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of our adversaries, who have maintained that these
words, ¢ This is the true God, and eternal life,”
ought not to be referred to Jesus Christ, who is
mentioned immediately before, but to God, who is
spoken of in the preceding verse. For nothing but
an extreme desire to defend their cause at any rate,
could induce them to assert any such thing. Nothing
can be more evident than that Ie who is called
¢ The true (vod, and eternal life,” is the same who is
called true ; of whomn it is said, * We are in him that
1s true, even m his Son Jesus Chnst.”  Socinus does
not deny it.  Nay, he not only allows that Christ is
here called, ¢ The true God, and eternal life ;" but
he also confesses, that these words are parallel to
those which are now in dispute between us.

“I am easily induced to think,” says he, ¢ as the
sense of this passage scems to be entirely the same with
that of Christ himself, John xvii. 3, that this clause,
¢« This 1s the true God, and eternal life ;' ought to be
referred, not only to the Father, but also to Christ
himself, as much as it can and ought to be referred.” —
But here our subtle opposer falls into a contradiction.
For if the two passages be not parallel, why does he
say, that the sense of the one is the sense of the other ?
And if they be, how can he maintain, that one of
them says, Jesus Christ zs the true (zod, and that the
other implies he 1s not worthy of any such character?

But 1t 1s of still greater importance to consider
that equality on which the Father and the Son are
here placed.  They are evidently represented as
being unitedly, as being equally, the grand object of
spiritual and saving knowledge. It is, indeed, pre-
tended by our opponents, that it behoved Jesus to
speak very modestly, when he was praying to his
Father. Crellius observes, that it was by no means
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roper for Christ, on such an occasion, to say, that
Ee was the only true God, with his Father. The
reasons which he assigns are; Partly, because he
is praying to his Father, and thercfore, ought to
speak with the greatest modesty ; and, partly, because
he considers himself as the Father's messenger. For
it is not to be supposed that he should, when praying
to his Father, set himself on an equality with him,
by assuming a title so great, that the Father has none
superior. And, seeing he here considers himself as
his Father’s messenger, we must not suppose, that he
attributes to himself the glory and majesty of Him
who sent him, which consists 1n his being the only
true God.”— But if Jesus be not the only true God
with his Father, it is so far from being the greatest
modesty in him not to call himself so, that there 1s no
modesty in it at all. Extraordinary modesty, in a
subject, a servant, to say, I am not the sovereign
of the state! Wonderful modesty, truly, which
restrains a worm, an atom, from calling itself THE
CREATOR OF ALL THINGS; (FOD BLESSED FOR
EVER! Never was modesty more offended, nor the
laws of decorum violated in a more outrageous manner,
than by Jesus Christ on this occasion, if he he a mere
man, or a mere creaturc. I, therefore, may return
Crellius his own words, and affirm, that neither
modesty, nor the character of messenger, would permit
Jesus Christ to associate himself with the Father, as
unitedly constituting an Object that is the happiness
of mankind, if he werc a mere creature. Not modesty .
for if Jesus be a mere creature, he is not, In compari-
son with God, so much as a grain of sand to the
firmament; as a glimmering taper to the sun; as
the smallest worm to the Lord of the whole earth,
Shall we say, then, that the firmament and a grain of
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sand support the world? That the sun and a glim-
mering taper illuminate our terraqueoys globe 7 That
the Lord of the earth and a worm cause great revolu-
tions in states? Not the character of messenger :
for in what empire was a dutiful servant ever known
to name himself with his master, and to attribute
every honour and act of royalty to himself and the
sovereign ? Were a minister of state to issue a
proclamation, informing the public, that all affairs
relating to government must be transacted in the
king’s and his own name; were he to cause his name
to be stamped, with his royal master’s, on the coin,
and to be inscribed on public cdifices ; and were he
to grant pardons in his own name, he would certainly
be guilty of high-treason. How, then, dared Jesus
to assert, that life eternal consists in the knowledge of
God and of himself 7 How dared he to institute an
ordinance, and require it to be administered in this
form of words; I baptize thee, ¢ in the name of the
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost ?”
Matt, xxviii. 19. With what propriety, truth, or de-
cency, could he say, “ Ye believe in (God, belicve also .
in me?”" John xiv. 1. Or, how dare we say, “I believe
in God the Father almighty, and in Jesus Christ ?”
The principal ferms of which this text consists
furnish us with a further proof, that the Lord Messiah
18 not excluded from the Godhead of the Father.
Let us consider the word inow. By this term we
must either understand a merely speculative, or a’
practical knowledge. Not the former ; because, our
adversaries themselves being judges, life cternal does
not consist in such a knowledge. For Crellius says,
“ It is false that eternal life consists, nor yet the
means to obtain it, in knowing that the Father and
his Son Jesus Christ are the only and true God.
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This cannot be, if taken according to the letter.
Otherwise it would be sufficient, in order to obtain
eternal happiness, to acknowledge the Father and the
Son for the only true God. But if so, all that are of
this opinion would obtain eternal life; though, at
the same time, they might be gumlty of such sins as
exclude them from the kingdom of heaven, according
to the express declarations of Scripture.  You will
say, then, All this should be taken in an improper
sense; in such a manner, that this knowledge may
comprehend faith in Jesus Christ, a faith working by
love, and all sorts of graces.” *—1It must, therefore,
be a practical knowledge. And if so, to know the
true God, must include a reliance on him and love to
him, adoration of him and obedience to his commands.
To this our learned opponent agrecs. Now, as the
term know, is applied to the Son, as well as to the
Father, in the text before us; it necessarily follows,
that eternal life does not only consist in trusting,
loving, adoring, and obeying God the Father; but
also in paying the same honours, and in performing
the same duties, to our Lord Jesus Christ. But if it
be our happiness to know Jesus Christ, so as to
believe in him and love him, so as to worship and obey
him, he must be the true God; for 1t 1s not possible
that a rational creature should owe these honours and
duties to any other. None but the true God ought
to be served and worshipped in a religious way.
“ Thou shalt worship,” says the supreme Lawgiver,
commented upon by the Teacher come from God,
¢ the Lord thy God, and HIM ONLY shalt thou serve,”
Matt, iv. 10. None but the Divine Being there~
fore, can deserve those honours, which are presented

* CRELL. De Uno Deo Patre, Sect. i. p. 21.
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to the proper object of ¢ faith, and love, and all sorts
of graces.”

Life eternal is another expression which deserves
our notice. None but an Infinite Being can render
the life of a creature etermal. But Jesus is not an
Infinite Being, if he be not the true God with his
Father: consequently, on that supposition, he cannot
give eternal life.  'When the passage asserts, that the
knowledge of God is cternal hfe, and that the know-
ledge of Christ is eternal life; either it means, that
the knowledge of the latter is eternal life, in the same
sense in which 1t is affirmed of the former, or in a
different sense. If in a different sense, no expressions
can be more ambiguous; they are equivocal, and
adapted to lead us into a fatal error.  If in the same
sense, Christ must bestow eternal life on the subjects
of that spiritual knowledge for the same reason that
the Father does to them that know him. But the
Father gives life cternal, because he is the true God.
So says the text; © This is life eternal, that they
might know thee the only true God,” John xvii. 3.
It follows, then, that our Immanuel bestows tife eter-
nal, only as he is the true God.

Again: Eithertheknowledge of Christ is life eternal,
because that boundless blessedness consists inthisknow-
ledge s orbecause this knowledge is the principle of it.
If the former, Jesus Christ must be the Supreme Good;
for consummate felicity, or life eternal, is no other
than the complete possession of the Supreme Good.
If the latter, then 1 demand, Whether this knowledge
be the source of eternal life, or only a means to ob-
tain it? If the source of it, the object of that most
beneficial knowledge must be the true God; for it is
only the knowledge of Him that humbles, comforts,
and sanctifies us; that produces both holiness and
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happiness, which are the two grand constituents of
that life which is eternal. If only as a means to ob-
tain everlasting felicity, the language of the text,
though seemingly strong and full of meaning, was
intended to express very low and feeble ideas: for if
so, there is very little excellence in the knowledge of
Christ, which 1s not found In an acquaintance with
other persons and other things. Were this all, 1t
might have been said with propriety, ¢ This 13 life
eternal, to know the law, to know the Scriptures.”
¢ This is life eternal, for the Israelites to know Moses;”
and, at the commencement of the gospel dispensation,
¢ for the Jews and gentiles to know the apostles.”’
For the knowledge of the apostles, as the messengers
of God and ambassadors of Christ, was a means of
obtaining eternal happiness; and the knowledge of
Moses, as the honoured servant of Jehovah, was a
happy means by which the Israelites were brought to
obey God and obtain everlasting felicity.  Or, 1f you
will, the knowledge of Moses, and of the apostles,
being a means of converting sinners to God, was also
a means of bringing them to eternal life. Whether
this means was greater or less, is not material to my
present purpose ; a means it undoubtedly was, and
the argument requires no more. It must, notwith-
standing, be granted, that it would have been impious
and blasphemous to have spoken after this manner,
¢ This 1s life eternal to know Moses;” * This is life
eternal to know the apostles.”” And it would be the
height of impiety to call Moses and the apostles
EterNaL LIFE, as the Scripture calls Jesus Christ,
¢« This is the true God, and eternsl life,”” 1 John
v. 20.

Whoever considers this apostolic testimony, will
find that the Holy Spirit very closely connects the

2c
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ideas of “ the true God’’ and ¢ eternal life;” and
that it was his design to inform us, that it is because
Jesus Christ is the former, that he gives the latter.
We may, therefore, safely couclude, that as he bde-
stows the one, he must de the other. For when he
1s called * Eternal Life;”’> and when it is said, that
eternal life consists in ¢ knowing him ;> the expres-
stons do not merely signify that he promises ever-
lasting felicity, or that he bestows it on his disciples ;
but that he is the Author of it, and that it consists in
the enjoyment of him, Moses promised the land of
Canaan to the Israclites, and Joshua put them in
possession of it; yet neither the one nor the other is
called, ¢ The land of Canaan,” because such a name,
for such a reason, would be ridiculous. But Christ
is called ¢ Eternal Life,” and that immense bliss is said
to consist in * the knowledge of him,” to teach us,
not only that he promises that infinite blessedness,
nor only that he will certainly destow it, but that he
is the source of it; and that we need only to know
him, in order to be both holy and happy for ever,
Jesus, thereforc, must be au Infinite Object, must be
the true God. For if he were a mere creature, 1t
would be impious to suppose, that everlasting life is
infallibly connected with the knowledge of him; that
being the royal prerogative of the Great Supreme. As
it is written, ¢ This is life eternal, that they might
know thee the only true God. This is the true God,
and eternal life.”’ _
Let us now consider the name Gopn. Qur oppo-
nents labour to persuade us, that the term God, is
not a proper name, but an appellative. For this pur-
pose they have written whole treatises; nor need we
wonder at it. For if it be certain, that the empha-
tical term is the proper name of the Supreme Being,
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they must be obliged to acknowledge Jesus as a truly
Divine Person; because they allow, that he is fre«
quently called Gop, even 1 such passages as are not
supposed to be figurative. They, therefore, will have
it, that the sublime name 1s an appellative, and that
it is frequently given to others besides the Great
Supreme. Without entering into this dispute, we
shall reason with them on their own principles, If,
then, the term God be an appellative, we may form
the same judgment of it as o? the name Aing, which
is given to Jehovah by way of excellence, but is also
attributed to others. Wow, I demand of our adver-
saries, supposing the words of the text were, ¢ This
is life eternal, that they might know thee the only
true King, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent,”
whether they would affirm, that the expressions,
“ only true King,” belong to the Father exclusively
of the Son? or whether they would allow them to
belong to both?  They would, I am persuaded, un-
derstand the wards thus: This 1s life eternal, to know
thee the only true King; thee, Father, with him whom
thou hast seut, even Jesus Christ. Now, as the
name God, on their principles, is no less appellative
than the term king ; they ought, if they would act
cousistently, to understand the words of our Lord
thus: This is life eternal, that they might know thee
to be the true God ; thee, Father, with him whom
thou hast sent, even Jesus Christ.

The adjective true, will furnish us with another
argument. By the * true God,” our opponents un-
derstand, the great God; God, by way of excellence;
the Supreme Being. We allow, that the true God,
is the great God; and that the great God, is the true
God. But we maintain, that the idea of true God,

and that of Supreme Being, are two idcas which
2¢ 2
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represent the same Object in different lights. The
Jormer opposes the infinite Object to all such as
Jalsely bear the name Gop. The Jaiter contrasts the
same eternal and sovereign Object with every other
being in the vniverse ; for all creatures are necessarily
and infinitely fnferior to him. So that though the
very same adorable Object 1s signified by these two
Divine characters, yet, as they convey distinct ideas,
they ought not to be confounded. This, however,
our opponents constantly do, when they dispute
against us from the text under consideration. It
would not avail to say, The term frue conveys the
idea of excellence ; as when it is said, “ Constantine
was a frue emperor; Alexander was a #rue hero.”
Meaning, the one had all the qualities which an em-
%eror ought to have, and the other was a great hero.
or though the adjective, frue, is sometimes used to
indicate the excellence of the subject intended ; yet it
more frequentg signifies the reality of it. As when
it is said, ¢ Henry the fourth was the true king of
France, when he fought against the league after
Henry the third’s death.”> That is, he was then really
king ; he did not usurp the crown. So, in the text
before us, the words, ““ only true God,” carrying in
them a manifest allusion to the multitude of pagan
divinities, who falsely bore the name of gods; the
epithet true, must signify the reality, rather than the
excellence of Him to whom it is applied.
But if so, it is very easy to prove that the phrase,
“ only true God,” should be referred to the Son as
well as to the Father. For if the character, ¢ true
God,” ought ta be confined to the Father, it must be
either because it is not repeated in the second mem-
ber of the proposition, or because it i3 foo excellent
to belong to the Son, Not the former ; for we have
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already proved, that the analogy of language, as well
as the verb, £rnow, requires that it should be under-
stood. Nor is 1t the laffer ; because it 1s intended
to signify a God that 1s not fictitious; one that really
extsts. And who can doubt, if Jesus Christ d¢ God,
as our opponents themselves acknowledge, that he is,
in this sense, the true God? Kurther: As that God,
who is opposed to idols, does not exist merely in the
imagination of men, but really and truly ; I demand,
whether the epithet Zrue, belongs to Jesus Christ or
not? If not, he is, by the confession of our oppo-
sers, a false and imaginary god. If it does. he must
be the only true God.

But, perhaps, the word only, connected with ¢true
God,”may give the title an excellence, so as to render
it peculiar to the Father. By no means. Tor as the
term only, determines that of Zrue ; so the term true,
limits that of only. As the adjective, {rue, is op-
posed to_false; so the adverb, only, is opposed to
many. “ Only true God,” therefore, stands opposed
to the multitude of false gods worshil;),ped by the
heathens.  Further: * Ouly true God,” is not the
epithet of the Yather alone, but of the Father and the
Son unitedly. As in this passage, ¢ Or I ouly, and
Barnabas, have not we power to forbear working 77’
Here it is evident, that the term only, which, in
construction, is the epithet of Paul, s, in the sense
of the words, the epithet of Paul and Barnabas con-
jointly. Again: If the term only had been the
epithet, not of God, as including both the Father
and the Son, but of the Father ; if the text had
been thus read, That they might know the Father
only to be the true God ; yet it would have required
some caution not to overstrain the sense of the word
only, which does not always express the idea of

Qc
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exclusion, so much as it may seemtodo. Thisappears
by an unquestionable instance. For of whom does
the Scripture speak, when it says, ¢ The blessed and
oNLY Potentate; the King of kings, and Lord of
lIords; who oNvLY hath immortality,” 1 Tim, vi. 15,
18. We say it is of Jesus Christ; but, for argument
sake, we will suppose ourselves under a mistake, in
that respect. Whether our opponents attribute the
epithet to the Father or to the Son, is to us indiffe~
rent, as to our present purpose; for they will still
find, that the term only, which 1s here repeatedly
used, does not limit so much as it seems to do. Can
it be said of the Father, to the exclusion of the Son,
that he is ¢ the oNLY Potentate; He oNLy hath
immortality ?”’  No, doubtless; for both these quali-
ties belong also to the Son. Can 1t be said of the Son,
to the exclusion of the Father, that he 1s ¢“the oNLY
Potentate; He onNrLy hath immortality 7>’ Cer-
tainly not; for both eternity and dowminion belong to
the Father. If, then, the word only, when app%ied
to the Father, excludes other objects, but not the
Son; and if, when applied to the Son, it exclude not
the Father; it follows, that the same term, in the
passage before us, if it had been applied directly to
the Pgather, would not have warranted us to say, that
the Son is excluded ; especially as the Son is called
Gop, and the TRUE Gob, as well as the Father.
Hence it appears, that this passage which our adver-

saries produce against us with so much confidence,
confirms our sentiment.
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CHAPTER IV,

AN OBJECTION, FROM 1 coR. viIl. 4—6, ANSWERED.

A SIMILAR objection is raised by our opponents on
the following text, * We know that an idol is nothing
in the world, and that there 1s none other God but
one. For though there be that are called gods,
whether in heaven or in earth; (as there be gods
many, and lords many ;) but to us there is but one
God, the Father, of whom are all things, and we in
him; and one Lord Jesus Christ, by whom are all
things, and we by him.” On which passage Crellius
forms this argument : * What could be said more clearly
to prove that there is no God but the Father of our
Lord Jesus Christ? Paul, explaining who this one
God is, says, he is the Father; not the Father, Son,
and Holy Spirit. But there was no reason that he,
when his design was to show who this one God is,
should mention only the Father, if it be true- that this
one God is not only the Father, but also the Son
and the Holy Ghost ; because these two last Persons
were as proper to show who the one God is, as the
Person of the Father ; and, consequently, should not
have been passed over in silence.”

Here I shall make a few reflections, which may
serve as so many general answers to this objection.
And it may be observed, both in this passage and
several others of a similar kind, that the names Father
and God are not used to signify one single Person in
the Deity; but that Infinite Essence which is com-
mon to all the Divine Persons. This is what theo-
logical writers mean, when they speak of theterm
God, being taken ovowdédac, or essentially. Gob,
then, that eternal, invisible, omnipotent, and infinite
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Being, who is neither the Father alone, nor the Son
alone, nor the Holy Spirit alone; but who compre-
hends the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit;
is called Father, In a large and general sense, because
he is the First Cause, * of whom are all things, and
we in him.” In this place he is called Father, in
the same sense as when it is said, *“ Every good gift
and every perfect gift is from abeve, and cometh
down from the Ifather of lights,” Jam. 1. 17; and
again, ¢ One God and Father of all,” Eph. iv. 6.
In which passages the character, Father, is gencral ;
and signifies, that God is the First Canse of all things.
A character this, like those of Creator, Redeemer,
Saviour; all which belong to the Father, Son, and
Holy Ghost, because they are applied to the essence
which is common to the three Persons. Crellius,
therefore, is under a mistake, when he suggests that
Christ and the Holy Ghost are never in the Scrip-
ture called Father. Yor Jesus Christ is expressly
called, “ the everlasting Ifather.” And as he made
the world, and is the great First Cause, he may, with
propriety, be called the Father of all things; for ¢ all
things were made by him and without him was not
any thing made that was made,” John 1. 3. Should
it be said, Though he is called “ the everlasting
Father,” yet not simply “the Father;” 1 answer,
Neither is God called simply the Father in this pas-
sage, but ¢ the Father, of whom are all things.”
The character, Father, may be taken two ways;
either as standing alone, or as connected with adjec-
tives, which limit the signification of it. When alone,
it signifies that Person in the Godhead who is dis-
tinguished from tke Son ; but in this text it is limited.
We must not say, ¢ To us there is but one God, the
Father,” and stop there; but we must add, * of
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whom are all things.”> Had the apostle said, There
18 but one God, the First Cause, of whom are all
things ; our opponents could have found nothing in
the words which they would have imagined to be in
their favour. And though we could not find a simi-
lar epithet given to Jesus Christ, or to the Holy
Spirit, this would not prevent our concluding, that
HPe to whom Infallibility gives the names, and
ascribes the works of (God, 1s the First Cause, of whom
are all things. Now, it is plain, that * the Father,
of whom are all things;” and, the First Cause, of
whom are all things, are equivalent propositions.
Consequently, our adversaries have no more advantage
from the former, than they could have by the latter.

But though the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit,
have all the same essence; yet they are revealed, in
the work of redemption, under very different views.
The Father appoints, the Son executes, and the Holy
Ghost applies. The Father, in a more particular
manner, sustains the character of the offended Deity,
and asserts the honours of Divine government ; for
which reason he is more frequently called Gop than
the other adorable Persons. The Son appears as
Mediator; holding the place of man, yet invested
with the rights of the Godhead. And the Holy
Ghost holds the place of the IFather, and of Jesus
Christ, supplying the absence of the latter. We need
not wonder, therefore, that the name Gop, which is
common to all the Persons of the most holy and glo-
rious Trinity, should be more frequently given to the
Father, who sustains the Divine character in a very
particular manner in the wonderful econowy of re-
demption.

Again : The adjective, one, which here limits the
name, Gop, should net be understood in that rigour of
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signification which our adversaries urge. For though
it utterly excludes the * gods many and lords many,”
that are here mentioned, from having any claim to
the character of Deity; yet, without entirely departing
from the analogy of faith, it cannot be understood as
militating against the Divinity of Jesus Christ. Be-
cause he not only bears the names and titles of the
true God, but is also represented, by the unerring
Spirit, as possessing the attributes and performing
the works, as requiring the honours and receiving the
adoration, which are peculiar to the Infinite Supreme.
Such is the union between the Father and the Son,
that, in respect of their essential glories, what is asserted
of the one is to be understood of the other, Jesus
does not only say, *“I and my Father are one,”
John x. 30, but also affirms, that he who honours
the Son, honours the Father also, John v. 23. And
again he says, “ All things that the Father hath are
mine. He that hath seen me hath seen the Father
also,”” John xvi. 51; xiv. 9.

Hence 1t follows, that, when the Scripture ascribes
any perfection to the Father alone, it does not mean
to exclude the Son. This our opponents are obliged
to acknowledge; and in so doing, confess the weak-
ness of their own objection. For, when God is re-
presented as the only Saviour, will they except our
great Mediator? Or, when Christ is exhibited in
the gospel as the only Saviour, there being no sal-
vation in any other, will they exclude the Father?
The Scripture asserts, that * God only is wise;”
that He only is good ; but must we consider the term
only, as excluding Jesus Christ from an interest in
those perfections? And when it is said, * The
things of God knoweth (ovdeic) no one but the Spirit
‘of God,”” 1 Cor. i1. 11, must we from hence conclude
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that the Father and the Son are ignorant of the
things of God?

From these general reflections I come to my author
‘ Paul, explaining who this one God 1is, says, he 1is
the Father ; notthe Father, Son and Holy Spint.”—
This is a great mistake. For Paul neither explains
who this one God is, nor does he say that he is the
Father, to the exclusion of the Son, and Holy Spirit.
He does not explain who this one God 1s; or, if 1t be
called an explanation, it is an imperfect one, and only
adapted to the matter in hand. It was not his busi-
ness, in this place, to explain the nature of the Father
of our Lord, and to show what the Father had more
excellent than the Son. His business was, to cha-
racterise that God who is opposed to idols; and to
assert his infinite superiority over the deities of the
heathen, the angels of heaven, and the kings of the
earth, who are sometimes called gods. This being
the apostle’s design, he describes G,';’od in such a man-
ner, as exalts him far above all other beings; and,
well remembering what the prophet had said of all
fictitious divinities, * The gods that have not made
the heavens and the earth, even they shall perish
from the earth, and from under these heavens,” Jer.
x. 11, he gives this opposite description of the true
God; ¢ To us there is but one God, the Father, of
whom are all things, and we in him.”

Our author proceeds: ¢ The apostle’s design was
to explain who this one Godis. But does he. ex-
plain a thing well, who omits more particulars that
are proper to illustrate it than he expresses? and
who, instead of mentioning three Persons, speaks
only of one, as the apostle would do in this place, if
the opinion of our adversaries were true?  Who,
among them, designing to explain and to show who
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this one God is, would mention only the Father, and
say, There is but one God, the Father of our L.ord
Jesus Christ ? and would not rather say, There is but.
one God, the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.,”—I
reply: The design of the inspired writer was, not
fully to explain who the one God is, but to make him
known so far as his subject required; by giving him
character which exalts him infinitely above all created
intelligences and fictitious gods, calling him “ The
Father, of whom are all things.” Nor is it necessary,
every time we speak of a thing, that we should endea-
to explain it; much less, every tine we describe a
thing by some epithet, that we should explain it Sully.
The same apostle declares, ‘I determined not to
know any thing among you, save Jesus Christ, and
him crucified,” 1 Cor. ii. 2. But shall we say, The
discourse is absurd ; because the apostle, undertaking
to describe the way of salvation, omits more things
than he expresses ? for he does not mention God the
Father, nor the Holy Ghost, nor eternal life, nor
many other objects which are proposed to our faith
in the holy Scriptures. When the Philippian jailer
inquired what he should do to be saved, and was
answered, by Paul and Silas, ¢ Believe on the Lord
Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be saved,” Acts xvi, 31,
will our learned opponent say, that those ambassadors
of Christ spake impertinently on that occasion? The
jailer desired to know how he might obtain salvation.
A most 1mportant query, concerning the greatest of
all blessings. Their business was to answer the
query ; anf it was equally necessary for them to be
full and explicit, on such an occasion, as upon that
before us. Yet these unerring guides did not direct
the trembling inquirer to believe in the Father, nor
in the Holy Spirit, though it was necessary he should
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do so; for he was to be baptized in the name of the
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.
Nor did they, so far as the history informs us, tell
him to repent, though repentance was no less neces-
sary than faith. The Ethiopian eunuch professes
his faith in these words ; “ I believe that Jesus Christ
15 the Son of God,” Acts viii. 37. But was this
the whole of his faith? If not, can we say ¢ that
he explained himself well, when he conceafe':d more
then he expressed?” It is neither necessary, nor
possible, to say every thing belonging to a subject,
on all occasions ; and a man must be ignorant both
of Divine and human language, to imagine that an
explanation given of any thing by an adjective, should
be an exact definition of it, according to the rules of
logic, and take in the whole extent of its object.
Philosophers, indeed, speak thus; but people in
common speak in a different manner. True it is,
since we began to dispute on these important subjects,
we choose to express ourselves with such caution as
would be needless, if these questions had never been
agitated ; and, therefore, when speaking of the Su-
preme Being, we frechently say, One God, the Fa-
ther, Son, and Holy Spirit. But how often do we
express ourselves otherwise ? On how many occa-
sions do we give thanks to God, as the Author of our
Leing and salvation, through Jesus Christ the Medi-
ator 7 which is a way of speaking similar to that of
the apostle, in the text before us.

Our opponent further says, “ Who among them
would fail to say, It is the Father, Son, and Holy
Ghost? They must, indeed, so express themselves, 1f
they would speak agreeably to their own principles.
Much more ought the apostle to have spoken after that
manner if he had been of their sentiment, because it

2 b
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was his duty to give no oceasion to the great and
pernicious error, as they think it, of believing that
God is one, as well in Person as in essence, and that
none but the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ is
God.”—1It is not necessary, to speak agrecably to our

rinciples, that we should always fully express them.
ii‘h{)unrh we are verily persmded of the mystery of the
Tmnty yet we may consistently speak of the Father
without mentlomng the Son, and of the Son without
mentioning the Father, and of the Holy ngt with-
out mentioning cither the Father or the Son. For
there 18 no necessity that everything we say concern-
ing God should be attended with an explicit declara-
tion of this grand mystery.

Nor was it necessary that the apostle should be so
very apprehenswe of giving occasion to an heretlcal
opinion, by expressing himself as he does in this
passage. Such an nsinuation, however, comes with
a very ill grace from the lips and pens of our oppo-
nents, and betrays their inadvertence to a great
degree ; for it may be rctorted vpon them with the
utmost propricty and unanswerable force. Was it
proper for the apostles, was it their duty, to avoid
giving occasion to pernicious errors? Ought they
not, then, to have forborue the use of such language
as tended strongly tended, to lead mankind into ervor
and impiety, into blasphemy and idolatry ? Could
they, without renouncing all concern for the salvation
of man and the glory of God, apply to Jesus the
peculiar, essential, and Incommunicable characters of
Jenovan? Could they, without affronting their
Maker and laying a snare for immortal souls, apply
to Christ, & mere creature, those oracles which mani-
tcstly speak only of the true God? Or could they,
with a due regard to the honour of the Eternal Sove-
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reign and the happiness of their fellow-creatures,
assert that Christ 1s Gon; that “he is before all
things,” and that he created all things, Col.1 16, 17 ;
that he 1s ¢ the First and the Last,” equal with God,
and one with the Father, Rev, 1. 11; Phil, i1, 6;
John x. 30; that before him ¢ every knee shall
bow,” Phil. ii. 10; and that all the angels are com-
manded to worship bim ? Heb. i. 6. ﬁay, mn those
very passages which are produced against us, the
apostles associate Christ with the Father, as a per-
former of the same works, and a partaker of the same
glories. They assert that life eternal consists in the
ﬁnowledge of Christ, no less than in that of the
FFather ; and, in this text, where Jesus 1s opposed to
all false gods, it is said, “To us there is but one
Gop, the Father, OF WHOM ARE ALL THINGS,
AND WE IN HIM; and one LorDp Jesus Christ, BY
WHOM ARE ALL THINGS AND WE BY HIM;”
as if the Son were on a level with his Father.
Could anything be more arrogant and impious than
this famibarity with which Jesus Christ treats the
infinite God, if it be true that he is a mere creature?
For it must not be forgotten, that these, as well as
other expressions of a similar kind, were penned
by his authority and his direction. What! shall
the Holy Ghest counfine his care to the salvation
of our adversaries, by avoiding every occasion of be-
traying them into pernicious errors, while he takes little
or no heed to preserve us from blasphemy and idolatry ?
But, whatever had become of us, as there is nothing
so precious, nothing so great, as the incommuni-
cable glories of the Godhead, it might have been ex-
pected that the Holy Spirit would take particular
care, in penning the Ne;r Tesit)amcnt, that no occasion
2D
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should be given to Christians to rob God of his
honours, by giving them to a mere creature.

Our opponent adds: ¢ From whence it appears,
that what some of them answer is idle, when they
suggest that the apostle calls this-one God, ‘the
Father,” by attribution, as they express it. For, if
50, he would not have instructed the common Chris-
tians, but rather have led them into a pernicious error.
For the people do not know in what this attribution
consists ; nay, many among the learned have never
heard it so much as mentioned.”—The ferm attribu-
tion ma{ perhaps be unknown to many, but the thing
is well known, and it is that about which we are
chiefly concerned. Aftribution cousists in giving a
name to one only, which belongs to others. For ex-
ample : As the name Lorp belongs to both the
Father and the Son, when 1t is given to Christ only
-it 18 called an attribution ; and so, as the name Gop
belongs to them both, it is an attribution to give it to
the Father only. Those gracious characters, RE-
DEEMER and SAVIOUR, are common to the Father
with Jesus Christ; when, therefore, it is affirmed of
the latter, * There is none other name under heaven
given among men, whereby we must be saved,” Acts
iv. 12, it 1s called an at{ribution, or an appropriation
of a name common to the Father and the Son, to the
latter only.  Shall we say, that the Scripture knows
nothing of a love of appreciation and a love of in-
tentton, because these terms come from the schools,
and are not found in the Bible? The names, indeed,
are not there, but the zdeas intended by them are
strongly expressed in that sacred volume. The
ormer consists in loving God with all our hearts ;
the latter in forsaking kindred, property, and lfe



ESSENTIAL TO THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION. 305

itself, at his command and for his glory. So in the
case before us. Either, then, our opponent who
makes the objection, meant only that the ferm attri-
bution 1s strange to common Christians, or that the
thing represented by it was equally unknown, If the
term, we have nothing to object. If the thing, his
mistake may be rectified by showing, that in these
words, “ONE Lorp, Jesus Christ,” there is an
attribution perfectly similar to that which we find in
these, “ Oxe Gop, the Father.” -

Our opponent further remarks : ¢ If the term Gop
be understood in this place as peculiar to the Father,
either it includes a particular excellency, aud is taken
for that Person who is the source of the other; or
for the Father, without denoting any particular ex-
cellency. If the {ormer, we have already shown
that they who speak thus either contradict themselves,
and acknowledge that the Father only is the Supreme
God, or else they say nothing to the purpose. Ir the
latter, the apostle must have spoken impertinently ;
for the question was not whether the Father is but
one, but, whether God is but onc; as appears from
the preceding words.”’—Here we retort upon Crellius,
If the term LoRD be taken in this place as peculiar
to the Son, either it includes a particular excellency,
and is taken for the Person who has an original au-
thority, or for one possessed of dominion, without
denoting any particular excellency. If the former,
they who speak thus either contradict themselves,
and acknowledge that the Son is the Supreme Lord,
or else they say nothing to the purpose. If the
latter, the apostle must have spoken impertinently.
For the question was not whether the Son is but one,
but, whether ke Lord is but one; as appears from
the preceding words.

2 p 3
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Our adversaries, if they can, may answer this
objection ; as for us, we are not concerned in it. For
what is this argument but a mere sophism? The
term Gob, by being appropriated to the Father, does
not lose its natural signification. It still denotes
that infinite excellence which distinguishes his es-
sence to whowm it is applied, from all that are called
gods or lords, whether on earth or in heaven. The
Faraen, who is here opposed, not to the Son, nor
to the Holy Ghost, for that was not the guestion,
but to false gods, to magistrates, and to angels, is
represented as infinitely superior to ““ all that 1s called
God.” But what insurmountable difficulty is there in
all this? Is not Jesus also opposed in this place,
not to the Father, for that was not the question, but
to all those that are called lords, whether on earth or
n heaven 7

CHAPTER V.

AN OBJECTION FROM LUKE I. 39 ANSWERED.

ANOTHER objection against the doctrine maintained,
is formed by our adversaries on the following words:
«'The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, and the
ower of the Highest shall overshadow thee ; there-
fore also that Holy Thing which shall be born of
thee, shall be called THE Sox or Gobn.” From
hence they infer, that the sublime title, Son oF
Gonb, is t{)unded on the miraculous conception of
Jesus by the Holy Spirit. Ilere they demand how
Christ could be so called, on account of his wonder-
ful conception by the power of the Highest, if he was
the Son of God from eternity ?
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In answer to which I observe, that God, in this
revelation of his will, accommodates his language to
the capacities of the person to whom he makes known
his gracious designs. Thus he had frequently done
to the Jewish prophets. When he revealed 1o those
holy men the calling of the gentiles, it was often
under such images as were borrowed from the ancient
sanctuary, with which they were well acquainted.
He informed them, that ¢ an altar should be erected tn
the midst of Egypt;” and that from the rising to the
setting sun, “incense should be offered with a pure
offering.”  Such ideas were familiar to them, and,
therefore, spiritual things and future events were re-
vealed to the prophets and the church of old under
these images. So the angel who appears to Mar
speaks in a similar way. He might, if he had please({
have described Jesus Christ as the Mediator who
should reconcile heaven and earth. He might have
represented him to the virgin mother as a universal
M‘:)narch, according to the oracle of Daniel; as a
spiritual Xing, who should reiﬁn over the hearts and
consciences of men; and as Lord of the universe,
having all authority in heaven and in earth. These
things, however, he does not mention, because it was
expedient that she should be graduallz—lled into the
mysteries of the kingdom of God. e, therefore,
speaks of the re-establishment of David’s kingdom,
which was at that time the object of the nation’s
hope, and most familiar to the mind of a Jew. “ The
Lord God,” says Gabriel, “shall give unto him the
throne of his father David; and he shall reign over
the house of Jacob for ever,” Luke 1.32, 33. Now,
as the eternal Sonship of Jesus is one of the most
sablime and mysterious doctrines in the whole book
of God, we have no reason to be surprised if the



