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\
JI THEN we inquire into the doctrine 
1 V of any book, or fet of books, con 

cerning any fubject, and particular paifages 
are alledged in favour of different opinions, 
we Ihould chiefly confider what is the ge 
neral tenor of the whole work, with ref peel: 
to it, or what irnprcflion the firfi careful 
perufal of it would probably make upon an 
impartial reader. This is not difficult to 
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difi:ingui{h. For, in works of any confi 
derable extent, the leading doctrines, and 
particularly thofe which it was the particu 
lar defign of the writers to inculcate, will 
occur frequently, and they will often be 
il luflrated, and enforced by a variety of 
arguments; fo that thofe things only will 
be dubious, the mention of which occurs 
but feldom, or which are not exprefsly 
a.ffertecl, but only inferred from particular 
expreffions. But by attending only to fome 
particular expreflions, and neglecting, or 
wholly overlooking others, the ftrangeil: 
and moil: unaccountable opinions may be 
afcribed to writers. Nay, without confi 
dering the relation that particular expref 
Iions bear to others, and to the tenor of the 
whole work, fentiments the very reverfe of 
thofe which the writers meant to inculcate 
may be afcri bed to them. 

Jf, from. previous inftrucl:ion, and early 
habits, we find it difficult to afcertain the 
real meaning and defign of a writer in this 
way, we fhall find much afiift~nce by con 
fidering in what fenfe he was actually un 
derftocd by thofe perfons for whofe ufe he 

wrote, 
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wrote, and who muft have been the bell ac 
quainted with his language. For if a writer 
exprefies himfelf with tolerable clearnefs, 
and really means t9 be underftood (being 
well acquainted with the perfons into whofe 
hands his work will come) he cannot fail 
to be fo, with refpect to every thing of 
confequence. 
If we wifh to know whether Homer, for 

inflance, entertained the opinion of there 
being more Gods tbat: one, we need only read 
his poems, and no doubt will remain con 
cerning it; the mention of Jupiter, Jnno, 
Mars, &c. and •th_e part they took in the 
fiege of Troy, occurring perpetually. If any 
difficulty (hould Itill remain, we muft then 
confider what were the opinions, and what 
was the practice of the Greeks, who read 
and approved his poems. In this way we 
fhall foon fatisfy ourfel ves, that Homer 
held the .doctr ine of a multiplicity of Gods, 
and that he, and the Greeks in general, 
were what we call idolaters. 
In like manner, an impartial perfon may 

eafily fatisfy himfelf, that the writers of 
the books of fcripture held the doctrine ·of 

B z one 
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one God, and that they were underflood ta 
do fo by thofe perfons for whofe ufe the 
books were written. 
If we confult Mofes's account of the 

creation, we Ihall find that he makes no 
mention of more than one God, who made 
the heavens and the earth,• who fupplied 
the earth with plants and animals, and who 
alfo formed man. The plural number, in 
deed, is made ufe of when God is repre 
fented as _faying, Gen; i.- 26. Let us make 
man; but that this is mere phrefeology, is 
evident from its being faid immediately 
after, in the fingular number, v. 27. God 
created man in his oum i"mage, fo that the 
creator was fti ll one being. Alfo, in the ac 
count of the building of the tower of 
Babel, we read, Gen xi. 7, that God Jaid let 
us go rlow"., and there confound their lan-. 
guage; but we find, in the very next verfe, 
that it was one being only who actually 
effected this. 
In all the inrercourfe of God with Adam, 

Noah, and the other partriarchs, no men 
tion is made of more than one being who 
addrefied them under that character. The 

name 
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name by which he is diflinguifhed is forne 
times Jehovah, and at other times the God_ 
of Abraham, &c. but no doubt can be en 
tertained, that this was the fame being who 
is firft mentioned under the general title of 
God, and to w~om the making of the hea 
vens and the earth is afcribed. 

.Frequent mention is made in the fcrip 
tures of angels, who fometirnes fpeak in the 
name of God, but then they are always re 
prefented as the creatures and the fervants 
of God. It is even doubtful whether, in 
fome cafes, what are called angels, and had 
the form of men, who even walked, and 
Ipake, ,&c. like men, were any thing more 
than temporary appearances, and no per 
manent beings ; the mere organs of the 
deity, ufed for the purpofe of making him-. 
felf known and underflood by his creatures. 

... On no account, however, can thefe angels 
be confidered as Gods, rivals of the fopreme 
being, or of the fame rank with him. 
The moft exprefs declarations concern .• 

ing the unity of God, and of the importance 
of the belief of it, are frequent in the Old' 
Teflament, The firft commandment is, 

B 3 . Ex ., .. 
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Ex. xx. 3. 'Thou fbalt have no otber Gods be 
fore me. This is repeated in the moft em- 
phatical manner, Deut. vi. 4. Hear, 0 lf 
rael, the Lo, d thy God is one Lord. I have 
no occafion to repeat what occurs on this 
fubject in the later prophets. It appears, 
indeed, to have been the great object of the 
religion of the Jews, and of their being 
diflinguifhed from other nations by the fu 
perior prefence and fuperintendence of God, 
to preferve among them the knowledge of 
the divine unity, while the reft of the 
world were falling into idolatry. And by 
means of this nation, and the difcipline 
which it underwent, that great doctrine was 
effectual! y preferved among men, and con 
tinues to be fo to this day. 
Had there been any difl inction of perfons 

in the divine nature, fuch as the doctrine 
of the trinity fuppofes, it is at leaf] fo like 
an infringement of the fundamental doc 
trine of the j cwifh religion, that it certainly 
required to be explained, and the obvious 
inference from_ it to be guarded againil. 
Had the eternal Father had a Son, and alfo a 
Spirit, each of them equal in power and 

1 glory 
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glory to himfelf, though there fhould have 
been a fenfe in which each of them was 

' truly God, and yet there was, properly 
fpeaking, only one God; at lealt the more 
obvious inference would have been,' that if 
each of the three perfons was properly God, 
they would all together make three Gods. 
Since, therefore, nothing of this kind is 
faid in the Old Teftarnent, as the objection 
is never made, nor anf wered, it is evident 
that the idea had not then occurred. No 
expreilion, or appearance, had at that time 
even fuggefi:ed the difficulty. 
If we guide ourfelves by the fenfe in 

which the Jews underflood their own facred 
books, we cannot but conclude that they 
contained no fuch doctrine as that of the 
chriftian trinity. For it does not appear 
that ·any Jew, of ancient or modern times; 
ever deduced fuch a doctrine from them. 
The Jews always interpreted their fcrip 
tures as teaching that God is fimply one, 
without diflinction of perfons, and that the 
fame being who made the world, did alfo 
f peak to the patriarchs and the prophets, 

R 4 without 
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without the intervention of any other beings 
befides angels. 

Chriftians have imagined that the Mef 
fiah- was to be the fecond perfon in the 
divine trinity; but the Jews thernfelves, 
great as were their expectations· from the 
Meffiah, never Iuppofed any fuch thing. 
And if we confider the prophecies con 
cerning this great perfonage, we fhall be 
fatisfied that they could not pofii bl y have 
led them to ex peel any other than a man in 
that character. The Meffiah is fuppofed 
to be announced to our firf] parents under 
thetitle of the feed of the woman, Gen. iii. 
15. But the phrafe born of woman, which is 
of the fame import, is always in fcripture 
fynonymous to man. Job fays, ch. xiv. 1. 
Man, that is born cf a woman, is if.few days 
and full of trouble; and again, ch. z 5. 4. 
How can he be clean that is born ofa woman'! 

God promifed to Abraham, Gen. xii. 3. 
that in his feed all the families of the earth 
jhould be bl~ffed. This, if it relate to the 
Mefliah at all, can ·give us no other idea' 
than that one of /Jis feed or pojlerit;•, Ihould 

be 
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. ' be the means of conferring great bleffings 

on mankind. What elfe, alfo, could be 
fuggefied by the defcription which Mofes 
is fuppofed to give of the Mefilah, when. 

. he faid, Deut. xviii. I 8. I will raifi them. 
up a prophet, from among their brethren, 
like unto thee, and will put my words in his 
mouth, and be' Jha!! _/peak unto them all that 
ljhall command him.~ Here is nothing like 
a fecond perfon in the trinity, a perfon 
equal to .the Father, but a mere prophet, 
delivering in the name of God, whatever he 
is ordered fo to do. By Ifaiah, who writes 
more diflind.l y concerning the Mefiiuh than ... 
any of the preceding prophets, his fufferings 
and death are mentioned, ch. Iiii. Daniel 
alfo fpeaks of him as to be cut off, ch. ix. 26. 
But furely thefe are characters of a man, 
and not thofe of a God. A.ccordingty, it 
appears, in the hifiory of our Saviour; that 
the Jews of his time expected that their 
Mefliah would be a prince and a conqueror, 
like David, from whom he was to be de'!" 
fcended, 
In the New Teftament we find the fame 

doctrine concerning God that we do in the 
Old. 
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Old. To the fcribe who inquired which 
was the firfi and the greateil commandment, 
our Saviour anfwered, Mark xii. 29. 'The 
firj} of tz!I the commandments is, I-fear, 0 
ffrael, the Lord our God is one Lord, &c. 
and the fcribe anf wered to him, Well, Mn]: 
ter, thou hafl Jaid the truth; for there is one 
God, and there is none other but he, &c. 
Chrift himfelf always prayed to this one 

Cod, as his God and Father. He always 
fpake of himfelf as receiving his doctrine 
and his power from him, and again and 
again difclaimed having any power of his 
own, John v. 19. 'Then anjwered Jtjits and 
Jaid unto them, Verily, verily, I Jay unto you, 
the Son can do nothing if bimfel], Ch. xiv. 10. 
'i'he words which I [peak unto you, I jpeak not 
if myft(f, but the Father that drwelleth in me, 
he doth the works. Ch. xx. 17. Go to my 
brethren, and Jay unto them, I afcend unto my 
Fat.her, and your Father, and unto my c-« 
and yottr God. It cannot, furely, be God 
that ufes fuch language as this. 
The apoftles, to the latefi: period of their 

writings, Ipeak the fame language; repre 
feating the Father as the only true God, 

and 
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and Chrifl as a man, the fervant of God, 
who railed him from the dead, and gave 
him all the power of which he is poflefied, 
as a reward of his obedience, Alt ii. 22. 
Peter fays, Ye men of Ifrael, hear th~(e words. 
Jefus of Nazareth, a man approved of God 
among you, by miracles, and wonders, and jigns~ 
,which God did by him, &c. whom God bas 
raijed up. Paul alfo fays, I Tim. ii. v. 
Tbere is one God, and one mediator octsoeen 
God and men, the man Cbrifl Jejits. Heb. 
ii. 9. lf7e Jee Jefus,, who was made a litt!~ 
lower than the angels, i. e. who was a man, 
for the Jtrff'ering of death, crowned wi"th glory 
and honour, &c. For it became bim j},. whom 
are all thi"ngs, and by •whom are all things, in 
brz"nging ma1,y Jons unto glory, to make the 
captain of their falvation perfecl tbroug/J jiif- 
ferings. 

Such, I will venture to fay, is the ge 
neral tenor of the fcriptures, both of the 
Old and the New Tefiament , and the 
paffages that even faem to Ipeak, or that can 
by any forced conflruction be made to Ipeak, 
a different language, are comparatively few. 
It will alfo be fcen, in the courfe of this 

hiflory, 
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hifiory, that the common people, for whofe 
ufe the books of the New Teflament were 
written, faw nothing in them of the doc 
trines of the pre-exiftence or divinity of 
Chrift, which many perfons of this day are 
fo confident that they fee in them. For 
the right underflanding of thefe particular 
texts, I muft refer my readers to the writ 
ings of J\1r. Lindfey, and to a fmall tract 
which I publ ifhed, entitled, Illuflrations of 
particular pajfages of Scripture. 
Why was not the doctrine of the trinity 

taught as explicitly, and in as definite a 
manner in the New Teflamcnt at leaft, as 
the doctrine of the diuine unity is taught in 
both the Old and New Teftarncnts, if it 
~e a truth ? And why is the doctrine of 
the unity always delivered in fo unguarded 
a manner, and without any exception made 
in favour of a trinity, to prevent any 
miftake with refpect to it, as is always now 
pone in our orthodox catechifms, creeds, 
and difcourfes on the fubject ] For it can 
not be denied but that the doctrine of the 
trinity looks fo like an infringement of that 
of the unity ( on which the greateft poflible 

ftrefs 
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firefs is al ways laid in the fcriptures) that 
it required to be at Ieafl hinted at, if not 
well defined and explained, when the di 
vine unity was Ipoken of. Divines are 
content,· however, to build .fo ilrange and 
inexplicable a doctrine as that of the tri 
nity upon mere inferences from cafual ex- ,, 
preffions, and cannot pretend to one clear, 
exprefs, and unequivocal leflon on the fob 
ject, 
There are many, very many, paffoges of 

fcripture, which inculcate the doctrine 
of the divine unity iz:i the clearefl .and 
firongeft manner. Let one fuch pa!fage be 
produced in favour of the trinity. And 
why Ihould we believe things fo myflerious 
without the clearefl and moil exprefs evi- 
dence. · · 
There is alfo another confideration which 

I would recommend to thofe who main 
tain that Chrift is either God, or the 
maker of the world under God. It is this: 
The manner in which our Lord fpeaks of 
himfelf, and of the power by which he 
worked miracles, is inconfifient, according 
to the common conftruction of language, 

with 
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with the idea of his being pofleffed of any 
proper power of his O\Vn, more than other 
men have. 
If Chrift was the maker of the world, 

and if, in the creation of it, he exerted no 
power but what properly belonged to him- 
fllj; and what was as much bis men, as the 
power of /peaking, or walking belongs to 
man ( though depending ultimately upon 
that fupreme power, in which we all live, 
and move, and have our being) he could 
not, with any propriety, and without know. 
ing that he muft be mifunderflood, have 
faid that of himfe!f be could do nothing, that 
the words which be Jpake were not his own, 
and that the Father within him did the works. 
For if any ordinary man, doing what other 
men ufually do, Ihould apply this language 
to himfelf, and fay that it was not he that 
fpake or acted, but God who fpake and 
c'.Cted by him, and that otherwife he was 
not capable of fo [peaking or acting at all, 
we fhould not fcruple to fay that his lan 
guage was either fophiflical, or elfe down 
right falfe or blaf phemous. 

If 



DZ.vinity or Pre-exiflence of Chrijl. I 5 
If this cone 1 ufion would be j u!l: upon 

the fuppofition that Chri!l: had created all 
things, and worked miracles by a power 
properly his own, though derived ultimately 
from God, much more force has it on the 
fuppofition of his working miracles by a 
power not derived from any being what 
ever, but as much originally in hii7ife(f, as 
the power of the Father. 
It would alfo be a 1hocking abufe of 

language, and would warrant any kind of 
deception and irnpofition, if Chrift could 
be fuppofed to fay, that his Father was 
greater tban, he, and yet fecretly mean his 
human nature only, while his divine na 
ture was at the fame time, fully equal to 
that of the Father. On the fame prin 
ciple a man might fay, that Chrifi never 
fuffered, that he never died, or rofe again 
from· the dead, meaning his divine nature . 
only, and not his human. lndeed, there 
is no ufe in language, nor any guard againfl: 
deception, if fuch liberties as thefe are to 
be allowed. 
There is f 1mething inexplicable, and not 

to be .accountedfcr in the conduct of feve 
ral 
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r:11 of the evangclifis, indeed that of all of 
them, on the fuppofition of their having 
held any fuch doctrines as thofe of the di 
vinity or prc-exiflcnce of Chrift. ' Each of 
the gofpels was certainly intended to be a 
fofficient inflruction in the fundamental 
principles of chrifiianity. But there is 
nothing that can be called an account of 
the divine, or even the fuper-angelic na .• 
ture of Chrifl:: in 'the gofpels of Matthew, 
Mark, or Luke; and allowing that there 
may be fome colour for it in the introduc 
tion to the gofpel of John, it is remarkable 
that there are many p:.dI1ges in his gofpel 
which are dccifively in favour of his fimple 
humanity. 
Now thefe evangelifis could not imagine 

that. either the Jews or the Gentiles, for 
whofe ufe their gofpels were written, would 
not ftand in need of information on a fub 
jecl: of fo much importance, which was 
fo very remote from the apprehenfions of 
them both, and which would at the fame 
time have Io effectually covered the re 
proach of the crofs, which was continually 
objected to the chrifl:ians of .that age. If 

the 
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the doctrines of the divinity, or pre-exift 
ence of Chrifl be true, they are no doubt 
in the highefl degree important and in 
terefiing. Since, therefore, thefe evan_gelifrs 
give no certain and difiinct account of them, 
and fay nothing at all of their importance, it 
may be fafely inferred that they were un 
known to them. 
I would farther· recommend it to the 

confideration of my readers, how the apoftles 
could continue to call Chrifl a man, as they 
always do, both in the book of Acts, and in 
their epifllcs, after they had difcovered him 
to be either God, or a fuper-angelic being, 
the maker of the world under God. After 
this, it mull: have been highly degrading, 
unnatural, and improper, notwithfianding 
his appearance in human form. Cullom 
will reconcile us to frrange conceptions of 
things·, and very uncouth modes of fpeech , 
but let us take up the matter ab initio, and 
put ourfelves in the place of the apoftles 
and firfl difciples of Chrift, 
They certainly faw and c"onverfed with 

him at firfi: on the fuppofition of his being a 
man as much as themfelves. Of this there · 
VoL. I. C can 
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can be no doubt. Their forprize, there .• 
fore, upon being informed that he was. not 
a man, but really God, or even the maker 
of the world under God, would be j uf] as 
great as ours would now be on difcover.ing 
that any of our acquaintance, or at leaf] a 
very good man and a prophet, was in reality 
God,. or the maker of the world. Let us 
confider then, how we Ihould feel, how we 
fhould behave towards fuch a perfon, and 
how we fhould f peak of hi~ afterwards. 
No one, I am confident, would ever call 
any perfon a man, after he was convinced 
he was either God, or an angel. He would · 
always fpeak of l1im in a ~1anner fuitable to 
his proper rank. 

. Suppofe that any two men of our ac 
quaintance, Ihould ·appear, on examination, 
to be the angels Michael and Gabriel ; . 
fhould we ever after this call them men ? 
Certainly not. We Ihould naturally fay to 
our friends " thofe two perfons whom we 
" took to be men, are not men, but angels 
"in difguire." This language would be 
natural. Had Ch rif], therefore, · been any 
thing more than man before he came.into 

the 
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the world, and efpecially had he been either 
God, or the maker of the world, he never 
could have been, or have been confidered 
as being, a man, while he was in it; for 
he could not divcfl himfelf of his foperior 
and proper nature. However difguifld, he 
would al ways in fact have been whatever he 
had been before, and would have been Io 
jhled by all who truly knew him. 

Leafl of all would Chrifl have been con 
fidered as a man in reajoning, and argu 
mentation, though his external appearance 
ihould have fo far put men off their guard, 
as to have led them to give him that appel , 

• 4 lation. Had tne apoflle Paul confider~d 
Chrifl as being any thing more than a man, 
with refpect to his nature, he could never 
have urged with the leafl propriety or effect, 
that, as by man came death, fa by man came 
alfa the refurretiion of the dead; For it 
might have been unanfwerably replied, This 
is not the cafe , for indeed, by man comes 
death, but not by rrian, but by God, or the 
creator of man, under God, comes the re 
furrection of the dead. 

C 2 It 



20 Arguments againjl th~ 
It mufl firike every perfon who gives the 

Ieaft attention to the phrafeology of the 
New Teftament, that the terms Cbrifi and 
God, are perpetually ufed in contradiftinction 
to each other, as much as God and man; 
and if we attend ever fo little to the theory 
of language, and the natural ufe of words, 
we Dull be fatisfied that this would not have 
been the cafe, if the former could have been 
predicated of the latter, that is, if Chrift 
had been God, · 
We fay the prince and tbe king, becaufe 

the prince is not a king. If he had, we 
fhould have had recourfe to fome other 
diftinction, as that of grea~r and !ifs, fenior , 
andjwzior,father and.fan, &c. When there 
fore the apoftle Paul faid, that the church 
at Corinth was Chrijl's, and that Chrijt seas 
God's ( and that manner of diftinguiihing 
them is perpetual in the New. Tefi:ament) 
it is evident, that he could have no idea of 
Chrifl being God, in any proper fenfe of 
the word. 
In like manner, Clemens Romanus, call 

ing Chrijl the fceptre of the Maicfly of God, 
1 fufiicientlv ~ 



Divinity or Pre-exijlence if Chrifl. 21 

fufficiently proves that, in his idea, the 
[ceptre was one thing, and the God whofe 
fceptre it was, another. This, I fay, mu:ft 
have been the cafe when this language was 
firft adopted, though when principles are 
once formed, we fee, by a variety of expe 
rience, that any language may be accommo 
dated to them. But an attention to this 
circumflance will, I doubt not, contribute, 
w:ith perfons of real difcernrnent, to bring 
us back to the original ufe of the words, 
and to the ideas originally annexed to them. 
I am perfuaded that even now, the conftant 
ufe of thefe tei11s Cbrijl and God, as op 
poled to each other, has a great effect iii 
preventing thofe of the common people 
who read the New Teflament more than 
books of controverfy, from being habitually 
and practically trinitarians. There will, by 
this means, be a much greater difference 
between God and Chr~1t in their minds, than 
they find in their creeds. 

All thefe things duly confidered, viz. the 
frequent and earnefl inculcating of the doc 
trine of the divine unity, without any limi 
tation, exception, or explanation, by way 

C 3 . pf 
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of faving to the doctrine of the trinity; the 
manner in which Chrift always fpake of 
himfelf, and 'that in which the apoftles and 
evangelifl:s fpake of him; the conduct of 
the three former evangelifls, in faying no 
thing that can be confirued in to a declara 
tion of his divinity or pre-exiflerice , and 
the term God being always ufed in contra 
diftinction to Chrfjl, no reafonable doubt 
can remain of the general tenor of Scripture 
being in favour of the doctrine of the di 
vine unity, in oppofition to that of the 
trinity, and even to that of the pre-exijlencc, 
as well as the divinity of Ctifi, 

SECTION 


