the Apostles
knew nothing about ; such as eternal Son or divine generation.
Treffry had to go outside the Bible for examples relative to
these things.

On page 77, he says, “ No one could peruse the works of these
Fathers (element and origin) even in the most cursory way,
without recognizing them as the production of men who believed
in Jesus, and in the great truths delivered by His Spirit. But

nothing can be more remote from the genius of the writings of
Philo ; he has no reference to the Messiah, no indications that in
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any sense he wuit’d for the consolation of Israel. Large portions
of his works might be transferred to the pages of a heathen
philosopher, without any perceptible in congruity, and his allegori
cal exposition of pentateuch usually terminates either in the
sensible universe, or in abstracts on the Divine Essence and go-
vernment. On page 78 he says, ¢ His genius, lofty and colossal
in its creations like the sculpture of the land in which he dwelt, is
obscure, unnatural, and profitless.” He further says, “Supposing
him (Philo) to have been a Christian writer, his testimony to the
Duvine generation of the Logos proves it to have been a dootrine
of the apostolic age.” 'This puts on the topstone of absurdity, by
Treffry, as to the source from whence he gleaned, in support of
the doctrine of divine generation. He might as well have said,
if fallacy is truth, we have no call for the Bible ; or if the black
crow is white, then there are no black birds at oll. Loes not
gleaning from such a source prejudice his case? Our theological
associates in reference to the doctrine of God, and of Christ, from
a standard by which our own theological character is measured.
“He that walketh with wise men shall be wise, btit a companion
of fools shall be destroyed, (Proverbs 13-20.) It is disgraceful
for a Christian writer to claim Philo as authority for the doctrine
of generation in the God-head, against which absurdity the inspired
word is vocal—Isaiah 43, 10-11, &c., &e.

When Philo does not speak the words that suit Treffry, he
takes the liberty to divine Philo’s thoughts. On page 80, as fol-
lows, “The nataral conclusion from his silence is, that while
Philo considered the Logos and the Son of God of identical ap-
plication, he had no conception that the glorious being thus desig-
nated would ever become incarnated, or that the Mesiah and the
Son of God could be one and the same person ” He tellsus above
that Philo had no reference to the Messiah—no indications that
in end sense he waited for the consolation of Israel. We would
present the question to the enlightened reader, that presents itself
to our mind, and request him to answer it to himself if he can,
whether is Philo a8 above described by Treffry, or Treffry him-
self, most ignorant of God and Christ, according to the scriptures ¢
He therefore tries to make Philo’s silence prove his theory : who
would be at a loss for witnesses if such evidence would pass in
court |

The above is a specimen of the character Treffry gives of Philo,
and he further says of him on page 59, “ But the writings of
Philo,—they are therefore in many respects the most valuable
aids to the present part of our investigation which we can com-
mand.” Hence Philo is his stronghold, as before intimated ; the
character and doctrinal views of our associates become the stan-
dard by which our own theological character is measured, in re-
ference to the knowledge of God and of Christ. The inspired

writers could give him no help in making out his point as to the
phrases needed ; his doctrine is a transaction altogether outside
the Bible ; he gets no materials inside as to terms or phrases suit-
able for his purpose ; in all his objectionable propositions he labours
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to establish ; and his mean theory is Ulljﬂ(}ti(}llé&lc ; he cannot in
one instance say thus saith the Lord, but he tries to say, thus
saith Philo, whether by saying or by silence. The doctrine in
question solely belongs to and points, according to traditional
teachings, to the pre-existent divine nature of Christ, and the
burthen of its effort concenters.in one point, and that is to deny
proper divinity to Christ Jesus. The New Testament gives him
all the fulness of the God-head bodily by hypostatical union ; but
this doctrine gives him but one-third of the God-head, and that by
communication from another. Are these differences trival or
trifling, as Treffry says they are in his preface to his book ? There
is not more difference between light and darkness, between right
and wrong, than there is between Treflry tradition and the Bible,
relative to God and Christ.

Choosing Philo in preference to St. Paul for terms and phrases
on which to base the doctrine in question, carries with it its own
condemnation ; for an inspired writer never used the tcrms which
he gleans from Philo, which he thinks are favourable to divine
generation, whather they be Eternal Father, Eternal Son, three
persons, Trinity, Divine generation, or Triune God, these terms
are each of them dependent on and arise out of each other; aud
when these terms are not found inside the Bible, he goes to Philo
for them. For neither angel, patriarch, prophet or apostle, ever
spoke or wrote the terms above referred to. I have given them
the words which thou gavest me, and they have received them,”
saith Jesus ; but the above terms God never gave ; they are hu-
man coinage by uninspired men, forced on us by tradition.

Do Tretiry’s pupils ever think that it is only a professed
Christian that can preach anti-christian doctrine, that is, entertain
and propagate opinions of Christ Jesus that are not true? Jews
deny that Christ has come ; Heathens know nothing about Him,
There were many anti-Christian teachers in St. John's day, who
went out from the Apostles, whom the Apostles described as de-
ceivers ; though' they preached Christ, they misrepresented Him.
Treffry does not secem to think there could be such men in the
Apostles’ day, or any other day ; but he seems to think that any
man, Jew or Heathen, or professed Christian, may say what he
pleases about the divine nature of our Lord Jesus Christ, or Son
of God, and if it savours of divine generation, he will willingly
endorse it as genuine,

But the Holy Seriptures teach us in reference to the true sacri-
fice by which the world was redeemed, * Christ our passover was
sacrificed for us—(1 Cor. 5-7),” even proper humanity, and not
a divine sacvifice. The complex character of our Lord Jesus

. Christ becomes an altar on which the redeemed race may cast
their individual souls by faith, and obtain a sanctity thereby
that meetens for glory. Hence the error found in the doctrine
in question, which imposes tne belief on listening multitudes,
that “ God for a guilty world hath died.,” ¢ The great Creator
died.” ‘“The God of angels died,” &c. We are supe the Bible

does not teach so. :
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Jesus, my great high priest,
Offered His blood and died,
My guilty conscience seeks,
No sacrifice beside,
His powerful blood did once atone,
And now it pleads before the Throne.

Hence we say it was not a divine sacrifice, but God provided
the sacrifice which suited the demands of the case, which was
found in the seed of the woman, the Virgin’s son ; he had blood
to shed ; he had a corporeal body which could become extinct ; in
him humanity suffered, bled and died ; hence God did not die.
The Rev. Richard Watson vindicates this principle in his Insti-
tutes, Vol. I, page 623 4, “ And the heterodox know that we
netiher belicve thut God nor the Lord could die. God himself—
His nature was tncapable of death.” This is Watson’s sentiment
on the subject: this is his own independent view, which accords
with scripture and right reason ; but the reception of the doctrine
in qugstion necessitates its adherents to a denial of this, and com-
pels them to say and sing the untruthful asgertion,—*¢ God for a

- guilty world hath died.”

The multitude who with inspired tongues vindicate this senti-
ment, that Jesus’ blood is the redemption price in connection
with his mangled body, in opposition to a divine (or spirit)
sacrifice, are as a cloud of witnesses. Hear their imperishable
language :—¢“Thou hast redeemed us to God by the blood ;”
“which He has purchased with his own blood.” “Being justified
by his blood.” * Made peace through the blood of his Cross.”
¢ Without shedding of blood there is no remission.” ¢ Into the
holiest by the blood of Jesus.” ¢ With the precious blood of
Christ.” ¢ His blood cleanseth us from all sin.” ‘ Washed in
His own blood.” ¢ Made white in the blood of the Lamb.” “For
the life of the flesh is in the blood : and I have given it to you
upon the altar, to make an atonement for your souls : for it ¢s the
blood that maket an atonement for the soul,” Lev. 17-11. This
is the sacrifice inspiration guides us to as the redemption price.
Now, in view of these things, who would be the pupil of tradi-
tion, and be led thereby to accept rival sacrifice that had no
blood to shed? Such is spirit of any kind.

We therefore conclude that is a great mistake to believe that
it was a divine sacrifice that died to redeem us. Let the Bible
student look at it from whatsoever seriptural stand point he may,
he will see its absurdity. The construction commonly put on
that passage of Scripture—Acts 20-28,—¢ which he has pur-
chased with his own blood,” is commonly said to be the blood of
God. This is caleulated to mislead the simple. It was the
blood of Christ in his complex nature ; for the invisible God had
no blood to shed ; the Son of God in his union with the Father
had blood, and it was shed when in that union with the Father ;
in this the blood of Christ had its metit.

Therefore, in believing that it was a Divine or spirit sacrifice, is
it not as poestive a mistake in reference to the true sacrifice that
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died to redeem, as there would have been discoverable in the sac-
rifice of the Jewish Passover, had the Jew selected the young of
the ass, or the elephant, or swine, instead of the young of the
sheep or goat? They would only have been wrong in selecting
a sacrifice which God did not appoint ; had they done this, we
may conjecture what would have been the result in their case.
Henece it is a great mistake to say God for a guilty world hath
died, as before said ; we are sure the Bible does not say so. Wat-
son in his Institutes further says,—Page 624—* All modern sects
of Christians agree in admitting that the greatest benefits arise to
us from the Saviour of the world being man.” Watson further
says what involves a deep truth, on page 453,—“The God of
those who deny the Trinity is not the God of those who worship
the Trinity ; so that one or the other worship what is nothing in
the world.” He further says :—* We are between the extremes
of pure and acceptable devotion, and of grace and offensive
idolatry, and must run to one or the other if the doctrine of the
Trinity be true.” Equally so, if the doctrine of the T7inuy be
facse. »
CHAPTER XIII.

MISREPRESENTATION CORRECTED.

Another great error has wonderfully obtained in reference to
the death of our Lord Jesus Christ, and has been frequently
preached to us from the pulpit. That the Father forsook the Son
on the cross ; and it is given as proof our Lord’s words. “My God,
my God, why hast thou forsaken me.” Now, we think if it was so
that the Father forsook the Son in the hour of the world’s atone-
ment, that the world would not be redeemed yet. But ¢ God was
in Christ reconciling the world to himself, not imputing their tres-
passes to them.” What God has joined together in the atonement
let no man attempt to put asunder. My reader may ask, and
what did his exclamation on the cross mean ; if the Father did
not forsake the Son? The corporeal part of our Lord Jesns
Christ, several times before he came to the cross, was so over-
whelmed by mental sufferings, that he felt sorrowful even nnto
death, as in Matt. 26, 37-38, and Luke 22, 42-44, and in Hebrews
5, 7. “Who in the days of his flesh, when he had offered up
prayers and supplications with strong crying and tears unto him
that was able to save him from death, and was heard in that he
feared.” Angels ministered to him andstrengthened him on these
occasions, and humanity continued to survive. But now he is
come to the cross; his hour is now come, and when nailed to the
cross ; the same humanity that on former occasions, when sorrow-
ful unto death, had prayed to him that was able to save him from
death, and was heard in that he feared, cry’s again to his Father
and God, for velief as heretofore ; but no relief comes; for this
end he came into the world. Humanity—corporeal nature must
die, must become extinct; the intellectual spirit must leave the
house of clay ; and under these circumstance he cries, “ My God,
my God, why hast thou forsaken me ?"—thou who ministered: to
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me at other times ; but no relief for corporeal nature ; the blood
which is the life of the flesh is being poured out. Now the pre-
diction is being fulfilled : “awake a sword against my shepherd,”
Zech. 13, 7 ; now the hour is come in which he is to taste death
for every man ; and now there is no support or escape for corpo
real nature, the corporeal man Christ must die ; animal life must
become extinct, for the intellectual spirit cannot die, nor was spirit
of any kind required to die ; spirit of any kind cannot become
extinct, either angel or man, but is as defiant of extinetion as God
himself ; the intellectual spirit must leave the corporeal body : and
he cried, “it is finished, and bowed his head and gave up the
Ghost.” . Exacted is the legal pain and required death ; the world
of mankind is vedeemed. But did the Divine nature leave the in-
tellectual spirit of the Son of God when or before he dismissed
his spirit from the dying body on the cross? No ; God was in the
intellectual spirit going to Paradise, where he promised to meet
the dying thief that day; yea, and from the conception in the
womb, to the cross, and from the cross to the throne, before which .
he appears in the presence of God for us ; the blessed Jesus
could ever say :—¢ The Father that dwelleth in me he doeth the
works.” John 14, 10. The finite mind has no right to attempt
to explain this union ; ¢ this holy thing is covered, we should not
attemj)t to look in.” Numbers 4, 20.

CHAPTER X1V,
WHAT THINK YE OF CHRIST, WHOSE SON IS HE?

Beeing that we reject on seriptural grounds in the use of right
reason, even the existence of an Eternal Son, my veader may feel
inclined to ask me the very proper question which the blessed
Jesus asked his audience, Matt. 22, 42, saying, “ What think ye of
Christ, whose Son is he 7"

In order to give a proper answer to this question, we must be

directed by the holy scriptures (not by tradition.) Tl

e seriptures
exhibit to us the Redeemer of the world in a threefold point of view,

each part of which must be considered in itself, and also in its
relation to the other ? First; as God the maker and governor of the
world, (Isaiah 43, 10 11.)—¢ before me there was no God formed,
neither shall there be after me ; I, even I, am the Lord, and besides
me there is no Saviour.” Thisis proper Divinity ; God originates
theplan of our redemption, and in carrying it out, he takes hold of
the very humanity that sinned, and finds in it a substance suitable
which he uses in connection with his own mercy and power as a
redeeming sacrifice ; this is pointed to in the first promise given to
the first unhappy pair ; “the seed of the woman.” (Gen. 3, 15,
and Gala. 3, 8,)—preached before the Gospel to Abraham, saying,

“ In thee shall all nations be blessed ;" and verse 16,—“ Now to
Abraham and his seed were the promises made. He saith not,

and to seeds, as of many ; but as of one. And to thy seed,

WHICH 18 CHRIST.” The scripture here calls Christ, the seed of
Abraham, by Isaac. “ In Isaac shall thy seed be called,” and it

ealls the seed of Abraham, “Curist,”—“which seed 1s CHR1sT.”
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“ Whose Son is he V" It is secen lere, in scripture language, the
sonof Abraham. Thisis the proper humanity. Now we have
proper Divinity, and proper humanity scripturally exhibited tous
as the Saviour of men. We ‘may further notice as the lineage by
which Christ came, he was the root of David, in the person of
Jesse his Father, and the oftspring of David in the person of Solo-
mon, &e. See Isaiah 11, 1; “and there shall come forth a rod out of
the stem of Jesse, and a branch shall grow out of his roots,” and
Revelation b, 5, “ Belld the Laomn of the tribe of Judah, the root
of David.”—Jesus Christ springs from this tribe as his genealogy
proves ; see on Matt, 1and Luke 3. “Dr. Clarke says thereis an
allusion here to Gen. 39,'9. “ Judah is a Lion's whelp;” the Lion
was the emblem of this, tribe, and was supposed to have been em-
broidered on its ensigns.” The lineage is traceable down through
generation after generation until the blessed Virgin made her ap-
pearance, of whose seed according to the promise * in the fulness of
time God sent forth ks son made of a womnn,” — (IN TIME not tn
past eternily, as tradition says); *he was made under the law,” “to
redeem them that were under the (curse of a broken) Law.” The
same principle is still further seen in Acts 2, 30:—*“Therefore being
a prophet, and knowing that God had sworn with an oath to him,
that of the fruit of his loins according to the flesh, he would raisé
up Christ to sit on his throne.” The inspired writers with uniform
caution and clearness, point out proper hamanity in Christ, distin-
guishing between the corporeal and intellectu: l natures of Christ ;
they claim kindred with the corporeal nature of Christ, but not.
with the intellectual spirit of Christ. The inspired writers are
uniform in this; God swore to David that of . the fruit of his loins
according to the flesh, he would raise up Christ to sit on his throne.
St. Paul claims kindred in this sense with Christ’s corporeal nature
also ;- “For we are members of his body, of his flesk, and of his
bones.” Eph. 5, 30. ¢ God sending his own Son in the likeness
of sinful fles/i, and for sin, condemued sin in the flesh.” Rom. 8, 3.
“ Whose are the Father’s, and of whom as concerning the flesh,
Christ came.” Rom. 9, 5. ¢ For as much, then, as the children
are partakers of flesh and blood, he himself likewways took part of
the same; that through death he might destroy him that had the
power of death, that is the devil.” Heb. 2, 14. The reason is
more clearly seen in this, that the intellectunl spirvit of Christ that
went from thecross to Paradise, in accordance with his promise to
the penitent thief, this intellectual spirit of Christ, our second
Adam, was not a descendunt of our first Adam, asis the spirit
of Adam’s posterity; all individuals that are born of a woman
aceording to the natural course of human propagation, are kindred

apirits, on the principle that man propagates his own species in re-,

ference to the intelléetnal spirvit, as well as the body ; this intel-
lectual germ is propagated by the male parent ; posterity is reckon-
ed froma the male pavent ; the scriptures are vocal on this. On
this principle the seed of the woman has no intelleetual germ in
it; consequently the seed of the male parent is the source through
which intellectual life, with all its contamination of universal
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depravity, is traceable, as the channel through which Adam’s
depravity is transmitted with universal application to the race ;
now, on this true principle the seed of the woman is as free from
Adam’s contamination, as the Virgin earth out of which the body
of our first parent Adam was made ; to this uncontaminated seed
the first promise points,—Gen, 3,15, God would not use contami-
nated material in the formation of the sacrificial Lamb he provid-
ed :—Jobn 1, 29 ; contamination in him, or the seed of which he
was made, would have been a blemish, that would have rendered
him unfit for the hallowed purpose of redeeming the world ; hence
in his intellectual spirit, he has no kindred relation to our first
fallen Adam, and still as pertaining to his corporeal nature, he is
of the seed of Abraham, according to the flesh, and the root and
offspring of David, in the Regal line, according to promise : Acts
2, 30 ; for he was of the stock or offspring of David as to his
human nature, for that he took of the stock of David, becoming
thereby heir to the Jewish throne, and the only heir which then
existed ; and it is remarkable that the whole regal family termi-
nated in Christ, and ag he liveth forever, he 1 the only true David
and everlasting King. Dr. Olark? The necessary importance of
the fulfilment of the promises that went before of him as the
doming Saviour, to come of the seed of Abraham, of David, and
of the seed of a Virgin, he gives evidence of the trathful fulfil-
ment of these predictions in his revelations of himself to St, John.
Rev. 22, 16, “ 1, Jesus, have sent my Angel to testify un‘o you
these things in the churches ; I am the root and the offspring of
David, and the bright and morning star.” Hence the only name
given under Heaven amongst men by which we must be saved,
The above are among the reasons why he is called the Son of man,
in that he has come according to the flesh, of the seed of the
Patriarchs, and Kingly Prophets, &c. Now as to wh y he is
equally called the Son of God we further remark :—

In reference to human propagation. our second Adam, Christ, is
not a deseendant of our first Adam, for the production and per-
petuation of postérity is dependant on sexual intercourse ; the
intellectual germ is the offspring of the male parent. Now, these
laws have not governed the blessed Virgin ; she had never known
a man in the above sense of the word ; male intervention was not
admitted ; the Holy Ghost eame upon the Virgin in the mighty
power of the most high, and produced the promised seed in the
proper locality. This is what the scriptures call begotten ; God
never begot a being in this way before, nor since, nor ever will ;
he, Christ, or Son of God, is the only begotten of the Father, full
of grace and truth. He had a human mother, but no human
Father ; God was his father ; begotten in no ways analagous to
human propagation ; there was no amalgamation of natures in the
production of the human body of Christ, he was maede of the
seed of the woman ; (Gal. 4, 4.)

As there is no intellectual germ in the seed of the woman,
therefore the rational spirit of which Christ was must
have come from the same souree whence the rational spirit of wur
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first Adam came,—God supplied it, and for the same reason why
our first Adam is called the Son of God (Luke 3, 38) as his
author and maker, equally so is our second Adam Christ, called
the Son of God, for he had no human Father. As our first Adam
was a federal head to propagate the race, even so in our second
Adam a federal to redeem the race ; hence he has' his intellectual
spirit immediately from God, as our first Adam had ; neither the
first Adam, nor our second Adam, Christ, had their intellectual
spirit by propagation, like Adam’s posterity has, for they had no
human Father. Chtist was the only existent intelligence in the
universe that was both begotten and made. Our first parents were
made ; they had neither human Father nor mother ; God was
their Father, by immediate creation ; Christ had a human mother,
he was made of her seed, and she gave birth to him, as * the only
begotten of the Father, full of grace and truth.” Now we think
we have pointed out to some satisfaction what the seriptures teach
a8 to whose son Christ is, as to his corporeal and intellectual
nature and relations.

In carrying out the proposition we commenced with, namely,
that the scripture exhibited the Redeemer of the world to us in a
threefold point of view, we consider we have shown his proper
Divinity and equally so his proper humanity ; it now remains that'
we point out the union of these two proper natures, by a complex
or hypostatical union of an unexplainable nature, concentering in
that glorious personage our Lord Jesus Christ. In Isaiah 7, 14, —
“ Behold a Virgin shall conceive and bear a Son, and shall call his
name Immanuel, that is God with us ;" here is the union of human
and Divine natures in our Immanuel. Isaiah 9, 6 —* For unto
us a child is born, unto us a son is given ; and the Government
shall be upon his shoulder ; and his name shall be called. Wonderful
Councillor, The Mighty God, The Everlasting Father, The Prince of
Peace.” Hereis humanity and divinity in a complex union. 2
Cor. 5, 19.—* God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto him-
gelf.” Col. 2, 9. “ For in him dwelleth all the fulness of the
Godhead bodily.” Heb. 2, 16. “For verily he took not on
him the nature of angels, but he took on him the seed of Abra-
ham.” Now we think these are quite sufficient to establish the
point. In addition to this, we have the blessed Jesus’ own sanc-
tion for these views above given, expressed by him in several
places. He points to his proper humanity in John 12, 49-50.—
“ But the Father which sent me, he gave me a commandment
what I should say, and what I should speak, and I know that his
commandment is life everlasting. Whatsoever I speak, therefore,
even as the Father said unto me so Ispeak.” John 14, 28.—“My
Father is greater than I.” John 14, 10.—¢“The Father that
dwelleth in me he doeth the works”” Mark 13, 31.—“But of that
day and that hour knoweth no man, no, not the angels which are
in Yleaven, neuther the Son, but the Father.” We might enume-
rate, but the above is sufficient. He also exhibits to us his com-
plex nature, John 14, 9.—¢ He that hath seen me hath seen the
Fathgr.” Verse 10.—%“1 am in the Father, and the Father in

ter ¢

““ Th
the 1
work
man
b LI y
ME, b
scripi
Fat%;
have
ther i
union
form -
dieted
a8 bei
took 1
seed o
himse
He
this &
(not sc
trine i
Eterna
ther u)
gave a;
alleged
nity, e



— *

e same reason why
suke 3, 38) as his
dam Christ, called
As our first Adam
\ 80 in our second
aas his intellectual
m had ; neither the
1 their intellectual
s, for they had no
intelligence in the
ir first parents were
mother ; God was
ad a human mother,
o him, as *the only
.” Now we think
the scriptures teach
al and intellectual

nced with, mm}ely,
she world to us in a
y shown his proper
it now remains that’
wures, by a complex
1re, concentering 1n
In Isaiah 7, 14, —
on, and shall call his
the union of human
9, 6 —* For unto
nd the Government
be called. Wonderful
Father, The Prince of
complex union, 2
the world unto him-
the fulness of the
ily he took not on
the seed of Abra-
ant to establish the
ad Jesus' own sanc-
by him in several
John 12, 49-50.—
1e & commandment
mnd I know that his
i I speak, therefore,
John 14, 28.—“My
-%The Father that
, 31.—“But of that
e angels which are
We might enume-
ibits to us his com-
1 me hath seen the
and the  ¥ather in

R L A A3 B 155 A S

45

m>." John 10, 30.-=“ I and my Father are one.”—“ Where two
or thres are m:b together in my nams, there'am I in the midst of
them.” When he speaks in his complex character he claims om-
nipresence, and all the attributes of omnipotence ; though he says

I und my Father are one in his complex character, yet he says,

“my Father is greater than I ;" “ the Father that dwelleth in me,

he doeth the works;” he does not attribute any miracle to the man

Christ, but as to his union with the Father, in his complex char-

acter he thought it not robbery to be equal with God. The Father
gave not the spirit by measure to him, in him dwelleth all the ful-
ness of the God-head bodily.

Now we think it is wrong to say in an unqualified sense that
Christ is God ; for the seed of Abraham (Gala. 3, 16,) was not
God ; nor the term Christ, in 1 Cor., mentioned some 13 times
by the aposile when proving the death, and resurrection of Christ,
did not mean God, but merely the man Christ Jesus ; hence it is
needful for us who teach in Jesus’ name to understand the seri
tural distinctions given to us of Christ ; that we exhibit the Lamb
of Ged in his true character, whether in his proper humanity, or
in his complex nature ; this being understood by us, we dare not
say nor teach that God died. This misrepresents the true sacri-
fice.

Now, it is to be distinctly understood, that the scriptures speak

sometimes distinctly of the human nature of the complex charac-
ter of God manifest in the flesh, as the Christ, as follows :—
“There is but one God and one mediator between God and men,
the MaN Christ Jesus ;” “If I had not done among them the
works which none other man did, they had not had sin.” « By
man came death, by man came also the resurection of the dead.”
“My Father is greater than 1.” “The Father that dwelleth in
ME, he doeth the works, &e., &e.” It is equally seen that the
scriptures speak of Christ in his Hypostatical union with the
Father ; “I and my Father are ong ;) they that have seen g
have seen the FATHER ALSO ;" ¢ where two or three are met toge-
ther in My NaME, there am I in the midst of them,” &c., &e. This
union of human and Divine natures in the Messiah does not
form two persons ;” “I and my Father ave oNE.” This was pre-
dicted by the Prophets (Isa. 7, 14, and 9, 6), and is acknowledged
as being fulfilled Ly the prophets ; He, the Word, that was God,
took not on him the'nature of Angels, but he took on him the
seed of Abraham ; God was in ‘Christ reconciling the world to
himself.

Hence, we being guided by scripture are led to conclude that
this Son of man, this Son of God, this Christ, came in the flesh
(not sooner,) not in past eternity, before time or flesh, as the doc-
trine in question teaches, that Christ came from Heaven as an
Eternal Son. We are sure the Bible does not teach so, It is fur-
ther urged in favour of the doctrine in question, that the Father
gave and sent his Son to be the Redeemer of the World, and it is
alleged that these terms mean that he was originated in past eter-
nity, even in the eternal God-head, and that he must have come
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from past eternity, even from Heaven. Now, this construction
of the above terms is contrary to all scripture guidance ; the fol-
lowing scripture is proof :—In John 1, 6, we have an example.
“ There was a man sent from God whose name was John.” Will
any man say that John came from Heaven, or from past eternity,
on the ground he was sent from God 4 The meaning is, he was
God’s messenger, commissioned of God to do and teach as he did ;
he had God’s authority for what he said and did.

God’s ministerial officials in and for the Church militant, are
somewhat analagous to national officials. According to the laws of
the state, whether the candidate admitted into office as a Judge or
Magistrate, ever saw the Kingor the Governor,as sent by him, or not
he is possessed with the King's authority to decree Justice asmuch
80 as if he had his commission delivered to him by the Sovereign
in person, and he is the King’s confidential servant, waiting on this
office in “he King's name ; this makes his righteous decisions law-
ful ; suppose he never saw the King, he comes with his authority
as sent by the King ; hence, with great propriety, the apostle John
says, ‘there was a man sent from God, whose name was John ;”
the meaning is he was God's messenger, commissioned of God to
do and teach as he did : Again, “We know that thou art a teacher
come from God, for no man can do these miracles that thou doest
except God be with him,” (John 3-2.) Now this has the same
meaning as the above passage ; here, he came from God, and yet
God was with him. The term came from God implies that he had
God’s presence and authority, and .approbation, in and for what
he did ; this form of speech the Jews were in the habit of using
to denote that they came not merely in their own name, indepen-
dent of God, but that they had God’s authority and presence with
them as his messengers. We find the same principle and form of
speech made use of in John 16, 27-30,—— I came out from God.”
T came forth from the Father;” ¢ because the Father is with me.”
Also in John 17 14-16, —* Because they are not of the world,
even a8 I am not of the world ;" “as thou hast sent me into the
world, even 8o have I also sent them into the world.” Verse 20,
¢ Neither pray I for these alone, but for them also which shall
believe in me through their word.,” 21, ¢ That they all may be
one ; as thow. Father, art in me, and 1 in thee ; that they also may
be one in us ; that the world may believe that thou hast sent me.”
The above scripture proves the sense of the terms in question to
any honest Bible student, and enlightened common sense rescues
them from vindicating that Christ or Son of God came from
Heaven to die to redeem us, as the doctrine in question teaches.

Therefore, we think it is a great mistake, extremely dangerous,
to believe or teach that the Son of God, the Lord’s Christ, came
from past eternity, and that he left the bosom of the Father in
doing so. This denies omnipresence to the God of the Universe,
and denies proper divinity to the complex character of our Lord
Jesus Christ, which is anti-christian, and Arianism of the rankest
character.

Hence the ahove is an epitome of what we think of Christ,
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‘e think of Christ,

whoseson He is. As to Him being called the Son of Man, it is
owing to his fleshly or corporeal nature, as to his genealogy trace-
able in accordance with the first promise (Gen, 3, 15) down from
our first parents to Abraham, thence to King David, thence to
the blessed Virgin, of whose seed, as ubove noticed, his
body was made,

And as to him being called the Son of (iod, the following
reasons appear :—He had no human Fathers the Power of the
Highest overshadowed the blessed Virgin, and produced the
mised seed in the prope
begotten

corporeal

pro-
v locality ; this is what the scripture calls
; and of this seed, the God and Father of our Lord Jesus
Christ, made the human body of the Man Christ Jesus, and ag
above noticed, the seed of the woman having no intell
in it, the intellectual spirft of the Virgin’s son must have come
from the same source whence the intellectual spirit of our first
Adam’s came.  God breathed into him the breath of life ; in this
sense of the word, God was ag much the Father of our second
Adam as he was of our first Adam ; neither of them Lad a human
Father ; God was their Father, their Maker, their God. Christ
has a pre-eminence above all other existences, in that he was both
begotten and made ; he was made of a woman, (Gal. 4, 4), and
the only begotten of the Father (John 1, 14); being guided
therefore by the Scriptures, this is what we think of Christ as to
whose son he is ; and we renounce and denounce the traditional
eternal son. We don’t denounce him as a pretender, for he never
had an existence ; but it iy his conjectural originators and ad-
herents, that are chargeable with presenting a rival against the

true Son of God ; all such should compare their character with
Rev. 22 18-10,

ectual germ

CHAPTER XV,
REMARKS RELATIVE TO THE REV, JOHN WESLEY,

[ would take the liberty here of answering an enquiry that may
very probably arise in the mind of my reader, namely : How is it
that you professing to be a Methodist, and holding an official
standing in that body of professed Christians for over fifty years,
retain your relation to them, while you are writing against one of
their most prominent doctrines, namely, the Eternal Sonship of
Christ? T answer by giving the following reason :—First, the
love T have for all the standard doctrines preached among the

d Methodists, with the exception of the doctrine in question, believ-
ing them to be scriptural, Secondly, a desire to throw out a
healthy influence among those I call my brethren in the Lord ;
and thirdly, speaking in a sectarian point of view, in almost every
other sect, the doctrinal oljection is to be found in their
and confessions ;80 that considering the whole matter,

I think my-
self better where T am than I could be elsewhere,

God converted
my soul the 14th day of March, in the year 1819, in old Ireland,

by the instrumentality of Methodism before which time I had
never given one serioas thought to the doctrine in question ; and

creeds
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the fourth and last reason, yet not the least, is that I believe that
it is not Wesleyan doctrine, nor scriptural doctrine. 1 make this
assertion fearless of successful contradiction. It is not Wesleyan
doctrine. I take the venerable Wesley for my witness ; though
he is dead, he yet speaketh ; the following explanation is indispu-
table proof ; let the objector examine how he exposes and destroys
its foundation in the following way :—

It is not my inteation to say much in reference to the venerable
Wesley ; his praise is in all the churches ; but this every man will
admit, that he knew more when he was 80 years old than when he
was 40. John Wesley was bornand educated a member of the
Church of England. His father was a minister in said Church,
and he was inducted into the Ministry of said Church. As a pious
youth, he received the doctrines of said®Church with implicit con-
fidence as to their truthfulness, among which the doctrine of the
Eternal Sonship of Christ held a prominent position. These
doctrines he preached and defended and expounded, without the
least suspicionof their fallacy, till his head whitened in the Minis-
try, interspersing his explanations and defence of it in his sermons,
and notes on the New Testament, and hymns.

And toward the close of his useful life, his son in the Gospel,
the venerable Dr. Adam Clark, in publishing his commentary on
the Bible, exposed and disproved the doctrine in question ; which
no doubt led Mr. Wesley to examine the doctrine with care. He
was now well up to 80 years of age ; and it clearly appears that
he perceived the doctrine was unscriptural, and that it was the
foundation of Arianism. Age now forbade an attempton his part
to publish in the Church a personal retraction of his former senti-
ments on this subject, lest it would unhinge the consolidated unity
of the Church ; and what was to bedone? It appears that he con-
sidered it his duty as a dying Minister, to write an article expressive
of his faith on this subject, as to his views being changed, a few
years before his death, entitled “ An Arian Antidote,” by which
he wisely escaped as an old man all polemic strife as to why he
renounced the doctrine in question ; for he would have had an-
tagonists had he come out vocally on the subject ; the opposition
Dr. Clark met with is proof.

He being induced to examine the doctrine in question for him-
self with care scripturally, from what Dr. Clark wrote on the sub-
ject, it appears that he clearly perceived that the doctrine had
its origin and perpetuation in unscriptural principles, which he
found it his duty to renounce ; namely : Kirst, that there is
greater and lesser in infinity ; secondly, that there is inferior God-
head, and thirdly, that our Redeemer from everlasting had the
inferior name of Son.

Wesley saw, and so may any man see, that in examining the
doctrines scripturally these are the three principles on which the

doctrine . is based, and that they are the sole foundation of

Arianism. The doctrine of Arianism consists principally in a be-
lief that the divine nature of our Lord Jesus Christ is inferior in
some degree to the Heavenly Father, (Buck's Theological dic-
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tionary) ; and he, Mr. Wesley, writes an article entitled “ An
Arian Antidote,” referred to by the Rev. Adam Clark, D. D.,
in his commentary (in the latest revision for a new edition), to be

found in the concluding remarkson the first of Hebrews, which

is ag follows :—1In 1781, Rev. John Wesley published in the

fourth volume of the Arminian Magazine, page 348, an article

entitled “ An Arian Antidote,” in which are the following

words :—(Let the objector examine). Greater or Tesser in in-

finity is not ; inferior GGod-head shocks our sense,—John 14-28,

He was a son given, and slain intentionally from the foundation of

the world, Rev. 13-8, and the first born from the dead of every

creature ; Col. 1, 15-16, but our Redeemer from everlasting had

not the inferior name of Son. In the beginning was the word, and

the word was with God from cternity, and the word made flesh was

God.”

This is pointedly agaiust the eternal sonship of the divine na-
ture of Christ. But why did Mr. Wesley insert this? and if by
haste, &c., why did he not correct it when he published in 1790,
in the thirteenth volume of the Magazine, eight tables of errata to
the first eight volumes of the work. Now, although he had care-
fully noticed the slightest errors that might affect the sense in
these preceding volumes, yet no fault is found with the reasons
in the Arian Antidote, and the sentence, “ But our Redeemer
from everlasting had not the inferior name of Son.” This is
passed by witheut the slightest notice.

The above is proof positive to the unprejudiced reader, that the
inherent principles of the doctrine in question were rejected by
the venerable Wesley, before he died, and as such, the doctrine
in question cannot be called Wesleyan doctrine, for twq indisput-
able reasons :—namely, first, he received it originally (’m)ded to
him as a youth, and secondly, he renounced the doctrine before
he died ; as the article above referred to is proof ; so that Wesley’s
Ministerial followers, to be truly Wesleyan on this doctrine, must
of mecessity renounce it, as did Wesley in the above article.

Again, what legal grounds have Methodists to claim this
doctrine to be Wesleyan doctrine ? where did Wesley get it? he
got it in the formulas of the Church of England ; and where did
the Church of England get it? The great reformer Luther obtain-
ed it in Popery, but did not shake it off with other errors in com-
ing out of that corrupt Church ; and his contemporary, Calvin,
the founder of the Presbyterian Church, also brought the doctrine
of a generated Deity with its coneomitants out from Popery also ;
and Popery obtained it from the Judeising teachers that appeared
in the Christian Church, in the Apostolic day, who would not give -

a truthful exhibition of Christ to the people ; they preached the
doctrine in question ; the apostles opposed them, and denounced
them as deceivers, and they went out from the Apostles, and
would teach and preach their wrong views of Christ, which were
exactly the principles of the doctrine in question, as exposed by
the Apostle- John in his Epistles. In his first epistle, 4th Chapter,
three first verses, and in kis second epistle, verse 7, 9, they con-
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fessed not that Jesus Christ came in the flesh ; they taught like the
doctrine now teaches, that Jesus Christ came in past eternity, be-
fore time or flesh ; that he was originated in the eternal God-head,
and came from thence as Jesus Christ, and left the bosom of the
Father, and came down to earth to die to redeem us. This is ex-
actly the heresy Bt. John points to “ Formany deceivers are en-
tered into the world, who confess not that Jesus Christ is come
in the flesh.” This is a deceiver, and an antichrist.” Whosoever
transgresseth and abideth not in the (true) dectrine of Christ,
hath not God (in his Christ). He that abideth in the (true)
doctrine of Christ, he hath both the Father and the Son.” ¢ Hath
not God,” does not apply to the ‘ransgressor’s personal experience,
but to the doctrinal view he gives of Christ. Has the Eternal
Son the Father in him? No: he has left the bosom of the
Father, so the doctrine in question teaches ; *“ If there come any
unto you, and bring not this doctrine, receive him not into your
house (as a teacher) neither bid him God-speed,—For he that
biddeth him God-speed is a partaker of his evil deeds, John 2nd
Epistle.”

Hence, there is no good reason why it should be called Wesleyan
doctrine, or Lutheran, or Calvinistic, for the founders of either
sects cannot take the credit or discredit of originating the doc-
trine in question ; for it is more especially Popish than Protestant
reform. It is a species of the mystery of iniquity that has eat
vital godliness out of Popery, and was not cut off by the Re-
formers, but was carried into the Protestant Church, and it is
blighting the pure spirit of Protestantism, and should be cut off’
it is Ritualising Protestantism, and it is destined to do so, and it
is doing ? work.

But sa®to say, the British Conference have bound themselves
in adamantine chains in passing th2 test act on this subject,
and consequently are not Wesleyan on this doctrine. For Wes-
ley’s writings in the way of defending the doetrine in' the early
part of his life, found in his notes on the New Testament, and
his sermons and Hymns, are attributable to his reception of the
doctrine in his youth, as contained in the formulas of the Church
of England, as before noticed ; and his renouncing the principles
of the doctrine before he died, is proof that it is not Wesleyan
doctrine. They who are truly Wesleyan on this doctrine feel
cause of thankfulness that the blessed Lord abundantly honoured
Wesley among men in convincing him before he died of the error
of the doctrine, which led him to renounce its principles, as above
noticed, in the article referred to, where he leaves the unretract-
ed assertions : —“Greater and lesser in Infirmity are not ; inferior

God-head shocks our sense ; our Redeemer from everlasting had
not the inferior name of Son ; yet it is lamentable that there are
so many of his Ministerial followers that have not allowed them-
selves to examine the subject like the venerable Wesley did near
the close of his valuable life, the result of which we notice above;
and if many of them have examined the subject as did Wesley,

and are as convinced as was Wesley, they are putting their light
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(as it were) under a bushel, in not coming out as did Wesley, in

denouncing the inteenal principles of said doctrine, as did Mr,
Wesley in the article above referred to; and don’t seem* to be in
dread of incurring the penalty, “to him that knoweth to do good
and doeth it not, to him it is sin.”

To reject truth, and hold to error, is the greatest source of
blight the nominal Church of Christ is dwarfed with ; they that
receive light and truth, and don’t exhibit it, are in danger of
being abandoned t8 judicial blindness, so 1s to Jose the relish for
truth, and be snared into realily believing a lie. Setting an un-
due estimate on the Jjudgment of the mistaken multitude, forms
s2lf-shackles, which blinds the mind like grasping a forbidden
object. The youthful minister is et easily tempted to not let his
light shine in reference to this subject, lest ministerial seniority
should lay stumbling blocks in the way of his juvenile progress,
and he be dealt with according to the principles of the test act,
Man is subject to temptation on (his ground ; but woe to that
mai by whom the offence cometh,

It is further manifest, we say, that there is some sectarian soil
80 polluted with other obnoxions theological weeds of a most wild
diseription, so well cultivated by human art, as to render such sec-
tarian soil very congenial to this spurious, darkening, God-dishon-
ouring doctrine of a generated deity. T hope the ministry and
membership in every branch of the Christian Church will sincere-
ly, and prayerfully consider these things, and expunge from their
theology that anti-christian principle of a generated Deity ; and
God will use them more ex tensively than ever in the conversion of
the human family ; and I am further constrained to think and say
that if the present theology which now overspreads the land,

found in the doctrine in question, remains unchanged, God will
raise up another people ; should he dig them out of the mountain,
sooner or later, let them be called by whatever name they may,
who will embrace and retain a pure scriptural theology, and indi
vidually, and faithfully confess that Jesus Chuist came
(not sooner) in St. John's sonse of the word
exhibited in his epistles.

Men talk about the second advent of Christ, and say that he is
to be expected to come and reign on earth with his saints for a
thousand years ; their sentiments, as they advance them, convey
ideas contrary to seripture ; if the Christian Church would unite
in believing and confessing that Jesus Christ came in the flesh, in
St. John's sense of the word, as above referred to, then it would
be as it ought to be, a deniul of the spurious doctrine of a gene-
rated Deity, and this would be more worthy the appellation of the
second advent of Christ, in as much as all branches of the Chris-
tian Church since the apostolic age, who have received the tradi-
tional doctrine in question, have only preached Christ truthfully,
commencing at the inearnation. The pre-existence of his Divine
nature was by them misunderstood, and consequently misrepre-
sented, discoverable in the doctrine of a generated Deity, giving
Christ only the one-third of the God-head, even one imaginary

in the Hesh
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substance out of three; whereas inspiration gives him all the full-
ness of the God-head bodily ; hence the necessity in this 19th
century of a second advent of Christ in a more clear and full ex-
planation of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of the Father, in
reference to the pre-existence of his Divine nature, prior to the
incarnation of the Eternal Word, which posses Christ in his com-
plex nature with all the fullness of the God-head bodily, and par-
tially, as the doctrine in question enjoins. In the above, my rea-
sons are found for wyiting against the doctriné in question, and
remaiuing still in the Church of my choice, and I sincerely pray
for the expunging of this heresy from the theology of Protestant-
ism.

CHAPTER XVI

SCRIPTURE AND TRADITION AS CANDIDATES FOR SUFFRAGE OF BIBLE
STUDENTS ; AS TO WHICH PRESENTS THE TRUE SON OF GOD.

Meantime we shall take a condensed look at the contrast exist-
ing between the scripturally exhibited Son or Gop, and the
the traditionally exhibited Eternal Son of God. The name and
characteristics of the Eternal Son are not found inside the Bible ;
he is questionable on this ground as being an afien. The govern-
ment of the Bible does not admit such candidates as a rival to the
only name given under Heaven amongst men by which we must
be saved ; even Jesus Christ of Nazareth, who was crucified,
whom God raised from the dead, neither is there salvation in any
other: (Acts 4, 10-12.)

Our blessed Lord teaches the redeemed race where they are to
search, from whence to receive a true knowledge of himself ;”
“gearch the scriptures, for in them ye think ye have eternal
life ; and they are they which testify of me.” John 5, 37. The
seriptures know nothing of an Kternal Son; it is a name the
tongue or pen of Inspiration never spake or wrote; hence he
is not introduced in the language the Holy Ghost teacheth ;
neither Prophetic predictions, nor Apostolic teachings knew any-
thing of him.

The scriptural Son of God was “the only begotten of the
Father.” (John 1, 14-18.) The Eternal Son, tradition says,
was twice begotten ; Bishop Pearson on the Creed, (page 26) so
this cannot be the only begotten.

The scriptures point us to a Son of God who had a Virgin
mother, (Luke 1, 31.) Tradition does not know, at least does
not tell us who was the mother of the Eternal Son ; traditional
conjecture could never point her out; man that is born of a
woman must be very credulous to believe that there is a son
produced by generation who never had a mother.

The scriptural Son of God had two proper natures, human
and Divine. (John 1, 1; Hebrews 2, 6. Gal. 3, 6. Rom.1,
3. Tsa. 7, 14.) The traditional Eternal Son had no proper
nature at all, as being originated in past Eternity, he could have no
human nature, and the principles of personality in the God-head

try to teach that there are three subsistences in the God-head, and
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the second is said to be the Eternal Son; hence there are two
other subsistencies said to be in the God-head, the Eternal Son is
not possessed of ; consequently, he has not proper Divinity, so he
has no proper nature, neither human nor divine. We may say of
him as ingpiration says of an idol, *“ we know that an idol is noth-
ing in the world.” (1 Cor. 8, 4.)

The scriptural Son of God had blood to shed. (Rev. 5, 9. 1
Peter, 1, 19.) The Eternal Son which tradition brings us, had
no blood as such. Tradition tells us he existed from all eternity
as spirit, for there was no humanity in the Eternal God-head prior
to the incarnation ; hence they are two characters in this also.

The scriptural Son of God was made of a woman. (Gal. 4, 4.
Phil. 2, 7.) The traditional Eternal Son was not made. (Atha-
nasius’ Creed Church of England Prayer-book.) So we see in
this also that they have no more sympathy with each other than
truth and error. The seriptural Son of God, in him dwelleth all
the fullness of the God-head bodily. The Traditional Eternal Son
had only the one-third of the Gtod-head, and that by communica-
tion by another ; he is wanting in this also ; likewise in the attri-
butes of eternity and self-existence, and independence, which are
indispensably needful to proper Divinity.

The scriptural Son of God has the Father dwelling in him.
(John 14, 10.) The traditional Eternal Son has left the bosom of
the Father, and left the glories of heaven, and was sent down by
the Father to die to redeem the world ; this is not the Son of God
who has snid “he that hath seen me hath seen the Father ;" the
Father that dwelleth in me he doeth the works.

One that studied the Bible might think that traditional votaries

, emight blush at such groundless fallacies. Where did the Eternal

jSon leave the Father! does not this deny omnipresence to “he
God of the universe ; “in whom we live and move and have our
being ;" for in the scriptural Son of God dwelleth all the fullness
of the God-head bodily, not partially. In this the two characters
appear also, as distinctly as light from darkness.

¢ The seriptural Son of God said of himself, on the principles of
the Hypostatical union of human and Divine natures, “1 and
my Father are pne ;” but the traditional Eternal Son is not al-
lowed this relation to the Father : Athanasius’ Creed, Church of
KEngland Prayer-book tradition, enjoins a penalty of perishing
everlastingly, if we confound the Divine natures of thé Father
and the Son ; they are two characters in this also,

The seriptural Son of God, on the principle of his complex
character, said of himself, I wmn the first and I am the last; but
the traditional Son is denied this, for the doctrine in question
makes him neither the first nor the last, but the second, on the
principle of personality in the God-head : they are two charaoters
in this also. -

The seriptural Son of God could die, and did die ; Christ died
for the wugodly. (Rom, 5, 6.) Christ died for our sins, (1
Cor. 15, 3.) }fe could not die on any other principle than being
possessed of corporeal nature. The life of the flesh is in the

’




blood : —it is the blood that maketh an atonement for the soul.
(Lev. 17, 11.) Blood the Eternal Son had not; he is deficient
here also.

The scriptural Son of God was to come of the seed of the wo-
man, and was to be a Virgin's Son, having no human Father;
God was his Father, and he was to be born of a woman (Gen. 3,
15. - Isa. 7, 14), and to come of the seed of Abraham (Gal. 3, 16),
and down through the seed or lineagz of David (Rom. 1, 3, &e.).
The traditional Eternal Son we have nothing given to us from
any source, as to the seed or lineage by which he came; the
Bible knows nothing of such a being ; he is presented not as the
fulfillment of Prophecy ; he is not God-sent ; his name is not in
Heaven's available library, the Holy Bible ; he is a production of
human immagination ; so he is destitute of the credentials of the
scriptural Son cf God in these things also.

The scriptural Son of God not only died and rose again, “but
appears in the presence of God for us,” (Heb. 9, 24,) which he
wrought in Christ, whom he raised from the dead, and set him at
bis own right hand, in the Heavenly places. (Eph. 1, 20.) By
-the which will we are sanctitied through the offering of the body
of Jesus Christ once for all. (Heb. 10, 10.) The above.idea of
death, and of being raised from the dead ; apply it to the Eternal
Son, and it outrages scripture and common sense ; apply it to
the Virgin’s Son, to the man Christ, and then we have as his God
and Father one God, and one mediator between God and men, the
MAN Christ Jesus.

The scriptural Son of God not only died, but God raised him
from the dead ; the scriptures don’t teach that Christ raised him-

self from the dead, but that his God and Father raised him, whom*

God hath raised up. (Acts 2, 24, and chapten 3, 5, and
4, 10, and 5, 30, and 10 40, and 13, 30.) By that maN whom he
hath ordained, whereof he hath given assurance unto all men in
that he hath raised him from the dead. (Acts 17, 31.) Tradi-
tion tells us that he died as a man, and arose like a God. We
are sure the scriptures don't say so of the scriptural Son of God ;
while they say he died as a man, they also say he was raised as a
man, und the Apostle Thomas with the rest of the Apostles is
witness, the prints of the nails in his hands, the hole of the spear
in his side is witness. ¢ Handle me and see, a spirit hath not
flesh and bones as yon see me have,” is also witness that he was
raised as a MAN. The Saviour himself applied the term Son to the
human nature of the complex character of Christ ; Christ teaches
the listening multitudes in reference to the day of .Judgment ; he
says, “of that day and that hour knoweth no man, no not the
Angels which ave in heaven, ncither the Son, but the Father.”
(Mark 13, 32.) The Father never revealed to Angels, Prophets
nor Apostles, nor even to the MaN Christ Jesus, when that day or
that hour would come : it is not for you to know the times and
the seasons which the Father hath put in his own power. (Acts
1,7) ‘

Apply this innocent ignorance to the imaginary Eternal Son as
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being a person in the God-head; and it virtually implies that one
of the persons is ignorant of the end from the beginning ; then
the Eternal Son has no claim to a share in the Divine God-head.
“To the only wise God our Saviour, be glory and majesty, domin-
ion and power, both now and ever, amen.” "The term. Son is ap-

olied to proper humanity in 1st Cor. 15, 24, 28. “Then shall the
F proy )

Son also himself be subject unto him that put all things under

him, that God may be all in all.” The offices of Redemption,
Mediation, and Judge, have done their work ; probation is ended ;
every one of Adam’s race has received his reward. The Kingdom is
now given up to the Father,  that God may be all in all,” and
the Son of tlhe Virgin in his glorified humanity, now takes his
place at the Lead of redeenied millions, who have obtained redemp-
tion throvgh his blood, all of whom shall join in one eternal song
of united praise ; “for thou was't slain, and hast redeemed us to
God by thy blood, out of every kindred and tongue, and people,
and nation —saying with a loud voice, worthy is the Lamb that
was slain to receive power, and riches, and wisdom, and strength,
and honour, and glory, and blessing, be unto him that siteth upon
the throne, and unto the Lamb for ever and ever ; and my heart
doth say amen.”

Now, ye pious Bible Students, we call on you in the name of
your accountability to God, and the use you should make of your
influence amongst men ; in whose favor will you record your vote,
as being the true Son of God? Whether the scripturally exhibit-
ed Son of God, as above pointed out, or the traditionally exhibited
Eternal Son, as above noticed?  Your decision will meet you at
the Judgement Seat of Christ ; may the Lorfl direct thy heart in
thy decision.

We give the foregoing remarks to the public, praying God to
bless them, as far as they are consistent with bhis will, to his
name’s glory, and the good of his Church.

ONTARIO, DOMINION OF CANADA, |
Innisfil, Sept. 15, 1869. |

THOMAS BLACK.

——()

K& The author permits any man to re-

print and publish this
pamphlet.—~THoMAs Brack.

() —
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On the 25th line from the bottom, on the 15th page, the word divine should
not be there.

On page 23, on the 9th line from the top, the word denied should be divided,

Un 25th page, on 22nd line from top, the word mocking should be making.

On 27th page, 21st line from the bottom, the werd fo should be not.

On page 29, the second line from bottom, the word our skould be the.

On page 37, the Tth line from top, the word scripture should be sculpture.

On page 38, 6th line from top, the word his should be ifs. :

On page 52, Tth line from the top, the word and should be not,
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