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the words, the likeness of sinful flesh, the human nature in
which God sent forth hisson? 1f Mr. Stevens is so oppo-
sed to the Holy Spirit’s testimony of man’s originality, why
does not Mr. Stevens acknowledge fis disbelief in the re-
surrcction of the body as well as the Swendenborgians?
Neither he, nor they, receive the testimony of the Holy
Ghost, nainely, that the resurrection ooy of a Saiut is the
Image of the heavenly! But Mr. Stevens rejects the Holy
Spirit’s testimony of the Image of the heavenly, therefore,
we ought not to be surprized, that he should either ignho-
rantly or wilfully contradict or pervert the Scripture, by
declaring, that <“Christ’s right as the first-born was not to
“ arise out of the conformity of his brethren to kis Image!”
(C. F.i. 34)) If Mr. Stevens, by the use of the word
right,did not mean, that the #itle, first-born, constituted the
pre-eminence of Christ, (C. F, i. 35,) his statement might
be admitted : butashe meansby the word right, that the
tatle, first-born, constitutes the pre-eminence of Christ ; we
must deny it; because, it is eapressly deelared in the be-
liever’s revered Bible that, God’s elect are predestinated to
be conformed to the Image of his Son, for the very purpose,
namely, rirat we (Christ) MIGHT BE THE FIRST-BORN among
many brethren. [Rom. viii. 29.]

{2. Mr. Stevens says, ©“ Christ could not be King of
““ Kings, before therc were any Kings to reign over.”’
(C.1.1.39.) This is anotker lie! But the Perverter of T
<lm may have such a creed concerning his began to be Jesus
Christ: and if he has, we have no such depraved notion re-
specting the Ifoly Oue of Israel: for our Carist was the
God of Isracl, and the Holy One of Israel, before Israel
was created.  Our Christ is the same yesterday before all
time, the same to-day throughout the whole of time, and
the same for ever, when time shall be no longer. Heb. i.
10—12 —xiii. 8,

13. There isone important truth which must now be
noticed, namely, thatMr. Stevens’ fanciful Christ was not,
neither was it possible for him to be, the Christ of God,
the first-born among many brethren, because, Mr. Stevens
adnits, his Christ, his lteral born-first, was like Reuben
nustahle as water; for when born of Mary, he had
neither exeellency of dignity, nor eacellency of strength :
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he says, ““it lost all its vast treasures of ideas, and its ex-
“ tensive faculties, at s first union to a body of flesh,”
(S. D. 200,) that it was disanointed by, to use his own
words, the withdrawment of the Spirit’s influence: (S. D.
201,) and, therefore, Mr. Stevens’ pisanointep man Christ
was then vastly inferior in dignity and in strength to John
the Baptist, who was ruLL oF Tue HorLy Guosr from his
mother’'s wormb! T hope the Reader will not overlook
this part of the human pre-existerian creed, tor a wan must
be strongly deluded, who belicves in such a lie®
Beloved, saith John, believe not every spirit, but try
the spirits whether they are ot God: becawse many (not a
few) false prophets are gonc out into the world. In
trying, therefore, the human pre-existerian prophets we
have tound them to be liars! and fulse prophets in holy
Scripture language are called forgers of lies” They
acknowledge themselves to be lovers of their creed—a creed
of lies - 1In their writings we may perceive their natural
consciences accusing thew : and by their arguments we
may perceive, whilst endeavouring to deceive their fellow
creatures, they are excusing themselves. Such in part is
the positive evil of sin, that one decetved or deluded sinner
would, if he could, delude others to their dumnation : he
endeavours to deceive others whilst sporting himself
with his own decelvings. In that solemn discourse

* The Persians have a mediator, whom they eall Mithras. The Ro-
man Catholics as well as the heathens have many wmediators, ‘T'he Sabel-
lians have a mediator! ‘The Arians have a wmcdiator! And the human soul
pre-ervisterians have a medialor. But such medictors are the inventions of
men : not one of them is the Fternal Medictor, Surety, and Testator, of the
everlasting covenant. The Persians ackunowledge the Godhead of their
Mithras. And the Arians and fuman soul pre-existerians acknowledge
the Godhead of their began to be Jesus Chrizt: but their Christ is not our
Lord Jesus Clirist; for our Lorv 15 the frue Melchisedec without beginning
of days, (Heb. vii. 3,) the same yesterday, and to-duy, and for ever: (Heb.
xiii. 8.) The Christ of God wazeth not old, but the Auman soul pre-
existerians’ Christ groweth old. (Heb. i. 10—12,  Pslam cii. 25—27.)

b When our hLord was reviled, he reviled not again, leaving us anex-
ample, that we should follow his steps. But when the testimony from God
was perverted by the testimony of men, our Lord called them liars. and said,
they were of their father the devil: for sin is evceeding sinful, and, therefore,
cannot be expressed in words too plain, to shew forth the damnable con-
sequences of loving and making a lie. 'The stoical antinomicns may be

offended at such plainness of specch, who cry peace, peace, when there is
no peace ; but there can be no peace or ailivnce hetwen trath wnd error.
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which our Lord had with the Jews, when he said, <“if ye
‘““ believe not taar 1 Am, ye shall die in your sins,” he
said, “ye are of your father the devil,and the lusts qf your
“fathw yewill do: he wasa murderer from the begi ginning,
and abode not in the truth: BECAUSE THERE 18 NO TRUTH
IN HIM, WHEN HESPEAKETH A LIE, HE SPEAKETH OF HIS OWN;
FOR HE IS A LIAR, AND THE FATHER OF IT. (John viii. 24,
44.) Reader, observe, our Lord declares the devil to be
the father of lies, and that those Jews, who did not believe
him to be | AM, were the children of the devil: Yet,

the piety of those Jews was considered to be above sus-
picion they were considered to be God’s first-born,
literally dorn first. 1t becomes us, therefore, to remem-
ber, that Christ declares, he receives not testimony from
man, but from God. (Johuv. 34.) For, if the testimony
of manbe not the testimony from Gov, i is alie: and a lie
is damnable, for the devil is the father of it : and such a lie
is the human soul pre-existerian doctrine.  Indeed, Mr.

Stevens admits his creed 18 NOT REVEALED, 1n other wo:ds

that it is not the testimony from God, but a testimony fron:
man! But whilst I am thus exposing the human pre-
existerian lies, be it remembered, that my object is not
to damn poor dcluded mteller-tual a creatures, but to
save them with fear: and by telling them the truth fo pull
them out of the fire. (Jude 17—23.)

I might multiply evidences, if it were necessary, in
proof, that the human pre-existerians are either fanatics,
or somcthing worse: but ample evidence has been pro-
duced in proof, that the leaven of the human pre-existe-
rians is the leaven of hypocrisy! And if the human pre-
existerians did not mix some truth with their lies, no one
would swallow their deadly leaven. But the Reader shall
have further evidence,® how the word prétotokos, is per-

@ The Greek word rendered sensual in Jumes iii. 15, and in the 19th
verse of Jude, is literally soul, a word nsed by Mr. Stevens to convey his
notion of our Christ, whom he nicknames, ¢*God man intellectual,” (C. F. 1.
4,) ““in whom, he says, was contained a fulness of rational and intellec-
‘¢ tual, or sour vigut: (Ie. 142,) but which in Scripture is declared to
be, that wisdomn whick descendeth ot from above! Therefore, in Mr. Ste-
rens” Christ was contained the fulness of that soul wisdom which descendeth
not from above! But our Christ is the wisdom of God, a quickening spirit!

b Whilst Mr. Stevens pretends to give the fullest evidence, how the
word pritotokos is applied by the inspired writers, he craftily withholds
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rerted by the lnunan pre-existerians, and how it applied
by the inspired writers !

Seconpry. That Our Lord Jesus Christ is not ecery
ercaturc’s first-born! Therelore, il the wo d pralotokos
in Colosians i. 15, be read with the accent upon the
sccond syllable; pasés ktiseds in this scripture, canuot
mean every creature in an unlimited sense.

1. The Greck word prototekes with the accent wpon
the second syllable, Mr. Stevens admits, is rendeved first
born or first-begotten. (S.D. 151)  And as the words
every creature include Adam and e, it would therefore
unquestionably follow, that uuless Christ be the first-
born or first-begotten of Adam and Eve, he camot be literally
the first-born of every creature. Surely, no humaun pre-ex-
isterian will deny, that the words cvery creature include
Adam and Eve; ‘or that Cain was literally the first-born of
mankind; therefore, as Christ is not the first-born of Adam
and Eve, Christ cannot be literally the fi st-born, or first-
begotien of every crealure®

2. The Greek words, prototokos pasés ktiscas cannot
be literally rendered cither the first created of God, or the
first-born of Gad, for pases ktiseds never mean God ! M.
Stevens, therefore, justly asserts,that “the first-born means
‘““one among many who are born ;" accordingly, he says,
« we read of the first-born of Pharaoh; as a man and as
“amonarch.” (C.F.i. 22) By which he admits, as
plain as words can cxpress, that the first-born of Pha-
raoh was of the nature of Pharaok, and born gfter Pha-
raoh: therefore, if Christ be literally the first-born of every
creature, he inust have the nuture of every creature, and
be born after every kind of creaturc! But was Christ the
first-born of angels, &c.? or had Christ the nature of fish,
or of beasts, or of insects ? or the flesh of fish, or of birds?

the fact, that the female first born, was ncither the ehief-born, nor a type of
Christ.

a If My. Stevens had declared the true literal and spiritual import
of the first-born son, was chief boru, instead of born first, he woul'd
have been supported by all the godly: for they never questioned Christ’s
personal pre-eminence, namely, that he is verily, the chief born of every
creature! But Mr. Stevens ignorance of the image of the heavenly, as well
as his fear of being known to be a preacher of another gospel: which 18
not another gospel, may have krdencd his heart, and he may be
insensible to the meful dentnciiitiois prenosinecd upou all the preachers
of a counterfeit gospel. Galatians i 63,
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Surely, no one, but a _fanatic, will venture to say, that
Christ had the nature of cvery creature : then, as Christ had
not the nature of every creature ; therefore Christ is not
literally every creature’s Jirst-born, or the first-born of
every crealure.

3. Although Christ is not literally, every creatures’
Jirs"-born, yet he is the seed of the woman, the first-born of
Marya Virgin. Mr. Stevens says, ““Of Mary, it is said, she
“ brought forth her first-born son: and called his name
“*Jesus. Here (he says) the word (first-born) must mean
“ the first brought forth from the saume parents.” (Matt.
i. 2b.—Lukeii. 7.)  From thisplain and simple argument
it is evident, that the first-born of Mary a Virgin, means
Mary sfirst-born, which did not pre-exist Mary. Thisfact
may be proved by a human pre-existerian syllogism. <“The
“mother pre-exists her offspring; Christ’s human nature
“is the ollspring of Mary; therefore, Mary pre-existed
““ Christ’s human nature.”” And this plein and simple ar-
gument also proves, if Christ be the first-born of every
creature, that, Christ’s creature mnature could not
pre-exist every creature: this fruth may be established
by three human pre-existerian syllogisms. “The first
“born of a creature is the offspring of a creature; Christ
“is the first-born of Mary a creature; therefore, Christ
“is the offspring of a creature.” (2) The first-born of a
“creature has a creaturc pre-existent for its parent,
““ Christ is the first-born of a creature; therefore, a crea-
““ture parent pre-cxisted Christ as the first-born of a
“creature.” (3.) The first-born of a creatuve is lite-
“rally the offspring of a creature; Christ is literally
“the first-born of every creature; therefore Christ 1s
“the offspring of every creature’’ Now, these hu-
man pre-existerian syllogisms, Mr. Stevens declares, are
heavy things to toss out of the way: and, therefore, the
words first-born of every creature, cannot be literally un-
derstood and applied to our Christ ; because our Christ is
not the offspring of every creature.

4. The first-born of every creature, LITERALLY UNDER-
stood, must be of the creatures ; Mr. Stevens says, he must
be a creature: (K.8.36,) that is to say, he must be a crea-
ture with the nature of every creature to be the first-born
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of every creature.  But if the first-bornof a creature nust
be @ creature, it i1s impossible that all crcated things
could be created by such a creature. This is evident
to all persons who ave not fanatics, or Atheists. Butas
by faith we understand that the worlds were framed by the
(réemati) word of God,and not by the word of a human
soul, or by a creature, so the things which are seen were
nol made of pre-existent matler, or made by a crea-
ture. (Heb. xi.1.3.) And it is expressly revealed in
Col. i. 15, 16, that by the prototokos of cvery creature all
things were created ; Christ, therefore, cannot be literally
understood to be a pre-caistent creature who created all
things; but the unxcreatep Worp of God, who spake,
and it was done; because no pre-existent creature, or a
creature of a creature, can be the Creator of all things.

5. As the context declares the prototokos of ever
creature to be the Creator of all things; then, Christ
could not be a crcature pre-existing a/f things, because
all things include the whole creation of God, of which
Christ’s human nature forms a part.

6. Prototokos was originally written without an
accent; for the accents, it is universally admitted, have
been added to the Original Text since the days of the
Apostles; and therefore, we have a right, and indecd
we ought to remove, the accent from the second syllable
upon this word whenever it appears from the context,
that the accent has been mis-placed : forinstance, in Col.
i. 15, 16, the accent upon the second syllable of the word
prototokos, makes a creature, born of a creature, to be
the Creatorof all things, whichis perfectly ridiculous. And
as the accent upon the second syllable of the word pratoto-
kos in Col. 1 15, gives a Sabellian, and an Arian interpre-
tation to the text, and makes the Bible strictly untrue, as
well as inconsistent with the context ; we are surely justified
by revelation, and by the context, to remove the accent
to the third syllable. But for so doing, Dr. Jokn Gill and
others are denominated quibblers by Mr. Stevens: he even
compares them to drowning men taking hold of a straw!
In such vile comparisons we have the evidence of that
secret emmity, which all human pre-existerians have
to the true disciples of Immanuel.  Thus the enmity of Mr.
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Stevens shews itself, when he is opposed in his wicked at-
teinpt to destroy, or pervert, the genuine meaning of
those Scripturcs, which testify of the Previous Eternity
of Chuist.

Tuirory. If the word protetokos be read in Col. i. 15,
16, with the accent upon the third syllable, then the
description of Christ, the Creator of all things, in this
Scripture is strictly true and perfectly consistent.

I. Mr. Stevens admits, that the original text will
not allow the translation to be, the first-born before all
the creation. (8. D. 150.) This is a just observation :
for as the context declares, that the prototokos of every
creaturc is the Creator of every creature, it must follow,
that the personspokenof'is without beginning: and the true
Melchiscdece is without beginning of days. (Heb. vii. 3.)

2. Prototokos puasés ltiseds cannot be rendered
the first-born of Gob, because, in that case, freethinkers
might say, that the Holy Spirit made a mistake and
used pasés ktiscos for Theou!

3. It is universally admitted, that the «ccents have
been added to the Original Text since the Apostles’ days,
and that the word prototokos stands in the original
records without the accent upon the second syllable, an
important fact, noticed by Dr. Gill, and others! Then,
it is perfectly consistent with the true sense of the Serip-
ture in this place, that préotetokos be translated the first
producer, because the conjuncetive particle for, which fol-
lows the words ““every creature,” declarcs the person spo-
ken of to be the first parent or producer of all things created,
&c. Indeed, Mr. Robert Fleming,a learned pre-existerian, a
man of integrity and literary reputation, renders it, the
Jirst creator or producer of every creature. And thus
rendered, the text is not only strictly true, but it is per-
fectly consistent with the context, which proves the Sa-
bellian and Arian doctrine to be as false as it 1s absurd!
No marvel, that Mr. Stevens should he greatly alarmed
at the removal of the accent! But, why did he with-
hold the fact, that the «ccents have been added to the
original text since the Apostles’ days? He knew the pro-
priety of moviug the accent was not fo be disputed! And,
if he could not, as he does not honestly and fairly meet
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the word of trath, why did ke cast coutenpt upon
God’s faithful witnesses, whose nanes lLe croftily sup-
pressed ? Did he omit to mention their worthy names trom
ignorance of their integrity, or lest the godly reputation
of such faithful witnesses should rebut his vile charge of
quibblers? a charge as folse, as it despicable !

4th. Mr. Stevens asks, “ Why are we to believe that
“prototokos, in verse 1, signifies the first parent of the
“whole creation, wheu, in the 18th verse, 1t is allowed
“to mean so very different an idea, as that of heing
“brought forth?'™ (S. 1. 152.)

In reply to this question, I cannot pass over Mr.
Stevens’ suppression of the fact, that My, Robert Fleming
did not allow pritorokos in the 15th verse, to have
so very difterent an idea as that in the 18th verse.
But why did M. Stevens suppress this fact? Was it
not, because he knew Mr. Robert Fleming’s character and
testimony would destroy his subfilty 2 But i prototokos
in the 15th verse, is not to have a different sense, if needs
be, to the meaning of thesaime word in tlie 18th verse,
why should Mr. Stevens make pasés ktiseds in verse 15, to
signify thewhole creation,whenin the23rd verscitisallowed
to mean only mankind? 1s it not an undeniable truth, that
pasés ktiseds do sometimes signify meats to cat, (1 Tim. iv.
4,) and at another time, mankind, (Mark xvi. 15.) and at
another time, every creature, (Col. i. 13,) according to the
context: then, why should not pratotokoes, as well as pases
ktiseos, vary in its signification according to the conteat #°
This is so reasonable, that. My Stevens, with all the reason
in the world, dare not venture to deny it.  Therefore, as
in the 15th verse pasés ktiseos do sigmify all things

* Why did Mr. Stevens put this qnestion to his Readers? Does Mr.
Stevens believe in transubstantiation ? Aud, why did he not ask? Hhy are
we to belicve that soma (boedy) in Matt. xxvi. 26, Mark xiv. 22, Luke xxii.
19, should not mean the rewl body, that the bread was the real body,
when soma is allowed to mean the real Bopy in all other Scriptures?

® In my former work, entitled Jmmanuel, I considered the words,
pasés ktiseos in Col. i. 15, to mean mankind: which induccd me to counsider
the word prototokos to be correctly rendered first-born, as a litle of
Christ’s persoual pre-eminence. As T only wrote for truth, so for the
sake of truth, I do not hesitate to acknowledize the mistake I made, and

I am equally willing to acknowledze any other, if I have written any thing
inconsistent with the wmord of fuidh!
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created according to the conteat, so pratotolos doth
signily the first parent or producer according to the con-
teat ! "And this was the fuith of an ancient christian writer,
namely, Isidor, who observed, that our Lord Jesus Christ
isin the 15th verse sct forth, the Jirst parent or bringer forth
of every creature into being ! Aud Isidor also observes, the
word is used by Homer to signify the first parent and first
creator! As prototokos was so ‘used by Homer, then it ought
to be so nsed in this Iloly Scripture is beond a doubt ;
because, the Holy Spirit nnmediately proves our Lord to
be the first parent or producer of every creature by testify-
ing, ror by him were all things created: which can never
bc said of a creature, and which none bat a fanatic, or an
Arian or a Sabellian ever controverted! Indeed, Dr. Gill
observes, the accent being placed upon the third syllable
makes the Apostle’s reasoning, in the following verses,
appear with much molebeauty, strength, and force: heis,
says the Apostle, the first parent of every creature, for by
him were all things created, &c.t A Mr. Pierce is lnentl-
oned by a learned writer in the middleof the last century,
as observing, “that prototokos sometimes signifies the dam
“that produces itsfirst birth,and then the sense would be, /e
“who as it were, at the first birth, by the exertion of his cre-
““ating power, brought forth all t/tmgs P
I could multlply evidences in proof, that the
accent ought to be in this instance on the third syllable
of prétotokos, but I shall only add one more. Dr.
Gluyse states, “if the accent of the word pratotokos be
““ placed on the last syllable but one, instead of the last
““ but two, it signifies not passively, the first-hegotten, but
“actiely the ﬁr st-begetter, or Former of all things, and in
“ proof of Christ’sbeing so, he observes, it is added in the
“next words, for by him were all things created ; and
“verse 17, 1t 1s said, not that ke was made, but that ne
““18 before all things.”™
& Mr. Parkhurst has justly noticed in his Hebrew Lexicon, the Holy
Spirit’s testimony to the previous eternity of the Christ of God: he says,
““The Apostle Paul, after asserting that all things, that are in heaven, and
““ that are tn earth, visible, and invisible, were created by and for Christ,
¢ adds, and RE 18 (AUTos EsTI, not en was) before all things, and by him

< qll things have subsisted, and still subsist.” (Heb. Lex. 157.) And it
is again testified, of Christ, ue 15 THg HEAD, &c.! (Col. i, 18.) This
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5. Tu opposition to the faithful testimony of these
men of God, Mr. Stevens says, (1) *“ The quibble abhout
““the moving of the accent, is too much like trifling to
‘““merit any serious regard. (2) A man in the threaten-
““ing deep, may catch at, and even take hold of a straw,
‘ that may be l?,oat.ing on the surface, and nevertheless be
“drowned with the straw in hishand.” (S. D.[51.) Now,
in answer to these observations, as ignorant as they are
impudent ; 1 call upon Mr. Stevens to prove, what au-
thority any man had, or has, to put the accent in this in-
stance upon the sccond syllable, the original Scripture
being without it? And it Mr. Stevens does not prove
such authority, the charge of quibbler will fall upon the
head of the uarpEnep Perverter of I Am! Surcly,
I may ask, are not Isidor, Dr. Gill, Dr. Guyse, and others,
justified by the context in moving the accent? And
have they not as inuch right to put, ormove the aceent to
the third syllable as the Sabellians, or Arians, or as any
other person, had to put it on the second? Arve Isidor,
Dr. Gill, and others, more like drowning men catching at
straws than the Sabellians and Arians? But, Mr. Stcvens’
observation about oving the accent, may have been

Divine testimony to the previous efernity of Christ, is so offensive to Mr.
Stevens, that he endeavours to turn this comment upon the Holy Spirit’s
record, that Christ 1s, not he was, before all things, info ridicule. 1f the
words Mr. Stevens perverted, had been my wunwarranted invention, there
would have been some excuse for Mr. Stevens' malevolence, but Ais
hatred to Christ's servants is from his ignorance of the Christ of God ! Mr.
Stevens asks, ©“ What can I mean by emphatically denying that Christ was
““before all things” (C. F.i. 39.)  Did [ deny that Christ is before all
things? Mr. Stevens knew I did not: but the leading feature of Mr. Ste-
vens’ writings is to prove that Christ is not before all things, he declares,
Christ was not our Lord before he had a Auwmon soul! He also asks,
¢ Can it be that I meanto keep the poor pre-caisterians in ignorance, that I
“< write so obscurely for their benefit 7 (C.F.1.39.) Presuming Mr. Stevens
is not wilfully ignorant of the emphatic words, °* Christ 1s before all things,”
that HE 1s the Aead, &c., which he calls obscurely written, although the Di-
vine Testimony; and presuming from ignorance he left out the 15, before
all things,in the title of his reply, ¢¢ Early Sonship;” 1 begto inform him and
his young rooks, that when a Christiau speaks of a pre-existent or antedilu-
vian creature, he uses the words ke was before such a thing, or such a man;
but when he speaks of the pre-eviglence of the Christ of God, he uses the
words, HE 18 before all things, because the Christ of God is not a began to
be Jesus Christ! Butif Mr. Stevens be wilfully ignorant, the searcher of
all hearts will repay him for Ais malice!
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fromi ignorance, for he calls the moving of the accent, a
quibble; but his vile comparison, likening fsidor, Dr.
Gill, Dr. Guyse, and others, to drowning men catching at
straws, is profligately impudent : and recoils with ven-
geance upon himself.®

The learned Dr. Gill received the love of the truth,
he is distinguished by his incomparable defence of the
causc of God and truth, therefore, the vile traducer of
such a man may boast of having @l the reason in the
world, but such reasoncrs, denommated freethinking
christians, bave always endeavoured to destroy the
previous eternily of the Christ of God. And let it not
be forgotten, that in Mr. Stevens’ vile attewpt to set up
a began to be Jesus Christ, he represents Christ as being
disanointed, and as born fwice! And let it not be for-
gotten, that he not only represents Christ as having a
second birth, but at that sccond birth he was pegenerated !
Such absurdities arc fanatical: it may be inferred from his
sophistical reasoning upon the words only-begotten and
Jirst-born, that, if it would not have frustrated his pur-

2 As Mr. Jokn Stevens is the Perverter of I Am, it i3 no marvel, that
he should libel the servants of the Most High God. He calls Dr, Gill,
Guyse, and others, quibblers: he says, Dr. Hawker's sentences are fraught
with darkness and PaLsEHOoOD, in other words, wilful lies. He suspects
Mr. Evans of John Street Chapel, had no real belief of our Lord's self-
existence. If Mr. Stevens had said kis Lord, instead of our Lord, he would
have been correct; for Mr. Stevens false Christ is not the HoLy OnEg of
Isracl. He also compares Mr. Colyer to an assassin. And he misrepresented
the testimony of that excellent Minister of Jesus Christ, the late Mr. Jokn
Rees of Crown Street Chapel, because he believed in the essential Sonship of
Christ, Indeed, the previous eternity of Christ is so offensive to Mr. John
Stevens, that he scoffs at the eminent servaunts of Christ, who speak of our
Lordas revealed in God’s word /(2 Let. 33,34.) There united festimony is the
testimony from God, concerning the verily foreordained Christ of Ged, who
is without beginning of days, wbom Isaiak saw in the Vision of Prophecy,
and whom John saw worshipped by the living creatures, who rest not day
and night, saying, Holy, Holy, Holy Lord God Almighty who was to come in
the flesk, who is come, aml who is to come a second time without sin unto
salvation ( Rev. iv. 8.—Heb. ix. 28.—Isaiah vi. 1—3.. . John xii. 40, 41.)
They also believed, that Christ was God our Redeemer, the Holy One of
God, and the Holy one or IsraEL from everlasting ; that he was eternally
foreseen by God the Father and the Spirit, as of Tsrael after the flesh;
and as such, is called the Holy One of Israel in the book of the prophets;
and as such he was rejoicing in the habituble part of his rarTh,
(Prov. viii. 31,) before that chief or highest part of the world was made,
(Prov. viii. 26,) vamely, hAis human nature which was made of a woman.



473

pose he would have declared, Cain the first born of Adim
and Kve to be the only truetypeof Christ! (See. C. 1.1, 42.)
Indecd, what may not a Perverter say, who cannot sce in
God’s Bible, the natural or soul first-born, born first, was the
Jirst-born of the wickedone? (1 Johwiii. 12,) or what may
not such a witness say, who at one time declares the word
Jirst-born means one bora first, aid brought forth before
any other, and at another time asscrts that, Isaac was the
ﬁrs‘t begotten, first-born. only-begotten, and only-one? (C.
F.i. 43.) Did he not know Ishinael was born Jirst, yea,
years before Isaac? And if Cain was, as he says, when
born, Adwun’s only one, his only-begotten, and first-be-
gotten, (C. I'. 1. 42)) how can he deny that Ishinael was,
when born, Abraham’s only-one, his only-begotten, and
Jirst-begotten? Surely the man, who writes to destroy
the testimony of Christ to his incomprehensible sonship,
justifies the Sanhedrin for crucifying Christ; and cruci-
Jies the son of God afresh, and puls kim to an open shime.

[fourtaLy. That our Lord Jesus Christ is tho anclze
pratotokos of and from the dead. Col i. 18. Rev. i

I. Mr. Stevens says, ““the first-born from t/ze dmd

“must mean one who had been numbered with the dead,

“and who had risen before them. (C. F.1.23.) if
this be the true meaning of profotokos in Col. i. 18, then
it must follow, that the bcrlptures cannot be tI‘l]P or else

(Gal.iv. 4.) Therefore, Dr. 1] veker justly observes in his reply to Mr. Ste-
vens; ““ These things in relation to the persanal glory of Christ, in his pre-
“existent state, et up as God-mim mediator FROM EVERLASTING, are scat-
““tered more or less over all my writings; and in a more especial manner
“in my Poor Man’s Commentary on the Bible! The observations 1 bave
¢“particularly made on this suhject on the Bth chapter of the Proverds in
‘“the Old Testament, and on the first chapter o the epistle to the Colossians
‘““in the New, 1 would refer to in proof.” The Reader will observe how
faithfully Dr. Hawker bears testimony to the previous eternity of the Christ
of God, the Holy One of God, the Redeemer and Holy One of lsrarl,
whose name is from everlasting ; and who is the way everlusting. (Psalm
exxxix. 24.)

2 | request the Reader’s particular attention to Mr. Stevens’ sulitile
expression, * one why had been numbered with the dead,” by which he
intimates, that those who had been previously raised from the deuad by
our Lord, or before his incarnation, had not been nwmbered with the dead.
But if this be his meaning, it is only another proof of the harum pre-exis-
terian lie, for Lazarus was actually wwnherod witk the deqd ~ud vose before
Christ died.

¢
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Mr. Stevens makes them void by his tradition ; because,
("hrist was not the_first that rose from the doad tor La-
zarus had been actually numbered with the dead, aud had
riscn before Christ died.  And it might be aﬂirmed that
the son of the widow of Zarephath, and not Chr ist, was the
first born from the dead, because he was numbered with
the dead, and was the first who rose before them, although
not by his own power.* He was the first raised from death

But, 1f Mr. Stevens should say, the widow’s son was not
numbered with the dead, beccuse ke had not heen buried,
then, Lazarus plainly answers to Mr. Stevens’ interpreta-
tion of ihe wor Is, first-Lorn from the dead, becanse he
“had been number cd with the dead, and had visen before
“them.” But, if the accent be put upon the third syllable
of the word préfotokos, then, Christ has the pre-
cminenee, for arche prammkm- Mvr. Robert Fleming the
learned pre-existerian® says. signifies, © the cfficient or
“prince,whoisthe firstraiser of the dead!™ which is saying,

that Christ is the first producer of the dead, and from
the dead. Mr. Stevens caunot object to render the
word prototokos inCol 1. 18, as in the 15th verse; because
Mr. Robert Fleming the learned pre-existerian, a man
highly respected for Ais iutegrity, venders prafolokos in the
:Sth, as in thie 15th verse lnmoly with theaccent npon the
third syllable.  'Then, “by what fair rules of explaining
*“the Scriptures, JHr. &101 sens may repeat, can it be that
“the word pritotokes, in the 1dth wverse, must have a
“widely different sense from whet it has in the 18th verse,

“and that, while it is used of the same person, aind in the same
““sentence ? Besides, it iy evident, that it has this very
“ameaning throughout the whole of the copious citation made,
“for he is the first producer of every creature, and the first

A Mr. Stevens is sodelizhted with his first-hora, LITERALLY born first,
ns Cain was, that he opposes the literal interpretation of the word protos,
chief: and heis obliged tosupport his traditionary lie, by sayiug, **Christ rose
“Sfirstaceording tohisownorder,” which words, rose first,ifunderstood liter-
ally would be untrue, because Christ did not rise before his Leloved Lazarus,
and therefore, the word prétos must be understood to mean what it may
Le correetly rendered, namely, chief. But how came Mr, Stevens to give the
pre-ripinence to Enach and Elijuh 2 he admits they were first in heaven
in glorified bodies before Christ ! 'Therefore, according to Mr. Steveus’ plain
veason creed, his Christ could vot be literal’y the jirst!

b Dr. Watts acknowledges Mr. Robort Fleming to be a learned writer.



475

“producer of all from the dead: tor the son of the widow
“of Zarcphath, &c., were raised by Christ’s power.”

The first-Lorn from the dead can never mean Mr.
Stevens’ false Christ, becanse his first-born Christ was
anmmortal nondescript, to wit, a Lunean scul which had not
@ body, such a man as is not to be found throughout
the Holy Seriptures; for dead wmen have bodies. But,
according to Mr. Stevens’ creed, his Christ never de-
scended into the lower parts of the earth; he says, “he
“was excarnale, when ke left the cross.” (C. F.1.4.)
And therefore Mr. Stevens' own ereed makes it evident,
that his forst-born hamen soul Christ without a body, or
his began to be Jesus Christ, was a nondeseript, tor he
was originelly like one in the statc of the dead and 1
purgatory, except that ke never had a body, and who, after
he was born of Muary, was excarnate when he left the cross,
and was vgain in thevery image, (S. D. 16,) which Mr.
Stevens fms set wy, namely, a human soul without a
body, as before he beeame incarnate; and therefore, he
was never aumbered with the dead. 'Thus Mr. Stevens
emoun{/m infidels to ridicule the word of faith.

Mr. Stevens obscrves, “The llebrew word for
“ﬁ'f'sf—ﬁom, is also renderved first-fruits. So Chnst the
“first-boin of every creature, is the first-born {rom the
“dead, the first-fruits of them that slept.”’  Whereupon
he d(lds “Here then the arguinent of our opposer fails,
“for the first-fruits wore not only the best ot the fruits;
“but they were ripe first, and gathrred and ])r(‘amzfrdju st

“which answers to our Lord's /em o brought into cvistence
“first, and to his being witlh Go. /‘/u st, us the first-born of
“every creature.”  (C.FUi.56.)  Reader, do not pass

away from this stateinent without enquiring, whether
it was fron iznorance, or from loving a lie that, Mr.
Stevens should declare the first-fr wits were not uuh/ the
best of the fruits, but ripe first? For, were the best fruits
always ripe first? s it not a .«evcu[e(.Jact that the fruits
of the trees were for the thr ee furst years declared to be un-
circumcised? That the fruits for the girst thre '€ yCars were so
far from being in God’s estecm the best of the frwits that they
were like Mr. Stevens' image man, (a soul withouta body)
uncircumcised ! Here then, the argument of My .\lewns
Jails, tor the first-fruils to be prescated first were not ripe
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Jirst, for the best fruits WERE NoT RIPE until after the un-
circumcised fruits, which answers, according to Mr. Ste-
vens’ manner of proof, to our Lord’s being brought into
human existence last, after all the natural offspring of
men were uncircumcised in Adam, and to his being with
(xod pre-eminent, as the last Adam and chief-born of every
creature!® Again, in proof of Mr. Stevens’ ignorance of, or
of his disregard to God's Bible, the first-fruits of the land
to be offered to the Lord were green ears of corn: and
as they were green and not ripe, they were to be dried by the
fire, &c. (Lev. 1. 14.) But does Mr. Stevens revere God’s
Bible? 1f he docs, he ought to prove from the Holy Scrip-
tures, that God made a man without a body, or he ought
to acknowledge hLis lies to be of Satan’s invention. But
can a man, unless a fanatic, pretend to revere God’s Bible,
and be ignorant of the phrase “ the Christ of God?* orbe
tgnorant that, Jehovah had delivered a law to Israel,
declaring the fruits of the trees were for the first, second,
aud third years uncircumcised? See Leviticus xix. 23, 24,
or, would he declare ““sin to be a negative thing beyond a
doult? or could he be ignorant that the sous of God ly
adoption, are unbegotten sons until born of the Spirit; and
that Levi was an unbegotion son in the loins of Abraham,
when Melchisedee met him? (C. F. i. 10. 46.)

4. Mr. Stevens says, “ Christ is not called the first-
“fruits of them that slept, because he raises the dead ;
“but because he first rose according to his own order,
““as the head before its mystical body. | Cor. xv. 20—923.
“This, he adds, 15 so very evident that, it becomes griev-
“vous to witness any attempt in a christian minister to
““ conceal, or controvert the evidence: the plain assertions
“of Holy Writ are against him, NOR CAN THE INSTANCES
““WHICH HE MENTIONS, be so explained as to contradict the
“open testimony of Joun and Paur, who both maintain
“that Christ is the beginuing, THE FIRST BROUGHT ¥ORTH

A Dr. Qwen observes on the title first-horn, as applied to Christ, that
it is not the thing itself, but the Dignity and Privilege that attended it
are designed in this appellation. 1f he is the first-born of every crea-
ture, he adds, this is no more, but he that hath power and authority over
all the ereatures of God. That, as Christ wasto be Mapr the first born, so
we understand he is the aproiNTED fieir of all things, not as succeeding his
Father, bat as possexsor, &e., hy grant.
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“rrom THE DEAD.” (C. F.i.36.) But where, Reader,
did John and Paul declare that Christ was literally the
Sferst brought forth from the dead, before Lazarus, or before
the widow’'s son of Zarephath, &c.? Why did not Mr, Ste-
vens repeat the insTaNces by name, which he says I had meN-
1ioNED, 1n proof that Christ was the chief-born, although
not the first raised from the dead 7 Surely he knew it he
did repeat them, that the silly doves would not feel it griev-
ous to witness a christian minister proving the Scriptures
to be strictly true, and perfectly consistent: for in every
respect they arc opposed to Mr. Stevens vile tradition ;
althoush the young rooks would swallow the leaven of this
Pharisec.?

Again. Where did Jonn and Paul maintain that
Christ was the first brought forth from the dead? Did
they put the accent upon the second syllable of prototo-
kos ? Are we to helieve they were so ignorant of God’s
Bible, or of Christ raising the dead, as to maintain the hu-
man pre-existerian lie, namely, that our Lord rose first,
and before the widow’s son of Zarephath, &c. or before
Lazarus, or the widow’s son of Nain, or Jarius’ daugh-

2 The Pharisces mix leaven with their bread: at one time Mr. Ste-
vens says; ‘A creed means things to be believed, not things to be com-
““ prehended in their own nature, and manner of being and acting.”” (1 Let.
17,) but when he speaks of the procession of the Son, which he thinks
implies local motion, he eraftily leaves out the testimony of his Omniscience!
But when hie speaks of the procession of the Spirit, he calls it a pretence,
although the procession of the Spirit, “is not a thing to be comprehended in its
“own nature, and manner of being and acting.” I shall therefore apply his
reas ning against the procession of Christ to the procession of the Holy
Spirit.

" Mr. Stevens' reasoning against the

Mr. Stevens' reusoning applied to
procession of the Son of God.

the procession of the Holy Spirit.

““Who would suppose any be-
lievr of the Holy Scriptures could
question, whether our Lord had
been a man with God before he
taught on earth: if prejudice and
pre-conception had not already,
with marked contumacy, attested
the lamentable fact? (C. F. i. 57.)

Who would suppose any be-
liever of the Scriptures could ques-
tion, whether the Holy Spirit had
been « Dove with God, before he
descended and lighted on Jesus in
Jordan; ifprejudiceand pre-concep-
tion had not already, with marked
contumacy, attested the lamentable
fact?

And 1 may ask, whowould supPose even a mere professor of believer's

baptism would dare to omit the festimony of Christ's Omniscience, for the
sake of supporting a lie, namely, that Christ was actually a man pre-exist-
ing without man’s originality.
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ter? But why did Mr. Stevens misquote the Scriptures!?
Where do the Scriptares vead, that Christ first rose (L1-
TERALLY) according to his own order? 1t is written, “every
“wman in his own order,” (aparché Chiistos) the first fruits
(plural) Chiist! May not aparché Christos refer to the
vesurrection of those saints, whose bodies came out of their
yraves after Christ's vesurrection, and went into the Loly
city, and appiecred unto many ?  (Matt. xxvii. 52, 53.)

Os estii arché prototokos ek tom nekran in Col. 1. 18,
is rendercd by the learned Mr. Roberi ¥Fleming, to whom
My, Stecens reters as an authority, “the priuce, the first
“raiser of the dead.” Mr. Rohert Fliming never charged
the Apostles, John aud Paul, with saying Christ rose from
the dead before Lazarus, anid others.  Neither did he per-
vert their testimony to make ihe Bible ridiculous. Neither
did he presume to vepresent the miracles of Christ, in
raising the dead, a fiction, by maintaining that Christ iv
LITERALLY 2he first brought forth from the dead. "Thoretore,
Mr. Stevens’ griefat what he callsan “attenpt in a christion
“minister to conceal or controvert the evidence, the plain as-
“sertions of Holy Writ,” 1s rather his grief that the plain
assertions of Holy Writ respecting our Lord’s raising the
daughter of Jarius, the widow’s son of Nain, and Laza-
rus who was nwibered with the dead, are so incontrover-
tible, that hc was not able with all his subtilty to
support lils perversion of the Seriptures, or the mis-
placed accent upon pratotokos, upon which he aund
all the Arians and Sabelliens depead, to maintain
their absurd and false tradition. He maust, therefore,
either deny those plain assertions of Holy Writ, or he must
admit that he has been awfully deceived.?

2 Mv. Stevens says, ¢ First-born means one born Jirst, and for Christ
**to be the First-born in Jehovah’s eternal purpuse, can mean no less
““than that be was decreed to be born, or enter into being first, and while
““no other creature cxisted;” (C. F. 1. 34,) and, therefore, Mr. Stevens
must admit, if first-born from the dead means one *“ pirse browght forth
“ from the dead.” (C.F.1.36,) ““whohad beeit numberedwith them, and who
*“had risen before them;” (C. F.i. 23,) then, the Widow’s son of Zare-
phath must be the first-born from the dead in Jehovall's eternal purpose;
“ for an eterial purpose can never fail of an efficient and exact accomplish-
“ment. The acts of God’s etermal will govern and determine those of

““his Almighty power.  He does nothing without purposing to de it. nor
“parpoeseth auy thing which he does not perforir.  And his purpose in-
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Some learned men, to whom N, Steeens veters,
consider ‘‘ charakter tés upostuseds autou,” in Heb. 1. 3,
to answer ‘‘ os estin etkon tou theou,”’” Charal:ter, they say,
answers to image, and wpostusets (person) to the invisible
God, and thus these two passages, they say, explain cach
other: if this be true, why may not es estin arche pri-
totokos ¢k tom nekron in Col 1. 18, answer Kgo KEimié
anastasis kai & zoe, in John xi. 24,7 may they not say,
that, Wro 1s answers to | Am, beginning to life, and first-
born from the dead to the Resurrection? Archi, which is
rendered beginning, siguifies the first cause, the origiae, the
author, &c., and praototokos ck ton nekron signify the
chief, or first producer or raiser from the dead! But with-
out determining the propriety or impropriety thereof, it
may be observed, that es cstin arche isa blessed testimony
of the pre-eternity of Christ, for ke is the first cause, the
arche, the autlor of the whole ercation, and of the re-
surrcction, against whose previous cternity, (to use Mr.
Stevens’ words, when spraking of me,) the human pre-
existerians © pour forth the streains of their before nuni-
“ tested malevolence.” (C. I'.1.60.)

Our blessed Lord said to the Jews, destroy this teagle
(his body.) and in three days 1 will raise it up. (John i,
16—22.) 1t is therefore ceriain, that he did not talk non-
sense, (C.F.1.36,)when he declared his own eternal being
to Martha before he died, rose, and revived, saying, Kgo
Eimi e anastasis kai ¢ 2oc: (John xi. 24,) for, to the con-
fusion of Mr. Stevens, our Lord Jesus Christ is the same
yesterday, and tc-day, and for ever. Dr. Hawker’s sermon
upon this text is most excellent, he first speaks of Christ
as I Am; and secondly, of Christ the resurrcetion aud
the life: but in so doing, according to wize Mr. Stevens,
“he evidently makes Christ speak nonsense.”” (C.F.1.36.)
And therefore, the Holy Spirit’s testimony of Christ in

“ polves all the circumstauces of tune, place, and insfruments, connected
“in the execution of his wise decrees.” (C. F.i. 33.) Now, as the
Scriptures are strirtly true, and perfectly consistent ; Mr. Stevens’ argu-
ment proves, he either does not belicve that, first-born means one borr_‘z Sirst,
or before any other creature existed, or one that was nummhered with lhe
dead, and who had risen before them; or else, he only acknowledged the
Seriptures were striety true, and perfcetly consistent, fos the paapose of
deception!
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Col. 1. 18, udmely WHO 13 arché prototokos from the dead,
inust 1150 in wise Mr. Stevens’ opinion be nonsense, un-
less Christ 1ove first, and before Lazarus from the dead.
Dr. Ilwlcer observes, <“ I Am—the Lord saith: by
wlnch is expressed his everlasting being, his etermty,
‘and samcness of nature and essence. possessing 1o him-
“self at one and the same time, (call that time by what-
‘soever nanc you may,) past, present, and future. Asit
“the Lord had said, f em what J am now; and I am,
“what | have always been; and I am, v»hat 1 shall
“always be; yester day, before all worlds; to- -day, during
‘““the whole time, state of all worlds; andjor ever, when
“there are no wonlds, &c.”” In the aecond branch of his
discourse, the Doctor ohserves, < Martha had a notion in
“common with others at that time of what was supposed,
“but not openly revealed, of a resurrection: butnotthe
““most distant 1dea how this resurrection was to be ac-
“ complished ; much less that the Lord Jesus wus himself
“the soLE cause of that glorious event, and indecd himself
“the resurrcction ' as if the Doctor had said, Christ is
arche, prototokos ek lon nekri, the quther and chief
producer or raiser f/om the dead. The Doctor further
obscrves, «“ Christ is not only the ccuse of the resurrection
¢« am] the life; but he is himself both. All is in himself,
‘as well as by himself. It is not enough to say, that by
the great and incomiaunicable salvation which he
w10uuht he hath done all this for his people; but
““ that he is himself the whole to his people.  He is himself
““the resurrection and the life.  His people were consi-
“dered virtnally all in him, and represented by him,
“when he did what he did, and suffered what he saffered
“for their salvation,” (See Doctor Hawker’s Sermnon,
entitled, “Jesus the Resurrection and the Life.)” Butsuch
ts Mr. John Stevens’ malevolence at our Lord Jesus Christ
heing so highly esteemed, that he saith, This makes Christ
speak nonsense ! 'That such should be Mr. Stevens’ opinion
1s no marvel, for to the Greeks it is foolishness ; but < the
“foolishness of ‘God iswiser thanmen!”” (1 Cor.1.23—2b.) Mr.
Sfpven s also states, “that Clirist was not then asserting his
“own cterual being; but his aunthority and ability to raise
<the dead bodies of his Saints hy virtue of his own resur-
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“rection, asthe first fruits of thewm that slept ” (€. K136,
37.) Here again, Mr. Stevens mixes error with truth, tor
Christ did not only assert his authority and ability to raise
the dead bodies of the saints by virtue of his own resurrec -
tion; but also his power to raise the dead bodies of the non-
eLecT. And if Christ did not assert his own eternal
heing, how came Christ to say, “I am the life?”’> What
lile 7 Surely that erersan wire which was with the
Father! For the Christ of God waxeth not old!
Surcly 1t is impossible for words more plainly to ex-
press that, Christ himself is both the resurrection and the
life ? But we ought not to wonder at Mr. Stevens’ perver-
sion of this text, because, he sets up a began to be Jesus
Christ in opposition to the Christ of God. Neither
ought we to be surprised, that he should be enreged
at its being stated, that our Lord asserted hLis own eter-
nal being, as well as his authority and ability to raise
the dead, or that he should presuinptuously declare no se-
date christian could approve of such unhallowed treatment
of the Scriptures, &ec. (C. I'. 1. 37.) For what may not a
man say, who sets up a began to be human soul Christ in
opposition to the Christ of God a quickening spirit? But
is 1t unhallowed treatment of the Holy Secriptures to be-
lieve, that Christ is the efficient cause of the Rresur-
RECTION of the dead bodies of the wox-eLecr? 1f Mr.
Stevens be not a fanatic, he must be something worse,
or he would not have closed his unkallowed observations
with charging our Lord, as following the example of the
stnful Jews, by saying one thing when he meant another.
Neither would Mr. Stevens have endeavoured to conceal
his vile charge against our Lord, by saying, < Some men
““seem to imagine that, WHENEVER our blessed Lord and Savi-
“our used the phrase 1 Am, he must be understood tomean by
“it the same as in Exod. 11i. 14,  Whereupon, he adds,
““ See this notion opposed in a pamphlet on “ The sinlessness

“of Jesus,” p. 19,20 (C.F.i.37.)

a The Reader will observe, Mr. Stevens entitles his pamphlet
“«“The Sinlessness of Jesus,™ but in that very pamphlet, he charges Christ
with using one tense for apother, as the deceitful Jews did. But who
are those sone men, who seem to imagine that, whenever our blessed
Lord and Saviour used the phrase I'am, he must be understoad to



