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Howry Spirir is expressly declared to be sent by the Fa-
ther and the Son. (Johu xiv. 26.—xv. 26.)

The above truths are known by all Auman pre-ex-
Isterians to be destructive of their tradition! The great-
ness of the mystery is the mystery of faith, which sou!l or
intellectual men cannot understand, and therefore, the hu-
man pre-existerians have been heard to scoff'and ridicule
the word of faith by reasoning, how can God send God?
They know the words in the New Testament, which relate
to the mission of Christ Jehovah, are used in relation to
the mission of the Spirit Jehovah; but they will not
acknowledgeit! Mr. John Stevens has even goue so far
as to omit the centre of a sentence recorded in John xvi,
29, 30, namely, the Omniscience of Christ, to induce his
Readers to believe the testimony of the Disciples was
no more than that, Jesus of Nazareth was a man from
God manifest; words not to be found literally in the Iloly
Scriptures; and which he knew. 1f he had quoted the
omntscience of Christ, he knew his disciples might under-
stand that Jesus of Nazareth was God manifestin the flesh,
and not a man from God manifest, thercfore he perverted
approved into manifest in Acts ii. 22, and never noticed
the distinction between anér aud anthropos! (C. F. 1. 52.)
Having wilfully mis-quoted and perverted the Scriptures
to feed his young rooks with his leaven, he then says, (1)
““ Now if the preceding language does not shew, as plainly
“as language can shew any thing, (2) that the speaker of
the greater part of it, had been with God in heaven, and
had come from lhim intfo this world, in a more literal and
local sense (3) than can be attributed cither to the Father
or the Holy Spirit, it must be useless to appeal to language
Jor proof of any thing. (C. F.i. 53.)

The above statement, the Reader will observe, (1)
is like the argument of all freethinkers, who have the
impudence to mis-quote and pervert the Holy Scriptures.
For Mr. Stevens perverts and mis-quotes the Scriptures
to suit his vile tradition, and then he asserts, if the Scrip-
tures do not mean what he knew they did not, and there-
fore he perverted and mis-quoted them, that then it must be
useless to appeal to language for proof of any thing. But
let us consider what ke says; for there never was a funatic
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who exceeded kim in_folly, namely, that « hwman soul with-
out a body,which he calls a man standing in God, had been
wilth God in heaven, grieving and repenting, and then came
out from him into this world with the loss of all his ideas and
Saculties,i. e. his understanding, will, and affection, and the
withdrawment of the spirit’s influence! Thisis Mr. Stevens’
literal and local sease! Such language is certamly not ap-
plied to the Father, or the Holy Spint! It is not even ap-
plied to John the Baptist, for he was a wman (anthropos)
sent from God, (Johu i. 5,) who in his mother’s womb was
FULL oF THE Houy Guosr; he had such a spiritwal know-
ledge of Clrist when in the womnb, that ke laped for joy.
Now this is God’s description of @ man sent from God!
Then what becoines of Mr. Stevens” doeirine? AU hisplain
reason willnever prove what he helieves,namely, thatsueh
“anon-descript creature,as his Christ, had been with God
“in heaven, and ceme out from him literally and locally 1
But his argnments, and statements prove that, <“the in-
“fidel would be ussisted in his railings against God’s Bible,
“by the use of Mr. Stevens wise mode of reusoning on the
word of faith; (K. S.13,) which the infidel never would
be, by the stupid arguments of his covillers, as he calls
them, (C. F. 1. 82,) although he falsely charges them,
with encouraging infidels.*  (C. F.1.10.) (2) If Christ
was not a Divine person manifested from the Father
and the Spirit, why did his disciples testify their be-
lief in the procession of Christ from his omniscience? (3)
Why did not Mr. Stevens apply the literal and locul
sense of coming, descending, proceeding, &c. to the Holy

I have fully proved the Perverter of I dm to be one of the freethinking
mani whick ¢.rrupt the word of God! (2 Cor. ii. 17.) e is not ignorant
of his guilt, if we may judge from his attempt to conceal his iniquity, by
the Pelagian trick of charging the godly with enconraging infidels! Such a
Jox ought to be tarred and feathered; (E. S.7,) indeed he might expect
it for such a cunning trick. Mr. Toplady says, when speaking of such
characters, ““This is a cunning trick in these people to raise « dust, for
¢ their own defence; and like some pickpockets when closely pursued, to aim
“at slipping the stolen watch into the pocket of an innocent man, that the
““real sharpers may elude the rod of justice.” DBut unhappily for them-
selves, they are not complete masters of this art. The dust, they raise,
forms too thin a cloud to conceal them ; and their bungling attempt to
shift the charge upon others, rivets the charge but more firmly on them-
selves, its true proprietors.” Yet these false witnesses against their
neighbours, pretend to make the law their rule of life !
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Spirit? Is such language ever attributed to the Fa-
ther? Canuot wise Mr. Stevens with all the reason in the
world prove, the descent of the Holy Spirit in a bodily shape
like a dove, is language shewing, that the Holy Spirit /ad
been with God mn Iwauen and de.scended Jrom him into this
world, in a more literal and local sense than can be attributed
to the Father? If he cannot, then, for him, it must be use-
less to appeal to languaye jor proof of any thing! And as
the Holy Spirit descended in a bodily shape like a dove,
I call upon Mr. Stevens to produce any one Instance of the
Father's descent from heaven in a bodily shape of any
kind: andif he does, hemustapply lis literaland localsense
lo the Father; andif he doesnot produce the same, he inust
cither apply his literal and local sense to the Holy Spirit,
or Mr. Stcvens must abandon his freethinking argu-
ment, and acknowledge his ignorance of the Christ
of God!* And 1 also call upon Mr. Stevens to ex-
plain, or to prove unequivocally from Holy Scripture,
that Christ’s descent into the lower parts of the earth is ot
spoken ofas to his body, before he ascended up to fill all
things? (C. I, 1. 52.) And if God is every where and
fills all space, how could Christ come out of him, or pro-
ceed from him, otherwise than by manifestation 7 Indeed
Christ’s omniscience is expressly and PLAINLY revealed to
Mvr. Stevens’ confusion, and was received by the Apostles in
proof that, Christ, a Divine Person, came manifestly forth
from God. (Johnxvi.29, 30.) And omniscience, Mr. Ste-
vens declares, cannot be applied to Christ as man, he
says, it was not even seated in him, that God could not give
it him, neither could Christ as man receive it! (1 Let. 30.)

To procced—dJehovah was to be sent by Jehovah,
and because they who touch the Saints of God, touch
the apple of his eye: and Jehovah said, sing and rejoice,
O Daughter of Zion: for, lo, I come, and will dwell in the
mudst 0_] thee, &c. This blesscd event was made known
to Adam and Eve the very day they sinned. (Gen.iii. 15.)
Upon this Sacred Scripture, Dr. Gl in his Commentary

a Mr. Stevens rejects with scorn the opinion of Mr. Parkhurst and
others, namely, that the three persons who appeared to Abraham were per-
sonal mamfestatlons of the Holy Trinity! (C. F.i. 59, 60.)
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observes : © the word seed sometimes \igll‘l‘its a single
“person, Gen. iv 20, and xv. 3, and xxi. 13, and parti-
'cnlarly Christ, Gal. iii. 16, and he may with great
plopnety he so called”’ (the seed of the woman), “be-
cause he was made of a wonau, and not begotten by
‘man ; and who assumed not an human person, but an
“ human nature, which is called the holy thing, and the
“.sem’ qubra]z(un as here the secd of the woman, as well
“as it expresses the truth of his incarnation and the
‘re‘tlity of his being man; aud who as he has been im-
placably hated by Satan and his angels, and by wicked
“men, so he has opposed himnself to all them that hate
““and persecute his people: it shall bruise thy head : the
‘““head of a serpent creeping on the ground is easil
‘“ crushed and bruised, of which it is aens:ble and there-
““fore it is careful to hide and cover it. 1In the nystical
‘“sense, it or he, Hu, is one of the names or Gobo, Psalm
“ cn. 27.—Isa. xlviii. 12, and here of the Messiah, the
‘“eminent sced of the woman, who should bruise the
“head of the old serpent the devil, &c.”

The seed of the woman was not in the order of na-
tural generation, for we are informed by the q])mt of pro-
phccy, that a /7irgin was to conceive, and a Virgin was to
bring forth a son, by name Immanuel wilth us God, or
God with us. (laa vii. 14.—DMatt. 3. 22.) This wonderful
event was cominunicated to the Virgin by the Angel
Gabriel, in the following words: < The Holy Ghost shall
“ come upon thee, and the power of the Ilighest shall over-

«« shadow thee: ther efore also that Ioly t/mw which shall
““ be born of thee—Ubegolten of the Hory GHOST (Matt. 1.
 20,) shall be called the Sun of God.” (Luke i. 85.)

Again, The Spmt of plophecy testifies, that Jelm-
vah (the Father) spake in vision to his Holy ()uo saying,
“T have laid help upon one that is micury ; I have ex-
‘“alted one chosen out of the people. 1 have found him : &e.
“Also, 1 will make him my, or the first-born, higher than
““the Am«rs of the earth.” (Psalm lxxxix. 1927, )

Here the Reader will observe, two things are particu-
larly mentioned, which after those (laya were to be accom-
plished, (1) Christ was to be made the Sirst-born; (2) and as
the first-horn,he wastohehigher than tholxmn's ofthe earth.

b
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1f first-born signified born-first as Mr. Stevens says, and
answered to our Lord being brought forth into existence first,
and to his being with God first, before any other creature ex-
isted, how could this prophecy have relation to him 7 Ifhe
was a human soul born-first, brought forth into being with
God first,such a first-born from the moment of its existence
must have been higher than the kings of the earth! And
in that case, the Spirit of prophecy would not have spoken
of this eveutas future; for, alihough the Spirit of prophe-
cy speaks in the present and past tenses of things future,

yet, in no instance that I remember, | speak subject to
correction if I am wrong, has the Spirit of prophecy ever
spoken in the future tense of things that were past! 'The
Spirit of propheey is, however, in this Seripture most ex-
pressly opposed to Mr. Stevens’ doctrine, for, Jehovah
saith, [ will make him the first-boru §e.; itisspoken in the

a In a work lately pullished, euntitled ¢ The Religion of Jesng,” it
appears, that some human pre-existerians are nof of Mr. Stevens’ opinion,
respecting the meaning of the word firsi-bora: for the author of the above
work, by name Hatts, considers all human souls of one and the same age
with Christ's; he says, The heavens were first made by God for the habi-
tation of angels and immortal spirits. That next in creation was the vast
millions of the heavenly hosts, called ¢ the gencrations of the heavens,”
inchiding first the head or essence of humanity, or that imwortal sonl
called “*Wisdom,” which the second person in Deity deigned to take pos-
session of—Coevous with which was the creation of all the human souls
both 6oop and BAD, destined for heaven and hell. Mr. Watts states, that the
human souls of the bad, in consequence of their joining the devil and his
angels in rebellion against Christ, were cast out of heaven with the devil
and his angels, and have taken upa temporary abode in the element of air,
or-probably sojourn in the systems of sun, or moon, or stars. That the
souls of the zood become united in the womb, to their respective bodies,
and descend from Christ as the head of the righteous; aud the souls of the
bad from Satan as the head of all the wicked.” Mr. Watts also informs his
readers, that his essavs, of which the above sentiments appear to be the
leading features, are the result of more than forty years of christian experi-
ence; and of the knowledge, enjoyment, and holy influence of its sacred
truths. By this statement, Mr. Watis doth with subtilily insinuate that,
God the Holy Spirit did Nor fuithfu'ly testify of Jesus, or he would have led
holy men of vld into the knowledge of these pre-existent souls, &ec., of which,
not one jot or tittle is to be found in the Holy Seriptures ; and without which,
Mr. Watts declares, ¢ we cannot withstand those charges made by our
- adversaries, who fling in our teeth the following epithets :—Your God
+¢is partial and tyranuieal, holding forth salvation to all the world, yet not
¢ granting it to many; your religion is antinomianism, leading to licenti-
¢ pusness and to sin, that grace may abonnd ; and impunging the justice
“of God,” &e. Hhat an av ful delusion!
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Juture tense asan cvent that was to be accomplished, tor the

human naturein hypostatical union with the Divine Person
would be in excellence of dignity, &c., higher than the
Kings of the earth: and this prophecy, which was to be
accomplished concerning Christ, (Luke xxiv. 44,) has
been expressly fulfilled, as will be hereafter noticed.

Not only in the Psalms, &c., but Moses spake of
Christ, saying, “ 'The Lord thy God will raisc up unto
““thce a Prophet from the midst of thee, of Tuy BRETH-
“ REN, like unto me; unto him ye shall hearken.”
(Deut. xviii. 15.) This prophecy has been literally fulfilled,
the Uncreated YWord has taken of the seed of Abraham,
has been made of a woman, was a prophet like unto
Moses! As Miriam and Aaron pre-existed Moscs, for
Meriam was literally born-first, and Adaron was older than
Moses, yet Moses, the post-born man, lhad the pre-
eminence ; (Numb. xii. 6, 8—John i. 45.— Acis iii. 22.
—vl. 37,) so Christ the lust Adam had the pre-eminence
in all things,

2. The Natural First-born. 'The Bekor, pratotokos,
or first-born® of men by nature,are the children of wrath;
they have mneither excellency of dignity, nor excellency of
strength ; they are conceived in sin and shapen in ii-

uity ; they are the servants of unrighteousness. A natural
child is the true description of every one born in sin,
He is of this world, and ““the worldling,”” a spirituci writer
saith, “ whatsoever be his amiableness and character, is
“after all but a living soul; for unless a man have the
“Spirit of Christ, he is not born from above.” Cuin
was the first natural, intellectual, or human soul first-born!
Mr. Stevens will not say, that Cain was not born with a
human soul: and therefore Cain was really the soul
literally born-first, but not the first brought forth from
Adam, because Eve, to Mr. Stevens confusion, was the
Jirst brought forth jfrom Adam, and into existence first,
and was with Adam first, before any other of munkind
existed! And, therefore, thetitle first-born of every creature,

* Mr. Ambrose Serle observes, ¢ The title first-born is not always to he
¢¢ taken in the strict sense implied in the English word; for the Hebrew word
s Bekor signifies not only first-born, but also the chicf, pre-eminent, most
““excellent, &c.” Dr. Henderson justly laments the inattention of lexico-
graphers to the Scriptural meanings of the griginal words.
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does not in the Scripturces mean, the jirst ereature brought
forth into existence first, before any other creature existed;
for the Scriptures arc sirictly true, and perfectly consistent.
Cain therefore was the first-born of Adam, but not the
first brought forth trom Adain! Cain was an intellectual
man, his genealogy is reckoned after his birth-right, for
he was literally the first-born, that is, born first, and was
of the wicked one, and slew his brother. By his in-
tellectuality, or reason, he offered unto God the frait
of the ground as a sacrifice; whereas .1bel the second born
son of Admm, partaker of a second birth, being born of the
Spirit, a type of the second man, by faith offered unto
God a more excellent sacrifice than Cain, by which he
obtained witness that he was righteous, and one of God’s
Jfirst-born, whose names are written in heaven, God testi-
fying of his gifts: and by it hc being dead yet speaketh.
I'rom this holy record it is evident, that 4éel, one of
God’s first-born, was born of the Spirit AFTER being born
FIRST naturally ; the second birth constituting the pre-des-
tinated sons of God, the first-born of God, and therefore,
Abcl, Adanr’s seconp born, was by election, and by his
SECOND birth, God’s first-born. As for Cain, the natural
or wntellectual first-born, born first aud before Abel, he
was of that WICKED oNE the devil! (1 Johu iii. 10—12.)
The human pre-cxisterians will iot deny that Cain had a
soul,or that ¢he birt/ ot his soul was not previous to Abel’s:
Mr. Stevens says, Cain, previous to the birth of Abel, was
Adam’sonly begotten son, and first begotten, thatis, the first-
born son,* (C.F.1.42,) consequently, according to Mr. Ste-
* Mr. Steveas says, “ As Adam was God's only son in this world

¢ before others were brought forth, so Christ he considers to have been
‘' the sume in the upper world, of whom Adam was a figure.” (1st Let.
23) Mr. Stevens also says, the Angels pre-evisted the creation of this
world, (P. st Let. 37, 38,) and are sons of God.  (C. F.ii. 22.) As
this is Mr. Stenens® ereed, how conld his Christ be God’s only son in the
upper world wher Adam was God’s enly son in this world, if the Angels
were the sons of God and pre-existed Adam? Were the Angels annikilated
before Adam was formed 2 Such nonsense is the food, with which Afr.
Stevens feeds his young roois, and by which, he encournges infidels! we have
another remarkable instance of Mr. Stevens” encouragement of infidels in his
comment on John the Baptist's testimony of Christ ! John declared he was
the person spoken of Ly the prophet Isainh, namely, < the voice of one
“crying in the wilderncss, Make straizht the way of Jehovah; (John i. 23,)
*“twice he declared, the first canse of his appearance was as Jehoval’s har-
“Linger” in these remarkable words, “oti protos mon ea.” (Johni. 15, 30))
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vens' creed, the first-born soul in this world, which was
brought forth before Abel’s, was of the wicked one! 1t i3,
therefore, very evident, thdt the spiritual first-born gene-
alogy is not reckoned after the human soul pre-cxis-
terians’ BORN-FIrST'S birth-right, because Abel did not
pre-exist Cain.

Again, Mr. Stevens gives us the following illustra-
tion of, the word‘- “only bfr/att(’n and first bvqotten or
“first- -Lorn. “ ONLY BEGOTTEN is evidently intended to
 point owt Chirist, who s truly the rirsT BEGOTTEN, and is
“equally as determinate, as to the identical person, as only
“one would be. Avnam had fwo sons sometime before
“ Seth was born. When Cain was born he was Adam’s

Upon which, one of Mr. Sicvens’ learned authorities, Dr. Hummond ob-
serves, *“ thathad pritos here, asin some other places, siguified chief, esti not
¢ en would have been joined with it, and John the Baptist would have said,
““ he is, and not he was my chief;” and Dr. Gill observes, *John was
“t speaking of Christ's eternal existence, for it cannot be his birth, for being
““born before another, is no proof of superior worth.” True, Dr. Gill
was no worshipper of dugor, he did not give creature pre-eminence, as
Mr Stevens does, to the fish beciuse they pre-existed Adam! As the
plainest mode of exposing Mr. Stcvens’ infidel observations on the word
protos, first, 1 shall place it in juxta-position with the same observations
applied to the word eschatos, last, for Christ is the prétos, first, and the es-
chatos, last. (Rev.i. 11, 17.)

Mr. Steveas observations ou the Mr Sterens’ observations applied to
P

word, pratos, jirst.

“Who is here the speaker?
«“ John the Baptist. He is made to
““to say our Lord was bhis first.
““ His first what? Does it mean his
¢ first father : or his first son? his
““ first eousinj or his first acquain-
“tance ? Did ever prophet or apos-

the word, eschatos, last.

Who is here the Speaker?
Jesus Christ.  lleis made to say to
John, T am the first and the last.
Last what? Does it mean his last
father; or his flust son? his last
cousing or his lusé acquaintance ?
Did ever prophet or apostle so speak

““tle so speak of Linmanuel ?” of Immanuel.

John's testimony of Christ the (antr) husband of the Church
being his first cause, wherefore he came crying in the wilderness, must be
very perplexing to the worshippers of a began to be Father, Son, and Spirit.
Reader remember, dagon is the Hebrew word for fish, because the human
pre-existerians’ argument is, that the fish must be pre-eminent to Adam,
because they were pre-existent creatures. But, how came Mr. Stevens not
to give us his traditionary notion of the word last? Did the pre-ex-
istent honour which he puts upon Cuin, because he pre-existed fbel,
and Noah, and Abraham, &ec., prevent him? According to his doe-
trine, how could Abraham have the pre-eminence, if Cain was born before
Abraham was brought forth ? 'Tu this question, I will give the Reader Mr.
Stevens’answer in his own style; “Surely, he must Lave uctuully pre-ex isted,
¢ Cain, or the ordination of the sternal God must huve failed in ils object.”
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“only one, his only begotten and first begotten’ (first-
born.) < But when Abel was born, he no longer was the
“only one, nor the only begotten, yet he still was Adam’s
“first begotten,” (first-born.) (C. F.i.42) By thisil-
lustration,if correct, Christ would not be at this time God’s
only Son, because there are others sous in Heaven!® Mr,
Stevens’ wresting of the meaning of the word, only begotten,
I have heretofore exposed, see note, ante, page 26: it ap-
pears to be only of late, that he so distorted 1ts meaning,
e was of a very different opinion in the year 1813,
for he then stated, < Christ had no other Father but God ;
““ whereas, all other sons, who are said to be begotten,
“have other fathers besides God.” (S.D. 29.) Thisis
a very good argument in favour of Christ being the only
begotten Son of Goid, and was so used, before Mr. Stevens
was born, by Dr. Taylor. Now, I call upon Mr. Stevens
to prove, that any man was only begotten of God, save the
hutnan nature of Christ begotten of the Holy Ghost! And
if Le cannot, then his perversion of the word only be-
gotten, must be acknowledged to be as wicked as his tra-
dition is lieful!

The next I shall notice in the order of natural ge-
neration, being e soul literally born-first is, Ishmael the
Jirst-born son of Abraham, who was literally born first; and
brought forth before Isaac: but God declared, he would es-
tablish his Covenant with Isaac who did not pre-exist Ish-
mael. Divine Sovereignty also declared, that Ishinael the
pre-born, born-first literally, should not be the heir, for it is
written, °“ Cast out the bond woman and her son: for the son
“of the bond woman shall not be heir with the son of the free
“woman.”  So that, Divine Sovereignty appointed lsaac
the sparitual post-born to be the first-born and keir, in other
words, that the spiritual first-born genealogy should not
be reckoned after the human soul pre-exvisterian’s Borx-
FIRST birth-right.

The next I shall notice in the order of natural
generation, being a first-born with a soul, is Esau the
Jirst-born son of Isaac, of whom the Lord saith, “Esav

® If Mr. Stevens considers Cain the first-born of Adam a type of

the Christ of God, he will find all the regeuerated children of God to
dissenl Trom, and to protest against his inlellectual type.
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“HAVE I HATED.”  Now Lsau's first-born genealogy is
reckoned after the bivth-right ; which natural bivth- right
he sold for a mess of pottage! But the spuitual sene-
alogy is not reckoned after the soul or natural birth-
right, neitheris it saleable, for itis written; “The children
“ being not yet born, neither having done any good or evtl,
“'THAT THE PURPOSE OF GUD ACCORDING TO ELECTION MIGHT
““STAND, not of works, BUT OF HIM THAT CALLETH, ¢l wads
“sard unto her, The ELvEr shull serve the YOUNGER ; as it
“Iswrilten, JACOB HAVE 1 LovED, hut Esau lave I hated.”
(Rom. ix. 11—13.) 1t 1s, therelore, very cvident, that
the spiritual first or chief-born gencalogy is according to
EvLection, and that. it is not reckoned atier the human soul
pre-existerian’s literal sorn-¥irsr birth-right. But that the
purpose of God according to election might stand, the
younger, or post-born was preferred before the elder or
pre-born !

The next in order is Reuben, the natural or soul first-
born of Jacob, to whom Jacobsaid, “ Unstable aswater thou
“shalt not excel.”” Reuben wasbrought forth hefore hishrelh-
ren, he was one of the human souds which in God’s Bible,
are expressly said to have eome out of Jucob’s Loins, (Gen,
xIvi. 20.—Exod. i. 5,) his birth-right was mutable, there-
fore, Gol's first-born gencalogy is not reckoned after the
soul or natuyal birih- rmln‘ Amongst other things, it is writ-
ten; “ Now thesons of Rewhen tl’reﬁrst -born of Iw‘(l(’l forhe
““was the first- born, but forasmuchashe defiled hisfather’s
“bed, HIS RIRTH-RIGHT WAS GIVEN UNTO THE SONs oF JOSEPI
“the son of Israel: and the GENEALOGY 1S NOT to be rechoned
““AFTER THE BIRTH-R:GHT; for JUDAN prevailed above his
“brethren, and of him rame TIIE CHIEY RULER: but the burth-

“vight was Joseph’s” (1 Chron.v. 1,2.) And when
Jacob gave the birth-right unto the souns of Joseph, he
sct Ephraim the younger before Manassch the natural or
soul first-born, and Ephraim had the title first-born -
stead of Reuben, which DiviNg SOVEREIGNTY CONFIRMED.
See ante, page 493.  God’s First pory is thercfore the
very reverse of Mr. Stevens' literal or naturalborn-first; for
the post-born Ephkraiin had the birth-vight, and was sct be-
fore the pre-born Manasseh, and Reulen, lor they were Lifer-
ally born-first. 1 shall not multiply evidences npon this
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subject; for Mr. Stceens’ notion of the ercature pre-emi-
nence of the fish, is certainly food for those persons, whom
Mr. Stevens calls gudgeons, and is so much like dagon,
that it must fall down before the ark of the Lord! The
divineappointment of David theyoungestson of Jesse, and
of Solomon the youngest son of David, to the kingdon,
is indisputable: hut because they were not born before
their brethren, My, Stcvens’ judgiment disapproves of it,
he, therefore, approves of “Jehoshaphat giving the King-
“dom to Jehorvam ; because he was the first-born,” (2
Chron. xxi. 3. C. . 1. 21,) born-first like Cain, for he slew
all his brethren, and wrought evil in the eyes of the Lord!
(2 Chron. xxi. 4—6.)* For the same reason, Mr. Stevens
must disapprove of the conduct of Hosah, who made
his son Suari thie chief, * though he was not born_first, yet
“H1s FATHER made him the cuier.”’ (1 Chron. xxvi. 10.)
The Reader will allow me to observe, thefirst tune
the word first-born occurs in the Sacred Records, it is
appliced to Sidon the natural first-born, literally born first,
of Canaan the cursep. (Gen. x. 15.) The Sidonians were
the enemies of Israel! (Jud.iii.3.) How blessed, then, are
they, who are born again, that is to say, of the Spirit, for
they are the first-born of God by election, God is the Fa-
ther of the spirits of justmen made pertect, their birth-right
is supernatural, gracious, sPIRITUAL, unsaleable, immutable,
and glorious; from everlasting they were chosen to be a
spiritual sced, and were blessed /in Christ their eternal
Quickening Spirit Head. Whereas all the soul first-born
in their soul-head ave born in sin: their wispom descend-
eth not from above, but is, epigeios, earthly, psuchike, soul
or intellectual, daimoniodes, devilish!
3. THE LEGAL-FIRST BORN, the heir! The legal first-born
had in a figurative sense, excellency of dignity, and excel-

* David was a man after God’s own heart, it is written of him, that,
““he did right in the eyes of the Lord, and turned not aside from any thing
 thet he commanded lim all the days of his life, save only in the matter of
*“Uriah the Hittite.” Does Mr. Stevens mean to charge David with
turning aside from the Lord’s commandments, in that he made his youngest
son king? If the Reader peruses 1 Kings, first chapter, 1 Chron. xxviii.
4, 5, and also God's testimony concerning Solomon's wisdom, &c., the
personal qualification of the first-born, he will not wonder, that Mr. Stevens
should reject the books of Kings and Chronicles from the Bible.
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lency of strength; but thelaw made nothing perfeet ; it was
weak through the flesh ! 1f the Reader will search the Scrip-
tuves, he will find the legal first-harn was by Divine So-
vereignty limited to the male; so that the female which
opened the matrix was excluded. This fact ought to
satisfy every child of God, that as the legal first-born
was the male heir, who might beborn arrer a dangh-
ter, as odaron and Moses were born arrer Mirium, (Comp.
Exod. ii. 4.—vii. 7,) that bekor in the Ioly Seriptures,
ought to be rendered ehief-born when applied to the male
heir, for chief-born is one of'its literal meanings ; and that
it ought to be rendered the eldest offspring when applied
to the femnale born first ;> and that 1t ought only to be ren-
dered rirsr-BoRN lferally, when applicd to the male which
OPENETH THE MATRIX. And as the Most High appointed and
chose the male, and not the female, which opened the
matrix to be his, what an incontrovertible Scriptural
testimony we have, that the. spiritual first born genea-
logy is according to election, and not a creature born
Jirst birtiright ! 'The Holy Spirit has not left us without
his testimony to the true meaning of the [Hebrew legal
word bekor, when applied to the male, the heir, for
the Lord did not slay the first-born daughters, but the
sons of the Egyptiaus, the chief of their strength; as it is
written, ‘“ He smote all the (prototokon) first-born in
“ Egypt, THE cHIEF of all their strength.” (Psalm lxxviii.
bl.—cv. 36

Mr. Stevens pretends to have laid before his readers
“the fullest evidence how the word prototokos, or first-
“born is applied, by the inspired writers;” (C. F.i.22,)
but throughout his twenty-four octavo pages of pre-
tended evidence, he has either from ignorance of the con-
tents of his revered Bible, or from some other cause,

*The Septuagint translators have sometimes used presbetura, (elder
and sometimes pritotokos (first-born) for the hebrew word bekor! 'This
fact Mr. Stevens admits. (C. F. i. 20.) He says, it shews that they con-
sidered the bekor, or first-born, as meaning the elder. Aud we may say, it
also shews how absurd they weve in using the word prototokos for bekor,
when applied to a female. Throughout the whole of Mr. Stevens’ obser-
vations, heignorantly,or craftily, avoids noticing the fact, thatthe daughters
are called bekor, or the frue meaning of the plural word bekorim, first-
fruits. See aute, pages 475, 476,
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withhield, amongst other things the important facts,
that by the first-born of Egypt was meant the males,
the chief” of all their strength; and that the female
which opened the womb, although born-first, did not de-
prive the son born after her, of the title first-born! And
hie hasalsoshamefully percerted its meaning by subtility and
lies. Lshall therefore do what he only pretends to do, name-
ly, lay before the Reader the fullest evidence, how the word
prototokos, or first-borne is applied by theinspived writers;
“for this, Mr. Stevens adits, is ¢ sufe and UNDECEIVING
“way of judging as to the signification of the term in question.
“ By comparing the several passages which are parallel to
“one another, we are more likely to avoid any arbitrary
“sense that may be attempted to be put upon terms and
“clauses; AND AT THE SAME TIME TO DISCOVER WHAT IS
‘““THE MIND OF THE SPIRIT INTENDED TO BE CONVEYED.”
(C. F.i. 22) The following Secripture extracts are
therefore much to the purpose, and they will assuredly
do, what Mr. Stevens omitted, or only pretended, to do ;
and from them we shall also learn the legal signification
of the terin FIRST-BORN, namely, that it is capressly con-
fined to the maLg!®

Exod. iv. 22, 23.—xi. 5.—xii. 13.—“Thou shalt say
“unto  Pharaoh thus saith the Lord, Israel is my som,
“any first-born: and I say unto thee, let my son go, that
““he may serve me: and if thou refuse to let him go, be-
“hold 1 will slay thy son, thy first-born.”—< And all the
“first-born in the land of Egypt shall dic¢, from ke first-
“born of Pharaoh that sitteth upon his throue, even unto
“the first-born of the maid servant, that is behind the mill,
“and all the first-born of beasts.”—“For 1 will pass

* Mr. Stevens says, bekor, firsi-born, signifies, ‘“one among many

““wha are born, or who entered inlo existence afler him: (C. F. i. 22,)
therefore, he must adwit, that the plural word bekorim, first-boras, must
signify many coeval first-born among many who entered into existence
after them! Thus Mr. Stevens’ subtility defeats itself, for it turns one into
many. But the true spiritunl meaning of the word, when applied to Christ
and the Church is, excellency of dignity, and eacellency of strength ; for the
title first-born, when applied to Christ, is descriptive of his person as
God incarnate, the wisdom of God, and the power of God, and not the
wisdom of man and the power of man; and when applied to the seed of
Christ, it is descriptive of their being heirs of God and joint heirs with Christ.



515

“through the land of Egypt this night, and will site
‘“all the first-born 1u the land of Egypt, both man and
n’beast 3]

The termn first-born in these Scriptures we arc ea-
pressly informed doth signify Tue soxs, who were TuE
CHUIEF of all their strength : (Psdlm Ixxviil. bl.—cv. 36,) for
the cHIEF of all their strength doth signify the males, as
thus saith the Lord, (Exod. xii1. 2. xi1. 15,) ““ Sanctify unto
“me all the first-born whatsoever that openeth the womb
o amnnglhe children of Isvacl, both of man and of beast, it is
“ mine.”—** Thou shalt set apart unto the Lord all that
‘“openeth the matric, and cvery firstling that cometh of a
““beast which thou hast ; Tue maves shall be the Lord’s @
“and every firstling of an ass thou shali redcem with a
“lamb; and if thou wilt not redecmn 1t, then thou shalt
“break his neck: and all the FIRsT-BORN OF MAN among
“thy children thou shall vedecm.  And it shall be when
““thy son asketh thee in time to comne, saying, What is
‘“this? that thou shalt say unlo hun, By stlenﬂth of
““ hand the Jord brought us out from Egypt from the
“ house of bondage : and it came to pass, when Pharaoh
“would hardly let us go, that the Lord slew all the first-

2 The Most High was pleased in the exercise of his Syvereignty to
appoiut fsrael to he his first-born: it is written, *“ The Lord hath closen
““ thee to be a peculiar people unto kimself, above all the nations that are
““upon the earth, (Dent. xiv, 2.) Israel is my son, even my first-boin.
(Exod. iv. 22.) 'The selection of lsrael from all other nations, to this
distinetion, was typical of God’s crosen people, his Church, for they are
not all christians that are of Israel after the flesh! Abraham, [saac, and
Jacob were Christians, they are expressly called anointed in God’s Bible,
(Chron. xvi. 14,22, Psalm ev.7—105,) aud he is not a Jew which is one
outw ardly, but he is a Jew whicl is one inwardly; (Rom. ii. 28, 29,) for a man
in Christis « Jew inwardly. 'The Church of God is therefore but one,
they are all one, chosen in Christ, and therefore called the Lord’s first-born.
'Thus they are named, ‘‘the general uassembly and Church of the first-born,
“wrilten, or enrolled, in heaven.” (Heb. xii. 23.) 'The first-born of clean
beasts were to be sacrificed, which no doubt set forth Christ as the Lambslain
from the foundation of the world. 1f the firstling males that came of the
herd and of the flock khad any blemish therein, or lame, or blind, or had any
ill blemish, they were not to be offered in sacrifice unto the Lord. (Deut. xv.
19-21.) But the first-born of unclean beasts were to be redeemed or destroyed.
This was typical of the Elect in their fallen state, as unclean, and ignorant
as beasts; of the necessity of their redemption, and that the redeemed
are (rod’s chosen, redeemed from the earth, (Rev xiv. 3.) Therefore

God’s first-born is Chrlst and the Church chosen in God the Father, and in
Christ. (1 Thess, i, 1. 2 Thess. i. 1.)
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“born in the laud of Egypt, both the first-born of man,
“and the first-born of beast : therefore I sacrifice to the
“ Lord all that opencth the matrix, being maLes; but all the
“first-torn of ny children [ redcem.”

The first-born of man among the children to be re-
deemed, we are ecpressly informed doth stgnify the
males, the sons, and not the females ; for thus saith the
Lord, (Exod. xxii. 29.—xxxiv. 20—Numb. iii. 12, 13,
H—43.) “The first-horn of thy soxs shalt thou give
“untome.”— A the first-born of thy sons thou shalt
“redeem.” —“ And behold | have taken the Levites from
“among the children of Isracl, instead of all the first-
“born that openeth the matrix among the children of Israel;
‘““ therefore shall the Levites be mine: Because all the
“first-born are mine : for on the day that 1 smote all the
“ ferst-born in the land of Egpyt, I hallowed unto me all the
“ first-born in Israel both man and beast; mine shall they
“be: I am the Loid.”—“ Aud the Lord said unto
“Moses, number all the jfirst-born of the maLEs of the chil-
“dren of Israel, from a month old and upwards, and
“lake the number of theer names. And thou shalt zake
““the Levites for me, 1 am the Lord, instead of all the FIrsT
“BORN wmony the children of Isirael ; and the cattle of the
“Levites, instead of all the firstlings anong the cattle of
“the children of Isracl. And Moses numbered, as the
“Lord commanded him, all the Jirst-born among the
“children of Israel.  And all the first-born maLEs, by the
““ number of names, from a month old and upward, of
‘““those that were numbered of them, were twenty and
“two thousand two hundred and three-score and thir-
“teen.”  As the number of the first-born MALES exceeded
the wumber of the Levites by two hundred and sevent
three, *“'T'he Lord spake unto Moses, saying, Take the
““ Levites instead of all the first-Lorn among the children
“of Israel, and the cattle of the Levites instead of their
‘“ cattle, and the Levites shall be mine: I am the Lord.
“And for those that are to be redeemed of the Two HuUN-
“DRED AND THREE-SCORE AND THIRTEEN of the first-born
“of the children of Israel,which are more than the Levites;
““thou shalt even take five shekels a piece by the poll, after
“the shekel of the sanctuary shalt thou take them.”
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(Numb. iii. 44—47,) and Moses took the redemption
money and gave it unto Aaron and his sons, according to
the word of the Lord, as the Lord commandced Moses.
(Numb. . 49—51.) >

The leg.l first-horn redeemed was the male, and nor
the female, it is thercfore very evident, that the term
Jirst-born was by Divine Sovercignty given to the son
born after a daughter, as well as to the son that opened
the womb ainong the children of Israel; thercfore, the
(bekor) first-born mcans the leir, the chicf-born. And
therefore, Mr. Stevens, either ignorantly, ov wilfully, errs
in his statement. Again, If an Israelite had many daugh-
ters and but one son, and that son was the last-born, yet
that son was by Jehovalr’s law, entitled to be called the
Jirst-born! Again, if an Israelite had several sous, and
the son born first died in his father's life time, under
or after ke was twenty years of age and unmnarried, wounld
not the title first-born and the double portion have been
given to his brother, althongh not his father’s son
literally born-first?

Again, The legal term first-born signifies the son,
and not the daughter. For the daughters of Zelophehad
said to Moses in the presence of all the congregation by
the door of the tabernacle, “Our father died in the wil-
““derness, and he was not in the company of them that
“gathered themselves together against the Lord in the
“company of Korah; but died in his own sin, and map
“~o soN. VWhy should the name of our father be done
“away from among his family, because he had no son ?
“ Give unto us a possession from among the brethren of
““our father. And Moses brought their cause before the
“Lord. And the Lord spake nnto Moses, saying, the
“danghters of Zelophehad speak right, thou shalt surcly
““give them a possession of an inheritance among their
“father’s brethren ; and thou shalt cause the inheritance
““of their father to pass unto them. Aud thou shalt
“ speak unto the children of Israel, saying, If @ man die
“and have No soN, then ye shall cause his inheritance to
““pass unto his daughter. (Numb. xxvii. 3—8.) By this
law, the daughters of Zelophehad were made co-heiresses,
and the inheritance of their father passed unto them. After-
wards, as we find 1t recorded, Joshua gave them an in-
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heritance among the brethren of their father! [ Joshua
xvil. 3, 4.1 But there was no double portion assigned to
the cldest daughter, which there would have been, if the
term first-horn meant the first brought forth, or the female
which opened the woinb, or the beginning instead of tie
chief of a man’s strength.

Again, The legal terin first-born, the heir,is in a par-
ticular case, applicable to the first and second sons of one
inan, both living at the sane time, the elder as the heir of
his uncle, and the younger as the heir of his father: it is
written, ““ If brethren dwell together, and one of them die and
“have no child, the wife of the dead shall not marry with-
“out unto a stranger, her hushand’s brother shall go in
““unto her, and take her to him to wife, and performn the
“duty of an husband’s bro:her unto her. And it shall be,
‘““that THE FIRST-BORN WHICH SHE BEARETH, shall succeed in
“the name of his brother which is dead, that his name be
‘““not put out of Israel.” (Deut. xxv. b, 6.—Gen. xxxviii.
8.—Ruth.1v. 5.) In this remarkable case, there might be
two sons of the same man entitled to the term firs¢-born at
onc and the same tine, onc son as the first-born, the heir
of his deceased uncle, who died childless; and the other son
as the first-born, the heir of his father; the first keeping
up the name of his uncle, and the second keeping up the
name of his own father! For, unless the father had fwo
sons, and the second son was entitled to the double portion,
and to the title first-born, the father’s inheritance would
have been marred. Ruth. iv. 6.

Again, 1fa man had twe wives, one beloved, and
another hated, and they had borne him children, and the
Jirst-born son was her’s that was bhated, then, he was to
acknowledge the son (not the daughter) of the hated for
the first-born, by giving him a double portion of all that
he had, for which there 1saspecial cause assigned, namely,
because heis the beginuing or chief® of his strength, the

® The female that opened the womb is not the chief, although she is the
beginning of her Father's strength ; our translators have therefore generally
rendered the Hebrew word rashith, chief, when applied to strength, for
which, see Jerem. xlix. 35, and Daniel xi. 41, as well as Psalms Ixxviii.
51.—c¢v. 36, Indeed the Hebrew word rash, which is either the root of,
or from the same root as, rashith, is very JSrequently rendered chief in our
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right of the first-born is his. (Deunt. xxi. 15—17.) Here,
the Reader will observe, that the Jews must have given
the title first-born, NoT according to priovity of birth, but
to whom they pleased ; for otherwise, there would have
been no nccessity for a law to_fix the appointinent to the
chief of their strength. 1t is therefore evident, that the
title first-born was not understood by the Jews to mean
the child pors ¥irst and before ull his brethren, for other-
wise, it would have been wmpossible tor a Jew to have
made the son of the beloved wife, first-horn, unless he had
been his child Jorn-first. And 1 wmay say, it first-born
meant lterally the child born-first and before the other
children, then, the child born-first would have been
entitled the first-born oxuvy by birth, the daughter that
opencd the womb would have been entitled the first-
bomn, and there would have been no unecessity for
this law! But, that the child born-first, and Lefore «ll the
rest of the children, was nor therefore to be entitled
the first-horn is indisputable, lor by this law, 1n Deut.
xxi. I1D—17, the divine appointinent limited expressly
the title first-lorn to the mnle issuc; so that the
son of the hated born after duaughters was to have
the double portion, provided he was the cmier of his va-
THER’s sirength, for otherwisc, the son of the beloved wife
would have heenentitled to the double portion! 1t is there-
fore evident, that thc Head of the Family could, as Jacobh
did, previous to this law, exercise the right of giving the
diguity of first-born and the double portion, to whom he
pleased. (See ante, page 493.) But to prevent an wunjust
exercise of the paternal power, the Lorp was pleased to
limit and appoint the title first-born to the male, the chief
of the father’s strength, for the Hebrew word rashith is
rendered chief in other Scriptures, when applied to strength;
for instance, it is written, the Lord smote the first-born of
Egypt, the rashith of all their strength, which our trans-
lators very properly rendered ¢ the cHIEF of ALL THEIR
“sTRENGTH, ~’(Psalm Ixxviil. bl.—cv. 26,) for the females
born first were not the chief of their strength,although the
females born first were the beginning of their strength!

Bible. A fact, which Mr. Stevens has either from ignorance, or frem
some improper motive, never mentioned. See 8. . 135, 1546,
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Then, as excellency of power or strength is particularly
mentioned, as descriptive of the person to be entitled the
Jirst-born, (Gen. xlix. 3,) so the son of the beloved wite was
not tobe made the first-born before the son of the hated, if
the son of her that was hated, was rashith, the chief of his
strength, for then, the right of the first-born was his!
(Deut. xxi. 15, 17.) 1t therefore evidently appears, that
Divine Sovercignty excluded the females born first, and
appointed the chief of their sons to the dignity of first or
cluef-born ; and that the title first-born is not confined in the
Iloly Scriptures to one brought forth before the others had
existence! F'rom these legal first-lorns, the Reader has now
before him the fullest evidence how the word priototokos
or first-born is legally applied by the inspired writers,
“and this, Mr. Stevens admits, is a safe and UNDECEIVING
“way of judging as to the signification of the term in
“question.” (C. F. 1. 22.) Then, how false is the human
pre-existerians’ interpretation of the terin firs¢-born, name-
ly, “one brought forth into existence, before any other crea-
“ture existed.”® And therefore, it is very cvident, that the
human pre-exvisterians do pervert the scriptural meaning of
the title first-born; and that Mr. S¢evens makes void the
word of God, as much by his liefil tradition, as by his
silly creature notion of the pre-eminence of the pre-existent
fish!

Again, By Jchovahl’s law it was also provided, if a
son was stubborn and rebellious, and would not obey the
voice of his father, or the voice of his mother, and when
they had chastened him, would not hearken unto them,
then his father and his mother were to lay hold on him,
and bring him out unto the elders of his city, and unto
the gate of his place—andall the men of the city were to
stone him with stones, Tuar HE pIE. (Deut. xxi. 18—21.)
So that a stubborn and rebellious FirsT-BORN SON under
the law, might be deprived of his right to the earthly
inheritance ; and in that case, the second born son would

* The creation of all natural men in Adam is their pre-exvistence, but
not their birth. 'Therefore, first-born cannot mean the pre-existence of
one by creation before the rest; for as all natural men pre-existed in
Adam, 5o they were all coeval in Adam, one did not pre-exist another.
The word first-born in the English language, signifies ¢ the first by the
“ order of Nativity.”—Locke,
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have the double portion of the earthly inkheritance, with
the title first-born. Bat, in Christ Jesus, the Quicken-
ing Spirit HeAp, thereis neither male nor female ; the joint
heirs are God’s first-born BY ELECTION and their second birth;
they are «all one; (Gal. 1ii. 28,) for the inkeritance reserved
in heaven is not of the law, but by promise, for God gave
it to Abraham by promisc. (Gal. iii. 18.—~Heb. xi. 8-10.)
Now, Reader, what is the mind of the Spirit by the

title first-born 9 Surely, the human pre-existerians by
their tradition make void the word of God! And, it is
little less than mockery in Mr. Stevens to tell his hearers,
““ turn to the Scriptures and have done with all creeds that
“are not there expressed,” when the whole bias of his
mind, as appearsby the nature or tendency of his writings
and reasonings, is to destroy “the Mystery of faith,” and to
set up a Nonpescrier Tri-une God, an assumed Father,
an assumed Son, and an assumed Holy Spirit, in opposi-
tion to the Lorp Gob orF Israkr, and the revelation which
HE HATH MADE OF HIMSELF. Ridiculous asit really is, ne-
vertheless, wise Mr. Stevens has not only fived the period
when his Tri-une God began to be a Father, and a Son,
and a Holy Ghost, but he has even fixed the period when
these characters are to be laid aside!* Surely, if he
were not a fanatic, be would not make a mockery of be-
lievers’ baptism! Neither would he, if he revered God’s
Bible, invent « nondescript creature without a body,and call
it a man standing in God, because we find the originality
of man recorded in the Scriptures, namely, that the Lord
God formed man of the dust of the ground,and breathed into
his nostrils the breath of life; and the man became a living
soul: A TrutH which never could have been known but by
revelation from God himself. And this revelation is also
recorded in terms of fcnderness and special regard on the

2 Mr. Charanock observes; ¢ God in his kinduness to man, hath made
‘¢ revelations of himself, and his goodness is manifested in obliging us to
‘¢ believe him; and he has made them by sufhcient testimonies as crear
‘0O QUR FALTH, as they are incomprehensible to our reason.” It is very
evident, then, that the Devil hath invented a plain reason Father and Son
to destroy the truth of God's revelation ! The Devil knows hy experience,
that men of reason will reject that revelation which is, and must be, in-
comprehensible to human reason, namely, the revelation of the incomprehen-

sible God.
T



