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TO THE READER. 

F the theologian of extensive reading and mature I thought finds in these pages but little that merits 
his special attention, I wish him to remember that 
they have been written for those who are just begin- 
ning their Biblical studies. 

I desire to furnish the young student of divinity 
with a plain, courteous, and trustworthy answer to the 
objections of those who reject the doctrine of a Tri- 
m e  Deity. 

I acknowledge my great indebtedness to Rev. 
Richard Gear Hobbs, A. M., for h e  carefulness with 
which he has read and corrected the manuscript. 

May the ever-blessed Spirit guide the reader of 
this essay into the knowledge of' "the true God and 
eternal life !" 

THE AUTHOR. 
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THE HOLY TRINITY.  

A"' inquiry concerning the naturc of the ever-blessed 
God should be conducted wit11 the profound rever- 

ence tint we owe to the only absolutely perfect Being. 
Uncreate and eternal in  his existence, infinite in all of his 
perfections, i t  is not possible for a finite being to discover 
his nature, nor even perfectly to comprehend i t  after i t  
has beer1 revealed to him. The sacred Scriptures contain 
all that is known on earth concerning the. nature and the 
mode of esisterlce of the Divine Being. This revelatiou 
of himself is not found in ally one formulated statement, 
b u t  must be  gleaned from the entire body of the Scrip- 
tures, by a collection and l igh t  comparison of the dif£er- 
en t  statements made concerning h i ~ n .  

The  prayerful study o f  the Eible, from the day of 
Pentecost d o w ,  has conviuced men that  Almighty God 
exists as a Trinity of co-equal persons in the unity of the 
Godhead. To state this doctrine briefly and correctly, 
and to guard it  agaiust the false teachings of Arius and 
other errorists, the believers i n  the Trinity were necessi- 
tated to adopt the phrase, " The Trinity i n  Unity," which, 
for convenience' sake, has been abbreviated into " T h e  
Trinity." 

A more extended statement of the doctrine of the 
Triuity may be found in the Articles of Religion of the 
RIcthodist Episcopal Church : 

" Article I. Of Fuith in the Holy Trinity. There is 
bu t  one living and  t rue God, everlasting, without body 
or parts, of infinite power, wisdom, and goodness; the  
maker and preserver of all things, visible and invisible. 

11 



12 DOCTRINE OF T H E  TRINITY.  

And in unity of this Godhead there are three persons, of 
one substance, power, and eternity,-the Father, the Son, 
and the Holy Ghost." 

The doctrine of the Trinity in Unity is a matter of 
pure revelation. Like the doctrine of the omnipresence 
of God, while not contrary to reason, it is superior to 
mere human reason-probably is superior to angelic rea- 
son-and is comprehended by God only. I n  the light of 
the Holy Scriptures me apprehend it, but we do not com- 
prehend it. " W e  lay hold upon it, ad p ~ e l ~ e n d o ;  we hang 
upon it, our souls live by it. But we do not take it all in, 
me do not comprehend i t ;  for it is a necessary attribute 
of God that he is incomprehensible." (Trench's Study of 
Words, 11. 110.) This being true, human reason furnishes 
no proof either for or against the doctrine of the Trinity. 
Reason neither affirms nor denies it, but is rightly em- 
ployed in the esnmination of the Biblical evidences of the 
soundness of the doctrine. I t  is doubtful whether there 
are any types or symbols of the Trinity. Efforts to illus- 
trate it are of questionable propriety; it  is better to con- 
fine ourselves to the consideration of the Divine revela- 
tions conreruing it. 
/ The Bihle declares plainly and repentedly that there 
is but one God. But it also makes known to us three 
distinct persons, by the names of the Father, the Son, 
and the Holy Spirit. I t  invests each of these thrte per- 
sons with the attributes and titles that belong to Deity; 
it ascribes to each of these three persons the acts that 
the Deity has been known to do;  it represents each of these 
three persons as receiving that supreme worship that is 
properly paid only to the infinite God; thus showing that 
each of these three persons is really and truly God/ The 
uuity of God, taken in connection with the supreme di- 
vinity of the Father, the supreme divinity of the Son, 
and the supreme divinity of the Holy Spirit, abundantly 
proves that these three persons co-exist in the unity of the 
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Godhead;  or, in  other words, that  God exists as the 
Trinity in Unity. 

THE IMPORTANCE O F  T H E  DOCTRINE. 

The importance of the doctrine of the Trinity is easily 
shown. " T h e  knowledge of God is fundamental to re- 
ligion; and as we knolv nothing of him but  what lie has 
been pleased to reveal, and as  these revelations have :111 
moral encls, and are designed to promote piety and not 
to gratify curiosity, all that  he has revealed of hirnself in 
particular must partake of that  character of fundamental 
importance which belongs to  the lrnowledge of God i n  the 
aggregate. ' This is life eternal, that they inigll t know 
thee, the only true God, and Jesus Christ mliom thou hast 
sent.' (rothing, therefore, can disprore the fundamental 
importance of the T d n i t y  in Uuity but  that  which nil1 
disprove it  to be-a doctrine of S c r i p t u r q  (Watson's In -  
stitutes of Theology, Vol. I ,  p. 452.) 

I f  the doctrine of the Trinity is not true, aud we war- 
ship the Son or the Holy Spirit, then we are guilty of 
idolatry ; for me are  worshiping sometliing else besides 
God. I f  the doctrine of the Trinity in  Unity is true, aud 
me do not worship the Son and the Holy Spirit, then we 
are  guilty of withholding our worship from two persons 
of the Godhead, I f  Jesus Christ is not God as well as  
man,  then his sacrificial death sinks in  value; instead of 
being a sacrificial atouement for man, made by  one who 
was God as well as man, i t  is merely the death of a 
martyr. 

I f  Jesus Christ is not supremely divine, then he must 
be of limited pevfections ; aud i t  becomes impossible for us 
to have perfect faith in  him as our Savior. 

The  apostolic benediction, 2 Cor. xiii, 14, is a sublime 
invocation, in which the love, the grace, and the com- 
munion of the Triune Godhead is invoked upon his read- 
ers. B u t  if the Fatherbthe Son, and the IToly Spirit are  
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not co-equally and supremely divine, if the U n i t i  ' rian ' no- 
tion tha t  the Son i j  only a creature and the Holy Spirit is 
simply a n  attribute,-if this notion be accepted, than the 
benediction beconlea tlie invocation of the grace of a crea- 
ture, tlie lore  of God, and the communion of a n  attribute. 

The foregoing considerntions clearly prove tha t  it'is of t h e  
first importance to cstablisli the t ru th  of the doctrine of 
the Trinity. " T h e  doctrine of the Holy Trinity-that is, 
of the living a n d  only true God, Father ,  Sou, and  Spirit, 
the source of creation, redemption, a n d  sanctification-has 
in all ages beell regarded as the sacred syn~bol and the 
fundamental article of the Chri&u system, iu distinction 
alike from the  abstract monotheiam of Judaism and Xo- 
hammedanisrn, and  from the dualism and polytheism of the 
heathen religions. The  denial of this doctrine implies neces- 
sarily also, directly or indirectly, a deninl of the divinity of 
Christ and  the Holy  Spirit, togethcr ~ r i t h  the divine char- 
acter of tlie work of redemption a i d  sanctification." 
(Philip Schaff, in tile Bibliothcca S L C ~ .  1838, p. 726.) 

THE USITY O F  GOD. 

The unity of God is the necessary foundation of the doc- 
trine of tlie Triuilp in Unity, and  must never be lost sight of 
when discussing that doctrine; for there can not be any  
proper conception of the Holy Trinity if the truth of the di- 
vine unity is overlooked or ignored. The Bible reveals the 
unity of God in these ~vords : " There is none lilre unto the 
Lord  our God " (Exodus viii, 10) ; " There is none lilre unto 
God, 0 Jeshurun " (Deut. xxxiii ,  26, Reu. Ver.) ; Thou 
shalt have no other gods before me " (Exodus x x ,  3) ; " The 
Lord he is God ; there is none else beside h im"  (Deut. 
iv. 35, 39). See also 2 Sam. vii. 2 2 ;  1 Icings viii, 6 0 ;  
1 Chron. xvii, 20 ; Joel  ii, 27; 1 Cor. viii, 4. " Hear  0 
Israel : the Lord our  God is one Lord"  (Deut. vi, 4) ; 
" H e a r  0 Israel: the Lord our God, the Lord is one" 
(Mark rii ,  29, Ret~. ,yer.) ; " W h o  is God save the Lord  ?" 
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(Psalm xviii, 3 1 )  ; "Before me there was no God found, 
neitlm shall there be after me" (Isaiah xliii, 10 ; xliv, 
6, 8 ;  xlv, 5, 6, 14, 18, 21, 22 ; xlvi, 9) ; " The only true 
God " (John xvii, 3 )  ; " The only ~ ~ i s c  God" (Rom. xvi, 
27, Rev. Ver.)  ; " The only God" (1 Tim. i, 17, Rev. T7er.) ; 
" There is one God " (1 Cor. viii, 6, Rev. Ver.) ; " God is 
one" (Gal. iii, 20) ; " There is one God " (1 T i m  ii, 5). 

Dr. Channing objects that the unity of God denies the 
doctrine of the Trinity, proving it to be impossible. This 
is so common an objection with Unitarians that it is not 
necessary to quote authors; nevertheless it is a mere beg- 
ging of the question. The doctrine of the unity of God 
does not teach anything about the manner of the divine 
existence; but, as Lawson states it, that " God is so one 
that there is not, there can not be, another God." God 
"is one as to essence and three as to persons; unity and 
trinality are affirmed of thc same being, but in different 
senses." (Raymond's Theol., Vol. I, p. 384.) " The true 
Scripture doctrine of the unity of God, as set forth in 
Deut. vi, 4, and similar texts, mill remove this objec- 
tion. It is not the Socinian notion of unity. Theirs is 
the unity of one, ours the unity of three. JFTe do not, 
however, as they seem to suppose, think the divine es- 
sence divisible and participat~d by and shared among 
three persons ; but wholly a d  undividedly possessed and 
enjoyed. Whether, therefore: we address our prayers and 
adorations to the Father, So$, or Holy Spirit, me address 
the same adorable Being, the one living and true God. 
'Jehovah, our Aleiin, is one Jehovah.'" (Watson's Inst., , 
Vol. I ,  p. 475.) 

The unity of God denies that  he has any compeer or . , 
rival ; it  apserts his proper Deity orer and above all of the 
false gods of the heathen. I t  is the divine protest a p i n s t  s' 

dualism, polytheism, and pantheism; and the sLme Bible 
that teaches this unity of God a130 teaches the co-equal 
Deity of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. 
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Dr.  Wm.  G. Eliot (Unitarian), in his " Doctrines of 
Christianity," pp. IS, 19, objects thnt Christ teaches that 
the F a t l m  is God to the esclusion of himself. T h e  ols- 
jection cousists of Dr.  Eliot's statement, quotations of texts, 
and comment upon the texts. I will give the objection in 
full, and  then answer i t  in detail. 

" Christ uiliformly spoke of God as  his Father  and 
of the Father  as the only God. Almost his first re- 
corded words are these: ' Thou shalt worship the Lord 
thy  God, and him only shalt thou serve.' H e  prayed to 
God as his Father ,  and taught his disciples to pray in 
the same words: ' O u r  Fnther, who a r t  in  heaven.' 
Upon one occasion, 1~11en some one called him Good 
&ister,' he ansmered : ' W h y  callest thou me good? 
there is none good but  one, tha t  is, God.' Upou another 
occasion,  hen asked what was the first commandment of 
all, he commenced in the very words of the lam spoken 
from AIt. Sinai : ' Hear, 0 Israel : the Lord our God is 
one L o r d ;  and  thou shalt love the Lord thy  God with 
all thy  heart, and with all thy s o d ,  and  n-ith all thy 
mind, and with all  thy strength. This is the first and 
great commandment.' Observe how solemn is this affirma- 
tion of the old doctrine ; i t  is a re-enactment of the great 
central law of the Jewish religion, ~ i t h o u t  one word cf 
amendment or qualification. Can we ask anything more? 
B u t  we have more, if possible. I f  this mere all ,  i t  might 
perhaps be argued that the word ' God' includes the idea 
of tri-personality in the Father ,  Son, and Spir i t ;  bu t  the 

. - - _  Savior has forbidden such a constructiou, by teaching us tha t  
the God of whom h e  spoke is tlie Fa ther  only. W e  once 
more refer to the ~vords of our text,  the mords of prayer to 
the Fa ther :  'Th is  is life eternal, that they may know thee, 
tlie ouly true God, a n d  Jesus C'l~rist, whom thou hast sent.' 
H e  speaks of himself, the Son, as a separate being, depend- 
ent  on the Fnther. ' Glorify thy Son, that thy Son also 
may glorify thee.' Again, in his predictiou of his heavenly 
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exaltation, he says : ' Hereafter shall the Son of man sit 
on the right hand of the power of God.' So when in the 
garden of Gethsemane he prsyed to the Father, 'Not  
my will, but thiue, be done;' and on the cross, in the time 
of his last agony, ' N y  God, my God, why hast thou for- 
saken me?' and yet once more, after his resurrection, he 
said to his disciples: ' I ascend unto my Father and to 
your Father, to my God and to your God.' Thus, through 
his whole ministry, he used the same uniform and familiar 
language. I ask you to remember that thip lauguage mas 
addressed to those who had no coilception of any other 
doctrine than the absolute unity of God. How must they 
have understood i t ?  I t!~ink just as we understand it now, 
when we say: ' To us there is but one God, even the 
Father.' " 

The first text quoted by Dr. Eliot is hfatthew iv, 10: 
"Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God, and him only 
shalt thou serve." These words do not prove that Christ 
is not divine, nor that he is not an object of supreme nor- 
ship. They do unquestionably prove that Deity is the 
only proper object of worship, and are in perfect harmony 
with our Lord's declaration that " all men should honor 
the Son, even as they honor the Father" (John v, 23) ; 
hence Jesus Christ and the Father are both persons in the 
same supreme Deity whom we have been taught to wor- 
ship. I t  is true that Christ, in the days of his humilia- 
tion, prayed to God as his Father-for since his incarna- 
tiou he is Inall as well as God-but it is not true that 
he taught his disciples to pray in the same words thnt he 
used himself. H e  taught them to say, " Our FatherJ '  
(Matt. vi, 9) ; but me have no evidence that he ever spoke 
to the Father and called him " Our Father." H e  spoke 
of him as " N y  Father," he addressed him as " Father;" 
but he never addressed him as " Our Father." The dis- 
ciples of Christ are "the sons of God" by creation and 
adoption; but our Lord is "the Son of God," not by cre- 

2 



18 DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 

ation or adoption, but by nature. A n y  man who be- 
lieves in Christ may properly be called " a soil of God ;" 
but  Jesus Christ iu the only being who can be properly 
called "The  Son of God." The title, 6 ui6; TOG QEO; (the 
Son of God), is never applied in the New Testament t o  
any  single person except our  Lord Jesus Christ. The 
disciples have, to a limited extent, the same nioral attri- 
butes with the Fat l ier ;  but Christ, as " the only begotteil 
So11 of God," has the same attributes, both n~vra l  and 
natural ;  hence, like the Father, he is eternal, omuipres- 
ent ,  omniscient, omnipotent, 2nd imrnutnhly holy. H a v -  
iug these attributes, lie co-exists mitli the Fatlier as one of 
the persons in the T r i m e  Godhead, and as such he is en- 
titled to, and receives, the same worship that  is paid to  
the Eternal Fatlier. 

Christ said to a certain ruler: " W h y  callcst thou me 
good? there is none good b ~ t  one, tha t  is, God." (Mark 
x, 17, 18.) Cliriqt did not deny that  he him-elf was 
"good," nor did he deny that  he himself v a s  God ; but 
the ruler had not ackr~o~vledged him to be God, and our 
Lord's question to tlie ruler was based upon that fact. 
I t  Tvas as much as to say, A s  you do not coufess me to be 
God, ~ v h y  call me good ? Our  Lord said : " There is none 
good but  one, that  is, God." I t  vould follow from this 
that  n-hoever is perfectly good must be G o d ;  b a t  oar  
Lord is perfectly, infinitely good, hence must be God. 
" O u r  Lord's answer, . . . so far from giving any 
countenance to Socinian error, is a pointed rebuke 
of the very view of Christ ~vllicll they who deny his cli- 
viuity entertain. H e  was no 'good Master' to be singled 
out  frorn rnen on accouut of  hi9 pre-eminence over his ltitld 
in virtue and wisdom. God sent us no such Christ as  
this, nor rnay any  of the sons of men be thus called good, 
H e  was one with H i m  who only is good, the Son of tlie 
Father, come not to teach us merely, but to  beget us anew 
by the divine power ~vhich dwells in  him. The low view, 
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then, which this applicant takes of him and his office, he  
a t  once rebukes and annuls, as he  had done before in the 
case of Nicodeinus. . . . The dilemma, as regards the 
Socinians, has been well pu t  (see Stier 11, 283, note), 
either, ' There is none good bu t  G o d ;  Christ is good; 
therefore Christ is God ;' or, ' There is noue good hut  God;  
Christ is not God ; therefore Christ is not good.'" (ill-  
ford, in loco.) 

Tha t  our Savior's qaotation from Deuteronomy vi, 4, 
as recorded ill Mark xii. 29, 30, is i n  perfect harmony 
with the Triuity in Unity, has been shown in the quota- 
tion previously given from Richard Watson. The 
words of Jesus in his priestly prayer (John xvii, 3), 
"And this is life eternal, that  they might lruow thee, the 
only true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou linst sent," 
are set in their proper light by the following comments 
from Fletcher and Horselep : 

" I f  ' the  only true God'  be a truly divine and ever- 
lasting Father ,  he has a truly divine and everlasting Son;  
for how can he  be truly God the Father  who hath not 
truly a divine Son?" " ' H e  that honoreth not the Son 
honoreth nut the Father.' ' Wliosoever denieth the Son, 
the same linth not the Father  ;' because the opposite and 
relative terms and natures of Fa ther  and Son necessarily 
suppose each other." (Fletcher, Vol. 111, p. 552.) 

" T o  know Jesus Christ is here made by our Savior 
equivalent, in  its eternal consequences, to knowing the 
Father. Can this apply to any  merely finite being? 
Unitarians may say that  to know Jesus Christ is to kuow 
the mill of God, as delivered by Jesus Christ. B u t  i t  is 
not knowing the mill of God, but  doing it ,  thnt nil1 secure 
us eternal life. To  know Jesus Christ is, tllerefore, to 
know him as represented in the gospel as  God aud Ilan." 
(Horseley's Tmcts, pp. 167, 168.) 

John  xvii, 1, " Glorify thy  Son, that  thy  Son also 
E a y  glorify thee," proves that  the Father  and the Son are  
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distinct persons, but it does not prove that they are sepa- 
rate beings. The glory that Christ here asks of the Father 
is the same in kind and degree with the glory that the 
Father had determined that nien should render to Christ. 
(See John v, 23.) Furthermore, the glory that Christ 
liere asks of the Father is the same glory that he had with 
the Father in the uuity of the Godhead "before the 
world u-as." (Verse 5.) 

Christ predicted liis heavenly exaltation : " Hereafter 
shall the Son of man sit on tlie right hand of the power of 
God." (Luke xxii, 69.) These words mould seem to refer 
to the manifestation of his glorified humanity, as a part- 
ner in the exercise of God's universal government, and are 
in perfect liarmony with, and rest upon, the great truth of 
his co-equality with the Father. That they were under- 
stood as a claim to co-equality with the Father is evident 
from the fact that when he spoke them the high-priest 
judged llim guilty of blasphe~ny and deserving of death. 
(JIatt. xxvi, 63-46; JInrk s i r ,  61-64; Luke xxii, 69-71.) 

The Biblical evidence proving the doctrine of the Trin- 
ity in Unity will now be presented. Attention will be 
asked in the first place to evidence proviug that there is a 

PI,CRAI,ITY O F  PERSONS I N  T H E  GODHEAD. 

This evidence i3 dmnm from the fact that the Divine 
Being has used such plural personal pronouns as "us" 
and ' l  OUT." 

GESE-17 I.  26: "And God said, Let us make man in our 
image, after our 1il;eness." 

Unitarians object that if the use of plural pronouns by 
God proves a plurality of persons in the Godhead, then the 
use of a singular pronoun hy God must limit the Godhead 
to a single person. But this does cot necessarily follow. 
I f  the use of plural pronouns proves a plurality of persons 
in the Godhead, then tlie use of a singular pronoun can 
not disprove it, but must be in harmony with it. When 
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the Godhead speaks as a unity, i t  appropriately uses the 
singular pronouns; bu t  inasmuch as the Father, Son, and  
Holy Spirit speak of each other, and also to each other, is 
i t  not reasonable to suppose tha t  a n y  one of tlie Sacred 
Three, when speaking of their joint act  in creating man, 
would use the plural pronouns " us" and  "our  " to desig- 
nate their joint work in creation? In  the text  quoted 
above note the follorring item: 1. There is a speaker, 
"God said;" 2. A person, er  persous, spoken to, " us," 
"our ; "  3. The mords spoken, " L e t  us make man ;" 
4. The party speaking asks of the party spolien to a co- 
operation in a specific work, " L e t  us make man ;" 5. The 
party spoken to fornis one or more persons of the " us" 
who are addressed; 6. There is a plurality of persons en- 
gaged in the creation of man, and whose common image 
(" our image," " our likeness,") was to be borne by the man 
whom they created. To  resolve this t e s t  into a n  instance 
of the so-called "plurality of majesty," is to imagine the 
Supreme Deity as  indulging in a meaningless soliloquy. 
The  text is a record of things said by one person to an- 
other. The party spoken to call not be angels, because 
the mords, " L e t  us make," is a n  invitation to create ; 
creation is nu act of omnipotence, and angels can not join 
in  i t  ; "and because tbe phrases, ' our image,' ' our like- 
ness,' when transferred into the third person of the narra- 
tive, become ' his image,' ' the image of God ' (verse 27),  
and  thus limit the pronouns to God himself. Does the 
plurality, then, point to a plurality of attributes in  tlie 
divine nature? This can not be, because a plurality of 
qualities exists iri ..,erything, without a t  all leading to the 
application of the pliiral number to the individual, and 
because such a plurality does not warrant the expression, 
' L e t  us malie.' Only a plurality of persons can justify 
the phrase. Hence we are forced to conclude that  the 
plural pronoun indicates a plurality of persons or hypostases 
i n  h e  Divine Being." (Murphy on Genesis.) 
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G s s ~ s r s ,  111, 22 : "And the Lord God said, Behold, the man 
is become as one of us." 

The words " one of 11s " indicate a plurality of persons 
comprehended in the word "us," one of whom was the 
speaker, the others were the persons spoken to. That 
these words were spoken of angels, is destitute of all 
evidence, and utterly unlikely. Is there any case in the 
Bible in wliich God associates either angels or any other 
finite beings with himself in this manner? Mark the 
words. God does not say, " Is  become like us," but, " Is 
become ns one of u-q ;" thus indicating a plurality of persons 
in the Godhead, one of whom speaks to the others. 

Similar evidence may be drawn from Gen. xi, 7, and 
Isa. vi, 8. 

A PLURALITY O F  T H R E E  PERSONS I N  T H E  GODHEAD. 

I t  is not merely that God, by the use of plural pronouns, 
has revealed llimself as a plurality of persons existing in 
one Godhead, " but that three persons, and three persons 
only, are spoken of in the Scriptures uiider divine titles, 
each having the peculiar attributes of divinity ascribed to 
him; and yet that the first and leading principle of tlie 
same book, which speaks thus of the character and works 
of these persons, should be that there is hut one God." 
"Le t  this point then be examined, mil  it mill be seen 
even that the very number three has this pre-eminence; 
that the application of these names and powers is restrained 
to it, and never strays beyond i t ;  and that those who con- 
fide in tlie testimony of God rather than in the opinions 
of men have sufficient Scriptural reason to distinguish 
their faith from the unbelief of others by avowing them- 
selves Trinitarians." (Watson's Inst., Vol. I ,  p. 469.) 

The following quotatious are presented as evidence that 
three divine persons are frequently mentioned in the 
Holy Scriptures : 

Luke iii, 21, 22, a t  the baptism of Christ, there is 



mentioned tke Father, v h o  proclaims Cllrist as his Son;  
Jesus, the SOIL, of T\ hoin the Father  speaks ; aud the Holy 
Spirit, who in a bodily form dcscends upon Christ. I n  
L n k e  iv, 18, we hare  the mention of Christ preaching; 
the Lord, who sent h i m ;  and the Spirit the Lord, who 
anointed him. J o h n  xvi, 13-15, the Father, who o\yned 
all things ; Clirlst, whom the Spirit of truth woclcl glorify ; 
and the Spirit rj" T ~ ~ r t h ,  v h o  would come to the disciples, 
and shew them things to come. Acts xx ,  27, 25, God the 
Father, whose counsel Pau l  had declared; God (the Lord), 
Jesus, who 11x1 l~urcl~ased the Church with his hlood ; and 
the Holy ,S1,irit, who had made the overseers of the Church. 
Gal. iv, 6, God the Father, who sent the Spir i t ;  Cluist, 
whose Spirit  was sent; and the S p i d ,  who was sent. (See 
also Rom. viii, 9 ; 1 Cor. xii, 3-6.) Eph .  ii, 18-22, the 
Father, unto rr11oin we have access ; C % d .  who procured 
the access for u s ;  and  the one Spirit, who guides us in  the 
nccess. Eph ,  iv, 4-6, the Futher, who is above all ; Christ, 
one Lord, the author of our fai th;  and one Spirit, who 
called us. 1 Petsr  i, 2,  the Father, who foreknew u s ;  
Jesus Clwist, who sprinkled us with his blood ; and the Spirit, 
who sanctified us." 

DIRECT EVIDEXCE O F  THE TlIIXITI' IN U N T P .  

XUIIRERS \-I, 23-26 : " Speak 11:1io h r o n  and unto his sons, 
saying, On this ~ ~ i s e  shall ye liless the c~lliltlren of Israel, saying , 

unto them, Thc T,ord 1)less thee and keep thec : t,hc Lord malrc 
hi;i i~lci: shine upon thcc, aucl be gracious uuto thec : the Lord 
lift up his countennnc:c ulmn thee, and give th*:t. ~~eacc . ' '  

Ail analysis of this text presents the following items : 
1. " Y e  shall bless the children of Israel," (IT?) " Y e  
sllall invoke the Divine favor upon them." 2. The words 
"bless" (verse 24), "make his face shine upon thee" 
(verse 23), "lift  his co~uitenance upon thee" (verse 2 6 ) ,  
convey nearly the same meaning; namely, "show love and 
favor." 3. l L  Keep thee" (Vv, Sept. ( D D ~ . ~ w ) ,  watch, 
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guard, Iieep (verse 24). 4. '' Be gracious unto thee" 
(129, I L I L C L ~ ~ ,  L k f w  in the Sept.), " be merciful unto thee'" 
(verse 25). 5. ''Give thee peace,"-such peace as results 
from a sense of safety and rest, arid is accompanied nith 
health and comfort. 

XheAhcee m e m b e r u t h i s  benediction are not simply 
three repetitious of the same nouns and verbs, but form 
three iiivocntious of the same blessing in somewhat differ- 
ent terms. They also contain the iuvocation of three dis- 
tinct and different blessings; that is, a distinct blessing is 
invoked in each member of the benediction. If  there is 
but one persou in the unity of the Godhead, it would be 
difficult to relieve the test of the appearance of tautology; 
but there being three persons in the Godhead, aud three 
different blessings invoked, the exegesis of the text be- 
comes natural and easy. Verse 23 is introductory, calling 
attention to the manner of the benediction. Verse 21 
may be paraphrased thus : " The Lord shew thee love 
and favor, guard and preserve thee." This would seen] 
uaturally to apply to the Father, and is in harmony with 
the fdlowing texts: "No man is able to pluck them out 
of my Father's hand ;" " Holy Father, keep through thine 
own name those whom thou hast given me ;" " That thou 
shouldest keep them from the evil;" "Who are kept by 
the power of God." (John x, 2 9 ;  xvii, 11, 15; 1 Peter 
i, 5 . )  Verse 25 might he pnm1~hrased thus: " The Lord 
sliem thee love and favdr, and shew mercy unto thee." 
This mould seem to refer to Christ, and is in harmony with 
the fact that mercy comes to us through Christ. I t  is in 
perfect harmony, so far, with the apostolic benedictions; 
thus, "Tlie grace of our Lord Jes Clirist be with you." 
(1 Cor. xri ,  23;  2 Cor. xiii, 1 1 ;  Gal. vi, 18;  Phil. iv, 
23 ; 1 Tliess v, 28 ; 2 The<-. iii, 18 ; Pllilemou 25 ) 
Verse 26 might be paraphrased thus : " The Lord shew 
thee love and favor, and give thee peacen--such peace as 
flows from a seuse of safety and rest, and brings with it 
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he:~ltli and comfort. This harmonizes with what is said of 
the IIoly S p i ~ i t .  " I n  tlie comfort of the Holy Spirit." 
(Acts ix, 31.) " The Spirit of' adoption wliereby wo cry 
h b b a  Fatlicr." " Now the God of hope fill you with all 
joy and peace in believing, thnt ye may abound in hope, 

througli the powcr of the  Holy Spirit." " W i t h  joy of the 
Holy Spirit." (Roni. viii, 13 ; xv, 13 ; s i v ,  17  ; Gal. v, 
2 2 ;  1. Tliess. i, 6.) This benediction s e e m  to be a n  invo- 
c a ~ i o n  of the blesbings of tlie Triune God, in whicl~ they 
prayed for the faror  and protection of the Father ,  the 
favor and mercy of the  Son, and tlie faror  and peace of 
the Holy Spirit. 

1 s . ~ ~  VI,  1-lo.-" In  the year that ICug Ueziah (lied I saw 
also the Lortl sitting upon n throne, high ant1 liitecl ul), and his 
train fillcd the temple. Abow it stood the seraphim : each 
one had six nings; ni th  twain he corered his face, and with 
twain he corered his feet, and n ith twain he did fly. And one 
cried unto another, and bai(1, Holy, holy, holy is the Lord of 
hosts: the nhole cart11 is iull at hi< glory. And the posts 
of the door moved at the I oit e of him thnt criccl, and the 
holisc was filled n i th  smolx. Then said I ,  Woe ih me ! for I am 
~mdone ! because I am a man of unclc an liph, and I dwell i n  the 
midst of a people of unclean lips ; for mine eyes hnw seen the 
King, the Lord of hosts. Then flew on? of the seraphin1 
unto me, haling n lire coal in his hand, nhicli lie had taken 
nit11 the tongs from off the altar; and he laid it upon my 
mouth, and mid, Lo, this hath touched thy lips ; and thinc 
iniquity is taken away, and thy bin purged. Also I llcarcl the 
Toice of the Lord, saying, \\'horn hliall 1 send, and n 110 n ill go 
for UH 7 Then s a d  I, Hcrc am I ; s~ rill 111e. And 1112 said, Go, 
and tcll this people, Hear ye indeed, but ~mderstnnd not ; am1 
see ye indcetl, but perceive not. 3Iake the heart of this people 
fat, and makc their ears ' p ~ y .  and shut their eyes; leht they 
see with their eyeti, ant1 hear with their cars, ant1 ~liiderstand 
with their I m ~ r t ,  and convert, and be healed." 

The Divine Being spoken of in  this passage is called 
" 1,ortl" (Adonai). " the  King," arid " tlie Lord  of 
hosts " (Jehovah Sabaoth). The seraphim, in a profound 

3 
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act of religious worship, attributed to him illfinite lloli- 
ness and omnipresent glory, thus ascribing to liim the at- 
tributes of supreme Divinity, and also rendering to him 
supiwne worship. JIThile tlie siugulnr pronouns " I," 
" he," " Ills," arc used to represent tliis Beiug, it is also true 
that this Divine Being uses the plural pronoun "us" when 
spenlciug of self (ver. 8) ; thus indicating a plurality of 
persons in the Divinity. An exariiinatioil of this passage 
will show that tliis plurality comprises three distinct per- 

+ 
sons, tlie Father, tlie Son, and the Holy Spirit. I t  will 
not he deuied that tliis maliifeqtation of the Divine Being 
nns a manifestation of God tlic Father. I t  mas also a 
manifestation of the Son. The era~igelist sags : " Thme 
tl~iilgssaid Esaias, when he saw his glory, and spake of Iiiiii." 
(1 John xii, 42.) Clirist mas oue of the three wlion~ tlie 
scraphim worshiped as " the Lord of liosts." 

Some Unitariau writers endeavor to escape the force of 
tliis testi~nony of Jobn by saying that Isaiah here 
" hrcs:~n " the glory of Christ. But tliis \rill not stand 
esnmil~ntil~u. Jolln says that 1:saius "saw his glory" 
( 578 : ) .  I f  .Jolin h ld  wished to say that Isaiali fhreeam 
Christ's glory, then the words xpu,?i.l;rru and xpoopdw wer* 
a t  hand to designate such a thought; hut John does not 
use tliein ; aud I do not know of auy pns:lge i n  which sTdw is 
used to designate the act of foreseeing. Jehu does not speak 
of what the prophet foresaw, but of d i n t  lle saw at that 
time as actunlly p~esent before him. The prophet's vision 
of the Lord Jesus receiving morsliip of tlie seraphim was 
~ i o t  n prevision of son~etliing that mould take place in tllck 
future; but it was an ocular manifestation of the wor- 
ship that Christ mas theu receiving. I t  was not Cllris~ 
incarnate, but Clirist in his pre-cxisteut state, as the Jello- 
vnh of the Old Testamell t, that Isaiah saw. " Some Ilnw 
affirmed that the pronouus in the paEwge of Joli~l  refer to 
the Almighty Father, because ' t l~e  Lord,' ill verse 38, is 
tlie nearest antecede~~t.  Bat  this proceeds upon :l ~nisap- 
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prehension. The  appropriate use of the pronoun in ques- 
tion (abrk)  is to mark the person or t l ~ i u g  which is the 
principal subject of discourse. If it  were possible for any 
one to read the whole precediug connection, and have 
auy  doubt t11i;t Christ is that subject, his doubt could not 
but be disipxtecl by  the next seuteuce : ' Yet many even 
of tlie rulers believed on him."' (J. P. Smith's " Mes- 
siah," T'ul. I ,  p. 379.) 

I cabjuin Alfnrd's note on the t e s t :  " The  evangelist 
is giviug his judgment, having (Lulre xs iv ,  45) l i d  his 
uridorstitndiug opened to understautl the Scriptures-t11af 
fl~e passage  it^ I saial~ is spoketz of Christ. And,  iudeed, 
strictly cousidered, the glory which Isaiah saw could only 
be that of tlic Sou, who is the d ~ a r i ~ u a r ~ r r  r<s S6;'qc o r  the 
Father ,  whom uo eye liath seeu." 

The examination of this passage so far has resulted iu 
the identificatio~l of two of the persous compreheuded iu 
the supreme Godheail, as it nlauire&ecl itself to Isaiah in 
the temple; namely, tlie Father, aud Jesus Christ the 
Son. There mas, mid is, a third person in the Godhead, 
that  revealed itself to Tc~iah ; namely, the Huly Spirit. 
Paul  quotes the pas3ngc from I 4 n l 1 ,  and attributes it to 
the Holy Spir i t :  " Well sptkc the Holy Ghost by Esaias, 
the prophet, unto our hther,, sa! ing, Go unto this pcople 
and say, Hearing, yc shall l m r , "  etc. (Acts xxviii, 25, 
26.) Isaiah saw the Lord of hosts receiviug suprelne 
worship from. the seraphim ; a t  the same time and place 
he heard the Supreme Being speak cert.xi~~ words. These 
words S t  P a u l  quotes, and declares that tlie Holy Spirit 
spoke them;  thus making it  manifest that the Holy Spirit 
is one of tlie persons comprehended i l l  the Godhead. I t  
has been objected that  " H o l y  Spirit" in the text may 
deuote the Father  as the fountain of Deity. I n  answer to 
this, let i t  be noted that,  in  the text under consonsidera- 
tion, the Holy Spirit  is designated by r ) ~  I 7 . - ; ~ , 1  r; c i fcov.  

Now, wllile it nlny 11e true that  in the E1.w Testarneut, 
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l7v~3pu, r i  L',sZpa, l7~sGpa &rov, and rb ZY(y!oy L ' Y C ~ ~ L U  some- 
times designate the Father, yet the full title r i  I ~ ~ E G ~ I u  T O  

Zym occ~irs in the following places: Natt .  xii, 32 ; 3Iarlr 
iii, 29 ; xii, 36 ; xiii, 11 ; Luke ii, 26 ; iii, 22 ; John xiv, 
26; Act3 i, 16 ;  v, 3, 32;  vii, 51 ; x, 4-2, 47; xi, 1 5 ;  xiii, 
2 ; xv, 8 ; xis, 6 ; xx, 23, 28 ; xr i ,  11 ; xxviii, 25 ; Epli. 
i ,  13 ; iv, 30 ; 1 Tliesa. iv, 8 ; Heb. iii, 7 ; ix, 8 ; x, 15 ; 
and iu no oue ot these illstances does it designate either the 
Father or Christ, but always designates the Holy Sjirif.  

Let all the circnmstauces of Isaiah's vision be consid- 
ered; the One Jeliovali of hosts to who111 the religions 
worship of the seraphim mas addressed; the plnral pro- 
noun used by this One Jehovah-" w ; "  the declaration 
of the apostle that in this vision Isaiah saw the glory of 
Christ; the assertion of St. Paul that the Divine Being 
who spoke on that occasion was t l~c  Holy Spirit ; and they 
place it beyond all reasuuable doubt that the Jehovah of 
hosts, wliorn Isaiah saw, was tlw Triune God, esisting as 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit iu one Gotlhead. 

PIIATT~IEW s x r m ,  19 : "Go ye, therefore, and tc~cll  d l  nationfi, 
baptizing them in the namc of the Father, and of the Son, and 
of the Holy Ghost." 

"Go ye, therefore, and omke disciples of d l  llre n'ltions, h p -  
tizing them into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and 
of the Holy Ghost." (REP.  T7irsion.) 

Christian baptijm is an act of religious worship, in 
wl~ich the person receiving is is oblignted to believe in, 
worship, and serve the only true God. The apostles of' 
Christ had been taught that therc was bnt one God; and 
yet they were commanded to baptize in the name of three 
distinct persons-the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. 
Mark the fxt:  Christ did not say "the names," bnt "the 
name." The Sacred Trinity is not n congregation of tliree 
separate God<, but a nnity of three distinct persons in o m  
Godhead. Unitarian writers speak of " the name" as be- 
ing pleonadtic. Bnt this is not so evident; if Zvo:,u l id 
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been left out  of the commission, or if dvd,aara liad been 
substitnted in its place, then the text  might have been re- 
garded as teaclliug the plurality of Gods; but  mitli d v o ! ~  

in the text, it liarmonizes with the doctriue of tlie uuity 
of God, mhilc i t  reveals three persons as co-existing in 
that  unity. 
( IU the form of admiuistering bnptism, this-oue of the 

fi~uclamental doctrines of the gospel-the doctriuc of the 
Holy  Triuity is 
differeuce in  raulr is 
of the Sacred Three;  bu t  all of tliern are spolren of in  
the  same tern~s. I t  is tlierefore impossible to suppose that,  
while tlie Fa ther  is self-esistent, eternal, aud  onluipotent," 
tlie Sou should be a mere creature, subject to all of tlie lim- 
itations of a, fiuite beiug ; "or, that the Holy  Spirit sllould 
be a mere euergy or operation, without any  personal ex- 
istence. The  very form, indeed, runuing in the name-not 
~la~ned-clf the  Three, may insinuate that tlie authority of 
all three is the same, their power equal, their persons un- 
divided, and  their glory oue." (Trollope's Aualecta Theo- 
logica.) 

" I t  has been objected tha t  haptism is, iu  the book of 
Acts, frequently nleutioned as baptism 'ill the name of the 
Lord Jesus'  simpiy, and from hence i t  might be inferred 
that the formula in the Gospel of St. Matthew was not in 
use. I f  this r e r e  so, i t  would conclude against the use of 
the words of our Lord  as the standing form of baptism, 
but  would prove nothing against the significancy of bap- 
tism i n  whatever form it might be administered. F o r  as 
thi4 passage iu S t .  AIattliew was tlie original colnnlission 
under wliich, alone, the apostles had authority to baptize 
a t  all, the import of tlie rite is marked out in i t ;  a i d  
rd~atever  n-ords they used in baptism, they were found to 
explain the import of the  rite, as laid down by  their Xas- 
ter, to all disciples so received. B u t  fro111 the passages 
adduced from tlie Acts, the  inference that  the form of 
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baptism given in Matthew was not rigorously followed by  
the apostles does not follow, hecause the earliest Christian 
writers inform us tliat this soleniu form of expression was 
uuiformly employed from the beginning of the Christian 
Church. I t  is true, iudeed, tha t  the apostle Peter said to 
those who were converted on the day ~f Pentecost, Acts 
ii, 38, ' Repeut, a n d  be baptized, every one of you i n  the 
name of Jesus Christ;' and  that,  in differeut places of the 
book of Acts, i t  is said tha t  persons were baptized in the 
name of the Lord  Jesus;  but  there is internal evidence 
from the New Testament itself that,  when the historian 
says tha t  the persons mere baptized in the name of the 
Lord Jesus, he means that they were baptized according 
to tlie form prescribed by Jesus. Thus the question put ,  
Acts xix, 3, ' Unto  what then were ye baptized?' shows 
that  he did not suppose i t  possible for auy person who ad- 
ministered Christian baptism to omit the mention of the 
Holy  Spir i t ;  and  eveu after the question, the historian, 
wheii lie informs us that  the disciples were baptized, is ilot 
solicitous to repeat the whole form, but says in his usual 
manner, Acts xix, 5 :  ' W h e n  they lmwtl this, they mere 
baptized i n  the  name of the Lord J e s w '  There is an- 
other question pu t  by  the apostle Paul ,  which shons us in 
~ v h n t  light he viewed tlie form of baptism, 1 Cor. i, 13 : 
' W e r e  ye baptized in the namc of Pad?' Here  the ques- 
tion implies tha t  he considered the  form of baptism as so 
sacred that  the introducing the name of a teacher into i t  
was the same thing as introducing a new master into the 
kingdom of Christ." (Watson.) 

Wi th  regard to 1 Cor. x, 2, " Were all baptized uuto 
Moses," i t  may be said: 1. The name of Moses is not 
associated with tliat of God in the baptism of Israel. 
2. The  Israelites never understood their b a p t i ~ m  as obli- 
gating them to worship Moses as their G o d ;  but in all 
time, since the giving of the Commission, the great ma- 
jority of Christians have understood their baptism as obli- 
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gating them to worship both the Son and the Holy Spirit, 
as well as the Father. 3. The Israelites were not com- 
mauded to perform subsequent baptisms in the name of 
Moses; but the disciples of Christ are obligated to baptize 
ill the name of the Father, aud of the Sou, aud of the 
IIoly Spirit, through all coming tinie ; and thus this fully 
proves the co-equality of each of the Sacrcd Three, for n.c 
liiust either believe in and worship their co-equal supreme 
Divinity as the Trinity in Unity, or renounce our baptism 
in their name. 

2 Conrw~~xr.i~s XIII, 14: "The gracc of the Lord Jesus 
Christ, and the love of God, and the communion of the Holy 
Spirit, be mith you all. Amcn." 

r ~ h i s  apostolic benedictiou has been recognized by the 
Christian world ns an act of worship rendered to Jesus 
Christ and to the Holy Spirit in union with the Father.) 
The fact that this worship is paid to Christ and to the 
Holy Spirit conjointly with the Father, is full proof that 
Christ and the Holy Spirit are persons of supreme Di- 
vinity. Unitarians object t l~a t  "the text does not say 
' communion tu i t l~  the Holy Spirit,' as tllougll the Spirit 
mere a person ; but ' connnuniou of the Holy Spirit,' as 
though the Spirit were sotnetlliug to be received." The 
fallacy of this mode of reasoniug is seen wheu we remem- 
ber that the same construction is used in 1 Cor. i. 9, "The 
fellowship of his Son ;" and also iu 1 John i, 3, 6: " Our 
fellowship is mith the Father, and with his Son Jesus 
Christ ;" " I f  me say that me have fellowship wit11 him," 
etc. The word zowwvirx, rendered " communiou " iu the 
benediction, is the snrne word that is rendered " fellow- 
ship " in the texts just quoted. Will Unitarians question 
the persounlity of Christ and of the Father? 

I t  is objected that Christ can not, in the benediction, be 
worshiped as God, for in the beuediction that title is given 
specifically to the Father. There might possibly be some 
force in this objection, if " God1' was the only name or 
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title by which the Divine Being was known ; but as this 
is not the case, the objection dwindles into nothingness 
The truth that the Father is God, is not only no proof 
that the Son is not God, but it is unanswerable proof that 
he is God. For as the Father is God, the Son, who must 
be of the smie nature and essence with the Father, must 
be God also. 

Unitarians deny that this bencdiction is a prayer, and 
assert that " it is siniply t l ~ c  expression of an affectiouate, 
devolit, aud earnest wish.'' The incorrectuess of this is 
shown by the substance matter of the benediction : "The 
grace of the Lord Jesos Christ ;" that is, the pardoning 
mercy of the Lord the anointed Savior ; " and the love of 
God," the love of the Father, which caused our creation, 
our preservation, and our redemption ; " and the corn 
mullion of the Holy Spirit," the source of all spiritual 
illumination aud life ; " be with you all." I f  this is not a 
prayer, it will be difficult to tell wliat a prayer is. I t  is n 
prayer. I t  is a prayer addressed to the Lord Jesus Christ, 
and to the Father, and to the Holy Spirit, thus proving 
each of them to be suprenlely divine. Our Savior quoted an 
immutable law : " Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God, and 
him only shalt thou serve." (Matt. iv, 10.) Yet llcre an 
inspired npostle closes his epistle with an act of religious 
worship rendered to Christ and to the Father and to tlie 
Holy Spirit. I t  follows from this that these three per- 
sons must constitute one God, and that the apostolic ben- 
edictioll is the benediction implored of the Triune God. 

Dr. TVlledon has well said of this benedictiou, that 
" like the bap t i s rd  seutence of our Lord, it implanted 
the impress of the Holy Trinity on the mind of the early 
Church. I t  proceeds in the order of Christian life. First, 
grace from Christ, bringing justification; second, love from 
God as to an adopted child ; then the witness and the 
abiding impartation of the Spirit. Such is the blessed 
climax of our gospel inheritance." 
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I t  has now been shown that there is butbone God. 
The Bible teaches this great truth with such a plainness, 
force, and frequency, as to place it beyond all doubt. I t  
has also been shown that the use of plural pronouns by 
God indicates a plurality of persons in the Godhead. 
I t  has also been shown that the Bible limits this plurality 
of persons in the Godhead to three distinct persons, the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. I n  the Jewish ben- 
ediction (Kuml~el.s vi, 23-26) ; in the vision of Isaiah 
(Isaiali vi, 1-10) ; in the apostolic commission (Matthew 
xxviii, 19) ; in the apostolic benediction (2 Cor. xiii, 14),- 
these three persons have been found joined in the unity of 
the Godhead, receiving the supreme worship oP men and 
of seraphim. The foregoing evidence is amply sufficient 
to sustain tlie doctrine of the Sacred Trinity; neverthe- 
less, it is but a small part of the evidence on which that 
doctrine rests. When me fasten our minds on the Bible 
doctrine of the unity of God, and associate with this doc- 
trine the fact that the Bible presents us with three distinct 
persons, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, and 
that it invests each and all of these persons with the attri- 
butes and titles, ascribes to them the actions, and pays to 
them the worship that is due only to supreme Divinity, it 
proves the doctrine of the Trinity in Unity beyond the pos- 
sibility of successful contradiction. The supreme Divinity 
of the Father mill not be questioned by any believer in 
the existence of tlie Supreme Being. The direct evidence 
of the supreme Divinity of Christ, and of the personality 
and Deity of the Holy Spirit, will now be adduced. 

T H E  SUPREME DIVINITY O F  CHRIST. 

In examining the doctrine of the supreme Divinity of 
Christ, I will first call attention to the evidence of his pre- 
existmce. 

Two distinct, separate trutlls are involved in the doc- 
trine of the pre-existence of Christ. 1. That Christ existed 
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as a man, having a body and a liumau soul. 2. That be- 
fore lie existed as a man-that is, before his body and soul 
existed-he pre-existed as a Divine Being. The existence 
of Christ's body and human soul will be discussed when 
we speak of the humnuity of Christ. The doctrine of the 
pre-existence of Christ must not be confounded with the 
notion of the pre-existence of Christ's h w m n  smd; for tlie 
essential point in the doctrine of the pre.existence of Christ 
is that he had an  existence as a living being before his 
human soul began to exist. 

" The writers in favor of the pre-existence of Christ's 
human soul recommend their opinion by these arguments: 
1. Christ is represented as his Father's messenger, or 
angel, being distinct from his Father, sent by his Father, 
long before his incarnation, to perform actions whicli seem 
to be too low for the dignity of pure Godhead. The ap- 
pearances of Christ to the patriarchs are described like the 
appearance of an angel, or man, really distinct from God, 
yet one in whom God, or Jehovah, had a peculiar dwell- 
ing, or with whom the divine nature had a personal union. 
2. Christ, when he came into the world, is said, in several 
passages of Scripture, to have divested himself of some 
glory"which he had before his incarnation. Now, if there 
had existed before this time nothing but his divine nature, 
this divine nature, it is argued, could not have properly 
divested itself of any glory. (John xvii, 4, 5 ;  2 Cor. 
viii, 9.) I t  can not be said of God that he became poor; 
he is infinitely self-sufficient; he is necessarily and eter- 
nally rich in perfections and glories. Nor can i t  be said 
of Christ, as man, that he was rich, if he mere never in a 
richer state before than while he was on earth. 3. It 
seem needful, say those who embrace this opinion, that 
the soul of Jesus Christ should pre-exist, that i t  niight 
have an opportunity to give its previous actual consent to 
the great and painful undertaking of making atonement 
for man's sins. I t  was tlie human soul of Christ that en- 
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dured the wealmess and paiu of his infant state, all the la- 
bors and fatigues of life, the reproaches of men, and the 
sufferings of death. The diviue nature is incapable of suf- 
fering. The covenant of redemption between the Father 
and the 8011 is therefore represe~ited as being made before 
the foundation of the world. To suppose that simple Deity, 
or the Divine Esseuce, which is the same in all the t h e e  
persoualities, should make a covenant with itself, is incou- 
sistent. Dr. Watts, moreover, supposes that the doctrine 
of the pre-existence of the soul of Christ explains dark 
and difficult Scriptures, and discovers many beauties and 
proprieties of expression in the Word of God, which on 
ally other plan lie unobserved. For instance, in Col. i, 
15, etc., Christ is described as the image of the invisible 
God, the first-born of every creature. His being the image 
of the iuvisible God can not refer merely to liis divine 
nature, for that is as iuvisible in the Sou as in the Father;  
therefore it seems to refer to liis pre-existent soul in union 
with the Godhead. Agzin, when man is said to be cre- 
ated in the image of God (Gen. i, 27), it  may refer to the 
God-mau, to Christ in liis pre-existent state. God says : 
' Let us make man in our image, after our likeness.' The 
word is redoubled, perhaps to iutimate that Adam was 
made in the likeness of the human soul of Christ, as well 
as that he bore something of the image aud resemblance 
of the divine nature." (McClintock & Strong, Vol. 
VIII, 503.) 

The doctrine of the pre-existence of Christ's humau 
soul is open to several objections. These objections will 
be stated as they are found in McClintock and Strong's 
Cyclopedia, Vol. VI I I ,  503 ; and Hodge's Theology, 
Vol. 11, 427: 

1. "I f  Jesus Christ had nothing in common like the 
rest of mankind except a body, how could this semicon- 
formity make him a real man?" 

2. "The Bible, in tkaching that the Son of' God be- 
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came man, thereby teaches that he assumed a true body 
and a rational soul. For neither a soul without body, 
nor a body witliout a soul, is a man in the Scriptural sense 
of the term. I t  mas the Logos mliich became man, a i d  
not a God-man that assumed a materid body." 

3. This notion is contrary to the Scripture. St. Paul 
says : I n  all thiugs it behooved him to be made like unto 
his brethren' (Heb. ii, 17)-he partook of all our infirm- 
ities except sin. St. Lulie says: ' H e  increased in stature 
and wisdom.' (Lulie ii, 52.) " 

4. " This notion raises hiin I~eyond the reach of human 
sympatliies. H e  is, as n man, farther from us than the 
angel Gabriel." W e  want one to whom me can draw near 
in faith and love, because lie lias n human soul like our 
own, and can "be touched with the feeling of our infirin- 
ities." (Heb. iv, 15.) 

5. "This opinion, by ascribing the dignity of the work 
of redemption to this sublime human soul, detracts from 
the Deity of Christ, and renders the last as passive as the 
first is active." 

6. "Upon the whole, this scheme, adopted to relieve 
tlie difficulties which must always surround mysteries so 
great, only creates new ones. This is tlie usual fate of 
similar speculatious, and shows the misdxn of resting in 
tlie plain interpretation of the Word of God." 

Having rejected the notion of the pre-existence of 
Cl~rist's human soul, let us now examine the evidence 
found in the Scriptures of the pre-existence of Christ. 

The proof that Christ existed before he mas born of 
the virgin Mary is a complete refutation of Socinianisru. 
The point to be proven is that Christ existed as a conscious, 
intelligent Being before he was born in Bethlehem. I n  
proof of this doctrine, the following texts of Scripture and 
arguments are adduced : 

Jonlv vi, 62: " And if ye shall see the Son of man ascend 
up where he mas beforc." 



SUPREME DIVIlVITY OF CHRIST. 37 

I n  verse 38 of this chapter, Jesus claims to have come 
down froin heaven ; he said: " F o r  I came down from 
heaven." Tile Jews  understood him as claiming a literal 
descent from a literal heaven. They deemed i t  incredible 
that a man whose mother a n d  reputed father dwelt in 
their midst, could possibly have descended from heaven ; 
h e m e  they said: " I s  not this Jesus, the son of Joseph, 
wliose father aud mother we know? Horn is it then that  
he saith, I came down from lieaveli?' Now, if they rnis- 
understood Christ, if h e  did not mean to teach that he 
had lived in heaven before he came to earth, then he 
ought to have corrected their n~isunderstanding by ex- 
plaining his meaning. H e  was certainly obligated to do 
this, because the simple, natural meaning of his words 
would be tha t  h e  had lived in heaven before lie came to 
earth. B u t  Christ does not intimate that they misunder- 
stood liinl; but ,  on the contrary, he forbids them mur- 
muring a t  his words-verse 43. After proceeding with 
his discourse, he notices some of his disciples murmuring 
a t  it. H e  remonstrates with them by asking them, if they 
were offended a t  his words, what they mould say if they 
mere to see him ascend to the same heaven from whence 
he came? I f  we place a n y  value on Christ's words, we 
can not escape the conviction tha t  he claimed to have lived 
in heaven before he came to earth. 

F o r  a similar proof of the pre-existence of our Lord,  
see John  xvi,  28. 

JOHN viii, 56-58: "Your father Abraham rejoiced to see my 
day;  and he saw it, and was glad. Then said the J e w  unto 
him, Thou art not yet fifty years old, and hast thou wen Ahra- 
ham'? Jesus said imto them, Verily, verily, I say unto you, 
Before Abraham was, I am." 

I u  this t ex t  uote the following items: 1. Our  Lortl's 
assertion that  Abraham "rejoiced to see" his "day." 
2. The Jews understood him to say that he and Abraham 
had seen each other. 3. They not only so understood him, 
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hut  in their answer they renlincled him that he ~ v a s  "no t  
yet fifty years old ;" and then ask him the direct question, 
" H e s t  thou seen Abraliam?" 4. Christ does riot intimate 
that they misunderstood h im;  but,  on the contrary, he 
claims a n  existence before Abraham was-"Before Abra- 
ham mas, I am." 

P suhjjoin tlie following notes as  worthy of serious 
attelltion : 

"Mark the distinction between E l m  and y i ~ : u Q a ! ,  . . . 
' Berore Abraham was, I am,' ;i,o'r) 'A ,3padp  ycvf lreur ,  Pyd 

alp t-' Before Abraham was born, I am. ' The  b e c o n ~ h q  
only cau be rightly predicated of the patriarch , thc being 
is reserved for the Eternal  Son aloile." (J. B. Light- 
foot, D. D.) 

" 1 % ~  points only to a human constitution; I am to :I 
divine substance; and therefore the origionl hat11 a y 4 l r e n t  

fur Abraham, and a n  C$LC fhr Christ." (Sgdenhain.) 
JOHS YVII, 5, 21: "And non-, 0 FClthrr, glorify thou mc 

with thine on-n self, c\ith the glory which I had n it11 thee be- 
fore the world mas. . . . For thou loredht me before the 
foundation of the ~ o r l d . "  

The  prayer, from which the foregoing words are  taken, 
is not characterized by auy  highly-wrought figurative or 
paraholical language. O n  the contrary, i t  is remarkable 
for its severe simplicity of style. Attention is called to 
the followiug points: 1. Christ asks the Father  to glorify 
him. 2. H e  aslts for the glory which he once had pos- 
sessed in uuion with the Father. 3. H e  had possessed 
this glory before the world mas. 4. H e  strengthens his 
prayer with the statement that the Father  had loved him 
before the foundation of the world. Thus, in the clearest 
possible manner, he sets forth the t ruth of his pre-exist- 
ence; h e  had lived with the Father  before the foundation 
of tlie world;" he had shared the Father's glory "before 
the foundation of the world;" and he had been loved by 
the Father  "before the foundation of the world." 
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2 CORIXTHIANS VIII, 9: " For ye Bnom the grace of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, that, though he was rich, yet for your sakes hc 
became poor, that ye through his poverty might be rich." 

T \ ro  statements are made in this text,  which, taken 
together, prove the pre-existence of Christ: 1. Our Lord 
Jesus Christ was rich; 2. H e  became poor. According to 
the text,  lie was rich before he became poor. But  all of 
our Lord's earthly life was a life of poverty; hence his 
life of riches must have been before his earthly life. I t  
must h a r e  been a pre-existent life. Uuitarians contend 
that  xrw;leciw does not mean to "become poor," but  to 
"be poor," aud that  the text  means that "Christ was rich, 
nnrl, a t  the same time, that he lived in poverty." I t  is 
t rue  that  in classic Greek nrw;lcbw means to " be poor, 
beg, l i r e  by begging;" yet such is not its Biblical usage. 
lIrw;l,%rim~ does uot occur elsewhere in the New Testament, 
nnd only six tiulcs in the Septuagint. I n  every onc of 
these instances jt means " to become poor." Kotice these 
passages as they are given by Trommius: "Israel was 
greatly impoverished " (Judges vi, 6) ; tlmt is, " was made 
very poor." Have  ye called us to take that  we have?" 
literally ' I  to make us poor." (Judges xiv, 15.) " The 
rich have ,beco~ne poor ;" " W e  l ~ a v e  become very poor." 
(Psalm xxaiii, 10; lxxix, 10.) " E v e r y  drunkard and  
whoremonger shall become poor." (Prov. xxiii, 21.) 
" Fear  not, my son, that we are made poor." (Tubit iv, 
21.) These quotations furnish sufficieut evidence of the 
incorrectuess of the Unitarian iuterpretation. 

Barnes's note on this text is very good : " The r i c h e ~  
of the Redeemer, here referred to, stand opposed to that 
poverty which he assumed nud manifested when he dwelt 
nmong men. I t  implies (1) H i r  pre-existence; for he 
became poor. H e  had been rich; yet not in this world. 
H e  did not lay aside wealth in this world after he had 
possessed i t ;  for he had noue. H e  was not first rich and 
then poor on ear th;  for he had no earthly wealth. The  
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Socinian interpretation is, that he was rich in power and 
in the Holy Ghost; but it was not true that he laid these 
aside, and that lie became poor in respect to either of 
them. H e  had power, even in his poverty, to still the 
waves and to raise tlie dead, and he was always full of 
tlie Holy Ghost. But he mas poor. His family was poor, 
liis parents were poor, and he was himself poor all his life. 
This, then, must refer to a state of antecedent riches be- 
fore his asauruptio~i of human nature." 

Thayer's L e x i c o n  of t l ~ e  Greek Testament, sub woee 
?rloGmus, says : " Altliougli, as the I;anpzo; i.hrn;, he for- 
merly abounded in the riches of a heavenly condition, by 
assuming human nature lie entered into a state of [earthly] 
poverty. (2 Cor. viii, 91." 

The foregoing survey of the evidence of our Lord's pre- 
existence can not be closed more appropriately than by repro- 
ducing the words of Noah TTTorcester (Unitarian). TI7e call 
not indorse Dr. Worcester's views of our Lord's nature ; but 
the following statement of liis concerning our Lord's pre-exist- 
ence meets with our hearty indorsemelit: " I t  is amazing 
that it should be denied by any man who professes a re- 
spect for the oracles of God." (Bible News, p. 100.) 

CHRIST THE JEHOVAH OF THE OLD TEST~RIENT. 

The next step in proving the supreme Divinity of 
Christ is to prove that he was the Jehovah of the Old Tes- 
tarnen t. 

The proof of this truth naturally divides itself into the 
proof of three subordinate propositions: 1. The Being 
w1io is mentioned in the Old Testament under the titles 
of "The Angel of the Lord," "The Angel of God," 
L' Lord," and "God," is one and the same Being, a i ~ d  is 
the Supreme God. 2. This Being is not God the Father, 
although occasional manifestations of the Father are ad- 
mitted to have taken place. 3. That this Being was our 
Lord Jesus Christ in his pre-existent state. 
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I. TIIS JEIIOVAH-ANGEL TIIE ~ U I ' R E ~ I E  GOD. 

I n  proof t l ~ t  "The Angel of the Lord," " The  Angel 
of God," ': Lord," and ' L  God," is the supreme God, the 
following texts and  arguments are  submitted: 

GENESIP XVI, 7, 10, 11, 13: " And the Angel of the Lord 
found her b y  a fountain of -rater in the nildernesb. . . . 
Bud thc Angel of the Lord said unto her, I nil1 multiply thy 
wed cscecdingly, that it shall not be n~imbered for multitude. 
And the Angcl of the Lord haid unto her, Behold, thou art ~ ~ i t h  
child, and shalt bear a son, and shalt call his name Ishmael; 
bccause the Lord 112th hcard thy affliction. . . . Aild bhe 
called the namc of the Lord that spalce unto hcr, Thou God 
seest me:  for she said, H a w  I also llcrc looked aftcr him that 
seeth mc ?" 

I n  this t es t  " The  Augel of the Lord"  is called both 
I L  Lord"  (Jehovah) aud  " God." I t  is cheerfully admitted 
that the title " Lord " (Jeliovah) sometimes designates God 
the Fatlier. It seeins to be  applied to him in verse 11, 
" because the Lord hat11 heard." I t  is sometimes applied 
to another person. l n  verse 13 i t  is applied to the angcl: 
" A n d  she called the name of the Lord that spalie unto 
her." I n  this text " Tlie S n g c l  of the Lurtl" is called 
both " Lord"  and I L  God." This Divine Pervon claims 
such forelmowledge as God only can have. H c  fore- 
told that H:xgar's expected chilcl would be " a  son ;" that  
his name would be "Ishmael;" that he would be " a  
wild man," and would "dwell in the presence of all his 
hretlxen." Such prescience belongs to God only. This 
Jehovah-Angel also clainled oinnipotence. H e  pronlised to 
inalie Hagar's posterity n nunrberlees multitude-a pronlisc 
which nothing but Onrnipotence could fulfill. This Je-  
hovah-Augel wears the titles and exercises the attributes of 
Supreme Deity. Heilgstenberg, i11 his " Christologv," Vol. 
I ,  p. 117, renders the words " H a v e  I nlio herc loolied 
after 11im that seeth me?" " D o  I still see after my see- 
i n g ? ' T h a t  is, " D o  I still live after seeing God ?" H e  

4 



42 DOCTRINE OF TIIE TRl-VIZ'Y. 

speaks of verse 14  thus : " Thcy called the well ' Well  of 
the living sight;' i. e., wlicre a pelsou had a sight of God 
nut1 rcmained alivc." H e  follows this tr:mslation with the 
follomiug: " Hagar  must liave bee11 convinced that  slic 
had seen God without tlie ~ n c d i d o n  of a created angel; 
for otherwise she could not liave wondered that  her life 
was preserved. Man, entangled by the visible world, is 
terrified \\,lieu lie comes iu coutact with tlre invisible world, 
eveu with angels; but this terrorizes to fear of dcath ouly 
when man comes into contact wit11 the Loltl himself." 

111 Gen. xxxii,  30-a passage which bears the clos- 
est resemblance to the one now under review, and from 
~vhicli it rcceive~ its esplanation-it is said : " And Jacob 
called tlie riame of the place Peniel, for I liavc seeu God 
facc to face, and my life has been preserved." I n  Ex. 
x x ,  19, the children of Israel said to Moses, " Speak thou 
with us, and we will hear ;  and let not God speak with us, 
lebt n e  die ;" compared with Deut. v, 25 : " Xow, there- 
fore, nlry slroulcl we die? for this great fire will consume 
u s :  if we hear the voice of the Lord our God a n y  molsc, 
t l m ~  v c  s l d l  die." (Compare also Deut. sviii ,  16.) 
And it  is Jehovah who, in 3s. xxxiii, 20, says: "There 
shall no mall see me and live." Isracl's Lord and God is, 
in  the absolute energy of his nature, a "co~lsuming fire." 
(Dcut. iv, 24. Compare Deut. ix, 3 ;  Ileb. s i i ,  29.) 
"\Vho nniong us nould dnel l  u i th  c\erlnsting burnings?" 
( a .  i i i ,  4 ) I t  is not the reflected light, eveu ill thc 
nrost exalted creatures, nor the sight of the saints, of 
chon1 it  is said, "Behold, he puts no trust in  his serv- 
ants, and his angels he  chargeth with folly ;" b r ~ t  the sight 
of the Thrice Holy One, which makes Isniah exclaim : 
" Woe is mc, for I am undone ; for I am a man of unclean 
lips, and cl\rell i n  the midst of a people of u i u . h m  lips !" 
Murphy comments thus : " H a v e  I continue(1 to live and see 
the sun after having seen God?-Beer-lahai-roi, the well 
of vision (of God) to the living. To  see God and live 
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was a n  issue contrary to expectation." Geseuius and 
Kur tz  nialre similar comn~ents. The Bible C o ~ n n i e n t a r ~  
reitrs us to the notes of c l~npter  s i i ,  7 .  I subjoin thew 
notes : " And the Lord appeared unto Abram. This i.; 
tlic first rnentiou of a distii~ct appearauce of the Lord to 
man. H i s  voice is heard by Adam, and he  is said to 
have spoken to Noah and to Abram ; but  here is a visible 
ninnifestation. The followiug questions naturally arise : 
1. JJ'~'rts this a direct vision of Jehornh iu bodily shape? 
2. Was  it  a n  impressiou produced in the mind of the seer, 
but  not a t rue vision of G o d ?  3. W a s  i t  a n  augel 
personating God?  4. W a s  it  a manifestation of tlie Son of 
God, a Theophania, in some measure anticipating the 
incarnation? (1) The first question seems answered by 
St. J o h n  (John i, 18) : 'No nixu hat11 seen God [the 
Father] a t  any time.' (2) The second, to a certain ex- 
tent,  follovs the first. Wlietller there I F ~ S  :L manifesta- 
tion of an objective reality, or merely au  i~upressiou ou 
the senses, we can not possibly judge; bu t  the vision, 
whether seen in sleep or wnkinq, can not have been a 
vision of God tlie Father .  (3) The third question has 
been answered by many in the nffirmative, it  being con- 
cluded that ' the augel of the Lord,' a crelted angel, was 
always tlie means of con~muuication between God and 
man in the Old Testament. The great supporter of this 
opinion in early times was St.  A u g u s t i ~ ~ e  (De Trin., 111, 
c. x i ;  Tom. V I I I ,  pp. 805-810), the chief arguments iu its 
favor beirig the statements of the New Testament that tlie 
law was given ' b y  disposition of angels,' 'spolrell by  
augels,' etc. (Acts vii, 5 3  ; Gal. iii, 19 ; Heb.  ii, 22.) I t  
is further argued by  the supporters of this view, that tlie 
angel of the Lord  is, ill some passages in the Old Testa- 
ment, and alwnys iu the New Testament, clearly a created 
angel (e. g. Zech i, 11, 12, etc. ; L u k e  i, 11 ; Acts xii, 
23) ; and that therefore i t  is not to be supposed that  a n y  
of these manifestations of the Angel of God or Angel of 
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the Lord, ~rhich  seem so markedly divine, should have 
been anything Inore than the appearance of a created 
angel personating the Most High. (4) The affirmative of 
the fourth opinion mas held by the great majority of the 
Fathers from the very first. (See, for instance, Jnatin, 
Dial, 280-284 ; Tertnll. adv. Prax., c. x r i  ; Atl~aua>ius, 
cont. Arian., IV ,  pp. 464, 465, Ed.  Col. ; Basil, adv. 
Eunoln., ii, 1 8 ;  Theodoret, Qu. V. in Exod.) The 
teaching of the Fathers on this head is investigated hy 
Bishop Bull. (F. N. D. ,  IV ,  iii.) I n  like mauuer the an- 
cient Jews had referred the manifestation of God in v i~ i -  
ble form to the S l ~ e l k ~ h ,  the ~Wetatron, or the J l em~u  de 
Jah-apparently an emanation from God, having a sem- 
blance of diversity, yet really one ~ ~ i t h  him, coming forth 
to reveal him, bnt not truly distinctive from him. The 
fact that the name ' Angel of the Lord ' is sometimes used 
of a created angel, is not proof enough that it may i ~ o t  
also be used of Him vlio is called ' tlie huge1 of mighty 
counsel' ( p ~ y d i . v ;  &mi<: 'J;/y:/o;, La .  ix, 6, Sept. Trans.), 
and ' the Angel of the Covc:iantJ (Nal. iii, I ) ,  and the 
apparent identification of tlie Angel of God with God 
liimself in very rnally pasqagcs (e. g. Gen. xxxii, 24, comp. 
vv. 28, 30;  Hosea xii, 3, 4 ;  Gen. xr i ,  10, 13 ;  xlviii, 
15, 16  ; Josh. v, 1 4 ;  vi, 2 ; Judg. ii, 1 ; xiii, 22 ; Isa. 
vi, 1 ; cf. John xii, 41 ; Isa. lxiii, B), leads markedly to 
the conclusion that God spake to inan by an Ailgel or 
Messenger, and yet that that Bugel or JIessenger mas 
himself God. No man saw God a t  any time, hut tlie ouly 
hegotten Son,  rho mas in the bosom of the Father, de- 
claret1 him. H e  who was the Word of God-the Voice 
of God to his creatures-was yet in the beginning with 
God, and he was God." 

"Tl~roughont the whole of the Old Testament there runs 
the clistiuction between the hidden God and the Revealer 
of God, himself equal with God, who most frequently is 
called ' the  Messenger, [the Angel] of the Lord' (Rlala- 
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chi)--'Jehovah,' one with him, and yet distinct from him. 
This Messenger of the Lord  is the Guide of the patri- 
archs; the Caller of Moses; the Leader of the  people 
through the milderues.;; the Champion of the Israelites in  
Canaan;  and  also, yet further, the Guide and Ruler of 
the  people of the Covenant, or-as he is called (Isaiah 
lxiii, 9)-the Angel of his Presence; by Malachi, as the 
hie~senger  of the Covenant, greatly longed for by the peo- 
ple, nhose return to his tenlple is promised. I t  nonhere 
occurs ill the Old Testament that an angel speaks as if he 
were Gocl-since Gnbiiel (Daniel x )  ant1 the angel who 
tnllrs \\,it11 Zecharinh (i, 2 )  c1e:~rly distinguish themselves 
from Jehovah;  while this Angel of the Lord, in  thc pas- 
sage under consideration, and often elsewhere in  the Old 
Testament, speaks as Jehovnh, and his appearing is re- 
garded as t i n t  of the Nost High God himself. Nay, God 
says espresdy of this Angel: 'My  narncl-i. e., my re- 
vealcrl being-'is in him."' (Gerlacli, quoted in Butler's 
Bible Work.) 

GENESIS XSII, 11, 12, 15, 16: "An(1 thc Angel of thc Lord 
cnl1c.d unto hiin out of hearcn, and said, Ahraham, Abraham; 
and he mid, IIcrc am I. And he mid, Lry not thine hand 
upon the lad, neithcr do tho11 anything unto h im;  for 1 1 0 ~  I 
linoxv that thou fenrcst God, seeing thou hast not rrithhclrl thy 
,sun, thinc only mn,  from mc. . . . And the Angcl of the 
Lord called unto Abraham out of hcaven thc second timc, and 
said. Uy mysclf h a w  I sworn, snith the Lord, for l.mxnie thou 
hnst (lone this thing, and hxst nut withhrld thy son, thine 
0111~ son. " 

I n  Genesis xxii, me have thc narrative of Abraham's 
offering of Isaac, and of thc interposition of the Jehorali- 
Angel. 111 verses 11, 12,  15-18, we have the Augel's nd- 
drew tn Abraham. 111 this atlclress the Angel is called 
" the Angel of the Lord ; and he calls himself " God" 
(verse 12), saying: " I lrnow tha t  thou fim-est God, see- 
ing thou hast not mithhelcl thy son, thine only son, from 
VIP " I n  versc lG, t l ~ e  Angel calls himself '' Lord"  (Jc-  



hovah), a ~ i d  declares thnt he has sworn by himself'. I n  
Hebrews vi, 13, 14, Pau l  declares that  " h e  $ware by him- 
self," because " he could swear by no greater." This fully 
estaldishes the supretile Divinity of the Jehovah-Angel. 

GEXHSIS xsur, 11-13 : " .hr l  the Angel of God hpake unto 
me in a drcanl, saying, Jacol~;  and I saicl, Hcre aul I. . . . 
I :In1 the God of Bethel, where thou anointedst the pillar, and 
~ ~ l l e r e  thou yowedst a  ow unto ine ; now arihe, get thee out 
of this land, and return nnto the land of thy kindred." 

I n  this text ' I  the Angel" is called " the Angel of 
Elohim" (verse 11). H e  claims to be " the God of 
Bethel ;" tha t  is, the God n11o appearecl to Jacob a t  Bethel, 
a n d  to whom Jacob made a row (verse 13 ; cliapter xxviii, 
12-22). ,This "Angel" is not to be confounded with one 
of " the angels" mentioucd as being present a t  Bethel, for 
h e  claims to be " the Go11 of Bethel ;" and a t  Eethel,  God 
is expressly distinguished f r o r ~ ~  '' the angels." " The  
angels" are mentioned as " a - c e d i n g  and descending" the 
latI(ler, while Gocl is saitl to h a r e  ' '  stood above it." A t  
Bethel lie is called " Lord ;" he calls li i lns~lf "Lord Gocl" 
and  I '  God." TVlien Jacob comes to die, 11e calls this Be- 
ing both " God Almighty" nud ' (  the Angel." (Genesis 

' 

xlviii, 3 ,  16.) The collation of these texts establishes tlie 
supreme Divinity of " the Angel" by s l io\~ing thnt i t  was 
tlie same Being with Jehovah Elohim, the Lord God of 
Israel. 

GENESIS 1~x1, 24, 30 : " And ~ a c o 6  rras left alone ; and 
there \~rcstlcd a man 11 ith him ' until the breaking of the 
day. . . . And Jacob cdlctl the name of the place Peniel: 
ior I have seen God face to face, and my life is preser~ed." 

The  Being with rrtiorn Jacob wrestled is called " a 
man." I11 Hosea xii, 4, lie is called " a n  angel." Jacob 
calls him " Gocl " (verse 30). Hosea calls hi111 " God" 
mid "Lord of hosts" (chapter xii, 3 ,  6). This proof of 
the  supreme Divinity of ( '  the Angel" is sliort, plaiu, and  
unanswerable. 
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GENESIS XLVIII, 15, 16 : "And he hlefiscd Joseph, and said, 
God, before whom my fathers Abrnham ancl Isaac did walk, 
the God which fed mc all in? life long unto this cl:~y, Ihc A n g l  
which redeemed lne from all evil, bless the I d s ;  and let my 
name be named on thcm, and the name of my fathcrs Abra- 
ham and Isaac; and let them grow into a multitude in the 
midst of the earth." 

When Jacob blessed the sons of Joseph, he said : " The 
Angel which redeemed me from all evil, bless tLe lads." 
H e r e  lie offers this Angel religious worship-he prays to 
him. H e  attributes his redemption from " all evil " to 
h im;  and in the preceding verse calls llim " God." It 
was only as God that  Jacob could pray to lii~ii nut1 attrib- 
ute his redemption to liirn-; This h ~ i g c l  was our p x y e r -  
hearing Redeemer and  God. 

" Tliere is liere a triple blessiug : 
" ' T l ~ e  God before R lionl illy fdliers wnllied ; 
" ' The Gotl wl~icli fcd nlc like a slieplicrd all my  life long ; 
'. ' Tlic Angel wl~icli redecmed [or redeen~ctli] me from 

all evil.' 
" It is impossible that the Angel, thus identified with 

Gotl, can be a created angel. Jacob, no doubt, alludes to 
the Angel wlio wrestled v i t h  him, nnd whom 11e called 
God. (Cliapter xxxii,  21-30.) The sntne as the Angel of 
the Covenant. (Jfalachi iii, 1.) Luther  observcs that tlle 
verb ' bless,' which thus refers to the God of his fathers, 
to the God who had been his sl~epherd, and to the Angel 
wllo redeemed him, is in  tlie singulrlr, not in  the p l w d ,  
slioning that these three are bnt  one Gotl, rlnd that the 
Angel is one with the fathcrs' God and tlie God who fed 
Jacob like a shepherd." (The Bihle Commentary.) 

C x o ~ u s  m,  1-18: "And the h g e l  of the Lord appeared 
unto him in a flame of fire out of the mi(lst of a bush ; ancl he 
look~d,  and, behold, the bush burned with fire, and thr~ ljush wns 
not consumed. And mhe6 the Lord saw t h ~ t  he turned aside to 
bcc, Gotl called unto him out of the midst of the 1 ) u h .  and finid. 
Jlobcs, Moses. And he said, Here am I. Moreover he said, I 
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am the God of thy father, the God of Abrahrm, the God of 
Isaac, and the Ciorl of Jacob. And iKoscs hid his fare, for hc 
%-as afraid to look u ~ ~ o n  God. And God said unto Moses, I A X  
T H l T  I M I  ; and hc s:lid, Thus shalt thou s:ly nnto the childrcn 
of Ismcl, I M I  hat11 sent mc unto 3 ou. And God said morc- 
o\ er unto l\loses, Thus shalt thou say unto thc children of Ismel, 
The Lord God of your iathers, the Gcxl of ilbmham, the God 
of Isaac, and thc God of Jacob, hnth gent me unto you: this 
is my name forever, and this is my llleluorial unto all gen- 
erations." 

I u  the  Scripture from which the foregoing texts are 
quoted, we have the narrative of the wouderful manifes- 
tntiou to Moses of a Divine Beiug in the burning bush. 
The  supreme Divinity of this person is proven by the fol- 
lowing points: 1. H e  proclaims himself as the Being 
who hears prayer:  "The cry of the children of Israel is 
come unto me." (Verse 9.) 2. H e  proclaims himself as 
the Being w l ~ o  rules over nations. H e  proposcs to take 
Israel out of Egypt ,  and take then1 into Canaan : "I an1 
come down to delirer them out of the hand of the Egyp- 
tians, and  to bring them up  out of that  land unto n good 
land and  a large, unto a land flowing with milk and  honey; 
unto the place of the Canaanites." (Verse 8.) 3. H e  for- 
bids Moses coming near him, and  commands him to pu t  
off Ilia shoes, because the place he stands on " is holy 
ground." 4. This Being is called "Lord " and  " God." 
5.  I t  is objected that this Divine Being rras simply a n  
angel, who spolie in the name of God. The  authors of 
this objection cite us to the case of the angels who took 
L o t  out  of Sndom (Genesis xix,  12-22), and to the angel 
v h o  spolie to John a t  Patmos (Rev. xxii,  7), as parallel 
cases; bu t  these passages are  too obscure and difficult of 
esegesh to allow them to set aside the testimony of the 
text in Exodus. Besides this, neither of these angels, 
either in Genesis or Revelation, n ~ a k e s  any claim to the 
narncs and  titles of God. O n  the other hand, the Being 
a t  the Burning Bush calls himself" the God of thy  father, 
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the God of A b m l ~ a n ~ ,  the God of Isaac, and the God of 
Jacob;" he calls l~imsclf " the Lord God of your fathers;" 
he  calls himself " I  Am," ant1 says, "This  is my name for- 
ever," "this is my memorial unto all generations." I t  IIRS 
been objected that  this "Angel  of the Lord"  was an am- 
bassador, and that  an~bassadors speak i n  the names of the 
rulers sending them. B u t  this is not exactly true. Am-  
bassadors speak in the  name of the rulers sending them, 
but they do not assume the rulers' names ; but  this Angel, 
as " t h e  nlesFenger of the great council," not only calls 
himself " God " a d  " I Am," b u t  c!ain~s that  this 113s al- 
mays been his name. M'11at mould we think of a n  ambas- 
sador from America to Englnncl n-110 would say, " I  am 
President Harrison ; this is lug m m e  forever?" The :tb- 
surdity of such a thing exposes the fallacy of the objection. 
" The Angel of the Lord " a t  tlie Burning Bus11 exercises 
t l ~ e  goreruing autl~ority-dcniantls and receives from 
Moses the l~omage belonging to supreme Divinity. 

The Jehovah-Angel " explicitly identifies himself with 
Jehovah (Gen. xxii,  11-18 ; Heb. vi, 13-20), and Elohim 
(Gcn. xxii, 12). 2. Those to whom he rnalres his pres- 
ence known recognize hitn as divine. (Gen. xvi, 1 3  ; xriii ,  
23-33; xxviii, 16-22 ; Exod. iii, 6 ; Judges vi, 15, 20- 
2 3 ;  xiii, 22.) 3. The  Biblical writers constantly speak 
of him as divine, calling him Jehovah without the least 
reserve. (Chapter xvi, 1 3 ;  xviii, I ; xxii, 1 6 ;  Exod. iii. 2 ;  
Judges vi, 42.) 4. The doctrine here implied of a plo- 
rality of persons in the Godhead is in complete accortl- 
ance with earlier foreshadowings (chapter i, 26 ; xi, 'i), 
and later revela~ions of the same truth. 5. The  organic 
unity of Scripture would be brolren if i t  could be proved 
that  tlie central point in  the Old Tcstnment revelation ~ r a s  
a creature angel, while that  of the new is the incarnation 
of the God-man." (Thomas Whitelaw, in Butler's Bible 
Work.) 

A Divine Being manifests himself to Moses and Israel 
5 
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on Mt. Sinai, attended with sublime physical phenomena. 
A t  his presence- 

Exouus xrx, 16-25 : '' Thcrc n er c thundcrs and lightning., 
a n ~ l  a thick cloud upon thc mount, nucl the voice of ihc hum- 
pct eweecling loud, so that all tlic people that mere in the carup 
trel:ihletl. . . . lncl  JIt. Sin'li was :~ltogcther ou a smoke, 
because the Lord ilescenclctl upon it in f i ~ c :  and tlic smolw 
thereof a~cended as the smoke of a furnace, and the ~vholc 
mount quaked greatly." 

This Divine Being is called by Moses both " God"  
( E l o l ~ i n ~ )  and " L o r d "  (Jehovall) ; and in chapter x x  he 
calls himself Lord God:  " I am the Lou1 thy God." H e  
Sorbitls either ruau or  beast to touch t l ~ e  mount on peualty 
of deatll. (Verses 12,  13.) "Now it was that  the earth 
trembled a t  the  preseuce of the Lord," the God of Jacob, 
and " the mountains skipped like rams" (Psa. cxiv, 4-7) ; 
that  Siuai itself, though rough and rocky, " melted from 
before the  Lord God of Isr:lelW (Judges v, 5). (Beuson.) 
I f  this was not x ~mnifeatatiou of Supreune Deity, we 
may despair of finding one iu the rorld's 11i-tory. B u t  in  
Acts vii, 38, Stepllen calls this Being " the Angel which 
spake to"  Moses " in the Mt. Sinai," thus giving us the 
111o~t couclusive proof that  the Jehovah-Angel was the Su- 
prcrne Deity. 

Euor,~ i, uxir~, 20, 21: "Eehold, I send an Angel befo~e 
tllcc, to keep thee in tlie way, and to bring thee into the place 
ul1ic.h I h a ~ e  plrpared. Bevnre oi him. ~ n t l  obey hi> voice, 
lnoi o h  him uot, for he nil1 not pardo11 ! OUI transgresbions: 
lo1 my lidme ih ill him." 

The  wprenie Divi i~i ty of tlie Being here termed " a n  
Augel" is sufficiently indicated by  several items. 1. They 
are  cautioned to " hewxre of him ;" that is, to revereuce 
and staud iu awe of him. 2. Tha t  he has the power either 
to puuish or pardon. 3. Tha t  the  "name"  of God 
is in  11im ; that is, the nature of God is in him. " This 
name must be understood of God's own peculiar name- 
Jehovah, I Am-which he  revealed as his distinctive appel- 
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lation a t  his first appearance to Moses ; and as the names 
of God are indicative of his nature, he who had a right 
to bear the peculiar name of God must also have his es- 
sence. This view is p u t  beyond all doubt by the fact 
that  Moses and the Israelites so understood the promise; 
f'or afterward, when their sins had provoked God to threaten 
not to go up  ni th them liinlself, but  to coninlit them to 
an ailgel who ~houlcl drive out  the Cannauites, etc., the 
people mourned over this as n great calamity; and Moses 
betook himself to special intercession, and rested not until 
he obtained the repeal of the threat and thc renewal of 
the promise, ' My presence shall go with thee, and I mill 
give thee rest.' Nothing, therefore, can be  more clear 
tllan tha t  Moses and the Israelites cousidered the promise 
of the Angel, in whom \ \as  ' the name of God,' as u prom- 
ise that God l ~ i ~ ~ i s e l f  would go with tlieni." (R. Watson.) 

The  following proof is here uffered : 
" The  Angel of the Lord vhose appearances are  so 

often recorded is not tlie Father. This is clear from his 
appellation angel, with respect to which there can be but  
two interpretations. I t  is a name descriptive either of 
nature  or of ofice. I n  the first view, it  is generally em- 
ployed in the sacred Scriptures to designate one of a n  
order of intelligences superior to man, and often employed 
in the service of man as the ministers of God, b11t still 
beings finite and created. W e  have, however, already 
proved that  the  Angel of the Lord is not a creature, and 
he is not, therefore, called a n  angel with reference to his 
ilcctlcre. The  term must, then, be consiclered as a term of 
@ce. H e  is called the Angel of the Lord because he v a s  
the messenger of the Lord-because he was sent to exe- 
cute his will, and to be his visible image and representa- 
t i w .  His office, tlwrefore, under this appellation, was 
ministeri:d. B u t  ministration is never attributed to the  
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Father. H e  who was sent must be a distinct person from 
liirn by wliom he was sent-the messenger from him whose 
message he brought, and whose will he perf'or~ned. The 
Angel of Jehovah is, therefore, a different person from the 
Jehovah wliose messenger he mas; and yet the Angel him- 
self is Jehova l~ ,  and, as we have proved, truly divine. 
Thus does the Old Testament most clearly reveal to us, in 
tlie case of Jehovah a n d  the Angel of Jehova l~ ,  two divine 
persons, while i t  still maintains its great fundamental prin- 
ciple that  there is but  one God." (Watson's Inst., Vol. I ,  
pp. 492, 493.) 

The next step in tlie argument is to  prove that the 
Jehovah-Angel of the Old Testament mas 

I n  support of this proposition, tlie following Scripture 
texts are presented : 

JEREVIAH SXXI, 31, 32: "Behold, the days come, saith the 
Lord, that I will make a new covenant with the house of Israel, 
and with the house of Jlidah: not according to the covenant 
that I made with their fathers in the day that I took them by 
the hand to bring tllcln out of the land of Egypt." 

I n  this text  notice the  following points: 1. There is a 
promise to make a new covenant w i h  Israel. 2. H e  who 
promises to make the covenant is called " the Lord"- 
" Jehovah." 3. Jehovah, the nuthor of this new corcnant, 
was the author of the covenant a t  Sinai. 4. The a u t l ~ o r  
of the new covenant is Chvi-t. "This  cup is tlle new 
testament [covenant, R e v .  T h . ]  in my bloocl." (Luke sxi i ,  
20; see also, 1 Cor. xi, 25). I n  Hebrews viii, 8, Paul  
quotes Jeremiah's prophecy, and refers i t  to our Lord as a 
proof of his superiority to tlie Aaronic priesthood and 
Moses. I n  Hebrews xii, 24, Paul calls our  Lord,  "Jesus, 
the mediator of the new covenant." 5. From the fore- 
going it follows that Jesus Christ, the author of the new 
covenant, is one and the same with Jehovah God, the 
author of the covenant a t  Sinai. 
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MAL \CHI 111, 1 : " Behold, I will send my rnefiserigw, a d  
he shnll prepare the v n y  before me ; arid the Lord, whom yc 
fieek, shall sndtlcnly come to his temple, cveri thc! Ineasenyer of 
the covcn:mt wl~om gc clclight in ; bcholcl, he shall come, bnith 
the Lord of 110,qta." 

This propl~ecy of AIalachi seems to be a, quotation from 
aud a n  enlargenieut of a preceding prophecy of Isaiah. 
(Chapter XI, 3.) J[m.li, i n  his Gospel (chapter i, 2), refers 
i t  to h i a h .  (See Eerijecl Xew Te.;tarnent). The text 
predicts the coming of a person callcd '. my messeuger." 
Tliis persou Christ identifies a3 " Jolin the Baptist." 
(JIatt. xi, 10; L u k e  vii, 27, and  i, 76.) The persou 
called "my  messenger" mas to prepare tlie way of the 
Lord (Jehovah) ; but  J o h n  the Baptist was this " mesyen- 
ger," and he prepared the way of Christ;  a n d  Rlarlr, the 
Evangelist, declares that his doing so fulfilled this propli- 
ecy of Jlalachi. Hence, Christ must be the Jehovah of 
the Old Testament. 

But  this text also preclicts tlie comiug of a Divine 
Being, called " tlie Lord ~ ~ l i o m  ye sce1i"-i. e., the es -  
pected Messiah. H e  is also called " the JIesseiiger of the 
Covenant"-i. c., " the Augel of tlie Cooenant ;" fiually, 
he is called the Lord of hosts-" Jehovah of Sabaoth." 
Tliis Divine Persou i:: tlie Lord of tlie temple. The  tem- 
ple is called "his  temple." No sincere person vi l l  deny 
that  it is tlie teniple a t  Jcrusnlem tliat is sp?ken of. Nor 
mny i t  be questioned tlmt thc Lord of this temple is the 
.Jehovah God of the Jews. H e  dwelt in  that temple. 
(1 Kings ix, 3.)  I t  mas dedicated to " the Lord  God of 
Icmel." (1 ICings viii, 25-30.) H e  c.allccl it "my house." 
(Isa. Ivi, 7.)  ?IInrli xi,  17, applies this prophecy to Christ, 
a d  identifiies this " Bngel of the Covenant "-" the Lord 
of hostsn-with Christ. Chript comes to the temple, e s -  
ercises the authority of its Lorti, and calls i t  "my house." 
Hcnce, Christ and the Lord of hosts are one and  the same 
Person. 
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" I u  this prophecy of the Messiah are three palpable 
and i~lcoutrovertible proofs of his D ~ v i u i t y  : First,  he is 
identified with Jehovah-'He shall prepare the way be- 
fore me, saith J e l i o v d ~ '  Secondly, he is represented as the 
proprietor of the temple. Thirdly, lie is characterized as  
H a  Adonai-'the Sovereign'-a title nowhere given, iu 
this form, to any  except Jehovah. I u  its anarthrous state 
the noun Atlolaai is applicable to any  owner, possessor, or 
ruler, and i t  is applied in the construct state to Jehovah 
as Adoimi knl ha-arets-the Possessor of the whole earth 
(Joshua iii, 11, 13) ; but  when i t  takes the article, as  here, 
i t  is used ~ 7 '  ! ? o x < v ,  m d  exclusively of the Divine Be- 
ing. Sce Euod. xsiii ,  17  ; xxxiv, 23 ; Isa. i ,  2 4 ;  iii, 1 ;  
x ,  16, 33; xix, 4." (Hengstenberg's Minor Prophets.) 

Ps ILII LXVIII, 1G-10, 99 : " Why leap ye, ye high hills? This 
is the hill which God desireth to dwell in ; yea, the Lord will ciwell 
iil it forerer. The chariot5 of God are twenty thousand, even 
thousands of angeli; the Lord is among them, as in Sinai. in 
the holy place. Thou hait ascended on high ; thou hast led 
captivity captive ; thou liast receivcd gifts for mcn ; yea, for the 
rebellious also, that the Lord God luigl~t dwell among them. 
Blesscd be the Lord, who daily loatleth nr with benefits, even 
the God of our salvation. Sclah. Because of thy temple at 
Jctrusnlern shall kings bring presents unto thee." 

EPHC,I IUS IT, 8: " \\%c~refore he saith, When he ascended 
up on high, he led captiritr captive, aml cave gifts mlto inrn." 

The Divine Hero  of the Psalm i? called " God," " Loxn," 
also " L o r d "  (Adomi). H e  is the God of the temple a t  
Jerusalem, verse 20; but  Christ claimed that  temple as 
 hi^. (Matt. xxi,  1-16.) H e  is called " the God of our 
salvation," verse 10; but  Christ is the God of our salva- 
tion. (Matt. i, 21-23.) It is predictrd that  this " Jebo- 
vah God " will " dwell among men," verse 18 ; but  it  was 
Christ who dwelt among men. " The Word was made 
flesh, and dwelt among us." ( John  i, 14.) Because of this 
he is said to have been a partaker of flesh and blood. 
(Heb. ii, 14.) This Jehovah God was to  ascend " o n  
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high," and to receive "gifts for men," verse 18. I n  Eplie- 
sians iv, 8, Paul quotes this text, and applies it to Christ 
as a predictiou of his ascerisiori to heaveu ; thus putting it 
beyond all question that Jesus Christ was the JehovaIl of 
the Old Testament, 

Richard Watson says that this passage is " of easy ill- 
terpretation, when it is admitted that the Jehovah of the 
Israelites, whose name and worship Moses professed, a d  
Christ vere the same Person. For this worship he was 
reproached by the Egyptians, n.ho preferred their own idol- 
atry, and treated, as all apostates do, the true religion, the 
pure worship of the former ages from which they had de- 
parted, with contempt. To bc reproached for the sake of 
Jehovah, and to be reproached for Christ, were cor~vertible 
phrases \vith the apostle, because he considered Jel~ovah 
Christ to he the same Persou." 

"The reproach of Christ" is not merely a reproach 
like that of Christ, but reproach for fhe sake of Christ. 
I t  is desrribed as reviling, slander, persecution, shame, 
distresses, which are suffered and endwed for the i~atne of 
Christ, for Christ's salre. " Therefore we both labor and 
suffer repronch, because we trust iu the living God, who is 
the Savior of all men." 

" The reproach of Christ " is reproach suffered for the 
sake of Christ; as " the marks of the Lord Jesus" are 
the marlis of the stripes that u-ere suffered for the sake of 
the Lortl Jews. (Gal. vi, 17.) As Moses bore this re- 
proach for the salre of Christ, it follon*s that Christ must 

. have been the God of the Israelites in that day ; but their 
God was Jehovah, con~equently Chriqt mas their Jehovah 



HEBREWS I, 1: "God, who at sundry times and in dircrs 
manners, spake in time past unto the fathers by the prophets, 
hath in these last clays spoken unto us by his Son." 

This text is not nnfrequently quoted as an ohjection to 
the doctrine that Jesus Cllrist was the Jehovah of the Old 
Testament. But there is no opposition between the text 
and the doctrine. The test  asserts the simple fact that 
God the Fntlier had spoken to men; it does iiot deny that 
the Son existed in the past days of the Mosaic dispensa- 
tion; nor that he was called Jehovah; nor that the Israel- 
ites served and worslliped him as God. 

HEBREWS 11, 2, 3 : ', lf the mord spoken by angels Was stead- 
fast, and every transgres~ion and climbctlience rcccirccl a just 
rxompense of reward, how shall we escape if we neglect so 
great salvation, which at the first began to be spoken by the 
Lord." 

This text has also been quoted as an  ohjectioii. B u t  
an analysis of the text will show that there is no contm- 
diction. The text does not speak of the authorship of 
the law, but of the ministration by which it was delivercd. 
Paul declares that it was "spoken" hy angels, but says 
nothing of its authorship. There is nothing ill the text 
which denies that Christ was the Jehovah God of Israel; 
and that, as the Jehovah God, he gave the Ten Com- 
mandments, beginning with the words, " I  am the Lord 
thy God," etc. There is nothing in the test  denying these 
truths; on the contrary, Paul has amply proved them by 
lris quotations from Jeremiah xxxi, 31, as he gives it in 
Hebrews viii, 8. 

DIVINE TITLES ASCRIBED TO CHRIST. 

I. "JEHOVAH." This is the name of God, and implies 
his eternal self-existence and unchangeability of nature nr~d 
character. The Bible speaks of this name as follows: 
"My name Jehovah." (Exodus vi, 3.) " This is my name 
forever, and this my n~emorial unto all generations." 
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(Exodus iii, 14, 15.) " T h y  name, 0 Lord, forever, thy  
memorial throughout all generations." (Psalm cxxxv, 13.) 
"The  Lord  is his memorial." (Hosea xii, 5.) " Seek him 
that malretli the seven stars and  Orion, and  turueth the 
sliadom of death into the morning, and  maketh the day 
dark with night ;  tha t  calleth for the waters of the sea, 
a n d  poureth them out  upon the face of the earth : the 
Lord is his name." (Amos v, 8.) "I  am the L o r d ;  I 
chauge not." (JIal. iii, 6.) " I am the L o r d :  that is my 
name:  and  my glory will I not give to another." (Isaiah 
1 8.) " Whose name alone is Jehovah." (Psalm 
lxxxiii, 18.) Similar quotations might be made ad libitum, 
but the foregoing are sufficient to show tha t  the name de- 
notes a nature which is eternal, self-existent, and uncliange- 
ab le ;  in  other words, S u ~ r e r n e  Deity. Professor Nay-es 
trauslates the name thus : " The  Un~l iau~eable -he  who 
al\vays will be what he now is." (Notes on Jeremiall.) 
"The  title Jehovah includes the past, the present, aud  the 
future, Eternal." (Bickersteth.) " The name Jehovah 
represents God as pure existence, in contradistinction from 
every created object, the existence of which is always com- 
paratively a nou-existence. P u r e  existence leads to irn- 
mutability of essence. Because God is, he is also that  
which he is, iurariably the same. And from the  immuta- 
bility of his uature there folloms, of necessity, the immu- 
tability of his will, which is based upon his nature.'' 
(Hengstenberg). " H e  is, therefore, not merely the One 
wlio, without begiuning or end, is all-sufficient in him- 
self-the canscr, sui who acts froin his own free will and is 
absolutely self-controlled-but he also continues to be for 
his people tha t  which from the beginning he showed him- 
self to be, and  fulfills everythiug which he either promises 
or threatens. Hence he is the faithful and  t rue God 
(PJ. xxxiii ,  4 ;  Numbers xxiii, 19), who is a firm Defense 
and Rack to all mlio pu t  their trust in  him (Ps. xviii, 
2, 3 ;  Isa. xxvi,  3, 4 ;  Deut. vii, 9, 1 0 ;  Josh. xxiii, 
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14, 16 ;  1 Kings viii, 56; 2 Kings x, 10"), (Christlieb, 
Modern Unbelief, p. 214.) 

This name Jehovah is given to Christ. I n  1 Peter ii, 
7, 8, Christ is said to be " a stone of stumbling and a 
rock of offense;" but in Isaiah viii, 13, 14, from wl~ence 
Peter quotes, Christ is called "Jehovah of hosts." I n  
Zech. xii, 8-10, where the piercing of Christ's side is pre- 
dicted, Christ calls himself Jehovah-" They shnll look on 
me whom they have pierced." (Compare John xix, 34, 37.) 
I n  Isaiah vi, 1-9, the seraphim call Christ " Jehovah Sab- 
aoth." (Compare John xii, 39-41.) TVhen we reflect 
that God claims the name " Jehovah" as his " memorial 
to all generationsn-claims it as being his "alone," and 
protests that he will not give his " glory to another "-it 
must be evident that tlie Being who wears that u:~nie must 
be the Supreme God; but Christ is often called Jehovah, 
hence Christ must be thc Supreme God. I t  has been ob- 
jected to this view of the subject that tlie name "Jehovah" 
was sometimes given to finite things, places, and persons; 
hence the wearing of the name does not indicate supreme 
Divinity. A little reflection nil1 show this objection to be 
witliout force. 1. The instances in which it is so applied 
are comparatively rare. 2. When it is applied to finite ob- 
jects, places, and persons, it is for the purpose of com- 
memorating some memorable action of Jehovah connected 
with these objects, or some relation which they held to 
him. "SO 'Jehovah-jireh, in tlie mount of the Lord it 
s11all be seen '-or, ' the Lord will see or provide'-referred 
to his interposition to save Isaac, and, probably, to tlie 
provision of the f u t u x  sacrifice of Christ. The same ob- 
servation may be made as to Jehovah A'issi, Jehovah Shal- 
lam, etc. ; they are names, and not descriptive of places, 
but of events connected with them, which marked the iu- 
terposition and character of God himself. I t  is an unset- 
tled poiut among critics whether Jah, wl~ich is sometin2es 
found in composition as a proper name of a man-as Abi- 
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jah ( ( Jehovah  is m y  ftlther'), Adonijah ( 'Jehovah is my 
lord'), be a n  abreviation of Jehovah or not, so that the 
case will afford no ground of a rguu~ent .  B u t  if i t  mere, 
i t  would avail notlliug, for i l  is fount1 ouly in a combined 
form, and evidently relates not to tlie persons who bore 
these names as a descriptive appellatiou, but to some con- 
nection which existed, or mas supposed to exist, between 
them and the Jehovah they acknowledged as their God. 
r ,  l h e  cases ~vould have been parallel had our Lord been 
called dbijz1~-'Jel~ovall is my father '-or Je~lidiuh-' the 
beloved of Jehovah.' Nothing, in that case, would have 
been furnished, so far as mere uame was concerned, to dis- 
tinguish him from his countrymen bearing the same appel- 
lations ; but he is called Jr l~oval~ himself, a name ~vllich tlie 
scriptures give to no person whatever, except to each of 
the sacred Three, who stanJ forth iu the pages of the 0111 
and New Testaments, crowned with this supreme and ex- 
clusive honor aud eminence." (Watson.) 

11. " LORD."-The title Lord is not, " like the Jehovah 
of the Old Testament, an incommunicable name;  bu t ,  in  
its highest sense, it  is universally allowed to belong to 
G > d ;  and if, in this highest sense, it  is applied to Christ, 
then is the argument valid that in the sacred writers, 
wllether used to express the self aud independent exist- 
ence of him ~ v h o  hears it, or that tlominion which, from 
its nature and circnmstances, must he divine, it contains a 
notation of true and absolute divinity. 

" The  first proof of this is, that both in  the Septuagint 
and by the writers of the New Testament it  is the term by 
which the name Jehorah  is translated. The  Socinians 
have a fiction that Kbpros properly answers to Adonui, be- 
cause the Jews were wont, in  reading, to substitute that 
name in place of .Jeehoval~. B u t  this is sufficiently answered 
hy Bishop Pearson, who observes that  ' it is not probable 
that the LXX should think I f bpws  to be the proper inter- 
pretation of Adouai, and yet give it  to Jehovah only in the  
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place of Adonai; for if they had it would have followed 
that when Adomi and J e h o d  had met in one sentence, 
h e y  would not have pilt another word for ddonai and 
placed Ai,pws for Jehozal~, to r l ~ i c h ,  of itself, according 
to their observation, it did not belong.' 'The reason, also, 
of the assertion is most uncertain; for, though it be con- 
fessed that the Masoreths did read Adonai when they found 
Jehovah, and Josephus, before them, expresses the sense 
of the J e w  of his age that the rorpaypapparov was not to 
he pronounced, and before him Philo speaks as much, 
yet it follolveth not from thence that the Jews were so 
superstitious above three hundred years before, which 
must be proved before we can be assured that the LSX 
read Adomi for Jehovah, and for that reasoll translated it 
Kbpw.' (Discourse on Creed.) The supposition is, hon- 
ever, wholly overturned by several passages, i l l  nhicll such 
au iuterchange of the names could not he made in the 
original n ithout manifestly depriving them of all meaning, 
and which absurdity could not, therefore, take place in a 
trauslation and be thus made permanent. I t  is sufficient 
to in~tance Exodus vi, 2, 3 : ' I am the Lord [Jehovah] : 
I appeared unto Abrah:~m, unto Isaac, unto Jacob, by 
the name of God Almighty; hut by my name JEHOVAH 
W:LS I not knorril unto them.' This, it is t r~ ie ,  is rather an 
obscure passage; but whatever may be its interpretation, 
this is clear, that a substitution of ddonai for Jehovah 
would deprive it of all meaning whatever, and yet here 
the LXX translate Je11ova11 by K6,nros. 

" Ilbp~os-Lord-is, then, the word into which the 
Greek of the Septuagint renders the name Jehovah; and 
in all passages in which Messias is called by that pe- 
culiar title of divinity, we have the ar~thority of this ver- 
siou to apply it, in its full and highest signification, to 
Jesus Christ, who is himself that Messiah. For this reason, 
aud also because, as men inspired, they mere directed to fit 
and proper terms, the writers of the New Testament apply 
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this appellation to their Master when they quote these 
prophetic passages as fulfilled in liim. They found i t  used 
i n  the Greek version of the Old Testament, i n  its highest 
possible import, as a rendering of Jehovah. H a d  they 
thought Jesus less than God, they ought to h a r e  avoided, 
and must have avoided, giving to him a title which would 
mislead their readers, or else have intimated that they did 
not use i t  in  its sense as  a title of divinity, but in  its very 
lowest, a s  a term of merely human courtesy, or, a t  best, 
of huinan dominion. B u t  we have no such intimation ; 
and if they wrote under the iuspiration of the Spirit  of 
Tru th ,  i t  follows tha t  they used i t  as being understood to 
be fully equivalent to the title Jehooah itself. This their 
quotations will show. The  evangelist Mattliew (iii, 3) 
quotes and applies to Christ the celebrated prophecy of 
Isaiah XI, 3: ' F o r  this is h e  tha t  was spoken of by the 
Prop l~e t  Esaias, saying, The  voice of one crying in the 
wilderness, Prepare ye tlie way of tlie Lord,  make liis 
paths straight.' The  other evangelists make the same ap- 
plication of it, representing John  as the herald of Jesus, 
the 'JEHOVAH' of the prophet and their ' KLptos.' I t  
was, therefore, in the highest possible sense that  they used 
the term, because they used i t  as  fully equiralent to J e -  
hovah. So, again, in L u k e  i, 16, 17: ' A n d  many of 
the children of Israel shall he turn to the Lord their God, 
and sliall go before him in the spirit and power of Elias.' 
' Him,'  u~iquestionably, refers to ' t h e  Lord  their God; '  
and we have here a proof tha t  Christ bears tha t  eminent 
title of divinity, so frequent in the Old Testament, ' t h e  
L o r a  Goa:S&ovah m61m ; ana  also b a t  X'upw: answere6, 
in the view of a n  inspired writer, to the name Jehovah. 
On this point the apostle Paul  also adds his testimony 
(Romans x, 13) : 'Whosoever shall cell upon the name 
of the Lord shall be saved ;' which is quoted from Joe l  ii, 
32: ' Whosoever shall call on the name of Jehovah shell 
be delivered.' Other passages might be added, b u t  the 
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argument does not rest upon their number. These are  so 
explicit that  they are amply sufficient to establisll the im- 
portant conclusion that, in wliaterer senses the term ' L o ~ d '  
may be used, and though the writers of the New Testa- 
ment, like ourselves, w e  i t  occa~ionally in a lower sense, 
yet they use it ,  also, i n  its highest possible sense and ill 
its loftiest signification when they intended it to be rln- 
derstood as equiraleiit to Jehovah, a n d  in that  sense they 
apply i t  to Christ. 

" B u t  even when the title ' Lord ' is not employed to 
render the name Jehovah in pasages quoted from the Old 
Testament, but  is used as the common appellation of 
Christ after his resurrection, the disciples so connect i t  
with other terms, and with circumstances which so clearly 
imply divinity, that  it can not reasonably be made a ques- 
tion but  that they thelnselres cousidered it as a divine 
title, and intended that i t  sl~ould be so understood by their 
readers. I n  that  sense they applied it to the Father ,  and 
i t  is clear that they did not use i t  in a lower sense when 
they gave i t  to t l ~ e  Son. I t  is put  absolutely and by  way 
of eminence ' the Lord.' I t  is joined with 'God'--so in  
the  passage above quoted from St. Luke ,  where Christ is 
called the Lord God, and when Thomas, in a n  act  of ad-  
oration, calls him ' M y  Lord and my God.' When i t  is 
used to express dominion, that  dominion is represented as 
absolr~te and universal, and therefore divine : ' H e  is 
Lord of all,' ' K i n g  of kings and  Lorcl of lords.' ' Thou,  
Lord, in the beginuing hast laid the foundation of the 
eartti ; and the heavens are  t l ~ e  ~rorlcs of thy hands. They 
shall perish ; but  thou remainest: and they all shall wax 
old, as doth a garment, and as a vesture shalt thou change 
them, and they shall be changed; but  thou a r t  the same, 
and thy years shall not fail."' (Watson's Institutes.) 

111. GOD. The import of the title "God"-its value 
as a proof of the snpreme Diri~~ity-mill be developed in 
the course of the discussion. I n  proof of the proposition 
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tha t  " Jesus  Christ is called God," I present the following 
texts and argumeuts : 

>I.\TT~Ew I, 22, 23 : " Now all this clone that i t  might 
be fulfilled ~ h i c h  was spoken of the L O I ~  by the prophet. say- 
ing, Behold, n virgin shall br with child, and shall bring forth 
a son, and they shall call his name Emmanuel, which being in- 
terpreted irj, God n-it11 us." 

So strong is the testimony tha t  these two verses fur- 
nish to the supreme Divinity of Christ, tha t  Unitarians 
have made repeated efforts to impeach the authenticity of 
the firs1 two chapters of Afattllew's Gospel, but  so far with- 
out success. The  proofs of their authenticity are over- 
whelming. 1. They are  found in all unmutilated Greek 
manuscripts aud in all nucient versions. 2. The earliest 
Fathers had t1.1em in their copics. 3. The early heretics 
and opponeuk of Christianity were acquainted with them. 
4. The commeilceme~lt of the third chapter presupposes 
so ine th i~g  a~ltecedent. 5. Thc  diction of the t ~ o  chapters 
bears the same impress and character as the whole Gospel. 
6. The  authenticity of these two chapters is accepted by 
Davidson, Horne, Nast, Rarman,  Westcott and Hor t ,  Al- 
ford, Lange,  Tischendorf, Olshausen, and the Revised 
Version. I u  the face of these facts the effort to question 
the authenticity of these two chapters savors more of a 
captious spirit than i t  does of a regard for truth. 

I t  will not be denied that  Matthew is here speakiug of 
Christ, a d  that  he here desiguates Christ as the person 
whose name shoulcl be called Emmanuel, " God with ns." 
I t  mould seem that  a text so plain and forcible ought to 
be full and sufficient proof that Jesus Christ is God as 
well as mnu ; but those who arc oppwed to the  doctrine of 
the supreme Divinity of Christ Imve bent all their energies 
to destroy the force of t l x  text.  Such of their objections 
as seem to be of importance will be duly noticed. Dr.  
Worcester objects that Isaiah gave this name " Immanuel," 
" to the people of Judnh." (Chapter viii, 8.) This is not 
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correct. 111 the t e s t  to which he  alludes, " Immanuel" is 
represented as the Lord aud owner of the laud of Judah- 

Thy laud, 0 Imma~iuel." There may he some contro- 
versy whether these words should be applied to a prince 
living in Isaiah's day, or to Christ ; b u t  the application of 
them " to the people of J u d a h "  is out of all question. 
On this text (chapter viii, 8) Professor Noyes (Unitarian) 
remarks: " Referring, as  some suppose, to Hezekiah, . . . 
or  as others, with much greater probability, believe, to the 
Messiah." The prophet " addressed l~imself to Immanuel 
in person, as the proprietor of the laud ; the promised 
Mes&h, in the form of God, was then Lord of that land 
especially ; there, in the fulluess of time, he  mould surely 
assume humau ilature, aud appear in the form of a serv- 
a n t ;  and  he would therefore certainly deliver his land 
from Sennacherib's invasion, for his own sake and for the 
sake of his promise to David his servaut." (Scott, in loco . )  

The author of tlle "Exa~nirratiou of Litldon's Barrip- 
ton Lectures" ol~jects, that " a  child to be called Imman- 
uel (God with us), i u -  token of Diviue guarctiauship and 
assistance, mas soon to be born (compare viii, 8)." B u t  
Isaiah viii, 8 ,  does not furuish a n y  proof that Immanuel 
was to be born soon ; i t  mentions Immanuel as the owner 
aud ruler of the land, bu t  says nothing of the  time of his 
birth. 

Unitarians have taxed their ingenuity to show that 
the prophecy quoted by XIatthew frotn Isaiah vii, 14, had 
no reference to  Mary as the mother of Christ, and was 
only applied to her by way of accomn~odation. On this 
point Professor Noyes writes thus: " The damsel; i. e., my 
dnn~sel ,  the damsel betrothed to me. I see not what other 
force the article can have in this counection. So iu Prov. 
vii, 19, ' tke goodman ' nlrnrls ' ,ley husband.' So in our  
idiom, the governor, the scliool~nnster, is o t u  governor, etc." 
To  this I answer: Not necessarily, nor even commonly. 
" The goodman," as a title for the husbaud, is not a corn- 
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mon mode of expression with wives; and on the lips of 
the woman m e n t i o ~ ~ e d  in Proverbs vii, 19, it  marks her  
alienation from her husband A virtuous woman would 
liave been more likely to have said " my husband," while 
the title "the goodman" would have been natural on the 
lips of a stranger. The  plirases, " the governor," "the 
school-teacher," are  common titles for srich officers, and do 
not imply ail y relationship betn eel1 these officers and tlie 
parties speaking of them ; heuce the article ha,  " the," 
before allnah, docs not imply any  relationship between 
" the virgin" and a n y  person or persons then living. 

Noyes says that the term aliltah " means a young 
woman of lnarriogeable age, without reference to  virginity." 
To  express that idea, Isaiah would have used a different 
word;  namely, bethulah. B u t  the question here is not 
about the meaning of bethdrih, but  of a111mh. Does almah 
in  the text  mean "virgin?" Tho fact that  bethulah means 
" a virgiu" is no proof that almah may not also mean 
( <  virgin." "Alnzah is distinguished from bethrilah, which 
designates the virgin state as suc l~ ,  and in this signification 
occurs in Joel i, 8 ; also where the Oritle laments over lier 
bridegroom, whom she has lost by death. Inviolate chas- 
tity is, in itself, not implied in the word. B u t  certain it  
is that  almah designates ail unmarried person in tlie first 
years of youth ; aud if this be the case, unviolated clias- 
tity is a matter of course in this context ;  for, if the 
mother of the  Savior was to be a n  uuluarried person, 
she could be a virgin only;  and, in general, it is incon- 
ceivable that  the prophet sliould have brought forward a 
relation of impure love. I n  favor of a n  unmarried per- 
son is, in  the first instance, the derivation. Being derived 
fi .01~ alum-' to grow up,' ' t o  become marriageable'- 
alnzah can denote nothiug else than puella nzibilis. B u t  
still more decisive is the 1 ~ 3 ~ s  loquendi. I n  Arabic and 
Syriac the corresponding words are  never user1 of married 
women." (Hengstenberg's Christol., Vol. 11, p. 45.) 

6 



Alinah, and alamotl~ (plural), occur in the Old Testament 
i ~ ine  times. Let us es:lrniue ench iustauce. 1. Genesis 
xxiv, 43 : " When the ,ui+ cometh forth to dram water." 
Thi4 occurs in the prayer of Abraham's servant, when he 
nas seeking a wife for Isaac. H e  had asked the Lord to 
show him the virgin t!mt should be Isaac's wife, and he 
calk her " h a  al~~~cih." 2. Exodus ii, 8 : "Aud the maid 
nent." This was the virgin sister of Moses, watching her 
baby-brother. 3. Proverbs xsx ,  19 : '' The way of a mau 
wit11 n i ~ m i d . "  This refers clearly to :L virgin, but does 
not prove incontiueuce on her part. 4. and 5. "Ala- 
moth "-1 Chron. xv, 20 ; Psalm xlvi, 1 : I t  is the name 
of some matter pertaiuing to music, and is foreign to the 
question discussed here. 6. Psalm lxviii, 26 : "Damsels 
playing with timbrels." The most reasonable translation 
of the word iu this place is " virgins." 7.  and 8. Canti- 
cles i, 3;  vi, 8 : " Virgins love thee ;" " Viryi~lc P ithout 
number." In  chapter vi, 8, they are clearly distinguished 
from both " wives" aud " concubiues," thus clearly estab- 
lisliiug their virginity. 9. This is the instance of the text, 
Isaiah vii, 14. In the light of tlie foregoiug examination 
we are conviuced that, to express the idea of virgiuity, it 
was not necessary for the prophet to have used any other 
word but almuh, and that Isaiah here foretells that Christ 
would be boru of a virgin mother, and that Matthew here 
declares that Isaiah's prophecy was fulfilled in the birth of 
Jesus Christ of the virgin Jlary. The birth of a child 
was promised ; the mother of this child was to be either a 
married woman or a virgin. " Does Isaiah offer Ahaz a 
miracle, either in the depth or iu tlie height above, and 
when he seems to tell the house of David that God of 
his own accord mould perform a greater work than they 
could ask, does he sink to a sign that nature produces 
every day? Is  that to be called a wonder (which word 
implies an uncommon, ~urprisirlg, 2nd supernatural event) 
which happens constantly by the ordinary lams of genera- 
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tioii ? How little does such a birth a n s w r  tlie solemn 
apparatus wl~ich the prophet uses to raise their expecta- 
tion of some great matter?  H e a r  je ,  0 house of David!  
Bellold, the Lord himself will give you a s i p ,  worthy of 
himself, and  what is i t ?  W h y ,  n young married woman 
shall be with child! H o w  ridiculous must sue11 a discov- 
ery nlalre the prophet, and how highly must i t  enrage the 
audience. to hear n man, a t  such a juncture as this, begin 
a n  idle and impertinent tale, w l i i h  seems to banter and  
insult their ~nisery, rather than adinillihter any coi~solation 
under it!" (Staclihouse's History of the Bible.) 

Burnap says : " To be called Im~nanue l .  And  why?  
Because h e  was to be an incarnation of Jehovah?  B y  no 
means. But  because God mas to defend and deliver his 
people before he eliould grow u p  to know good and evil. 
The nature of the child was to have nothing to do with 
his name;  nor was i t  oil accouiit of anything that  the child 
mas to do that  the name Immanuel was to be given to it, 
but on account of sometliiug that was to be done by God 
before the child should be old enough to discern good niid 
evil." I t  would be difficult to imngiue a more gross per- 
version of the case than the foregoing quotation coiitains. 
The name " Emnianuel" is not s j  mbolicnl, but  declarative. 
I t  does not symbolize either defeuse or salvation, bu t  
simply declares the union of God with man. The  name 
does not refer to an act  of God ; i t  does not declare ac- 
tion but  nature. I t  is a declaration of Christ's nature as 
" God with us." 

The  prophecy of the birth of Immnnuel, the virgin's 
Son, has its fulfillment, and its only fulfillment, i n  the birth 
of Christ. I n  proof of this I oKer tlie folloving points : 
1. The promise of a deliverer, made in the Garden of 
Eden to Adam and Eve, conten~plate~l  the birth of a vir- 
gin's Son. The pro lived " seed " was to be " the seed of 
the womali ;" i. e . ,  the woman alone, the woman without 
connection with a man. Christ was u~os t  peculiarly " the 
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seed of the woman," as he had a human mother and no 
human father. (See Jacobus on Genesis.) The words of 
Mary well agree with this : " How shall tliis be, seeing I 
know not a man ?" (Luke i, 34.) 

" " I Y ~  is never x,?u.rm;v, so fhat (Kuinoel and other 
interpreters), but always rslmb, in  order f l~at.  I t  presnp- 
poses here that what was done stood in the connection of 
purpose with the Old Testament declaration, and, conse- 
quently, in the coiinection of the divine necessity as an 
actual fact, by which tlie prophecy was destined to be ful- 
filled. The divine decree, expressed in the latter, nzzist be 
accomplished, and to tlmt end tliis, namely, mllich is related 
from verse 18 ouw~rds ,  came to pass, and that according 
to the \.hole of ils contents, i 'h." (Meyer.) 

2. Isaiah's prophecy is not concerning any indefinite 
virgin, but a particular virgiii-one already thought of- 
the virgin. This iiiterpretation of the text is sustained 
by the fi~llocving rule from Nortlheiiner's Hebrew Gmm- 
mar, Part 11, p. 15 : The article is sul~jectively " prefixed 
to a common noun by way cf emphasis, mid to point it 
out as one which, altllougli ~ e i t h c r  previously or subse- 
queutly clesc~ibecl, is still viewed as definite in the mind 
of the writer." 

3. Jesus Christ is the only person horn into the world 
the son of a pure virgin. There nerer was one before 
him, and there has heen none since I~ini. I t  is of no avail 
to say that the future mother of the "Son" was a virgiii 
a t  the time of the uttering of the prophecy. The terms 
of the text demand that the mother of the "Son" should 
be a virgin a t  tlie time of the " Son's " birth. Immanuel 
was not the virgin's Son if his mother was not a virgin a t  
the time when he was born. This ties the fulfillment of 
the prophecy down to the birth of Christ, the Son of 
Nary, the virgin. 

Isaiah, in the name of God, offered Ahaz a sign. This 
offer Ahaz refused. This act of the king called the mind 
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of the prophet to contemplate the stubborn perversity and 
rebelliou of the house of David. H e  sees their rebellion 
it1 tlie future as  well as in the past. I t  is of the Jewish 
people he  speaks, and to tliem this propllecy is given. 
The  virgin of the propliet " \ \ as  the virgin of proplietic 
foresight. The tenses of the Hebrew in this passage are  
not all future. Hengslenberg reuders it  thus: ' Beliold 
the virgin llas conceived and bears a Son, and calls his 
iiame Immanuel.' All  this slions that  Hengsteuberg's 
view of the propl~etic vision ia correct. Tlie powerful 
conceptions of the l~rophet'a miud become as  a preseiit re- 
ality. His  i i~ iu t l '~  e j e  sees tlie pauoraula of future objects 
and eveuts now ~ t a u d i n g  and nioving before 11im Time 
is dropped out of the account. This explains wliat, to 
many co~muentators, has been n great difficulty in  the fol- 
lowing verse, Isaiah vii, 16. Before tliis ideal child, be- 
held iu vision as uow beiug born, is able to know good 
from evil, tliese two invading kings s l~al l  disappear. Isaiah 
takes the birth of the iufaut coueeptually present as the 
measure of tlie co~itiuuiuice of the iuvading kings. Tha t  
Iinnianuel, tlie predicted seed of the woman, the prop!iet 
sees as already being born. H e  is beiug fed on nourish- 
ing food-namely, butter and 11oney-to bring liim to early 
maturity; bu t  in n briefer period than his growth to intel- 
ligence shall require, these invading lrings shall he over- 
thrown and Israel be rescued. Thus was the Nessiah yet to 
be born-a sign not, i~ideed,  to unv illiug A l ~ a z ,  but  to 
Israel, of her speedy deliverance and p e r r ~ ~ a n e n t  preserva- 
tion. Well  and wisely, tlierefore, does the inspired evan- 
gelist, now that  tlie Messiali is boru, :ldcluce this propliecy 
to sliow its fulfillnieut iu him. The amount of the whole 
is, that  the spirit of prophecy availed itself of the occasion 
of Ahaz's unhelief to utter and leave on record n striking 
prediction of the incarnation." (Whedon.) 

I t  is often objected that such significant names prove 
nothing in regard to the nature o r  tlig~iity of ~ l ~ u s e  ~ 1 1 0  
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wear t h e ~ n ,  and tlie naming of Ishmael is referred to as a n  
illustration. 13ut the naming of H:~gar's sou aud tlie nam- 
ing of I m i i i a ~ ~ n e l  llave f e ~ v  if a n y  poiuts in com~uon. 
Ishmael's ilarue had 110 reference to his own nature, but  to 
the Fact that  his mother's prayers had been heard by God. 
(Gen. xvi, 11 ) Iruiiianuel's name has no reference to  any 
act of God's provitlence, but  is declarative of Christ's nature. 
as "God with us." I n  view of this difference, " i t  would 
be improper to say that Hagar's sou was a person in the 
Deity," a d  i t  would be equally i~nproper  to deny that 
Jesus Christ was "God iiianiiest ill the flesl~." They are 
directed by God to call Cl~riat  Inlnlanuel; "and tllere could 
be no reason with God to select this name but because its 
mea~iing dei~oted a reality. The person bears the name 
because he is \\.hat the nanle signifies. A s  the Lord lyas 
called Jesus, Savior, Ijecause he is Savior; aud as he is 
called Christ, anointed, because he is t h e  Anoilited; so 
Ire is called Immanuel, God \\it11 us, because 11e i s  Gad 
with us. H e  is Gad with m a n ;  he is Divinity with I I U -  
rnanity." (Wliedon.) 

Lcrcc I, lG, 17: "And nlany of the children of Ismel shall 
he turn to the Lord their God. And he shall go before him in 
the spirit and po~vcr of Elias, to turn the hearts of the fathers 
to the children, antl the disobcdient to the wisdom of the just: 
to make ready a people prepared for the Lortl." 

These are the words o f  tlie angc.1 Gabriel to Zacharias, 
announcing the coming birtli of Juhn  the Baptist. I t  was 
to be the work of John to prepare the way of Christ, and 
to turn the children of Israel to h i m ;  bu t  the person to 
wlivln J o h n  was to tu rn  the children of Israel is here 
called "tlie Lord their God;" consequently Jesus Christ is 
the God of Ismel. 

1s.u i n  IT, 6 : " For unto us a child is born, unto ua a son 
is given : antl the gowrmuent shall ire upon his shoulder: and 
his uame ~ h n l l  be called IVuuderful, Counselor, The mighty 
God, Tht. evcrlastinp Father, The Prince of Peace." 



I n  the effort to dispose of this t es t ,  Unitarians gener- 
ally take common ground n i th  the Jews, and  assert that 
the words were originally spoken, not of Christ, but  of' 
ICi~lg Heze1:iall. The  notion that the text refers to Hez- 
elrial1 is not supported by auy word of Scripture. On the 
contrary, i t  collides harshly with other portions of the text. 
Without detracting from either the mental or moral excel- 
leucies of Hezeki:h, i t  will still be evideut that  to apply 
to a mere inan the titles "Wouderful, Cou~lselor, The 
niigl~ty God, Tlie everlasting Father ,  Tlie Prince of Peace," 
would be nu Ilyperbole ul~riarrnnted by ally Scripturd anal- 
ogy. H o w  could he be called "The  Prince of Peace" 
N I I O  had no power to give peace to others, a r d  n l ~ o  spent 
the largcr share of his a c ~ i v e  life in ~ w r ?  EIotr could i t  
be said of Hezekiah tha t  "of the increase of his govern- 
ment and peace there s l d l  be no end," when he reigned 
only twenty-nine years, m~rl  his 20n ?1IaUasseli mas carried 
captive to B:ibylon ? 

I t  is objected that  " the text is not applied to Christ 
by any speaker or writer of the New Testament." I t  will 
be cheerfully admitted that this pal.ticular cIause of the 
prophecy lias not been specially applied to Christ by any 
New Testament speaker or writer; but tbe text is only a 
detached portion of a prophecy colicerning Christ, aud 
this prophecy is applied to Christ in tlie New Testanieut 
by Xattbew aiicl by tlie angel Gabriel. Matthew 'kman- 
ifestly alludes to the words of tlie text by quoting tl~ose 
wl~icli precede them, and  which he applies to the timcs of 
the Rlcssiah; for, having related the irnprisor~nment of 
Jo1111, and, in consequence of that, the r e t i r i ~ ~ g  of Jesus 
Christ into Chlilee, he adds that the divine Sxrior 'came 
a11d dne l t  in C:~peimaum, which is upon the sea-coast, in 
the borders of Znbulon and  Nepbtl~nlitii : that i t  n ~ i g l ~ t  
be fulfillecl which was spoken by Es:li:l> the prol)!~et, say- 
ing, Tlie land of Z a b ~ l o n  and the land of Neplithalim, by 
the way of the sen, heyolid Jordan,  Gdilee of tlie Gcn- 
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tiles : the people which sat i n  darkness saw great light ; and 
to them which sat i u  tlie region and shadow of death light 
is sprung up  ' (Xatt .  iv ,  16)." The  angel Gabriel, " when 
he declared to Mary the clioice ~rhicl l  God had made of 
her to be the mother of tlic Messial~, applied to her Bon 
the charactcrs by which Isaiah describes the chilcl i n  tlie 
text,  and p i n t s  him iu  tlie sanic colors: 'Thou  sllnlt con- 
ceive in  tliy womb, and bring fortli a Son, and shalt call 
his name JESUS. H e  shall be great, and shall be  called 
the  Son of tlie highest; and tlle Lord God shall give unto 
him the throne of his father David. And he shall reign 
over the house of Jacob forever; and of his kingdom 
there shall be no end."' (Snurin's Sermons, Vol. I ,  
p. 161.) 

2 PETER I, 1 : "Simon Peter, a servant and an apostle of 
Jesus Christ, to them that have obtaiilcd like prxiou.; f.tith 
with us through the righteousness of God and our Savior Jeuuu 
Christ." 

Tlie latter clause of this text  ought to be rendered 
tlius: " Through the  righteousness of Jesus Christ our 
God and Savior." I t  is so rendered by Wesley, Clarke, 
Horne, MacKnight, Bloomfield, Lange, Alford, and tlie 
Revised New Testament. Unitarians will not deny that  
in  verse 11, Christ is called both " Lord  and Savior;" 
b u t  the construction of the two clauses is exactly alilre, 
and if verse 11 proves that Christ js both "Lord aud 
Savior," then this verse proves him to be both " God and 
Savior." 

1 TIXOTHY 111, 16 : " And vithout controversy great is the 
mystery of godliness: God was manifest in the flesh, justified 
in the Spirit, seen of angels, preached unto tlle Gentiles, 
believed on iu the world, rcceired up into glory." 

There lias been a great deal of controversy about the 
t rue reading of the first clause of this t ex t ;  mhether it  
should rend Beds JPnvcpiA? or i's JPavcpi8?, or in English, 
should it  read "God wa? manifest," or, "who was manifest." 



I n  my argument on the text  I will accept the readiug 
8; ("tuho"), as given i n  Westcott and  Hort ,  and in the 
Revised Version. " O ; ,  "who," is a relative pronoun, and  
refers to some antecedent, either expressed or implied. 
Westcott and H o r t  ( New Tcsbment ,  Vol. 11, par t  2, 1). 
134) say : " These clauses were a quotation from all 
early Christian hymn ; and, if so, the proper and  o r i g i ~ ~ a l  
autecedent would doubtless h a r e  been found in the pre- 
ceding context, ml~ich is not quoted." Suppose this to be 
true, yet the only way in uhich Paul could make the quo- 
tation intelligent to his readers ~vonld be to introduce the 
quotation in such a manner, as would make the o";, 
" ZU~LU," the relative of an antecedent that  he had already 
mentioned or introduced. F o r  the apostle to iutroduce n 
quotation commencing with a relative pronoun, without 
any antecedent having beeu indicated by  him, wo111d he 
to involve the meaning of the quotation in hopeless 
uncertainty. V e  naturally expect to fiud its antecedent 
in the portion of Scripture itu~nerliately preceding the 
test.  I u  this e s l x c ~ a t i o n  we will not be disappointed. 
Verse 13 c o n t a i v  three snbstan:ives, " the Church," 
"the living God," aud " the truth ;" i t  is bu t  reasonable 
to believe that one of these three substantives must be the 
autecedent to " 7ullo." Wl~a tever  the antecedent of " who" 
iq, it mnst agree with d; in gender, and  must be the 
proper suhject of the six predicates that belong to 6'; : 

tliat is, i t  must, like Z;, be of tlle masculine gender, a d  
must be the subject of these six predicates; in other 
words, the nntecedent to 8: must have heen " mauifest in t l ~ e  
flesh," and  "justified in the Spirit," and " seen of angels," 
nud " preached unto the Gentile.," an(l  " believed on in 
the wodd," and " received o p  into glory." The antecedent 
of o"c most be of the masculiue gender, and must carry all 
s i s  of these predicates. I f  either of these substantives 
(of verse 15) is not of the mascoline gender, a n d  f d s  to 
carry all six of these ~ r e d i , ' n t e ~ ,  t!lm t ? ~  ~t sul>qtnntive is 

7 
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not the antecedent of 8c. B u t  if me find a substantive 
of the masculine geuder, and of which all six of these 
predicates are  true, then tha t  substantive is the proper 
antecedent of i'c. L e t  us bring forward the substautives 
found in verse 15, a n d  test them. 

1. 'Exxl~aia, " Church," is of tlie fenlinine gender, and 
tlocs not agree with 8c, which is masculine, hence is not 
its antecedent. I f  it should be said that " the Church " 
is, in verse 15, called o h y  8wC, and  that oi'xoc is mascu- 
line, i t  is answered that to say tha t  the Ctiurch "was mani- 
fcst in the flesh," the Church was "justified in theSpirit," 
the Church was "seeu of angels," the Cliurch "was 
prcached unto the  Gentiles," etc , all of this is utterly 
discordant with the New Testament, and  is without ally 
meaning that  a Christian can accept. " The  Church" is 
not the subject of these predicates, and  is not the aute- 
cedent of 8s. 2. "The truth," r<s lii.ql9eiac, is femiuine, 
hence does not agree with 6s in  gender. The t ru th"  
is another uame for the  aggregate of the doctrines of 
Christianity, and has no existence separate from all intelli- 
gent being who believes or teaches i t ;  i t  can not be said 
to  be "received u p  into glory," for it is not the subject 
of reward. I t  is not  the subject of these predicates, and 
is not tlie antecedent of 8s. There will not he any  diffi- 
culty with the third substantive, " t h e  living God;"  
Br6; agrees with 8c, being in the masculine gender. God, 
ill Christ, " was nlauifest in the flesh;" G o d ,  in Christ, 
wns "justified i l l  tlie Spirit ;" God, in  Christ, was "seen 
of angels ;" God, ill Christ, was " preached ullto the Gen- 
tiles;" God, in Christ, was "believed on in the world ;" 
God, in  Christ, was "received u p  into glory." Hence, 
Christ was "God manifest i n  tlie flesh." 

Co~ossr LNS 11, 9 : "For in him dwelleth all the fullness of 
the Godhead bodily." 

I think that i t  will be evident to any  unprejudiced 
person who is acquainted with Greelr grammar, t l ~ a t  
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rl;c O e 6 r ~ r o :  is the genitive of appositiou. " I t  is a very 
commou grammatical usage to annex the apposition in 
the genitive to the uoun on which i t  depends." (Wirier's 
Gram., New Testament, p. 531.) Winer gives the foilow- 
ing illustrations of this rule;  (for the benefit of the E u -  
glih reader I will give the English trsusiation of the text 
cited.) L u k e  xxii, 1: 'li topre r G v  ri:b,r~wv, " the feast of 
unleavened bread." John  xiii, 1: l'<c toprGc r o c  i ~ r i u ~ n ,  
"of  the feast of the Passover." 2 Corinthians, v ,  5 :  
Tiv bp,da,3Gva roG xv~ij~mro.;, " the earnest of the Spirit." 
Eph .  i, 1 4  : ' A b $ n , 3 ~ ~ ,  ri; x~~,oovo!~-ia; j@v, " the earnest of 
our inllcritance." Rom. iv, 11 : &,UE~(J:, ?ALI,?E XEPLTO~$F,  
" h e  received the sign of circumcision." J o h u  ii, 21 : ,. - 1 0 u  vaoj r o c  uwuaro; abrrrc, " the temple of his body." See 
also, John  xi,  1 3 ;  Acts ii, 33 ;  iv, 22;  Romans viii, 21; 
XV, 1 6 ;  1 CN. v, 8 ; 2 Cx. V, 1 ; Epli. ii, 1 4 ;  vi, 1 4 ;  
Col. iii, 24 ;  Heb .  vi, 1 ; xii, 11 ; Jas .  i, 12 ;  1 Peter iii, 3. 

The text is correctly rendered, " I n  him dwelleth all 
the  fullness of the Godhead bodily." L L T l ~ e  entire pleni- 
tude  of the divine essence (not a mere emanation of that 
essence as the rising sect of the Gnostics taught) dwells, 
xarolxEl, permanently dwells (it is no transient manifestn- 
tion), in him bodily, awpnrrxo;, invested with a body. The  
Godhead in its fullness is incarnate in  C'lirist. H e  is, 
tl~erefore, not merely &ci; (God), but,  o' ~ E O C  (tile 
God), in  the highest sense. More than P i ~ a l  says can not 
be said." (Hodge.) 

JOIIV I, 1-18 : " In the beginning mas the TVord, and the Word 
was with God, and the Word IWS God. The same was in the be- 
ginning with God. All things were madc by him; and without 
him was not any thing uadc that n m  made. In him was life; 
and the life wm the light of men. And the light shineth in 
darkne~s ;  and the darkness comprehended it not. There mas 
n-man sent from God, whoso name mas John. The same came 
for 11 witness, to bear ~ i t n e s s  of the Light, that all men through 
hiin might believe. He was not that Light, but was bent to 
bear witness of that Light. 'J'11:lt mas the true Light, nhich 
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lighteth every man that cometh into the world. H e  was in the 
world, and the world mas made by hirn, and the world k n e a  
him not. He came unto his own, and his on7n received hirn 
not. But as many as received him, to them gave he power 
to become the sons of God, ?ven to them that believe on his 
name; which were born, not of blood, nor of the will of rhe 
flesh, nor the will of man, but of God. And the Word T~-:IR 

made flesh, and dwelt among us, (and we beheld his glory, the 
glory as of the only begotten of thc Father,) full of grace and 
truth. John bare witness of him, and cried, saying, This vas he 
of n,lloin I spalre, He that cometh after mlL, is preferred before 
me;  for he mas before me. And of his fdlness have all me 
received, and grace for grace. For tllc law vas  given by Moses, 
but grace and truth came by Jesus Christ. Ro man hath fieen 
(;od at any time ; thc only begotten Son, nrhich is in the 
bosom of the Father, he hath declared him. 

These eighteeen verses form what is frequently called 
" the  proem of John's Gospel." I n  this proem "the 
Logos" is said to have been " iu the beginning," to have 
heen "with God," and  to be "God." This statemeut of his 

personality and  of his supreme Deity is sustained hy tlie 
declaration that "all things were made by him." I n  verses 

14-18, the Logos was identified with Jesus Christ, " the 
only begotten Son of God." " The Word of the Lord  " is 
nu Old Testament title for a diviue person having 
the attributes and exercising the authority of Supreme 
Deity. Thus  in  Genesis x v ,  1, 2 : '' The Word of the 
Lord  came unto Ahram in n vision, saying, Fear  not, 
Abram ; I am thy shield, and thy exceeding great reward. 
A n d  Abram snitl, Lord God, what ~v i l t  thou give me?"  
" H e r e  the Word of the Lord is the speaker-' the Word 
came saying:' a mere word may he spoken or said ; hut  
a personal Word o d y  can say, 'I a m  thy shield.' The  pro- 
noun refera to the whole phrase, ' the Word of Jehovah; '  
and  if a personal Word be not understood, no person a t  
all  is mentioned by whom this message is conveyed, and 
whom Abrarn in reply, invokes as ' L o r d  God.'" (Watson.) 
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1 ~ A M U E I ,  111, 21 : "The Lord rerealed himself to Samuel 
in Shiloh by the word of the Lord." 

I n  this t e s t  " the word of the Lord"  must mean either 
the subject matter of the revelatiou or a personal Word. 
To say that it  means the sullject matter of the revelation 
is to deprive the t e s t  of all u~eaniug. " T h e  Lord re- 
vealed himself l)y the revelatiou." Pret ty  well emascu- 
lated. I t  is first stated that  tbe  " Lord revealed [showed] 
himself to Samuel." Then it  gives us the mauuer of tlie 
shoning, to n i t  : by the personal word of Jehovah. This 
conclusion is strengthened by the following i t e m :  

1. I n  verse 1 0  it  is said : " The  Lord came and atood." 
"It is most natural to uuderstand the words came and stood 
as designatiug a visible appearauce. God was not only per- 
soilally but visibly there, either iu human form ( G ~ I I .  sviii ,  
2, 33 ;  Josh. v, 13-15), or in some angelic or surpihing man- 
ifestatiou. (Esodus iii, 2-6.) " (Whedon.) 

2. I n  verse 1 5  this revelatiou of God to Samuel is 
called " the vision," a name " which implies something 
more than a mere meutal processn-a persoual appearance. 
2 Sam. xxiv,  11 : " T h e  rrord of tlie Lord came unto the 
prophet Gad, David's seer, saying, Go and say," etc. H e r e  
me have a construction similar to that of Gen. xv, 1. This 
was a personal Word. None other could say " Go ;" none 
hut  a personal Word  could call liinlself "Lord," as he does 
in the next  verse. F o r  other mauifestations of this personal 
IVold, see 1 Kings vi, 1 1 , 1 2  ; xvi, 1-3 ; 1 Chron. xvii, 3 , 4  ; 
1.a. xxxri i i ,  4, 5 ;  Je r .  i, 4. The Targums, or Chaldee 
paraphrases of the Old Testament, were made for the use 
of  the commou people amoug the Jews, vrlio, after their 
return from captivity, did not understand the original 
Hebrew. They were read in the synagogues every Sab- 
bath-day, aud the Jews hecame familiar with their more 
common terms and phrase.. These Targums used the 
phrase '' The Word of the Loid"  as a common title f;)r 
Jehovah, thus: " T h e  Word of the Lord created mau." 
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(Gen. i, 27.) "They heard the voice of the Word of 
the Lord." (Gen. iii, 8.) '' Jehovah, thy God, his Word 
goeth before thee." (Deut. ix, 3.) " N y  Word is thy 
shield." (Gen. xv, 1.) " Israel shall be saved by the 
Word of the Lord." (Isa. xlv, 17.) " My Word is with 
thee." (Jer. i, 8.) "The Lord said unto his Word." 
(Ps. cx, 1.) An exanhation of' the foregoing passages 
will &o\v that this persoual \Ywd was a Divine Being, 
who acted as the speaker or interpreter of the Godhead. 
That this title is appropriately applied to Christ is evident 
from the fact that he declares, or makes known, the 
Father to us. (Verse 18.) 

In  proof that the Word mas a person, I submit the 
following items : 

1. H e  is said to have been 'I  in the beginning with God." 
I t  would be a mere truism to say this of an attribute; for 
God and his attributes could never exist separately. 

2. H e  is called God : "The Word mas God." The 
title "God" is applied by the sacred writers to the Supreme 
Being, and, with certain qualifications and limitations, to 
angels and men, but never to a thing. I t  always implies 
personality. 

3. H e  mas the source of life. "In him was life." 
Life can come only fyom a person. 

4. The world mas made by him. No matter whether 
he was the original author of creation or only an agent, 
in either case he must have been a person. 

5. John declares that the Logos " vras the Light," but 
that John the Baptist " was not that Light." There mas 
a possibility of confounding "the Word " mith John the 
Baptist. To make this matter plain, I present the follow- 
ing points : There was a possibility of confounding some 
person with John the Baptist. You could not confound 
an attribute mith John, but you might confound a person 
with him. The person who might be confounded mith 
John is here called " the Light," and must be either the 
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Father  or the Word. There was no possibility of con- 
founding tlie Father  with J o h u ;  for the Fath-r  was not 
personally visible to men, while John  was; lieuce the per- 
son who might be confounded with J o h n  the Baptist was 
the Word. This puts the personality of the Word beyoud 
dispute. 

6. He owns property. " H e  came unto his own." The 
owner of property must be a person. 

7. H e  "gave power" to Inen. The  gift of "power" 
can come only from a person. 

8. H e  " was made flesh ;" " that  is, he became a man. 
But  in what possible seuse could a n  attribute becotne a 
m:lo? The Logos is ' the only begottell of' the Father; '  
but  it  would be uncouth to say of a n y  atttibute that i t  is 
begotten ; and if that  were passed over, i t  would follow 
from this notion either that  God has only one attribute, or 
that wisdom is not his only begotten attribute." (Watson.) 
The f a d  that he became incarnate stamps the fact of his 
p e r s u d i  ty. 

9. H e  dwelt among men. D~velling is a personal act. 
10. H e  possessed "glory." Bu t  glory belongs only to 

a person. 
L e t  us now inquire a l la t  evidence the text  furnishes 

of the Supreme Deity of the Word. I t  declares " tlie 
Word  mas Gucl.)' 111 proof that  John  does not call Christ 
" God" in any  inferior sense, but  that  he speaks of him 
as the Supreme God, I offer the following point: John  
teaches that Christ w : ~  eternal. " I n  the beginning was 
the Word." That  this "beginning" refers to eternity is 
evident from verse 3 :  "All thiugs were made by h i n ~ ,  
and without him was not anything made that was made." 
I f  all  created thing9 were made by Christ, then he must 
have existed before anything urns made ; hence was liirnsell 
untreated and eternal. 

Christ, as the pre-existent Creator of all  things, is, in 
his very nature, eternal. It is no answer to this to quote 



Hebrews i, 2-" by whom he made the world "-and con- 
tend that Christ was merely the instrument in creation. 
Grant tlint lie was the Father's agent in creation. As an  
ageut, he ~vas citller created, or uucreated. H e  could 
not be a created agent; for John says, "All things were 
made by him;" a d  for fear this should not be thought 
to corer every thing, he adds, " micl~out him wns xiot 
any thing made that was made;" thus settliug the fact 
that he was the creator of every created thing. I f  lie 
was a created ageut, he must l a v e  created I~imself; but 
this is absurd. H e  was not created, heuce must have 
been eternal; but Deity alone is eternal, hence Christ 
must be Supreme, Eternal Deity. 

Christ, the Logos, is the self-existent source of life. 
" In  him was life." W e  have already seen tliat Christ 
was the creator of all things ; hence he is appropriately s;iiJ 
to be the source of life; but the source of life must Le 
the Self-existent, Omnipotent God. 

HEBREWS I, 8: " But unto the Son he saith, Thy throne, 0 
God, is for ever and ever." 

In  this text Christ is called "God." H e  is called 
snch by the Eternal Father. Everlasting domiuiou is 
ascribed to him. These thiugs are said in a manner so 
august and so dignified as to furni~h irresistible proof of 
his supreme Divinity. In  the crucible of Unitarian exege- 
sis this text has been subjected to a white heat, in the 
hope of destroying its testimony to the supreme Diviuity of 
Christ. The text is a quotation from Psalms xlv, 6. Pro- 
fessor Noyes has rendered the tes t  ill Pqnlms, '< Thy 
throne is Gotl's for ever and ever." The English version 
is sustained by two considerations, which, wheu taken 
together, are ~inans\wrahle : 1. No holiest scholar can 
deny that the common English translation is both easy 
and natural. 2. In  both the Septuagiut and the Epistle to 
the Hebrews, there is given a, Greek trauslation of the 
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t ex t  (6 ~ ? ~ d v o ;  m u  i OE~;), that  completely cancels that  of 
Noyes; for no unit aria^^ skill can make these words mean 
" Thy throne is God's." 

" The design of the apostle in quoting these words of 
tlie Psalnlist is to prove the superiority of Clirist to the 
heavenly messengers. H e  begins well, by  showing that 
God makes d ie  winds his messeugers, and flames of fire his 
ministers, thus reducing angels to the  condition of serv- 
ants ;  b u t  lie does not end well, if he  Fay only that God 
is the throne of Christ, or the support of his authority. 
Where is the contrast? I f  lie has given power to our 
Savior, and upholds him in the exercise of it, he has done 
the same thing to angels and other niinisters of his mill ; 
aud how does his pre-eminence appear? I f  we read, 
' T h y  throne, 0 God, is for ever and ever,' the puiut 
is decided, for he is God, and they are  creatures." 
(Dick.) 

" Thy throne, 0 God. This is the literal and gram- 
matical construction. T h e  Icing is addressed as God (thus 
Aquila, 6 ;).pbvos m u  0 ~ 6 ;  the other Greek versions have 
the same meaning, d 0~6;). Feeling that such words 
could not possibly be addressed to a n  earthly king, com- 
mentators have suggested other interpretations ; such as, 
' T h y  throne (is a throne of) ,  God :' but  i t  is certain that  
no such explanation would have been thought of, had not 
a doctrinal bias intervened. The  word ' God'  is applied to 
kings. and even to judges, as representatives of the divine 
power and justice-see Exod.  xxi, 6 ; xxii,  8 (Heb.); 
Psalms lxxxii,  1, 6-but never in a direct address, as in  
this and in the following verse. The  person before the 
Psalmist's mind was a visible manifestation of the God- 
head ; the ideal king of whom his earthly sovereign was a n  
imperfect type. The  objection that the Messiah is never 
called God, or addressed as God in the Old Testament, 
begs the entire question and is untrue : See Isaiah viii, 8 : 
' 0 lmmanuel.'" (Bible Comm.) 
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JOHX XX, 28: "And Thomas answered and mid unto him, 
My Lord and my God." 

I n  order that we may understand these words of 
Thomas, we must keep in our minds the peculiar circum- 
stances under which they mere spoken. Thomas had been 
with Christ during all of his human niiuistry. H e  was one 
of the apostles whom Christ had chosen ; he had seen 
Christ baptized ; he had heard him preach; he had seen 
Christ walk upon the sea, and quiet the storm; he had 
seen him heal the sick, cast out demons, give sight to the 
blind and hearing to the deaf; he had seen him raise the 
dead. H e  had heard Christ teach that all men sllould 
honor him, even as they honored the Father;  that they 
should believe on him as they believed on the Father. 
H e  had heard Christ foretell his own death, burial, and 
resurrection; he had heard Christ declare that he laid 
down his life of his own accord, that he had the power to 
lay it down, and to take it again ; he had heard Christ 
promise that after his resurrection he would go and pre- 
pare heavenly mansions for them, and that while prepar- 
ing these mansions, he would send them the Holy Ghost 
as a comforter; and, finally, that he would come in his 
glory, attended by all the holy angels, to judge the world 
and to n~elcome his followers into the kingdom prepared 
fi,r them by him. All these promises presupposed him 
to be invested with supreme Divinity. 

Furthermore, they were inseparably connected with 
his resurrection from the dead. The death of Christ 
crushed Thomas with sorrow ; in his distress he could not 
believe that Christ had risen from the dead, and that 
these glorious promises would all be realized. But when 
he saw Christ standing before him, alive, aud speaking to 
him, the proof of his resurrection and (under the peculiar 
circumstances that attended it) the proof of Christ's 
supreme Divinity, made so powerful an  impression on the 
mind of Thomas, that " he could only utter his one deepest 
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thought, that he had before him his Lord and his 
God." (Geikie.) 

The fact that Christ did not reprove Thomas is ample 
proof that the words of Thomas were neither thoughtless 
nor profaEe. His words can not be invested with any 
neutral character ; they were either profane, or else they 
mere a glorious act of religious worship. They evidently 
were not profane, hence they must have been words uf 
worship ; and this worship mas paid directly to Christ: 
he "said unto lrim, My Lord and my God." If Christ 
was not supremely Divine he would have refused this 
worship as being idolatry; just as Peter did. (Acts x, 
25-26. Seealso Rev. xix, 10.) But Christ does not refuse 
it, but receives it with commendations; hence the words of 
Thomas mere not idolatrorw, and Christ is God. 

" Norton says that Thomas ' employed ' the name 
'God,' not as the proper name of the Deity, but as an 
appellative, according to a common use of it in his day." 
(Reasons, p. 300.) In  support of this assertion he quotes 
several texts of Scripture. Norton denies that Christ was 
Supreme Deity, and 11e did not believe him to be an angel; 
hence he must mean that " God" was an "appellative," and 
that i t  was applied to Christ as a man " according to a 
common usage of it ill his day." The incorrectness of this 
theory has been already pointed out. 

But  let us examine, in this connection, John x, 34-36 : 
"Jesus answered them, Is  it not written in your law, I 
said, Ye  are gods? If  he called them gods, unto whom 
the word of God came, and the Scripture can not be broken ; 
say ye of him whom the Father hat11 sanctified, and sent 
into the world, Thou blasphemest; because I said, I am 
the Son of God?" These words do not prove that the title 
"God"  was applied to Christ in any subordinate sense, 
nor do they prove that he was not the Supreme Deity. 
The words of the text show that, even if Christ had been 
only a man, yet the title "God" might be applied to him 
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without blasphemy. Again, when we reflect that he must 
l ~ a v e  existed before he was " sanctified," and that he was 
" sanctified" before he was " sent," it follows that lie must 
have had a n  existence before lie was "sent"  into this 
world ; that  before he became incarnate he was solemr~ly 
set apart, or sanctified, by his Fa ther  for the great  work 
of redemption. The sanctification of Clirist implied two 
distinct things: 1. When he was to be sent into this world 
the Father  sanctified or separated liitri from the f e l l o \ \ d ~ i p  
of this world, so far as the sinful nature of' tlie world was 
concerned, so tliat he came into the world as one who did 
not share the character of the world. 2. The  Fa ther  sanc- 
tified him, or set him apart,  for the performance of a work 
in this world-a work tha t  involved the doing of miracles, 
a work involving the attributes of omnipresence, om- 
niscience, and  omnipotence, and the supreme judicial au-  
thority necessary i ~ i  the forgiveness of sins. When  we 
reflect on these things, then the words of Christ not only 
do not forbid, bu t  very strongly imply, his right to appro- 
priate the title of '' God"  in its highest sense. 

T o  say that our Savior here denies making any  claim 
to supreme Divinity, " i s  to make his conduct in  this case 
trifling and ritlict~lous-not in an ordinary sense, but su- 
premely and contemptibly so. The  obvious intent of these 
words is to  reply to that par t  of the accusation against 
him contained ill the words ' being a man,' as if he had 
said 'being a man ' is not of itself alone conclusive argu- 
nient-not decisive in a charge of blasphemy against the 
use of the divine title, for in Scripture the term is applied 
to civil rulers and religious teachers. They are called 
gods ' t o  whom the word of God came.' T h a t  I a m  n 
man is not of itself a determinative argument that I a m  nnt  
also divine. The title may be applied to  a man, and the 
divinity signified by i t  be also predicated a t  the same time 
of the same man. T h a t  this is the proper exegesis of our  
Savior's reply is further evident from what follows in the 



DIC'LVE TITLES ASCRIBED TO CHRIST. 85 

thirtyseventh and thirty-eighth verses, when he again di- 
rectly reasserts his claim to a divine character by saying 
that,  by reason of his worlrs, i t  was in their power to knolv, 
a n d  was obligatory on them to believe, that  ' the Fa ther  
was in  him, and he in the Father.' Tha t  Jesus was un- 
derstood to claim equality with the Father ,  and  that he 
intended to be so understood, is evident from the fact that 
when he said, ' T h e  Father  is in me, and I in him,' they, 
the Jews, 'therefore sought again to  take him, but  lie es- 
caped out  uf' their hand."' (Dr. Raymond, in blethodiat 
Quarledy Reuiezu.) 

The  fullowiug condensed note from Alfixd nil1 sum 
up the argument on this t e s t  : " The Socininn view that 
tlie words ' My Lord aud my God '  are  merely an excla- 
mation, is r e f ~ ~ t e d  (1) by the fact that  no such exclama- 
tions were in use among tlie Jews;  ( 2 )  by the E ? X Y  a h ( ; , ;  

(3) by the impossibility of referring 6 x6ptos IJ.V~J to anot l~er  
than Jesus (see verse 13);  (4) by the New Testament 
usage of expressing the vocative by the nominative with 
a n  article; ( 5 )  by  the utter psychological absurdity of 
such a supposition: that  one just convinced of the presence 
of him whom h e  deeply loved, should, iustead of address- 
ing him, break out into a n  irrelevant c ry ;  (6) by the 
further absurdity of supposing that, if such were the case, 
the apostle ,John, who, of all the sacred writers, most con- 
stantly keeps in mind the object for whicli he is writing, 
sliould have recorded anything so beside that object. . . . 
This is the highest confession of faith which has yet been 
made;  and i t  slio~vs that  (though not yet fully) the 
meaning of tlie previous confessions of his being ' t h e  
Son of God '  was understood. Thus John,  in the very 
close of his Gospel, iterates the testimony with nliicll he 
begun it-to the Godhead of the Word,  who became flesh- 
a d  hy this closing confession shows how the testimony of 
Jesus to himself liad gradually deepened and exalted the  
apostles' conviction from the time when they kncw him 
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only as u' Br&c rou ' l w a j p  (ch. i, 46) till now, when he is 
acknowledged as  their Lord a n d  their God." 

JOHN x r n ,  3 :  "And this is life eternal, that they might 
know thee the only true God, and Jesus Christ ahorn thou 
hast sent." 

These words h a r e  often been quoted by Unitarian 
writers to prove that Jesus Christ had no claim to the  title 
" the  only t rue  God." They urge that  Christ here at-  
tributes that title to the Fa ther  alone, and  thereby denies 
its application to himself. The  tex t  styles the Fa ther  
" the  only true God," in contradistinction of the Father  
from all heathen gods;  but  i t  does not invalidate C h r i d s  
claim to the title, for he " and the Father are  one." "The  
very juxtaposition of Christ here with the Father ,  aud  the 
knowledge of both being defined to be eternal life, is a 
proof by implication of the Godhead of the former. The 
knowledge of God and a creature could not be eternal life, 
and the juxtaposition of the two mould be inconceivable." 
(Alford, in loco.) 

The  answer of Dr. Dick is to the point: " W e  grant  
that our  Lord would have denied his own divinity if he 
had said that  the Fa ther  only is God to the exclusion of 
himself; but  i t  is quite evident that  he merely distinguishes 
his Fa ther  from other pretenders to divinity. H e  does 
not say, 'Thou only a r t  the trne God,' bu t  ' T l ~ o u  a r t  the 
0111~ true God.' W h e n  the Scripture calls the Father  
' the blessed and only Potentate, the K i n g  of kings and 
the Lord of  lords,' the design is, obviously, to except not 
Jesus Christ, hu t  thc lords many'  of the Gentiles ; and,  
accordingly, Jesus Christ receives the same title in other 
places, being designated ' K i n g  of kings and  Lord of 
lords,' and the ' Prince of the kings of the earth.'" (The- 
ology, p. 176.) 

TITUS 11, 13:  Looking for that blessed hope, and the glo- 
rious appearing of the great God, and our Savior Jesus Christ." 
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" Looking for the blessed hope and appearing of the glory 
of onr great God and Savior Jesus Christ." (Rev. Version.) 

Here Christ is not only called "God," but  " t h e  great 
God." I t  is objected that Pau l  elsewhere applies the title 
"God our Savior," not to Jesus Christ, bu t  to the Father. 
While it  is true that  the apostle elsewhere applies the title 
to the Fatber ,  yet there is nothiug in the cases where it  is 
so applied that  would restrict i t  to the Father, or forbid 
its application to the Son iu the text under consideration. 

I t  is objected that  Jesus Cl~ris t  is nouhere else called 
" the great Gud." To  this objection Bishop Horseley's an- 
swer is full and complete: " H e  is nowhere called the 
IITord bu t  iu  the writings of St.  John  ; he is nowhere i n  
t l ~ e  New Testament called Emmanuel, or God with us, 
b u t  in St .  Matthew; he is nowl~ere called ' t h a t  eternal 
life' bu t  in St.  Johu's first epistle. B u t  single authorities 
must not be relinquished because they are  single. There are 
several important facts peculiar to each of' the evangelists. 
B u t  if our Lord is nowhere else expressly called ' the great 
God,' can it  be said that he is called nothing like i t?  Is 
not ' the mighty God ' in Isaiah's prophecy of the Messiah 
very like i t ?  Are  not St .  Matthew's ' God with us,' and 
St .  John's ' God,' and ' that eternal life' very like i t ?  
F o r  in what does God's greatness consist bu t  in the great- 
ness of his attributes-his onznipotence, his omnipresence, 
his power of creating the world and szcstaining i t ?  Om- 
nipotence and omnipresence are asserted by Christ him- 
self (Matt. xxviii, 18,  20), and are  ascribed to him by St.  
Pnnl (Phil. iii, 21)' and by  St. J o h n  (1 E p h .  v, 14). 
The act of creating the world is attributed to him by  St. 
John  (i, 3), and of sustaining i t  by St .  Pau l  (Colos. i, 1 7 ;  
Heh.  i ,  3). These attributes are  so identified with qreatness 
that the God, the Word, and that  Eternal Life, who pos- 
sess them, can not be less than a great God;  and he that  
does possess these attributes, and is also one and the same 
God with the Father, and is to be honored with the same 
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honor as the Father ,  must be the great God." (Tracts, 
No. 247.) 

I n  the New Testament, Jesus Christ is called " t h e  
hope of Israel;" " our hope;" " the hope of glory " 
(Acts xxviii, 2 0 ;  Coloss. i, 2 7 ;  1 Tim. i, 1); a n d  in the 
text  he is called " that  blessed hope." W e  are  frequently 
taught to look for " tlie appearance" of the Son " (Matt. 
xxiv, 3 0 ;  Colos. iii, 4 ;  1 Tim. yi, 1 4 ;  2 Tim. iv, 1 ,  8 ;  1 
Peter v, 4 ;  1 J o h n  ii, 28 ; iii, 2); but  me are  never tauylit 
to look for the appearing of the Father ,  for lie is invisible. 

I t  is o1)jected that when Christ comes, i t  will be in 
the glory of his Father. True, but  " he shall come iu 
his owu glory " also. (Lrdie ix, 26.) H e  whose appearance 
we are  taught to look for is here called " t h e  great 
God ;" but  we look fur tlie appearance of Jesus Christ;  
heuce Jesus Christ has the title of " the great  God." 

Ellicott doubts whether the interpretation of this passage 
can be settled on grammatical prillciples; nevertheless he 
translates it thus :  '. Our  great God and Savior, Jesus 
Christ." Ellicott also says : " When, however, we turn to 
exegetical considerations, a n d  remember, (a )  that  B n r ~ a v ~ t a  

is a term specially and  peculiarly applied to the Son, and 
never to the F a t h e r ;  . . . ( b )  tha t  the immediate 
contest so especially relates to our  L o r d ;  (c) that the 
followiug mention of Christ's giving himself up for us, of 
his abasement, does fairly account for St. Paul's ascription 
of a title otherwise uuusual, that specially a n d  anti- 
thetically marks his glory ; (d) tha t  /~. : ryd~u mould seem 
uncalled for if applied to the F a t h e r ;  . . . when we 
cnr~didly weigh all tliis evidence, i t  does indeed seem diffi- 
cult to  resist the couviction that our blessed Lord  is here 
said to be our / ~ . f ~ a s  9 c k ,  a n d  that  tliis text is a direct, 
definite, and even studied declaration of the divinity of 
the Eternal Sou." 

Dr.  Whedon's notes on this text  present a clear and 
sa~ishc tory  view of the p n w g e :  " By our present trans- 



Iaticm, approved b y  many eminent scholars, the  words 
great God designate the F a t h e r ;  and Sauior, the Son. 
But the large majority of scliolars, ancieut and   nod ern, 
un~lerstaud both the two a;,pellatives, great God and 
Savior, to be npplied to J e w s  Cl~rist." 

The literal rendering of the Greek l ~ o r d s  would be:  
" The appearing of the glory of tlie great God and Savior 
of' na ,  Jesus Christ, who gave himself for us." Now, as 
lhe \rorcl~ staud, if the two appellatives are  to designate 
two differelit persous, some lnarlc of separation should 
have bee11 interposed between them. The  author ought 
certawly to liave talcell that precaution. Our trauslators 
have so dolie by iuterposiug " our" before " Savior ;" a 
scarcely j~~stifiable method, for "of  us" may just as prop- 
erly t,tke in b,,tll appellatives as  one. Another method 
for the autlior would liave been to interpose an article- 
" the great God and the Savior of us." Greek scholars 
claim that, by the laws of the Greek, the two appellatives 
without the iuterposed article desiguate one subject. 

B u t  such a rule belongs not to auy  one language; i t  
belongs to every language, especially to every language 
having a defiuite article. Indeed, the principle requiriug 
some sepnratiou of the two appellations is based in com- 
mon sense and natural perspicuity. 

" I t  need not be denied that  there is force in the  
opposite argument of Huther  and Alford. Tt is certainly 
true that the appellative, ' great God,' is nowhere else 
applied to Chrjst. The  instance stands alone. B u t  there 
i, 'over all, God ' (Born. ix, 5); ' t rue God ' (1 John  v, 
20) ; ' migl~ ty  God '  (Isa. ix, 6) ; and,  as me think, 
'Almighty,' in Rev. i, 8. Each oue of these appellatives 
of supreme Divinity also stands alone. Alford argues that, 
ill Matt. xvi,  27, the Son comes iu the 'glory of his 
Father.' B u t  iu hlntt,  xxvi ,  31, the Son comes in his 
own glory. S o  that  the glory of the present passage may 
still he the glory of one personality. There mas a una- 

8 
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nirnity a ~ n o u g  the early Greek writers of the Church iu 
appl j  i ~ ~ g  both appellations to Christ, aud the versc was so 
used against the Arixus. Alford seems to think that  t l ~ i s  
poleu~ic use of the passage neakens the  value of tlleir 
opiuious. I'erllaps it does. B u t  is i t  not probable that 
this t e s t  has its share of iufluence in fixing the vie\\s 
of the Chulcll before h i u s  appeared, so as to rellder 
the Cllurch so nearly unanimous against his views? A 
proper delicacy in declining to use pohmic authority is 
commendable; but  there is some danger of sacrificing 
t ruth even to over-n~agna~iimity. W e  are obliged to say 
that  the natural readi lg of the words favors decidedly the 
reference of both appellations to  one subject. The  words 
' Jesus  Christ '  tell us who is our ' g rea t  God aud 
Savior.' Aud  this exposition is confirmed by the follow- 
ing words-' wlio gave llimself,' etc.-indicating that  the 
writer had bu t  a single personality in his thought. W e  
would then read : ' The  epiphany of the great God and 
Savior of us, Jesus Christ.' " 

Roarms IX, 5: " Whose are the fathers, and of whom as 
concerning the flesh Christ came, who is over all, God blessed 
forever. Amen." 

I n  this text Christ is called " God ;" " God blessed 
forever." " Whenever the expression ' according to the 
flesh ' is used in the apostolic writings, i t  always repre- 
sents another light, or method of consideration, under 
which the suhject may be viewed, in addition to that 
which is immediately spoken of. Thus (Rorn. ix, 3),  
P : ~ u l  had other brethren than those who were descended 
from Abraham, viz., his fellow-Christians; there was 
another Israel (1 Cor. x, 18) than the nation so denomi- 
nated from natural descent (see Rom. ii, 28, 2 9 ;  Gal. 
vi, 1 6  ; Phil. iii, 3); and Cliristian servants (Eph. vi, 5) 
have another Master to  serve and please, than their 
earthly lords. Thus  also (Acts ii, 301, there is another 
point of view under which Christ is to be considered, than 
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that wliich consists in his descent from David." (Roy- 
ard's, quoted from Smith's Illessiah, Vol. 111, p. 333.) 
For further proofs of this see John viri, 15  ; Rom. i, 3 ;  
iv, I ;  viii, 1, 4, 5, 1 2 ;  1 Cor, i, 2 6 ;  2 Cor.i, 17 ;  v, 
16 ; x ,  2, 3 ; xi, 18 ; Gal. iv, 23, 29 ; v, 17 ; Col. iii, 
22 ; 1 Peter iv, 6. 

But if Christ " hacl no other na tue ,  n l ~ y  sl~ould such 
a distinction as is implied by za7a ou,>ro, be bere desig- 
nated? Would a sacred nriter say of David, for exam- 
ple, that he mas descended from Ahraliam, xurd aipip*a? If 
this should be said, it nould imply that m m  x~cijpa, he 
was not descended from Abraham, but from some one 
else. But here the other nature of Christ appears to be 
designated by the succeeding phrase, i LL h\L XUYTUI/ tjsi)<." 

(Moses Stuart, in loco.) I t  is \re11 remarked by Thomas 
Whitelan, D. D., that "the arrtithesis betneen it LY ( ~ f  
whom), ant1 i t L  (who is), represents that superior natule 
as one that had no commencement of existence." 111 

perfect harmony with the foregoing the I'eshito Syriac 
renders the text, " And fi nm them TYas manifested 
Rfessiah in the flesh, nho is God that is over all, \\hose 
are praises and blessings to the age of ages. Anien." 

I t  is objected that nonhere else is Chriat called " God 
over all." I answer neither is he so called here. The 
apostle does not call him " God over all." The apostle 
says that he "is over all," and he call5 him "God blessed 
forever." 

I t  is objected that to refer the words " God blessed 
forever" to Christ is to involve the test in a contradic- 
tion with 1 Cor. xv, 28, which reads thus: "And when 
all things shall be subdued uuto hirn, then shall the Son 
also himself be subject unto hirn that put all things under 
him, that God may be all in all." The contradiction 
vanishes when we conaitler the t\vofold nature of Cl~rist. 
" Here is a human nature which was of the ' Israelites,' 
which, after being ' obedient unto death, even the death 
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of the cross, was highly exalted, and received a name 
which is above every name, that  a t  the name of Jesus 
every knee should bow, of [ t l~i~lgs]  i n  heaven, and in 
earth, and  under the e a r t h ;  and  that  every tongue should 
confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the 
Father.' When  all these thiugs shall be subdued, this 
l~u lunn  nature shall also become subject to the Divine. 
On the other hand, here is, in  the same persou, a Divine 
nature which existed before the incarnatiun, which had 
glory with the Fa ther  before the world was, and  which 
shall be ' all in  a l l '  when all  shall have been subdued." 
(Hare on Socinianism, pp. 84, 85.) 

I n  this text some person is styled " God blessed for- 
ever." This person must be either the Father  or Christ. 
I t  would be unnatural and  forced to refer these words to 
the Father. The  Father  is uot the subject of the dis- 
course, while Christ is the immediate, nearest, and  most 
natural subject; heuce is the person who is styled " G o d  
blessed forever." 

I t  is objected that  c6Aoyvrk (" blessed ") is not used in 
the New Testament concerl~ing Christ. A s  the word 
~ r k y j r l ~  occurs in the New Testnnlent ouly eight times, 
i t  occurs too seldom to form any argumeut from the usage 
cf it. B u t  i t  is by no means certaiu that  it never refers 
to Christ. I t  occurs iu L u k e  i, 68 :  " Blessed be the Lord 
God of Israel ;" and we have already seen tha t  the "Lord 
[Jehovah] God of Israel" n a s  Chriat in his pre-existent 
state. I t  occurs in Romans 1, 25: " T h e  Creator, who is 
blessed forever.'' B u t  Johu  has settled i t  tha t  all thiugs 
mere made by Christ (ch. i, 3 ) ;  P a u l  asserts the same 
great fact (Col. i ,  16, 17). I n  the light of these passages, 
" the Creator, who is blessed forever," refers to Christ just 
as  certainly as  i t  does to the Father. I t  occurs i11 2 Cor. 
xi,  31 : " T h e  God and  Fa ther  of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
which is blessed for evermore." I n  this text,  if we refer 
6 ciiv to the nearest antecedent, then i t  refers to Christ. 
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Those who object to  its reference to  "Chris t"  are  obli- 
gated to s l~ow why we should pass by " Christ," the nearest 
noun, and refer "which" to a more remote noun for its 
antecedent. 

The  words " God blessed forever" can not be referred 
to the Father  without construing them as a doxology; bu t  
to  this arrangement there are t\vo objections : 1. I t  makes 
the doxology abrupt ,  constrained, and forced. Al l  of this 
is avoided by referring the words to Christ. 2. When  
~ b i . o y ~ r Z s  and 8 ~ 6 s  or h'bptoc are used for the purpose of a 
doxology, then ~ u i o p j r i ;  invariably precedes Hcd; or ( ibpto:,  
and HE(;< invariably has the article. These two points refer 
only to the adjective e6i .oy7r is  and to the nouns H ~ d s  and 
I l u p t o c  when used together in a doxology. Instances may 
be found in which ~ C i o y r j r O ;  follows the subject; but such 
texts are not doxologies, but  siniply declarative sentences. 
Instances may also be found in which the participle 
c r j i ~ ~ ~ ! ~ f v o s  follows Ued; in doxulogies ; but when the ad- 
jective e C i o y ~ r 3 s  is used with @in< or I i up toc  in a doxology, 
it  invariably precedes 8e6: or (I;);toc. 

Unitarian writers quote some passages as exceptions to 
this rule, and I will examine them. Psalm lxvii, 20, 
" K u p t o s  G Q ~ d s  ebi.oy7r2;, e 6 i o p j : i :  (ibptos," is quoted as 
a n  exception. I think that  a sufficient answer to this is 
found in the fact that  there are  no words in the Hebrew 
answering to the first clause of the Septuagint, K b p t o s  o' 

He6; e i r i oy r j r i s  ; neither is there anything answering to this 
clause in the Vulgate. The words appear to be a n  inter- 
polatioc. I n  the second clause e G l o y ~ r i c  precedes I l b p t o s  
The same order is preserved in the Hebrew text. 1 Kings 
x, 9 ; 2 Chron. ix, 8 ; Daniel ii, 20 ; J o b  1 ,  21, are also 
quoted as  exceptions to the rule;  but these texts use the 
participle e i ) i o y ~ ~ ~ i ~ o c ,  and not the adjective e i r i o j . ~ r i c .  1. 
In  each of these texts either y i ~ o r r o  or elq  is used, requir- 
ing the substantive to follow it closely ; hence these texts 
a re  not exceptions to the rule. R o n ~ a n s  i, 25: "Who is 
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blessed foreveru--8; hrcv c6loyqrd;-and 2 Cor. xi,  31, 
" Which is blessed "-6 W Y  ~ h l f l y q ~ b - a E !  soinetiines re- 
ferred to as departures from this rule. B u t  they are not 
doxologies; t h y  are  simple declarative sentences. 2. I11 
these passages ~2i.oyqrCc is not joined with I-,&;, but  with 
the proiiouu C' or BF. 3. I n  both of these passages ~ i p r  

is present as the conuecting link bctmeen the subject and 
the adjective; heuce these texts do not cnme uudcr the 
rule. Besides the passages already noticed, h e r e  are  
tweilty-three texts in which ri~i.oyj-6; and Hc6; or li6pio; 
H E ~ F  are joined together. These texts :we Gcn. ix, 26 ; xiv, 
2 0 ;  xxiv, 27 ; 1 Sam. xxv,  32 ; 2 Sam. xriii, 28 ; 1 Kiugs i, 
4 8 ;  v ,  7 ;  viii, l:i ; Psalm xvii, 47 ; xl ,  1 4 ;  lxv, 2 0 ;  
lxvii, 3 6 ;  lxxi, 18 ; cv, 48 ; cxliii, 1 ; Ezra vii, 2 7 ;  1 
Chron. x s i x ,  10 ; 2 Chrou. ii, 12  ; vi, 4 ; Daniel iii, 28 ; 
Luke  1, G8 ; 2 Cor. 1 ,  3 ; Eph. 1 ,  3 ; 1 Peter i, 3. These 
are  all doxologies, and in every instance ~ G l o y q r k  pre- 
cedes HE&;, a u d  in every iustance ( 9 ~ 6 ~  has the article. 
Ei,ir~yqrC; and  liliproc aloue are joined together in Genesis 
xxiu, 31 ; Esod.  xviii, 1 0 ;  R u t h  iv ,  1 4 ;  1 Sam. xxv,  3 9 ;  
1 Kings viii, 57; Psalm xxvii, 8 ;  xxx ,  2 8 ;  lxvii, 2 0 ;  
lsxxviii ,  51  ; cxviii, 12 ; cxxiii, 5 ; cxxxiv, 21 ; Zech. 
xi, 5-thirteen instances. E ; J ~ ~ ~ ~ T ~ c  is used in ouly one 
other doxology, 2 Sam. xxii,  47: " T h e  Lord liveth, and 
blessed be my 1ieeper"-eCloyqr2; d pbhE n u u .  Thcse are 
all the instances in nllich cirloyqrd; is used in doxologies, 
and  in every instnuce it precedes its noun or subject; but  
in our text (Rnm. i s ,  5)  i t  does not precede the nouu ; 
l ~ e n c e  our  t ex t  is not a doxology. All of the texts in 
which doyqrd.: fbllons its noun or subject are simple dec- 
larationi; but  ill our  t ex t  (Rom. ix, 5)  cGlr,yqd; follows 
its noun ' 0  . r p c ~ r k ;  hence the sentence is simply de- 
clarative. I t  declares Jesus Chiist to 11e " God blessed 
fo~ever." 

" The true inference from the context is well expressell 
by Theodoret in Cranier's ' Catena :' ' And then last he 
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puts the greatest of their blessings, " And of whom is 
Christ as concerning the flesh." And t l~ough  the addition 
" as concerning the flesh" n as sufficient to imply (napaB7- 

)ctaaf) the Deity of Chrirt, yet  he arldr, " Who is over all, 
God blessed forever-Amen," Loth showing the differe~~ce 
of  the natures and e x p l u i ~ ~ m g  the reasonableness of his 
l :~mentat iol~ that  though Ile n110 nas God over all uns oi 
tilein according to thc flesh, yet they fell away from 111s 
i l  The as-ertion of Chr kt's Dir iue AIajesty is thus 
a d n l i r a l ~ l ~  suited to the purpose of the passage, whicli is 
to extol tile preatuess of the privileges bestoned upor1 
Israel, and so uuhappily forfeited. The reference to C h ~ i s t  
Ir supported by the unanin~ous conseut of the ante-Nicene 
Fathers. (See Irenzeus L. iii, c. xvi, 3 ; Tettullian, 
Adv,  Praxean, c. xiii, C. x v ;  Hippolytus, Adv. Eoetum, 
vi ; Origen, in hoc loco ; Cyprian, Testinion. 11, 6 ; Nova- 
tian, D e  Trin., c. xiii; BIethodeus, Syineon et  Auna, 9 1.)  
111 the A r ~ a n  Coutroversies our passage is coustautig used 
Ily Athanasius: e. g., Or. 1 c. ; Arinuos, c. x ,  xi,  xxiv. 
The same interpretation is glven by Basil, Gregory of 
N~ss", Epiphanins, Chrysostoni, Tlleodoret, A~igus t i r~e ,  
Jerome, Cyril of Alexandria (Contra Jul ian X), Bcu- 
menlus, Thec,phylact." (The Bible Comm.) 

4. SON OF GOD.-It is not denied by  any  believer ill 
the New Testament that  " the Son of God '' 1s a comnlon 
and rightful title of Jesus C l ~ r ~ s t .  What  does this title 
teach concerning Christ's nature? I propose to elluce 
the answer to this qnestmn entirely from the Old a ~ l d  N e w  
Testament Scriptures. Different partips h a r e  a ttrlbuted 
the S o n s h ~ p  of Christ to-1. H I S  miraculous c o l r c ~ p t ~ o ~ l ,  
2. To 11is Messiahship; 3. To his resurrection ; 4. T o  his 
ascension and ccrronxtion. Rejecting these theories, I \vill 
endravor to prore that  the title I '  the Son of God " indi- 
cates his $elf-existent and eternal Deity as the second per- 
son in the eterual Godhead. Christ never referred to his 
mirnculoua conception, his Messiahship, his resurrection, or 
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his ascension and  coronation as things that made or con- 
stituted him " the Son of God." H i s  disciples never rc- 
ferred to any  of these things as constituting him " the 
Son of God. 'YThe J e m  never u~iderstood llis claim to 
be " t h e  Son of God" as referring to a n y  of tlicse t l~iugs 
a s  the origiu of the title, or as  the reason for it. On the 
contrary, both his disciples and his enemics understood 11is 
assumptiou of this title as  a claim to equality nit11 the 
Eternal  Father. These different views will naturally 
come up for inore perfect examination in the subsequent 
discussioil of the subject. I will proceed at  once to cx-  
a ~ u i u e  the passnges in which Jesus Christ is called "the 
S o n  of God." 

Psa~.\r 11, 'i : " I x d l  declare the decree : the Lord hath sail1 
unto me, Thou art my Son ; this day hare I bcgotten thee." 

These words are qnoted by  Paul  aud applied to C:liriit 
three times: Acts xiii, 33; Hebrews i, 5 ;  v, 5. This 
places i t  beyond question that  Christ is the person to wl~om 
the Lord here speaks and says, " Thou a r t  my Son." Prof. 
Noyes, in I~is'Notes on the tes t ,  translates the words thus:  
" T l ~ o u  a r t  my favored lrir~g." I t  is true that the terms 
'' first-boru," '' son," aud  " sous" are  sometimes applied to 
kings. Thus in Ps. lsxxii,  6, 7, kings are called " cl~il- 
dren of the Most High ;" Ps. lxxs ix ,  27, David is called 
" first-born " (" nu/ " is not in the Hebrew). I u  2 Sam. 
vii, 14, i t  is said of Solornon, H e  s l~a l l  be " m y  son " (lit- 
erally " a son to me") .  B u t  in no instance does God a(1- 
dress a mere man as " my Son ;" nor is the title ' ' the 
Son"  (of God) given to a n y  mere human ruler. The 
reference of this text to nnp merely 11un1ari prince is fin= 
bidden by several particulnrs : 1. We do not knolr of any  
temporal priuce to whom these mords were addreseed. 2. 
N o  merely human ruler has ever receivetl " t l ~ e  uttermost 
parts of the earth " for his " possession." 3. Never hnve 
the kings of the earth been exhorted to bow in universal 
submission to any t r t r~por:~l  p r i ~ ~ c c  ; 1)nt they are all ex- 
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horted to give the Son the "kiss" of loving subjectiou. 
4. W e  are warned against put t ing our  trust in pri~lccs : 
" P u t  not your trust in princes." " Cursed be the tiinu 
tha t  trustctli ill n~an ."  (Ps. cxlvi, 3 ;  Je r .  sv i i ,  5.) 011 

the other hand, we a re  exhorted to  trust in " tlic Son." 
" Blessed are  all they that  p u t  their trust in  him." Hence 
this " Sou"  is no temporal prince. 

I t  is " tlie Son " that is " K i n g  " (verse 6 ; J o h n  i, 
49, 50) ; i t  is " the Son" tLnt is to have " the hea t l~eu"  
for a n  "iul~eritance" and " the uttermost part of the 
earth " for a " possession ;" ~t is " the Sou " that is to  
"rule  the natious wit11 a rod of iron ;" i t  is " the Sou" 
that  they are  to " I&," "lest he be  angry ;" for i t  is the 
" wrath " of " tlie Son " tha t  they are  to dread (verse 12 ; 
Rev. vi, 16, 17) ; and i t  is " the Son"  in who111 they n1.e 
to " trust" (verse 12; R o m  ix,  33;  x ,  11; 1 Peter  ii, 6). 

ROSIANS I, 3, 4 : " Concerning his Son Jesnfi Christ our Lor~l. 
which TTas made of tlic heed of David according to the flesh; 
and declared to be the Son of God with power, according to 
the Spirit of holiness, by the resurrection froln the dead." 

"Concerning his Son, who was born of the seed of David 
according to the f l ~ h ,  who was declared to be the Soil of 
God with power, according to the Spirit of holiness, by the 
resurrection of the dead ; even Jesufi Christ our Lord." (Rc- 
vised Version.) 

MICAII v, 2:  I '  But thou, Bethlehem Ephratah, though thou 
be little among the thousands of Jndah, yet out of thee shall 
he come forth unto mc that is t'o he ruler in Israel; whose go- 
ings forth h a w  been from of old. from everlasting." 

This text  was applied to C h r i d  ~ J J '  both the scrihes 
a n d  the Jewish laity. These q u o t a t i o ~ ~ s  a re  recorded and 
indorsed by  the evangelists. (Matt. ii, 5, 6 ;  John  vii, 
42.) This proves Christ to be the subject of the prophecy. 
His  human birth is set forth in the words " o u t  of thee 
shall he come forth unto me ;" while his eteruity is estab- 
lished by the declaration "whose goings forth have been 
from of old, from everlasting." I t  is " Christ, the Son 

9 
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of God," who is the subject of this prophecy. I t  was the 
Son of God who mas to come forth out of Bethlehem ; i t  
was the Son of God whose goings forth have been from of 
old, from cverlasting. I t  will not be denied that  the 
terms mi1~Leclern and olum are often used to denote periods 
of limited duratioii; but,  on the other hand, it  must not 
be forgotten that they are  the strongest terms which are  
used hy the sacred writers to designate the eternity of 
God. Wituess the following examples : " God shall hear 
and afflict thein, even lle that  abidcth of old. (Psalm lv, 
19.) I n  Psalrn Isviii, 33, tlie words " wliich were" do 
not belong to the text. Leave them oat ,  and the text 
reads : & '  To him tha t  ridetli upon the lieavens of heavens 
of old." " The  everlasting God." " Thou a r t  from ever- 
Insling." "From everlasting to everlasting thou a r t  God " 
" Thy name is from everlasting." (Gen. s s i ,  33 ; Ps. xc, 
2 ;  xciii, 9 ;  Isa. s l ,  28;  lsiii, 16.) 111 Deut. xxxiii ,  27, 
boll1 terms occur : " Tlre eternal God is thy refuge, and 
uuderlrentl~ are  the ever lasting arms." Both tlle Septu- 
agint nird tlie Vulgate understood these words to teach 
the eteriial existence of the Son. Their rendel iugs w e :  
" /{a1 i;'oBoc a6roG drt' d p ; ~ t ;  $5 $ p p d u  u1Gu0;;" ''Et :t45/7456115 

ejus ab initio, a diebus ceternitutia." Koyes and  Burnap inter- 
prel " mliose goings forth" of descent, birth, etc. Tliis is 
doubtless correct; bu t  it  i j  fatal to Unitarianism, for it 
settles tlie eternity of Christ as " the  only begotten Soil 
of God." " T h e  pluial form, lris 'goings forth'  from 
e t e ~ n i t y ,  denotes eminency. To signify the perfection and 
excellency of that gener:ltion, tlie word for birth is ex- 
pressed plurally ; for it  is a coinmo~l Hebraism to denote 
the eminency or continuation of a thing or action by the 
plural number." (Watso~l's Iust., Vol. I, p. 536.) " I f  
we suppose that  Micah purpoqetl to state, in as energetic 
language as possible, the pie-existence from eternity of 
him [the Son of God] ~ l i o  in  the fullness of time \vould 
be born a t  Bethleherrl, \\ e can iiot easily f ind  out words 



DIVINE TITLES ASCRIBED TO CHRIST. 99 

i n  which he could have more forcibly exprcssed his meau- 
iog." (Scott, in loco.) 

Mark the fact, tlie terms used by Rlicnb to express the 
eternity of " the Son of God " are not only appropriate, 
but they are the strongest terms to express eternity that  
are  to be found in the  Hebrew and Greek languages. 

 ATTH THEW 111, 1 7 :  "And lo, a roic.c from heaven, saying, 
Ti:is is my belored Son, in m-holn I am well pleased." 

' I  O h h S  $or[:, G ~[( i ;  / I O U  6 l iyaqr i ; ,  the most discrim- 
inating mode of expression tha t  could be employed, as if 
to  separate Jesus fiom every other w l ~ o  a t  any time had 
received the appellation of the Son of God : This is that  
Sun of mine who is the  beloved. I n  the  second clause, 
' ill whom I an1 well pleased,' the verb, in all the three 
evangelists, IS in  the first aoriet, t:, 4 ~ G d h x ~ u a .  NOW, al- 
though we often render the Greek aorist by the English 
present, yet t l ~ i s  call be done wit11 propriety only when 
the proposition is equally true, whether i t  be stated in  the 
present, in the past, or in the future time. And thus the 
analogy of the Greek language requires us not only to 
consider the name Son of God as applied in a peculiar 
sense to Jesus, but  also to refer the expression used a t  his 
baptism to that  intercourse which had subsisted between 
the Fa ther  and the Son before his name was announced to 
men." (Watson.) 

" The verb is put  in the aorist to denote the eternal 
act of loving contemplation with which the Father  regards 
the Son." (Lnnge, i n  loco.) 

J ~ H X  T', 17-23: "But Jesus answered them, My Father 
worketh hitherto, and I work. Therefore the Jews sought the 
more to kill him, bemuse he not only had broken the Sabbath, 
but mid also that God was his Father, making himself equal 
with God Thcn answered Jesus and said unto them, Verily, 
verily. I say unto you, The Son can do nothing of himwlf, but 
what he seeth the Father (lo; for what thinga soever hc doeth, 
these also doeth tlie Ron likewise. For the Father loretll tha 
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Son, and s h e ~ e t h  him all things that himself doeth: and he 
nil1 shew him greatcr works than these, that ye may marvel. 
For as the Father raiseth np the deu..ad, and quickeneth thrrn; 
even $0 the Son qulrlreneth w h o n  hc mill. For the Father 
judgeth n? Inan, but hath committed all jndgmcnt unto the 
Son; that all men should honor the Son, even as thcy honor 
the Father. I l c  that llonorcth not the Son honoreth not the 
Father which hat11 sent him." 

The Revised Version renders the last two clauses of 
verse 18 thus: ' I  B a t  also 'called God his own Fa ther ,  
making himself equal with God." 

W e  call attention to the following poiuts in this pas- 
sage : 1. Christ calls God his " Father," " My Father." 
2. The  Jews recognized this as a claim to equality with 
God the Father ,  " makiug himself equal with God." 
3. Our Lord  reaffirms his d i v i u ~  Sonship in the s t r o ~ ~ g e s t  
possible terms. Note two points : First,  Christ denies that 
any of hi3 actions can be peculiar to himself, separate 
from the F i ~ t h e r  : "The Son can do nothing of I~imself, 
bu t  what he seeth the Fatlrer do." Second, C'brist claims 
to do everything the Fa ther  does: " TIThat tlrings svever 
lle doeth, these also doeth the Son lilremise." 4. The  
Fa ther  gives life, so also does the Son:  " T h e  Son 
quickeueth whom lie will." 5. " All  men should honor 
the  Son, eveu aa they honor the Father." We will now 
review these five points, and  notice the objections i n d e  to 
them by Unitarians : 

1. Christ calls God his Fnther : " M y  Father  ~vorketh 
lritllerto, and I worlr." Tl \e  occnsiou of these word> \\.as 

charge brought agfliust Christ of having broken tlie 
Sabbath, because he had cured a n  impoteut man ou that 
day. The charge of Sabbath-breaking had been brought 
against Christ before this, because of cures wrought by 
him on that  day. Ou these previous occasious Cllrist 
had justified himsclf on the ground that  works of 
mercy were not  a violation of the Snbbatic law. 
Qn the preseut o~casion he does not appeal to the 
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merciful character of the act;  but he appeals to the fact 
that his Father and he always had worked on the Sabbath- 
day as well as on all other days. This answer involves 
two points: First, he claims for liimself equality with 
the Father ;  second, he claims for both the Father and 
himself a supcriority to, and a supremacy over, the Sabbatic 
lam. H e  claims for himself the same supreme sovereignty 
over both men and laws that belongs to the Eternal Father. 
This equality with the Father involves supreme Diviuity. 

" A material point in this language which would give 
it a blasphemous character in the view of the audience 
rests upon the particle zai, as being here as elsewhere (iii, 
31), not a simple copulative, expressing a bare accumulation 
of circumstances, but represeuting the Hebrew copulative 
of accordance, and thus serving to suggest, in this place, 
correspondence and combination of action. Accordingly, 
under this simple mode of expression, there is a declara- 
tion by the speaker of an identity of operation on thc part 
of the Father and himself, as is more precisely detailed in 
the sequel (verses 19, 20)." (Thomas Sheldon Green's 
Critical Notes on the New Testament.) 

2. Tile Jews recoguized this as a claim to equality 
with the Father-' making himself equal with God;" 
he had said "that  God ~ m s  his Father"-" his own 
Fatlier." (Rev. Ver., i;rrrCpa Ydrov.) The Jews claimed 
God as their Father (see ch. viii, 41), and they mould 
not have charged Christ with blasphemy if he had not 
claimed that God mas his Father in such a sense as to de- 
clare himself to be equal with God. Robinson, in his 
Lexicon, refers to /d!oc in this place, as marking with em- 
phasis the peculiar relation of God to Christ. St. John 
has used the word i l ( h  in the following places, and 
always in the sense of something peculiarly one's own: 
" I n  his own name," v. 43 ; " he came unto his own ;" 
"his own brother," ch. i, 11, 41; " in his own country," 
iv, 44 ; "he speaketh of his own," viii, 44 ; " calleth his 



own sheep ;" " putteth forth his own sheep ;" " whose own 
the sheep are not," x ,  3, 4, 1 2 ;  " having loved l ~ i s  own," 
xiii, 1 ; " the world mould lore his o m , "  xv, 19 ; " every 
man to his own," xvi, 32 ; " took her unto his own," xix, 27 

"An antithesis, expressed or implied, is always in- 
volved in the use of the word i'dros. (See Acts ii, 6 ; Rum. 
xi, 24; xiv, 4 ;  Titus i, 12.) The Jews, me are told, took 
u p  stones to stone our Lord, because xurCpa i8ri1v ;REYE TO'/ 

~ E A Y ,  thus making himself equal with God. Christ is in 
such a sense the Son of God, that he is of one nature 
with him, the same in substance, equal in power and 
glory." (Hodge on Rom. viii, 32.) 

They mere so thorougldy persuaded that he claimed to 
be "equal with God" that they sought '' to kill him." 

3. This caused Christ to reassert his Sonship in words 
still more forcible and positive. " The Son can do nothing 
of himself, but what he seeth the Father do." This is 
not a confession of a want of power, but a denial that any 
of his work is done by him alone to the exclusion of the 
Father. Inasmuch as he is one with the Father in 
essence, it is not possible that his work, authority, or 
poiver should be separate from that of the Father. 
Christ claims to do everything that the Father does. 
" What things soever he doeth, these also doeth tlie Son 
likewise " In  uuiou wit11 the Father, he is the Creator of 
all things; and, like the Father, he upholdeth " all things 
by the word of his power." Christ claims equality with 
tlie Father in eternity, \ \ idom, power, and work. 

4. I n  verse 21, Christ clairns, as the Son, the same power 
to raise the dead and restore life that the Father has; nay, 
more than this, he emphasizes his work in raising the dead 
to life as an act of his own ni l l :  "The Son quickeneth 
whom he will." Norton interprets this of causing happi- 
ness; but this is refuted by the fact that, the natural 
meaning of Cwoxort'w, is to vivify, or give life. Schleusner 
speaks as follows : '' I ~ L  vitatn revoco, vitain nnzissam restituo, 
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(Jolln v, 21); that is, ' to recall life, to restore lost l~fe. '"  
The Improved Version, arid Noyes New Testament (both 
Unitarian), alike render it ' giveth life." 

5. The relatim of the Son to tlie Father is such 
that " all men should l~ouor tlie Son, even as they honor 
tlie fxtlier." 7 ' p h  properly means to obey, revere. 
worship; this llouor in suitable degrees may be retidered 
to men, but when rendered to God is religious worship, 
:uid consists in tnakiug liinl tlie object of our supreme 
affections and rendering to him our perfect obedience. 
The text dei~laiids that Cllriat receive the same worship 
as tlie Fatlier. " I t  lias been urged, indeed, that za8h; 

does not necessarily imply equality, but merely similitude ; 
but in reference to the clmrge that Christ had made him- 
self equal with God, it can have iio other siguification in 
this plnce." (Trollope.) Ellis in his " Half Century " 
asks: " Can we not hor~or the Son for what he is, even as 
we liouor the Father for what lie is?" I f  we lionor the Son 
less tlian we do the Father, then we do not honor him as 
the text demands; for the text demands that we pay equal 
I~onor to both the Father and the Son. But Ellis's 
question is suicidal to Unitarianism. If  we " honor the 
Son for wliat lie is," tlieii we must honor liini as co-eter- 
nal with the F~thei - .  We must honor liim as being in- 
separably cor~nected with the Father ill all of the work 
of' creation, providence, and redemption. We must honor 
tlie Son as being, mitli the Fatlier, the great fountaiu 
of life, and as imparting life on his own personal 
volition. Thus we must honor the Son as being co-equal 
with the Father in all of the attributes arid tvorks of 
Supreme Deity. 

J o ~ s  I, 14, 18: '. And the Word was made flesh, and dmclt 
among us, (an11 we beheld his glory, the glory as of the ollly 
begotten of the Father,) fnll of grace and tvntli. . . . The 
only begotten Son, which is in the boso~n of the Father, he 
bath declared him." 



Jorrx 111, 16, 18: ' I  For God so loved the world, that he gave 
his only begottrn Son. . . . Because he hath not believed 
in the name of the only begotten Son of God." 

1 J o m  ~ v ,  9:  ' I  God sent his only hcgotten 8011 into the 
world." 

I t  is comn~ou for Unitarians to object that the words 
" only begotten Son" mean nothing more tlmn " well- 
beloved Son." Pearson's answer to this is very thorough : 
" \JTe must by no means admit the exposition of those 
who take the ' only begotten' to be nothing else but the 
most beloved of all the sons; because Isaac was called the 
only son of Abrahanl (Gel]. xsii, 2, 12, 16), when we 
know that he had Ishmael besides; and Solwnoii was said 
to be the ouly begotten before his mother, wheu David 
had other children even by the mother of Solomon. For 
the only begotten and the most beloved are not the same- 
the one having the nature of n cause in respect of the 
other, aud the same can not be cause and effect to itself. 
For though it be true that the only son is the beloved 
son, yet with this order that he is therefore beloved be- 
cause the only, not therefore the only because beloved. 
Although, therefore, Christ be the only begotten and the 
beloved Son of God, yet we must not look upon these two 
attributes as synonymous, or equally significant of the same 
thing, but as one depending on the other, unigenitilre be- 
ing the foundation of his singular love. Besides, Ibaac was 
called the only son of Abraham for some other reason 
than because he was singularly beloved of Abraham; for 
he was the only son of the free woman-the only son of 
the promise made to Abraham." 

Liddon says this title, " the only begotten Son of 
God," means "not merely that God has no other such 
son, but that his only begotten Son is, in virtue of this 
sonship, n partaker of that inconlmunicable and imperish- 
able essence wl~ich 1s sundered from all created life by an 
imperishable chasm." 
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" T h e  word povoyevjc is used by St.  L u k e  of the son 
of the widow of Nain (vii, 12), of the daughter of Jnirus  
(viii, 42), and of the lunatic son of the man who met our 
Lord on his coming d o m  from the mount  of the trans- 
figuration (ix, 38). I n  Heb. xi, 17, i t  is applied to Isaac. 
iJfovop+s means, in  each of these cases, ' t h a t  which exists 
once on ly ;  that is, singly in its kind.' (Tholuck, Com. 
on J o l l i ~  i, 14.) God has one Only Son who by nature 
and  necessity is his Son." (Bampton Lectures, p. 233.) 

TJ7itll regard to the t ~ o  readings of ch. i, 18, / J O V O ~ E Y ~ S  

olljs, " only begotten Sou," aud /~ovry~r+c  I - ) E ~ > ; ,  "only be- 
gotten God," the following extract from Westcott and Hort's 
Greek Testament, App., p. 74, will be found to he a fair 
statement of the case : 

"Both readings, intrinsically, are  free from objection. 
The text, though startling a t  first, simply combines in n 
~ i n g l e  phrase the two attributes of the Logos marked be- 
fore (@&, v. i ;  povoy~v+c, v. 14). I t s  sense is, ' One who 
was both 8sbc and povoyev+s.' The substitution of the 
familiar phrase d ~ O U O ~ E Y $ F  v h c  for the unique poroycv7; 
0 d c  would be  obvious, and povoyer+c, by its own primary 
meaning, directly suggested oih;. The converse substitu- 
tion is inexplicable by  any  ordinary motive likely to affect 
transcribers. There is no evidence tha t  the reading had 
a n y  controversial interest in  ancient times; and  the ab- 
sence of the article from the more important docun~ents is 
fatal to the idea that  6 s   HE^] was a n  accidental substi- 
tution for Yc [uik] ."  

X w o j w + s  Hdc is accepted by Tregelles, Westcott 
and Hor t ,  and  V h e d o n .  

JOHN X, 30: " I and my Father are one." 

I n  verse 28 our Lord declares tha t  none shall ever 
pluck his disciples out of his hand. H e  fortifies this dec- 
laration by (1) setting forth the Father's omnipotence: 
"My Father ,  which gave them me, is greater than al l ;  
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and no man is able to pluck them out  of my Father's 
11:1nd;" (2) by  the declaration " I and my Father  are  one." 
This declaration is void of all force or meaning unless i t  
asserts a oneness of nature with the Father. T o  assert 
that he was in  harmony v i t h  the counsels and designs of 
the Father ,  that  in these matters he was one with the 
F n ~ l ~ e r ,  would prove nothing concerning his ability to 
save his followers; but  if he aud the " Father  are  one " in 
essence, then h e  can certainly save his followers; for the 
infinite knowledge, wisdom, and power of supreme Deity 
are  his. 

J o m  XW, 15: "A11 things that the Father hath are 
mine." 

Christ's words are without limit or restriction, and we 
have no right to  p u t  any on them. W e  are compelled to 
take them i11 their broadest sweep. All  that belongs to 
the Fa ther  belongs also to the Son. The Fa ther  bath 
eterni ty;  the Son must have i t  also. Tlre Father  has 
omnipotence ; i t  belongs to  the Son also. The Father  has 
all knowledge ; so also has the Son. " ' All  things that 
the Father  hath are mine.' If Christ had not been equal 
to God, could h e  have said this without blasphemy?" 
(Adam Clarke.) 

" ' B e  not surprised that  I said, H e  shall receive of 
mine ; for all the treasures of the Father's wisdom, power, 
and  goodness, t ruth,  justice, mercy, a n d  grace are mine;  
yea, in me dwells the fullness of the Godhead bodily.' 
Could any  mere creature say this?" (Benson.) 

HEBREWS I, 1 5 : ' I  God, who at sundry times and in divers 
manners spake in time past unto the fathers by the prophets, 
hath in these last days spoken unto us by his Son, whom he 
hath appoiilted heir of a11 things, by whom also he made the 
worlds: who being the brightness of his glory, and the express 
image of his person, and upholding all things by the word of 
Ins power, when he hat1 by himself purged our sins, sat down 
on the right hand of the 3lajr.sty on high ; l~eing made so much 
better than the angels, as he hath by inheritance obtained a 
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more excellent name than they. For unto which of the angcls 
said hc at any time, Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten 
thec? h c l  again, I xi11 be to him a Father, and hc shall bc 
to me a Son?" 

' I  (2041, having of old time fipolien uilto the fathers in the 
prophets by dlrers portions arid in divers manncrs, hath at the 
end of thcse days spoken unto us in his Son, nhom he ap- 
pointed heir of all things, through whom also hc made the 
norlds; n ho being the effulgence of l~iu glory, nnd the \-ery 
image of his sub~tance, 2nd upholding all things by the word 
of his power, when he had made purifieation of sins, fiat down 
on the right hand of the AIajcsty on hich; haring become by 
so much better than the angels, as hc hath inherited a more 
excellent name than they. For unto which of the angels said 
he at any time, 

" Thou art my Son, 
" This day hare I b~gottcn t h ~ c  ? 

" and again, 
" I  ~vill be to him a Father, 
" And he shall be to me a Son ?" (Revised T'ersion.) 

The author of this epistle begins it by  incidentally al- 
luding to Christ's sonsliip. H e  sets fort11 the fact-l. 
That h e  owns the universe: "Appointed heir of all 
things." 2. T h a t  the  6011 is the  Creator of the universe: 
" B y  \vhorn h e  made the worlds." 3. H e  is " the bright- 
ness of the Father's glory." 4. H e  is " the express image 
of the Father's substance." 5 .  H e  is the preserver of all 
things, " upholding all  things by the word of his power." 
6. H e  has co-equal royalty with the Fa ther :  "Sa t  donw 
on the right hand of the Majesty on high." 7. By inher- 
itance h e  is superior to all angels: " H e  hat11 by  inherit- 
ance obtained a more excellent name than they." 8. The 
F : ~ t h e r  has declared him to be his Son : " Thou a r t  nip 
Son. " 

I will review each of these items separately : 
1. The  Son of God owns tile universe: "Appointed 

heir of all things." Norton objects that  if Christ be the 
Supreme God h e  could not be appointed by anybody. This 
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objection rests upon the assumption that there is but  one 
person in the  Godhead. The  assumption being unproved, 
tlie objection is worthless. Since the incarnation of Christ 
in his dual nature, he may be appointed "heir of all things" 
without in any  way compromising the truth of his supreme 
Divinity. Norton limits the words "al l  things" to the 
Jewish and  Christian dispensations. Burnap limits them 
to "this physical world." I t  is a sufficient answer that  
n o  such limitation is to  be found in either the text  or the 
context. The neuter zEv, with the article, is often used in 
the  New Testament to designate " all created  thing^, vis- 
ible and invisihle." (Schleusner.) (See Rom. xi, 36 ; 1 
Cor. viii, 6 ; Eph.  iii, 9 ;  Col. i ,  16, 17.) Lidclell and Scott 
define ri ziir, by  the universe;" Robiuson defiues rci rcixa, 
I '  all tl&p, the universe, t h e  whole creation;" the Vulgate 
rendcrs it  by " zmiversn." Thayer's Lexicon renders z d ~ r a ,  
" in  a n  absolute sense, all tliings collectively, the totality 
of created tliings, tlie unirersc of tliiugs." 

2. Tha t  the Son is the  Creator of the universe: " B y  
whom also he made the worlds." I t  is cheerfully ad- 
mitted that  the text  presents Christ as  the Father's 
instrument in  creation. A s  such, he must be either 
a created or a n  uncreated instrument; if created, i t  
could not be t rue what the evangelist saith tha t  "all  
things were made by him," since himself, the principal 
thing, could not be made by  himself. W e  are satisfied 
that  the statement of the evangelist is infallibly true; hence 
our Lord was not a created instrunlent, but  a n  uncreated 
one. A s  an nncreated instrument he  was God, and so 
acted in  his own omnipotence. Christ is the uncreated, 
omnipotent ins t ru~uent  of the Eternal Father  in  the crea- 
tion of the universe. 

3. Christ, the Son of God, is " the brightness of" 
tlie Father's " glory." Nortoll and Burnap translate 
dzabAa~/la T ~ F  6 6 ; ' ~ ~  by "the rejection of his glory." 
Robinson says that  this is "against both the etymology 
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and the usus loquendi." I would amend Norton's trans- 
lation b y  the  Revised Version, thus : Christ is not the 
" reflection" of the Father's glory, b u t  " the effulgence 
of his glory." A reflector is tha t  which throws back the  
light that  is cast upon it by  some other body. Christ in  
union with the Father  and  the Holy Spirit  is the  fountain 
of the divine glory, and he is the effulgence of that glory. 
Robinson's Greek Lexicon defines dzabyagua thus: " T h e  
effulgence of God's glory;  i. e . ,  in  nhom,  as proceeding 
from the  Father, the dir ine Najesty is nianifested." 
" And this (which, as Delitzsch remarks, is represented 
by the 9 6 ~  I x  cpwrJ; of the Church) seems to have been 
univcrsally the sense among the ancients, no trace n l ~ a t -  
ever being found of the  meaning ' reflection.' Nor would 
the  idea be apposite here. T l ~ e  Son of God is, in this his 
essential majesty, the expression, and the sole expression, 
of the divine light, not as  in  his incarnation, its reflec- 
tion."' (Alford, i n  loco.) Alexander Roberts, D .  D. ,  in  
his " Companion to the Revised Version of the New Tes- 
tament," p. 134, writes: ' I  Three words a re  i ~ r  common 
translated ' brightness' in  the Authorized Version, mliich, 
nevertheless, admit of being easily distinguished. One  of 
the expressions occurs in tha t  striking passage, Heb.  i, 3 ,  
in  which we read of Christ, W h o  being the brightness of 
his glory,' etc. H e r e  the word might be niistalrenly sup- 
posed to mean a reflected splendor, but  the true meaniug is 
a radiance which is flashed for th;  and ,  therefore, the 
translation ' effulgence ' has been adopted in the  Revised 
Version." 

4. H e  is " the express image of" the Father's "sub- 
stance." The word Cnchraai; rendered ' ' person " in verse 
3, primarily means anything placed under a building 'or 
superstructure, ns n foundation or support. I n  course of 
time i t  acquired the tropical meaning of substance or  
essence. Eloomfield says tha t  i t  signifies, as the commenta- 
tors are agreed, not I '  person" (a sense of the word unknown 
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until after the Arian controversy, in the fourth century), 
bu t  " substance, or essense ; i. e. being ;" a sense supported 
by t l ~ e  autliority of the Peshito Byriac and  Vulgate Ver- 
sions. Crenler, in his Biblico-Theological Lexicon, qootes 
our  text and  says: " A X a  denotes the revealed glory, 
rjirhorurrtc the divine essence uiiderlying the revelation." 
Chribt is here asserted to be the express image of the 
Father's substance. Xu,oozr$p means a print, image, or 
likeness. The imprint of' C:c-ar upon the national coin was 
intended to be Cssar's image or likeuess. B u t  as the im- 
print was inanimate i t  could oiily be the image or likeness 
of Czsar's face or body. Cl~r i s t  is ' ' the express image of" 
the  Father .  H e  is a living " image of the invisible God." 
Thayer's Lexicon defines 67idurau~c, " the substan tial 
quality, nature of any person or thing." Robinson de- 
fines 6xdrr~natc, " tropically, hypostasis (Latin, sz~bstnntia); 
i. e . ,  wliat really exists under any appearance, substance, 
reality, essence, being (Heb. i, 3) : . . . The ex- 
press image or counterpart of God's essence or being, of 
God himself." 

5. Being of the same divine essence with the Father ,  
he is rightly set forth as  "upholding all things by the 
word of his power." Unitarians make vigorous effort to 
limit the force of the mrords " all things," but  without suc- 
cess. The neuter ~d z d v ~ a  has naturally a unirersal 
sweep, and the context gives the words a range limited 
only by the bounds of creation. The " all things" 
which he " upholds " must be co-extensive with " the 
worlds " which he '' made." 

Uni ta r ims  a n d  some Trinitarians interpret the word 
&wv by " controlling." Thllt the notion of control is in- 
cluded here there can be no doubt, but  i t  is only inci- 
dental to the main idea. The  primary notion of ~ C p w  is 
to " bear up," " support," " uphold." I t  carries the 
notion of control only so far as is necessary to the uphold- 
ing. The  Son of God not only created " all kings, '  bu t  
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h e  continues them in existence and life. T h e  upholding 
of the universe is " by the word of his power." Tharer  
paraphrases the sentence thus :  " Of God, the Son, the 
preserver of the universe." (Vide Lexicon.) The  pro- 
noun his " finds its proper antecedent in  the " Son" of 
rerse 2. 

6. The  Son lias co-equal royalty \\-it11 the Father. H e  
" sat down on the right hand of the Majesty on high." 
Barnap  says that " the seco~icl person of the Trinity 
could not sit down a t  the right hand  of the  lthjesty on 
high." Possibly Burnap fouricl i t  easier to  deny the t ru th  
of the  apostle's statement than  to evade the force of tlle 
text. Christ hav i r~g  always been one with the Father ,  
having shared tlle divine glory with the Fa ther  before 
the  world was, having divested himself of tlint glory 
when he became incarnate, a n d  having now returned to 
heaven in his i~icarnate state, h e  is now reinvested with 
his former glory and  majesty. 

7. The Son of God has by  inheritance a more excel- 
lent name than the angels. This n a u e  " Son of God " 
has been eternally his; i t  was his before he became 
incarnate, ant1 when he returns to heaven in his incar- 
nate state i t  is his by his o v n  right. The humanity 
of Christ in  its union with the Divinity does not bar his 
claim to his ancient titles and glory. Being the Son of 
God, h e  is of the same substance with the F a t h e r ;  he is 
the manifestation of the Fa ther  to  the world; he sits 011 

the right hand of the Father ,  receiving the worship that  
is due or~ ly  to Eternal,  Uncreate, Supreme Deity. 

OBJECTIONS TO T H E  ETERKAL SONSHIP O F  CHRIST. 

I t  is ohjected " that  Adam is called ' the son of God,' 
Lulre iii, 38 ; and  tha t  believers are  called ' the sons of 
God ; but  this does not  prove tha t  they were possessed by  
supreme Divini ty;  how then does this title prove C h r i . ~ t  
to be God?" To this I answer : 
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1. Our  Lord is the only person whose divioe Son- 
ship was revealed by  the Old Testamelit writers. (Paalms 
ii, 7 ; Acts xiii, 33; Hebrews i, 5 ;  v, 5.) 

2. Our Lord is the only person of whom the Almighty 
Father  publicly said: "This  is my beloved Son, in 
whom I am well pleased;" " hear ye him." (Matt. iii, 
17 ; xvii, 5.) 

3. Our  Lord is the ouly person whom inspired author- 
ity declares to be " the only begotten of the Father  :" 
" T h e  only begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the 
Father." (John i,  14, 18.) 

4. Our  Lord is the only person who, by his resurrec- 
tion from the dead, in conformity with his own prediction 
of his resurrection, was declared to be " the Son of God." 
(Rom. i, 3.)  

5. The  Lord Jesus Christ is the  only person who has 
a perfect lrnomledge of the Father  (Luke  x ,  22j; this 
proves his co-equality with the omriiscient Father. . 

6. O u r  Lord is the only person who, when spealiing of 
the Father's omnipotence, could truthfully say: "I and 
the Father  are one." (John x ,  30.) 

7. Our  Lord is the only person ullo could truthfully 
say that  the Father  hath given all  judgment into his 
hands, that all  men may honor him "even as they honor 
the Father." (John v, 22, 23.) Me could have no claim 
to co-equal honor with the Father  if he a a s  not divine. 

8. If our Lord were not of the same substance, power, 
and eternity with the Father, he could not trutlifully have 
Wid: "He that  hath seen me hath seen the Father." 
(John xiv, 9.) 

9. Christians are  the children of God by adoption 
(John i, 12), hut  Christ never n a s  an alien ; he is the 
child and heir by natural right. (Raymond'+ Theology, 
Yol. I ,  p. 416.) S d a m  was " the son of God"  by crea- 
tion ; our Lord can not be  the Son of God by  creation, 
for he is himself the Creator of all things. (John i, 3.) 
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"All  attempts . . . to make out  that  the Souship 
claimed by  our Lord is nothing more than the child-like 
relation which belongs to all  believers (agniust which com- 
pare J o h n  i,  12, with iv, 1 4  and 18), are  plainly refuted 
by the observation that he al\vays ~ n a k e s  a clear distinc. 
tiou, in speaking to his disc.iples, between ' your Father  
and my Father ,  your God aud my God;' that he never 
places himself, so to speak, on the same line witli them- 
never speaks of our Fa ther  (Matt. vi, 8 ,  3 2 ;  xviii, 1 0 ;  
xvi, 1 7 ;  xxvi, 5 3 ;  John xx ,  1 7 ) ;  the first words of the 
Lord's Prayer  are not in point (Ahtt.  vi, 9), for Christ is 
there teaching his disciples to pmy,  and does not include 
himself with then]." (Christlieb's Mod. Doubt  and Christ. 
Belief, 246.) 

" The  phrase ' sons of God'  is elsewhere used fre- 
quently to denote the saints, the children of God, or men 
eminent for rank a ~ i d  power (compare Gen. ui, 2, 4 ;  J o b  
i, 6 ; Hosea i, 1 0 ;  John  i ,  12 ; Rom. riii, 14, 19 ; Phil. 
ii, 1 5 ;  1 John  iii, 1),  and once to denote angels (Job 
xxxviii, 7) ; but  the appellation, ' t h e  Son of God '  is not 
appropriated in  the Scriptures to any one but the l les-  
siah. . . . The true sense, therefore, according to the 
Hehrew usage, and according to the proper meaning of 
the term, is that  he sustained a relation to God which 
could be compared only witli that  which a son among men 
sustaius to his father;  and that  the term, as thus used, 
fairly implies an equality in  nature with God himself. I t  
is such a term as would not he applied to a mere m a n ;  
it  is such as is uot applied to the augels (Reb.  i, 5) ; and 
therefore it  must imply n nature superior to either." 
(Condensed from Barnes on Psalm ii, 7.) 

DIVINE ATTRIBUTES ATTRIBUTED TO CHRIST. 

God is known to us by his attributes. Some of his 
attributes beloug also to liis creatures, such as goodness, 
wisdom, truth, justice, etc. ; that  is, some of his creatures, 
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through creation and redemption, possess these attributes 
to a limited degree. But  there are  other attributes of 
Deity, such as eteruity, omnipresence, omniscience, :111d 
omnipotence; tllese attributes are not possessed by any 
createtl or fiuite beiug Nor is it  possible that  any fitlite 
being sltould popsess tl~eru ; they belong wholly and alone 
to Gotl. Now, if we find the attributes of eternity, 0111- 

u i p t ~ ~ a w e ,  oulniscience, and omnipotence clearly and un- 
miatali:~bly :q)plied to Christ, then Christ utust be God 

ETERNITY is an attribute of the Godhead ascribed to 
Christ. When  we sny that Jesus Clirist is eterual, me do 
not mean simply tlint Christ will uever cease to exist. 
Men, angels, aud  demous will never cease to exist, but 
they are  not eternal. B u t  Jesus Christ is e t e r d ;  lte 
never I)egnn to exist, but always did exist, and  he always 
1\41 exist. Without  begiuning or end, he is eternal. 

IS.IIAII IX, 6 : " The everlasting Father." 

It is objected that to apply this text to Christ mould 
be to confonnd him with the Father. T o  this tlte remarks 
of Barnes would seem to be a sufficient answer: ' I  The 
term Father  is not applied to the Messiah here with any 
reference to the distinction in the divine na ture ;  for that 
word is uniforlnly in the Scriptures applied to the$&, not 
to the second person in the Trinity. B u t  i t  is u ~ e d  in refer- 
ence to duration as a Hebraism, involviug high poetic 
beauty. H e  is not merely represented as everlasting, 1)ut 
he is introduced by a strong figure, as  even the Father oj' 
eternity, as if even everlasting duration owed itself to his 
paternity. There could not be a more emphatic declara- 
tioil of strict and proper eternity." 

REVEI.~TIOS I,  17, 18. "1 am the first and thelast: I am he 
that lioeth, and was deed, and, beholcl, I am a l i x  for erermore. 
Amen." "Fear no t ;  I am the first and the Inlit, and the Liv- 
irlg One,'' etc. (Revised Version.) 

R c v c ~ a ~ r o x  XXII, 13 : ' I  I am Alpha and Omega, the begin- 
ning and the end, the first and the 2a~t." 
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These texts contain three distinct preseutatious of the 
t ruth coucerning Christ;  they 1l:~rmoili~e with each other, 
and rni~tr~al ly interpret each other. These three presenta- 
tions are : " hlplln aud Omega," " the beginning and thc 
ending," and " the  first and the last." An exposition of 
these phrases may be found in any  ordinary commentary 
on the Apocalypse. The last of the three presentaLions is 
to be found in the words ', the first and the last." This is 
an Old Testament title of Jehovali, and is found in 1s:tiah 
xli, 4 :  " W h o  hath wrought and  done it, calling the gcn- 
eratiom from the beginning? I ,  the Lord, the first, and 
with the last;  I am Ile." Brown gives the folloniug com- 
ment  011 this t ex t :  " W110 hath disposed of all  the gener- 
ations of mankind? have not I, the eternal God?" " I 
am the first, and I a m  the last, ancl besides me there i j  no 
God " (Isaiah xliv, 6.) " I aln he ; I a m  the first, I also 
a m  the last." (Isaiah xlviii, 12.) There can be no doubt 
that  these won13 express a title of Jehovnh, and that by 
them h e  means to declare his eternity. B u t  Christ claims 
thc same title for himself, thus clnitni~lg to be eternal. 
Thayer's Lexicon defines this plirase " t h e  eternal One." 
I t  has already been proven that Jesus Christ was the J e -  
l ~ o v a h  of tlle Old Testament; this proves that  Christ, w l ~ o  
here speaks to John,  is the Jehovah who spoke to and 
through Isaiah. I n  both instances Cllrist claims to be 
eternal. 

HEBI~EW~ 1111, S : " Jesus Christ the same yesterday, and to- 
clay, and forever." 

The testimony of this text  to the eternity of Christ is 
plain and  direct, and  would need no conlment were i t  not 
for the efforts of Uuitnrian writers to neutralize ancl cle- 
stroy its force. Dr .  Worcester objects that  the text " h a s  
no verb in it, and therefore, considered 1,y itself, coutains 
no affirmation." (Bible News, p. 216.) I t  is a well- 
known fact that  a n  ellipsis of the neuter verb is a com- 
mon thing with the sacred writers, and if we reject all 
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texts that are marked by such an ellipsis, we will be com- 
pelled to reject some of the most important portions of 
Scripture. Note the following: " God is faithful." (1 
Cor. i, 9.) " For all have not faith." (2 Thess. iii, 2.) 
"Uuto the pure all things are p~ire." (Titus i, 15.) 
"Great is Diana of the Ephesians." (Acts xix, 28, 
34.) "Blessed i s  the man who eudureth temptation." 
(James i, 12. j " Now unto the Kiug eternal, immortal, 
invisible, the only wise God, be honor and glory forever 
and ever. Amen." (1 Tim. i, 17.) There is uo verb in 
the original Greek of these texts. Are they, therefore, 
meaningless? "The omission of the copula in the third 
person singular of the indicative is very conimon in all 
parts of the New Testament. I n  fact it may be said, par- 
ticularly iu the Pauline epistles, to be preferred often 
throughout entire pamgraphs." (Buttman's Greek Gram- 
mar, p. 136.) 

Dr. Worcester further objects that by the words J e w  
Christ L L  we may untlerstaud not merely his person, but his 
interest and glory." Norton argues that the term " Christ 
sometimes designntes the religion of Christ." I f  we were 
to admit these pleas, it  would still be impossible to have 
either the interest, glory, or religion of Christ separate 
from his existence; hence, if his interest, glory, and re- 
ligion be eternal, then his personal existence must be 
eternal also. While me cheerfully ndmit that the term 
" Christ" is sometimes used to designate the doctrine of 
Christ, we n ~ a y  ~a fe ly  challenge Unitarianism to produce 
a single text in whieh the full name J e ~ u s  Christ is used 
to designate anything else than the person of Christ. The 
~ubject  of the text is Jesus Christ, and it declares his 
eternity. 

" I f  Christ were only the exalted creature, the super- 
angelic being, the delegated God whom the Ariaus de- 
clare him to be, he would, of all virtuous beings, he the 
most changeable; because, with his superior faculties and 
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advantages, he would advance more rapidly in knowledge 
aud virtue, and in power also; for the increase of knowl- 
edge is in itself the inc~ease  of power. Such a being cau 
not possibly, therefore, be the Jesus Christ who is the 
same yesterday, today ,  and forever.' " 

HEBREIW I, 10-12 : " Bud thou, Lord, IU the beginning hast 
h id  the foundation of the earth; aud the heavens are the 
rn orlcs of thine hands. Thcg dial1 per~bh, but thou remainest : 
and they all ahall n a s  old as dot11 a garmeut ; aud as a vesture 
shalt thou fold them up, and they shall be changed: but thou 
art the same, and thy years fillall not fail." 

The  testimony of this text to the eternity of the per- 
son spoken of in it is so pointed and unanswerable, that  
Unitarians, in order to  save their system, have been com- 
pellecl to deny its reference to Christ. The  mere fact that  
verses 10-12 do not begin with the same words as verses 
5, 6, 8 ,  is no pronf that they clo not refer to the same per- 
son. On the contrary, a close inspection of verses 8-12 
will show that they all M o n g  to the same general intro- 
duction, ' B u t  unto the Son,' of verse 8. I n  verse 8 the 
apostle asserts that certain addresses were made to the Son. 
Verses 8 ,  9, contain one of these addresses, and verses 10-12 
contain another one of them. The  co~~junc t ion  "and," in 
the first clause of verse 10, is not in the Hebrew nor in 
the Septuagint. The  apostle adds it ,  in order to connect 
this fresh quotation with the preceding one. The last time 
the word " God" occurs in the preceding verses it refers 
to the Father ,  who is spoken of in the third person, " T h y  
God hath anointed thee;" but in the preceding part of 
the  quotation God the Son is spoken to in the second per- 
son, " Thou Lord," thus clearly showing that  the address 
of the eighth and ninth verses and the address of the tenth, 
eleventh, and twelfth verses are both made to the Son. I u  
verse 8 the address is plainly made to the Son, and there 
is no evidence that the apostle makes any c l~auge  in the 
person addressed. 
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The folloniug froin Barnes sets the matter in a clear 
l ight :  " This is connected with verse 8. ' Uuto  the Son 
he snit11 [verse 81, Thy throne,' etc. ; and (verse 10) ' he 
also saith, Thou Lord,' etc. Tha t  this is tlie meaning is 
apparent, because (1) the object of the whole quotation is 
to show the exalted cl~aracter  of the Son of God, aud (2) 
a n  address here to Jehovah would be nliolly irrelevant. 
W h y ,  in an argument designed to prove that  t l ~ r  Sou of 
God was superior to the angels, sliould the writer break 
ou t  in an address to Jeliovah iu view of tlie fact that he 
had laid the fi~uudatious of the world, mld that he him- 
self mould cor~tiuue to live when the heavens should be 
rolled up and pass away ? Such is uot the nianuer of Paul  
or of auy otlrer good writer, and  i t  is clear that the writer 
here d e s i p e d  tu acltluce this as  applicable to the Messiah. 
Whatever difficulties there may be about tlie principles on 
which it is d o ~ ~ e ,  aud the reason why this passage mas se- 
lected for the purpose, there can be 110 doubt about tlie 
design of the writer. H e  meant to be uuderstood as ap- 
plyir~g i t  to tlie Xessiali beyoud all question, or tlie quo- 
tation is \vholly irrelevnut." 

Emlyn argues that  the apostle is endeavoring to show 
the durability of the Sou's kir~gdoru by proving the immu- 
tability of the Fa ther  wlro gave it to him. B u t  tlie po i l~ t  
the apostle is laboring to prove is not tlie durability of 
Christ's kingdom, but  Christ's superiority to angels, aud 
he does tliis by applying to Christ, as belonging to him, 
the psalu~ist's tlrclarntion of the Divine eteri~ity. " T o  
introduce a pass:lgc liere about God's imnlutability or sta- 
bility, must apprar very abrupt  and not pertinent ; because 
the angels, also, in their order and  degree, reap the ben- 
efit of God's stability and  inimutability. And  the ques- 
tion mas not about the duration and  contiuuance, but  
about the sublimity and excellency of, ' the respective 
natures and  dignities' of the angels nnd of the Son of 
God." (See Gimpson'8 Deity of Jesus, p. 268.) 
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I know of no better summary of the evidence fur- 
nished by  this text  than that  given by  Richard Watson : 
"These words are  quoted froin Psalm cii, which all  ac- 
knowledge to be a lofty descriptiou of tlie eternity of 
God. T h y  are  here applied to Christ, and of him they 
affirm, that he was before tlle material universe; that  i t  
was created by l h n ;  tlmt he  has obsolute p o ~ v e ~  over i t ;  
that he shall destroy i t ;  that  he shall do this with infiuite 
ease, as  one v h o  folds u p  a ves t~ l re ;  and that,  amid the 
decays and cliauges of material things, he remains the 
same. The  imniutability here ascribed to Christ is not, 
however, that  of a created spirit, wllicli n ill reulaiu when 
the material universe is destroyed ; for then there would 
be nothing proper to Christ ill the text-ilothing but iu 
wllicll angels and men participate T\ it11 him-and tlie words 
would be deprived of all n~eauiug. This immutability 
and  duration are  peculiar, auct a co~~tr:lst  is inlplied be- 
tween his e x i s t e ~ ~ c e  and that  of all  created thiugs. They 
are  dependeut aud he is iudepei~del~t ,  nud liis uecessary 
and therefore eternal existence must follow." 

1 JOHN I, 2 : " That which was from the beginning, which we 
have heard, which n-e have see11 with our eyes, which we have 
looked npon and our hands have handled, of the Word of 
life; (for the life was manifested and we have seen it, and 
bear witness, and shew unto you that eternal life, which was 
with the Father and n-as manifested unto us )" 

T h e  testinlony of this passage to the eternity of our 
Lord Jesus Christ is very plain and decisive. 1. Tlic 
subject of the text  is the " W o r d  of life;" but  Logos, or 
"Word," is one of the titles that  John ,  in his Gospel (ch. 
i, 1, 14), applies to Christ. 2. The  subject of this text is 
culled " the life," but this title is claimed by Christ as 
properly his own. (Johu xi ,  25; xiv, 6.) This " W o r d  of 
life" is said to have beeu " from the begiuniug," but a 
similar statement is made concerning Christ. (John i ,  1 ,  4.) 
The  subject of this passage is one whom J o h n  had " heard, 
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seen, looked upon, and handled." All  this points to 
Christ, with wliorn J o h n  llad been a u  nssociate during 
the three gears of Christ's earthly ministry. These words, 
"our hands have handled," rivet the text to Christ ; for 
after his resurrection from the dead he had invited the  
disciples to handle him. (Luke  xxiv, 39 ; J o h n  x x ,  20, 
27.) 5. ';'his I '  life" is said to have been " manifested," 
bu t  it was Christ " \rho was n~anifested in the flesh." 
(John i, 14 ; 1 Tim. iii, 16. 6 ) " The  life" spoken of in  
this text  is said to have bee11 "with the Father;"  this 
could not be s d  of auy non-personaI matter, but i t  wag 
true of Christ. (Jolin i, 1, 2 ; xvii, 5.) The foregoing 
i t e m  prove that  the subject of the text  is Christ, and 
J o h n  calls him "that  eternal life," thus illvesting Christ 
with the attribute of eternity - not merely everlasting 
duration iu the future eternity of the past as well as of 
the future;  for it mas the eternity of one who was with 
the Father  before the world was. " I n  him was life." 
"TVl~oso eateth my flesh awl tlriiikrth my blood hath eter- 
nal  life." " I give unto thein eternal life." (John i, 4 ;  
yi, 5 1 ;  x ,  28.) Robiuson's Lexicon: " Meton. for the 
Author  aud  Giver of eternal life. (John v,  2 6 ;  xi, 25, 
x iv ,  6 ; Col. iii, 4  ; 1 John  i, 2 ; v ,  20.1" 

OMNIPREYESCE.--In attributing omnipresence to Christ, 
we mean to say that he is possessed of the same attri- 
bute  of oinnipresence which the sacred Scriptures attrib- 
ute to God the Father ,  when they say of him : ' I  The 
heaven and heaven of' heavens can not contain thee." 
" Whither  shall I go from thy Spir i t?  or whither shall 
I flee from thy preseuce? I f  I ascend up into heaven, 
thou a r t  there; if I make my bed i11 hell, behold, 
thou a r t  there; if I take the wings of the morning 
and  dwell in the uttermost parts of the sea, even there shall 
thy  hand lead me, and thy right hand s11:dl hold me." 
"The  heaven is my throne, and the earth is my foot- 
stool." "Am I a God a t  hand, saith the Lord, a n d  not 
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a God afar off? Can a n y  hide himself in secret places that  
I sliall not see him? saith the Lord." " D o  not I fili heaven 
a n d  earth ? ssith tlie Lord." " There are diversities of 
operations, bu t  i t  is the same God which worketh all in all." 
" H i m  that  fillet11 all in all." (1 Kings viii, 27 ; Psalnis 
cxxxix, 7-10 ; lxvi,  1 ; Jer .  xxiii, 23,21; 1 Cor. xii, G ; Eplr e- 
sians i, 23.) W e  nlean to say that our  Lord Jesus Cl~ris t  is 
possessed of the same attribute of o~~lni lxeseuce that is so 
forcibly and sublimely set forth in t l ~ e  preceding Scriptures. 

The first proof tha t  we mill offer of our Lord's ubiq- 
uity is drawn from the fact that he Ilealed afflicted per- 
sons, ~ 1 1 0 ,  a t  tlic time of t l~eir  being healed, were distant 
from his bodily or l ~ u n l a n  presence. Thus he healed the 
nobleman's son (John iv, 46-53); the centurion's servant 
(Matt. viii, 5-13); and the daughter of tlie Syropliceniciai~ 
woman (Matt. xv, 22-28.) I n  these cases notice certain 
facts: 1. Christ \\as absent from each and all of these 
subjects a t  the time they were healed. (Jolin iv, 46, 47 ; 
Matt. viii, 5 ,  6 ;  Mark vii, 30.) 2. Each  of these persous 
was healed a t  the very monient when Jesus, a t  a dis- 
tance from them, pronounced then1 healed. (Joliu iv, 52, 
5 3 ;  Matt. viii, 1 3  ; xv,  28.) 3. The  evangelists do not 
intimate the intervention of any other power or ageiley 
than that of Christ's by which these persons were healed, 
and in the case of the centurion's servant our  Lord 
claims the healing act  as  his own. (Matt. viii, 28.) I t  is 
inipossible to account for Christ healing these distant suf- 
ferers witliout believing him to be omnipresent. 

EPHESIANS I, 22, 23: 'LAnd hath put all things under his 
feet, and gave him to be the head over all things to the 
Church, ~vhich is hifl body, the fullncw of him that fillcth 
all in all." 

Norton has paraphrased this passage thus : " The  body 
of Christ the perfectness of him who is made completely 
perfect in all things." To  this paraphrase there are  two 
objections : 1. " Perfectuess" and  " perfect" are  not  com- 
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mon or ordiuary meanings of nl..ipw!~a, and ~ A r p i w ;  in  
fact, they rarely have these meanings in  the Ne\r  Testa- 
ment. T h e  ordinary ineaniug of these t e r m  is " ful l~~ess,"  
and "fulfill," o r  " fill;" a n d  it is not right to depart f r ~ ) ~ i l  
these meaniugs without showiug good a l ~ t l  sufficient rea- 
sons. 2. I t  is not  right to reuder xhjpou,u!vou in  the pass- 
ive, nud then c o u s t r ~ ~ e  i t  with ~d x d ~ m  2r x b i ,  t l ~ u s  
violatiug the established rules of Greek gmnilnar. VTiner 
renders i t  in  the middle voice-" T11e fullness of him 
who filleth all, where the middle signification is not en- 
tirely lost : from himself, u d h  hinuelf he filletli all." " H e  
fillet,h all persons, both angels and men ; he filleth all 
places, heaven n.it11 glory, earth with grace;  . . . 
he filleth a11 ordinances-prayer with p:evalency, preacli- 
ing with efficacy, etc.; he filletli all ~.elatioiis-fathers 
n.it,li patcrnal affections, mothers with m a t e r d  bowols ; I I C  
fills all conditions-riches with thankfulness, poverty rvith 
coutei~trner~t." (Rurlritt.) None but  a n  omnipreseut Sav- 
lor cnli meet the terms of this tes t .  

COLOPS~ASS 1, 17: ' 'By him all t'hings consist." 
" In him all things consist." (Revised Version.) 
There is no question as to whom these words refer; all 

agreeing that  they were written concerning Jesus Christ, 
the So11 of God. No being create, preside over, 
sustain, mid be the author of all blessings to the whole 
Clhorch ou earth and to the Church trirunphant, unless he 
w:is wnuipresent. 

Alford spealis of "all  thiugs" (ra zayru), thus: " The 
u~liueme (thu5 only can we give the force of the  Greelr 
singular with the collective neuter plural, which it is iln- 
portant here to  preserve, as 'all  tllings' may be thonglit of 
individually, not collectively)." 

The word "all" rnny be restricted to men, or angels, 
or a n y  oue class of bei~igs or things ; but the phrase "all  
things," uuless liinitetl by the  context, is universal in its 
npplicntion. I n  the ! m s e ~ ~ t  case, 1 1 1 ~  context, so f w  froin 
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limitiug the application of the words "all  tliiugs," gives 
then1 a n  unlimited reference to every thing that is either 
"visible" or " iuvisible." These words, " viaible or invis- 
ible," iriclude everything in the uniserse; hence rli n d n a  
here properly means "all  things"--lnaterial or spiritual, 
earthly or heavenly, of this world or of any  and all other 
worlds. I t  will not be denied tha t  rdr rdvra,  in  verse 17, has 
the same meaniug that i t  has in verse 16;  and Winer  says 
nf i t  tha t  i t  " signifies the (existing) all, the eurn of all 
things collectively." Robinson's Lexicon defines tlie phrase, 
" the  universe, the whole creation," and  quotes the text  as 
proof. Thayer's Lexicon defines it, " I u  an absolute sense, 
all things collectively, the totality of created things, tlie 
universe of thilig5." 

RIATTHEW S ~ I I I ,  20: '' For where t ~ o  or three are gathered 
together in my name, there am I in the midst of them." 

i ' H o w  futile is the Sociniau coinment iu the Nem Ver- 
sion,-This pronlise is to be ' limited to the apostolic age !' 
B u t  xere that  granted, what would the concession avai l?  
I n  the apostolic age the disciples met  in the nanle of their 
Lord many times in the  week, and  in iunumerable parts 
of the wor.ld a t  the same time-in Juden, Asin Ninor, 
Europe, etc. H e ,  therefore, n h o  could be ' in  tlie midst of 
t l ~ c n i '  whenever and wherever t l ~ e y  asseinblcd, must be 
omnipresent. B u t  they add, ' b y  a spiritual presence, n 
faculty of knowing thiiigs in places wllcre h e  was not 
present'-' a gift,' they say, ' give11 to the npostles occasion- 
ally,' and refer to 1 C'or. v, 3. No such gift is, however, 
claimed by the apostle i n  thnt passage, who knew the affair 
in the Church of Corinth, not by any  sucli faculty or rev- 
elation, but by report' (verse 1). Nor does 11e eny that 
he mas present 11 ith tlieni, bu t  judged ' a s  though lie were 
present.' I f ,  indeed, a n y  such gift were occasionally given 
to the apoutles, i t  would be, not a 'spiritual preselice,' as 
the New Vcrsiom llas it, bu t  a figrirative presence. No 
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sucli figurative meaning is, however, hinted a t  iu the text  
before us, wliicli is as literal a declaration of Christ's pres- 
ence everywhere with his worsl~iyers as that similar promise 
made by J e l ~ o v a h  to the Israelites : ' I n  all places where I 
record my name I will come to thee, and I will bless 
thee.' " (Watson.) 

MATTHEW XXVIII, 20: I' LO, I am with you nlway, even unto 
t,he end of the morld. Amen." 

The evidence furnished by this t e s t  in  proof of the 
omiiiprcsei~ce of Christ is very similar to that furnished 
by the text last under coi~sideration. The Unitarian ob- 
jectioii that  uiGvr~i  does not mean the physical world, b u t  
the  age or dispensation tliey were then in, is of no force; 
for even if i t  were granted that  the promise was limited 
to the  age they mere the11 living iu, i t  would not  mate- 
rially weaken the testimony of the t ex t  to Christ's omni- 
presence. Before that  age terminated, the disciples of 
Clirist were to be f i~und  in Asia, Africa, and Europe ;  
hence none bu t  a n  omnipresent being could be present 
with each and every one of them in these different parts 
of the world. W e  must either deny tha t  Christ kept  this 
promise or believe in  his omnipresence. 

Unitarians sometimes assert that  this promise is sub- 
stantially the same as tha t  found in Mark  xvi, 17, 18 : 
' I  And these signs shall follow them that  believe; In  my 
name shall they cast ou t  devils ; they sllall speak u i t h  
new tougues ; they shall take up  serpents; and if they 
drink any deadly t l h g ,  i t  shall not hur t  them ; they shall 
lay hands ou the sick, and  they shall recover." Tliis 
promise is in  perfect har~uony  with the promise of Clirist 
to be with his disciples alway ; but i t  is not identical with 
it, nor is i t  substantially the same. I t  is a promise of a 
protecting providence-of just such a providence as could 
not be carried out  except by a n  omnipresei~t being. And 
t l ~ c  declaration of verse 20, " They w r i t  forth and preached 
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everywhere, the Lord workiiig with them," is conclusive 
proof that the prociise was fulfilled by Jesus C h i s t ,  an 
omnipresent Hnvior. 

B u t  i t  is not t rue that the words " tlie end of the 
world" refer to the end of the existing J e ~ i s l i  dispensa- 
tion. They properly designate the end of the world's 
history-the end of time. The phrase auv~hkcra ro: alGwoc, 
" t h e  end of the morld," is not to be found in the Septu- 
ngint. I t  occurs four times in  the New Testament: Matt. 
xiii, 39, 40, 49 ; xxiv, 3. The  plural auvrci.nra ? -69  aihvwv, 
" end of the world," or "end of the ages " (Rev. Version), 
is found in Web. ix ,  26, a n d  doubtless refers to the patri- 
archal and Mosaic dispensations. Zuvrhixra ru5 a;cZwoc, iu  
Matt. xiii, 39, 40, 49, designates a time when " the Son 
of man shall send forth his angels, and  they shall gather 
out of his kiugdom all tliings that offend, and  them which 
do iniquity; and  shall cast them into a furnace of fire." 
It refers to a time when " the righteous" shall "shine 
forth as the sun in the l r i ~ ~ g d o m  of their Father." (See 
verses 41, 42, 43, 49, 50.) No one can truthfully affirm 
tha t  any  such events have ever occurred i n  the world's 
history. " The end of the world," when these thiugs shall 
take place, is still future. Matt.  xxiv,  3: "Tell us, when 
s l~al l  these things b e ?  and  what shall be the sign of thy  
comiug, and of the eud of the world ?" The disciples 
asked our  Lortl about two different things: 1. ' I  When shall 
these things be?" 2. " W h a t  shall be the sign of thy com- 
ing, and of the end of the morld ?" The question, " When 
shall these things be?" was based upon the prophecy of 
verse 2 :  "There shall not he left here one stone upon 
another that  shall not he thrown down." This prophecy 
a n d  the qnection, " When sliall these things be?" unques- 
tionably refer to the destruction of Jerusalem. "These 
things" were to take place during the history of that  gen- 
eration. (Matt. xxiii, 36 ; xxiv, 34.) 

Tha t  " the end of the world" was not the same thiug 
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as the destruction of Jerusalem, is evident from the fol- 
lowing considerations (see M7hedon, ~ I L  loco) : 

1. They were warned agniust confounding " tliese 
things" with " the end of the  world." " All  tliese things 
must come to pass, bu t  the eucl is not yet." (Matt. xxiv, 
6;  L u k e  xxi,  9.) 

2. Co~nmotions and  persecutious would precede the  de- 
struction of Jerusalem, b u t  " the end of the world" would 
be preceded by its evangelization. (Verses 7-14.) 

3. The coming of the "false Christs" previous to the 
destructiou of Jerusalem is contrasted with tlie coming 
of the t rue Clirist a t  " t h e  end of the world." (T'erses 
23-27.) 

4. The prolixity of the slaughter and captivity con- 
sequent upon the destruction of Jerusalem, is coiitrasted 
with the suddenness of " t h e  end of the world." (Luke 
xi, 2 4 ;  Matt. xxiv, 28-31 ) 

5. T!ie coming of the destruction of Jerusaleni could 
be easily calculated, but the time of " the end of the morld " 
was concealed from men. (Verses 32, 41.) 

There can be no reasonable doubt that  when the npo.;- 
tles asked about " the  end of the world," they were ask- 
ing about the end of time. I have now examined every 
place i n  the  Xew Testanlent i n  which this phrase occurs in  
the singular, and in every instance it designates tlie end 
of time. Our  Lord  promised to be with the disciples until 
the end of time. This interpretation of his words is given 
by tlie great mass of Bilde scholars. 

Cremer, i n  his Biblico-Theological Lexicon, p. 52, says: 
"The  auvr!Aera alGvos is still to come, in so far as the  ex- 
isting course of the  world has not yet  found its final ter- 
mination." 

Thayer's Lexicon renders the phrase " t h e  end of the 
world " thus : " The  end, or rather consummation, of the 
age precedinq Christ's return, with which vi l l  be c o n n e c t ~ d  
the  resurrection of the dead, the last judgment, the demo- 
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lition of this world, and its restoration to a more excelleiit 
condition. (Matt. xiii, 39, sq. 49;  xxiv, 3 ; xxviii, 20.)" 

That tlie wortls " the end of the world" are to be un- 
derstood in their popular sense of "the end of time," 
6 L appears, first, from the clause, 'Lo,  I am with you al- 

way '-rdoa< 72s jdpac ,  ' a t  all times ;' secondly, because 
spiritual presence stands, by an evidently implied antith- 
esis, opposed to bodily absence; thirdly, because that pres- 
ence of Christ was as necessary to his disciples after the 
destruction of Jerusaleni as till that period." (Watsou's 
Inst., Vol. I ,  p. 581.) 

This farewell promise of Christ to his disciples furnishes 
unanswerable evidence of his omnipresence. As he had 
been with Joseph, Moses, and Joshua (Gen. xxxix, 2 ;  
Esod.  iii, 12;  Josh. i, 5), so he promised to be with all 
of his disciples in all places and in all times-an omnipresent 
Savior. 

O n m r s c r ~ s c ~  is another attribute of the Godhead which 
is ascribed to Christ. 

Over and abore all of the varied degrees of knowledge 
that belongs to finite beings, there are three kinds of knowl- 
edge that belong peculiarly to God : 1. A perfect knowl- 
edge of the thoughts and intents of the heart; 2. A 
perfect knowledge of tlie future;  3. A perfect kuomledge 
of the nature of Deity. Our Lord's possession of each of 
these tliree kinds of knowledge will be discussed separately. 

I. " A perfect lrnowledge of the thoughts and i~zteizts of 
the heart." (Watson.) " I ,  the Lord, search the heart ; 
I try the reins." (Jer. xvii, 10.) " Thou, eveti thou 
only, kuowest t l ~ e  hearts of all the chililre~i of men." 
(1 Kings viii, 39.) Christ claimed, posqc~secl, ant1 eser- 
cisecl this perfect Imo~vledge of the tliourrhts and intet~ts 
of the liearts of ixen. I t  might he ohjected that prophets 
and apostles occasionally exercised this lruowledgc, and yet 
made no claim to Divinity. There were iristaiices when 
God gave to his servauts a kuowledge of some of the 
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thoughts of men's hearts; as i n  the case of Elisha a n J  
. Gehazi (2 Icings v, 26-27); also Peter  with Anailias 

and Sapphira (Acts v, 10). 13nt this communicated kuowl- 
edge will not warmut us iu suppusing that the receiver 
of i t  possessed the power of seeing the heart. They 
did not  acqilire their kllowledge by seeing the heart ; 
they received i t  from God. I t  must be remembered, also, 
that i t  was only occasionally that  men were possessed of 
such knowledge, while i t  was a constant thing with Christ. 
(See Matt. ix, 4 ;  s i i ,  2 5 ;  Mark ii, 8 ; Lulre v, 22 ; vi, 8 ;  
ix, 47 ;  J o h n  vi, GI ; xxi, 17.) Again, the prophets a n d  
apostles, when they had this knowledge, attributed i t  to 
a direct revelation from God, while Christ had i t  as "nil 
nttribute or  origiual faculty" of his nature. Three of the 
pasrages just referred to (Natt.  ix, 4 ;  Mark ii, 8 ; Lulre 
v,  22) relate to our Lord  healiug the paralytic who was 
let down through the roof. I n  these narratives note the 
following points: 1. The  paralytic was brought to Christ 
to  be healed. 2. Christ said to the paralytic, "Son,  thy 
sins be forgiven thee." 3. The scribes were offended a t  
this speech and  " said within themselves," " reasoniug in 
thew hearts." J Inrk  the fact, what they said or reasoned 
was not orally, i t  was " within themselves," "in their 
hearts." (Matt. ix, 3 ;  Mark ii, 6 ;  L u k e  v, 22.) 4. Jesus 
saw this " reasoning in their hearts." This knowledge 
of the tlloughts of their hearts was not communicated to 
him from abroad; i t  did not come to him from any exter- 
nal source; i t  originated in his o ~ i n  spirit. JIatthew 
speaks of him as " lrnowing their thougl~ts." Mark (verse 
8) speaks of hiin as " perceiving in his spirit that they so 
reasoned within themselves." L u k e  v, 22, says that  "Jesus 
perceived their tlionghts." Jesus saw their hearts - a 
sight that belongs only to omniscient Divinity. 

JOHN 11, 24,25: "But Jesus did not commit himself unto 
them, because he knew all men, aud needrd not that any 
should testify of man ; for he knew what was in man." 
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I n  this text two declarations a re  made concerning 
Christ, and  each assartion is followed by the statement of 
a fact on which the declaration rests, thus:  1. " Jesus 
did not commit [trust, I;riarcusv] himself to tlieni," for 
" he knew all men ;" 2. " H e  needed not that  a n y  should 
testify of man," for " 11e knew what was i n  man." 

O u r  Lord's knowledge of men did not come from what 
others told h i m ;  he did not need their testimony, for he  
had a direct and unerring knowledge of everything that is 
in every man. Golomon in his dedicatory prayer (1 I.iugs 
viii, 39) saitl to Jehovah G o d :  "Tliou only knowest the 
hearts of all the children of men." J o h n  affirms that 
Jesus had this knowledge, hence Jesus must be the omtlis- 
cieut God. 

REVELATION 11, 23: " I am he which sezrcheth the reins 
and hearts." 

These a re  the words of Jesus the Son of God. There 
is no other person mentioned or alluded to in  the context 
to whom they can be referred bu t  to our L o r d ;  he  is the 
speaker, and proclaims himself to be the one who "search- 
eth the reins and hearts." Unitarians object that  this 
does not prove our Lord to be  omniscient, for Christians 
a re  said to " know all things." (1 J o h n  ii, 20.) B u t  i t  
is evident that  J o h n  did not mean to declare the omnis- 
cience of these disciples. There were some things that they 
did not know;  they surely did not know all history, 
literature, science, and art. The  context limits the phrase 
" all things" to those things that  mere necessary to their 
preservation from these seducers, and to their eternal salva- 
tion. The  same statement, substantially, is made in verse 
27, and is i n  harmony with our Lord's promises to his 
disciples: " I t  is given unto you to know the mysteries of 
the kingdom of heaven." (Matt. xiii, 11.) And,  " H e  
will guide you into all truth." (John xvi,  13.) They 
did not have the power to " search the reins and  hearts." 



The  Old Testament writers frequently declare God's 
power to read the secrets of the  heart. " T h e  Lord 
searclietl~ all  hearts, and understandeth all the imaginn- 
tions of the thoughts." (1 Chron. xxviii ,  9.) '' Thou triest 
the heart." (1 Chron. xxix, 17.) "The righteous God 
trieth the hearts and reins." (Psalms vii, 9,) " 0 Lord 
of hosts, that  judgest righteously, that  triest the reins 
and  the heart." (Jer.  xi, 20.) " 0 Lord of hosts, t l ~ x t  
triest the righteous and the heart." (Jer. xx ,  12.) This 
omniscience of the heart belongs to God only : "The  hear1 
is deceitfnl above all things and desperately wicked; who 
can knom i t ?  I, the Lord,  search the  hear t ;  I try the 
reins." (Jer. xvii, 9 ,  10.) There are  two points in this 
text to be noticed: 1. T h e  denial that  any one bu t  God 
can read the Iieart. 2. The  declaration made by God 
himself, that he does knom the heart:  " I ,  the  Lord, search 
the heart." I n  Solomon's dedicatory prayer we have the 
explicit assertiou, " Thou only knowest the hearts of the 
children of men." (2 Chror~.  r i ,  30.) I t  is thus evident 
that this power to " search the heart"  belongs only to the 
omniscient God ; but  our L o r d  clnims it  as his, arid that, 
too, in nearly the identical nords used by Jehovah in 
Jeremiah xvii, 9, 10. This compels the conclusion that 
Jesus Christ is omniscient. 

JOHN XXI, 17: "He saith unto him the third time, Simon, 
son of Jonas, lovest thou me ? Pcter was grieved because he 
said unto him the third time, Lorest thou me? And hc said 
unto him, Lord thou knowest all things; thou knorrest that I 
love thee. Jesus saith unto him, Feed my sheep." 

"Peter,  in his reply to Cllrist, does not refer to the 
knowledge of doctriues or actions, but  to the knowledge 
of the heart. Jesus hnd thrice asked Peter whether he 
loved him. The repetition of the question, after it had 
been twice answered in the affirmative, seemed to imply a 
doubt of his sincerity, and he said : ' Lord, thou knowest 
all things; thou lrnowest that  I love thee.' W h y  dost 
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thou pu t  tlie question so often? There is  nothing con- 
cealed from thee, not even the secrets of t l ~ e  heart. Thou 
needest ~ i o t  to  be told that  my affection to thee is genu- 
in?. This is plaiilly to :\scribe oruuiscience to Christ, who, 
so far from correcting tliz apostle-as he would linve dolie 
if lie had deified him, being only a man-that he gave a 
virtual sanction to what lie had said, by subjoining: ' Feed 
my sheep."' (John Dick.) 

11. Besides the knowledge of the thoughts a n d  iutents 
of the heart,  our  Lord  also possessed a Buowledge of fu- 
ture evenfs. This is a "quality so peculiar to Deity tha t  
we find the t rue God distinguishing himself from all the 
false divinities of the heathen by  this circumstance aloue. 
' T o  whom will ye liken me, and  make me equal, a n d  com- 
pare me, that we may be like?' ' I  a m  God, and there is 
none like me, declaring the end from the beginning, and  
from ancient times the things that  are not  yet done, say- 
iug, My connsel shall stand, aud  I will do all my pleas- 
 re.' (Isaiah xlvi, 5 ,  9, 10 )" (Watson.) VT1int evider~ce 
does the New Testament furnish that  our L o r d  Jcsus Christ 
possessed this knowledge of the fu ture?  

J o n ~  rr ,  61: "But there nre some of you that belicsve not. 
For Jesus knew from the beginning who they were that be- 
lieved not, and who should httray him." 

Four things are proven b y  t l ~ i s  text :  1. " Jesus knew" 
" wlio they mere tha t  believed not." 2. H e  knew this 
from the " beginning." 3. "He knew who should betray 
him." 4. He knew this from the beginning. 

H e  knew from the begiuning who the unbelievers were, 
and who the traitor was. There is no evidence that  this 
knowledge of tlie future was a mere judgment based on 
existing circumstances, or tha t  i t  came to h im by a special 
inspiration; i t  is mentioned here as a k~iowledge t h a t  wag 
natural to Christ. " ' Froiu tlie beginning1-whether we 
understand i t  from tlie beginning of the  world, . . . 
or from the begiuning of their attending him as i t  is 
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taken, L u k e  i, 2-he had a certain prescience of the in- , 
ward dispositions of men's hearts and  their succeeding 
sentiments; he foreknew the treacherous heart of Judas  i n  
thk midst of his splendid profession, and discerned his res- 
[dution in the root a n d  his thought in the confused chaos 
of llis natural corruption; he knew how i t  would spriug 
u p  before i t  did spring up, before Judas  had any distiuct 
and  fundamental conception of i t  himself, or before there 
was any  actual preparation to a resolve." (Charnoclr.) 
This text stands a3 a simple but sublime declaration of our  
Savior's prescience of future cvcnts. 

J ~ A T T I I E ~  XVII, 27 : " Sotwithstanding, lest we should of- 
fend them, go thou to the sea, and cast a hook, and take up the 
fish tlmt first cometh up ; and when thou hast opened his mouth, 
thou shalt find n piece of money ; that take, and give unto them 
for me and thee." 

There is no evading the miraculous character of this 
act  of our Lord. Waiving all consideration of the display 
of power, let the attention be directed to the knowledge 
tha t  is here displnyed hy Christ:  1. Jesus knew that 
thcre was a Grecian stater in  the Galilean sea. 2. H e  
Irnew that  a certain fish would have it in his mouth. 
3. H e  Iaiem tha t  nheu Peter  would cast his hook into the 
sea tha t  this fish, with the stater in his mouth, would bite 
the lioolr, aud  would be drawn u p  out of the sea. 4. H e  
knew tha t  this fish mould be the first fish tha t  Peter  mould 
catch. Christ here displays a knowledge of the future. 

XLRK xrv, 30: "And Jesus saith unto him, Verily I say 
unto thee, that this day, even in this night, before the cock 
crow twice, thou 6halt deny me thrice." 

I n  this t e s t  notice these points: 1. Christ foretells 
Peter's denial of him. 2. H e  specifies the number of 
times Peter  mould deny him-'' thou shalt deny me thrice.'' 
3. The time of the denial was specified-" before the cock 
crow twice." 4. F o r  t h e  exact fulfillment of this predic- 
tion, see verses 66-73. 5 .  I t  was a very unlikely time- 



OXNTSCIENCE ASCRIBED TO CHRIST. 133 

a time when men are usually in bed and asleep-but the 
literal fulfillment of our Lord's words proves his om- 
niscience. 

MARK xrv, 12-16: "And the first day of unleavened bread, 
when they killed the passover, his disciples said unto him, 
Where wilt thou that me go and prepare, that thou mayest eat 
the passover? And he sendeth forth two of his disciples, and 
saith unto them, Go ye into the city, and there shall meet you 
a man bearing a pitcher of nater: follow him. And whereso- 
ever he shall go in, say ye to the goodman of the house, The 
Master saith, Where is the guest-chamber, where I shall eat the 
passover with my disciples? And he n-ill shew you a large 
upper room, furnished and prepared: there make ready for us. 
And his disriples went forth, and came into the city, and found 
as he had said unto them: and they made ready the passover." 

Our Lord's answer to his disciples has some points to 
which we ask special attention. H e  told them that when 
they entered the city they would meet " a  man bearing a 
pitcher of water." This was ~pparent ly  a very ordinary 
and insignificant matter; but none but he, who has num- 
bered tlie liairs of the head, could foresee the fact that the 
man with the pitcher would certainly meet the disciples. 
The chances of their missing each other were as a hundred 
to one that they would meet, hut he knew that they 
would meet. They mere to follow this man until he en- 
tered a house; they were to ask the goodman of the house 
for n room in which the passover could be kept. The 
man of the house would show them a "room ;" it  would 
be an '' upper-room ;" it  would be a "large room ;" it 
mould be a room already "furnished and prepared." Our 
Lord knew that the master of this house would be willing 
to furnish him a room. H e  foreknew that a man con- 
nected with this liouse mould meet tlie disciples, and that 
this man would be hearing a pitcher of water. H e  fore- 
knew the locatio? of tlie room, its size, and its furniture; 
thus proving that all things, present and future, are known 
to the Lord Jesus Christ. 
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III. Besides a knowledge of tlie t l~oughts  and illtents 
of the heart, a d  a k~~orr ledge  of tlie future, Jesua Christ 
possessed a perfect lrnonleclge of the  Divine  tatw we. The 
impossibility of a finite being haviug a perfect lrnowledge 
of God is m r y  forcibly set forth by the sacred writers. 
"Lo,  these are  parts of' his ways; but how little a portion 
is heard of h im? bu t  the thunder of liis power, who can 
understand?" (Job xxvi ,  14.) "0 Lord, how great are 
thy works! and  thy thoughts are  very deep." (Psalm 
xcii, 5.) "0, the depth of the riches both of the wisdom 
and  lrnowledge of God! liow 'uusearcliable a re  his judg- 
ments, and his ways past fiuding out! F o r  who hath 
lrnown tlie mind of tlie L o r d ?  or who hat11 been his coun- 
selor?" (Rom. xi, 33, 34 ) ' I  Who hat11 kuomn the 
mind of the Lord, that  he nlny instruct him?" (1 Cor. 
i 1 .  "Dwelling i n  the liglit which no man cau ap- 
proach unto; \\-lion1 no man hat11 seen, nor can see." 
(1 Tim. vi, 16.) I t  is evident from the foregoillg pas- 
sages tha t  Deity cau be perfectly known only by Deity. 
W e  propose to show tha t  our Lord Jesus Christ had a per- 
fect knowledge of the nature and thoughts of Deity ; 
hence must be omniscient. 

31 \ T T I T ~ T V  XI, 27: " No man knoweth thc Son, but the 
Father; neither knoweth any man the Father, save tho Son, 
and he to whomsoercr the Son vill rcveal him." 

Lrric x, 22 : "No man lrnowctll who thc Son is, bnt tho 
Father; and who the Father is, but the Son, and he to whom 
the So11 will reveal him." 

Unitarians interpret our Lord's words as declaring 
" t h a t  no one bu t  the Father  can fully comprehend the 
object and  extent of the Sou's commission, and  no one 
but the Son comprehends the counsels and designs of tlie 
Father  with respect to the instruction and reformation of 
mankind." (Improved Version.) " Christ's o\rru words 
express something m u t d  aud  equal in the degree of 
knowledge which the  Fa ther  had of the Son, and  the Son 
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of the Father  ; but in"  the Unitarian " explanatioll there 
is nothiog either equal or mutual  ; for it anlounts to no 
more thau this : A s  the Son knows the Father's " " coun- 
sel ;~ and designs," " so the Father  k n o ~ s  his own " " coun- 
sels and designs." " For ,  to  know the extent of the Soll'a" 
( 1  commission," " is merely to know his 011 n " " cou~lsels and 

designs;" " that  is, to  know for v h a t  purpose lie liimself 
had sent his Son into the world." (Altered from Horse- 
ley's Tracts, pp. 449, 450.) 

I n  these tests  we note tlie following points: 1. The  
declaration " N o  man knon-eth the Son." 2. The excep- 
tion to this declaration, " b u t  the Father." The Father ,  
and he  only, has a full knowledge of ( ' E ~ ~ L ~ Y ~ G X E L )  the Son. 
3. " Neither lrnoweth any  man the Father." 4. The ex- 
ception to this declaration, "save the Son, and he to 
whomsoever the Son mill reveal him." The Son kuons 
the Fa ther  fully ('Eiiryvdazer), and he to  who111 tlie Son 
reveals the Father  will also knom the Father. 5. The Son 
k n o w  the Father  and rre may knom the F a t h e r ;  brit our 
knowledge of tlie Fa ther  and the Son's l rno\~ledge of the 
Fnther  differ infinitely. O u r  knowledge of the Fattier is 
mediate. I t  comes to us  through the Son, and is limited 
by  our capability to receive it, while the Son's knowledge 
of the Father  IS immediate and infinite. W e  can not 
know the Fa ther  except the Son reveal him to u s ;  bu t  
the Son's knowledge of tlie Father  is underived, perfect, 
and eternal. I t  is such a knowledge as  proves our Lord 
to be omniscient. 

JOHN I, 18 : " 10 man hath seen God at  any time : the only 
begotten Son R-hich is in the bosom of the Father, he hath de- 
clared him." 

Winer, in his Ncw Testament Grammar, p. 415, says 
these words are " probably to be referred to the primary 
(external and local) import-who is (laid) u p o n  (unto) 
the bosom." B u t  such a rendering of these words robs 
them of all sense. God is not a. physical being, with a 
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materinl bosom. The word " laid " is not in  the text, nor 
is there ally mord answering thereto. The  words of the 
t ex t  were spoken by John  to account for our  Lord's power 
to reveal God to us ;  if we give them a literal physical 
interpretation, then we fail to explain that power. I n  
the  t ex t  there is asserted of our  Lord  Jesus Christ such 
a n  intimate and  perfect knowledge of the Father's nature, 
thoughts, counsels, a n d  purposes as could be possessed only 
b y  one whose nature and lruowledge are ns infinite as the 
Father's; tha t  is, by one who was also infinite and om- 
niscient. 

Alford says the tex t  "must  no t  be nnderstood xs re- 
ferring to the custom of reclining, ?v r q  x d h q ~ ,  as in ch. 
xiii, 23 ; for by  this explanation confusion is introduced 
into the imagery, and the real depth of the t ruth hidden. 
The expression signifies, as  Chrpsostom observes, Zuyy.'vera 

xai E v h j c  o%ara<, and is derived from the fond and intimate 
union of children and parents. The  present participle, as  
i n  ch. iii, 13, is used to siguify essential t ruth,  without any  
particular regnrd to time." 

" More is meant than that  the man  Jesus Christ had 
a greater degree of knowledge than d l ~ e r  men. The words 
evidently import that  h e  had knowledge of a totally differ- 
en t  kind, arising from immediate vision and  perpetual 
con~munion. N o  prophet or apostle is ever said to have 
enjoyed such means of knowledge even in a n  inferior de- 
gree. None of them had seen G o d ;  none of them was in 
his bosom." (Dick, p. 1 7 4 )  

Schleusner quotes the text in  his Lexicon, and says: 
" Qiii eandem cum Deo habet naturam et majestatem, sew, qui 
c w n  Deo est co~~juncfissimus"-Who is one and the same 
with God, having the nature and  majesty, or who is in the 
closest uuion with God." 

Because of this highest unity with the  Father ,  and of 
his most perfect knowledge of the Father ,  Christ's omnis- 
cience is placed beyond doubt. 



The following passages are  quoted by Unitarians as  
objections to the doctrine of our  Lord's omniscience : 

X \ R K  SIII ,  3'2: "But  of that clay and that hour knometh 
no man, no, not the angels which are in heaven, neither the 
Son, but the Father." 

XATTIIE~- x\-rr, 26: "But of that day and hour kno~reth 
no man, no, not the angels of heaven, but my Father only." 

" A number of pascages explicitly declare that Christ 
knows all things. There is one nliich declares that  tlie Sou 
did not know ' tlie d a i  and the hour ' of judgment. Again, 
there is a passage which certainly i~nplies that even this 
period \\.as known to Chris t ;  for St. P a u l  (1 Tim. vi, 14), 
speaking of the ' appearing of our Lord Jesus Christ ' as 
the universal judge, immediately adds, ' mhicli in  his ow11 
times-xnrpoi; ibiocs-shall show who is the blessed and 
only Potentate,' etc. T h e  day  of judgment is here called 
' his own times' (Revised Version), or ' his own seasons,' 
which, in its obvious sense, means the season he has hini- 
self fixed, since a certain manifestation of himself is in its 
fullness reserved by Iiim to that period. A s  ' the times 
and the seasons,' also, are  said in another place to be in  
the Father's 'omn power,' so, by  a n  equivalent phrnae, 
they are  said to be in the power of the Son, because they 
are 'h is  own times.' Doubtless, then, he kuew ' the day 
and the hour of judginent.' Now, certainly, no such 
glaring aiid direct contradiction call exist in the Word of 
Tru th  as that  our Lord should know the day of judgment, 
and,  a t  the same time and  in the same sense, not know it. 
Either, therefore, the passage in  Mark must admit of a n  
interpretation which will make it consistent with other 
passages which clearly affirul our Lord's Irnomledge of all 
things, and, consequently, of this great day, or these pas- 
sages must suhrnit to such an interpretation as will bring 
them into accordance with that in Mark. I t  can not, how- 
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crer, be iu the nature of things tlint texts wliich clearly 
predicatc an illfinite lii~owledge diould be inteipreted to 
niean a finite aiid pa~t ia l  kno~rledge, and tliis attempt 
would only establibh :I contradiction between the text a i d  
tlie comment. Their interpretation is imperative upon us; 
but tlie text in lI:irk is capable of an interpretation 
which inrwlves no contradiction or absurdity whatever, 
and which mnhes it accord with the rest of the Scripture 
testimony on this subject." 

These passages belong to a class of texts that can be 
explained only by a reference to tlic twofold nature of 
Christ, thus: " Ye both know me and yc know whence I 
am" (John vii, 28), compared with "no man knoweth 
t l ~ e  Son, but the Father" (Matt. xi, 27). Again, " Ye 
hare tlie poor alnays with you; but me ye have not al- 
nays" (3Iatt. x s r i ,  l l ) ,  co~iipared with "Lo,  I am wit11 
you a l rny"  (Nntt. x s ~ i i i ,  20). Again, " I  lny donn my 
life, that I might take it again. Ko man talcetli it from 
nic, but I lay it down of myself." (John x ,  17, 1%)  
Compare tliis ~ ~ i t h  "The Son of man shall be betrayed 
into tlic hands of men : and they shall kill him." (lfatt.  
xvii, 22, 23.) If we deup the du:d nature of Christ, then 
the fhregoing Scriptures are hopeless contradictions; but 
in the light of the t ~ o  natures they harmonize with each 
other naturally and easily. Thus Jesus Clirist as a man 
was known by men. As a man lie is not present with his 
tliwiples; as n man lie was lcillecl by men; as a man he 
lmew not the clay a d  the hour of the j @ n e n t .  On the 
other linnd, as God " uo man knometh" him ; as God he 
is " nith" his disciples " almys ;" as God no man took 
his life-he "laid i t  down liimse!f;" as God lie had ap- 
pointed his own times-/urpuic l i i u r c  (1 Tim. r i ,  13)-for 
tlie judgment; hence must know b ~ ~ t h  the day and the 
hour. " h s  man lie was no more omniscient than oinni- 
present ; but as God he knows all the circumstances of it." 
(\\Tceley.) The correctness of tliis conclusion is sustained 



by  the fact that,  as  the Son of God, h e  L '  is in the bosom 
of the Fa ther  ;" tha t  he " knoweth the Father," hence 
linows n ha t  the Father  knon s ; that he " knoweth all  
things." 

Dr.  Farley, in his "Unitarianism Defined," quotes Rlac- 
liiiiglit to proye tllat Chr id  here spealrs of himself as the 
8011 of God. To  this I offer Dr .  TYhedon's answer : " I t  
llas, indeed, bcen argued that,  innsmuch as  the Son is 
here namecl after the angels in the order of ascending cli- 
max, we must u~~clerstancl it to be t l ~ e  Son of God, and 
uot the Son of man. The result of this ~ o u l d  be to 
prove that our Lord,  ill his 1iighest personality, was lim- 
ited in knowledge. Gut  those ~ h o  thus argue forget that  
even as Son of man he was superior to the angels. They 
are his ministers. I t  is as the Son of man  he judges the 
world, attended by his holy angels. Surely i t  is a thou- 
sand times more wonderful that tlie judgment-day should 
be unknown to the judge thau to his mere attenclant offi- 
cers. And  this expression 'nei ther  tlie Son'  stands in  
striking coincidence n i th  our Lord's expression, ' I t  is not 
for you to lrnom the times or the  seasons n hich tlie Fa ther  
11ntl1 put  in his own power.' (Acts i, 7.)" 

T h a t  the words "neither the Son"  refer to Christ as  
the Son of man is put  beyond all dispute by  the context 
both in Rlwtthew aud  Mark. I n  the discourse from which 
this text is quoted, Christ does not spenlr of himself as 
" the Son of God," bu t  a ln~ags as " t h e  Son of nlan." 
(See Matt. xxiv, 27, 30, 37, 3 9 ;  xxv, 13, 31 ; JIarlr xiii, 
26 ; L u k e  xxi,  36.) 

Objectious tn the omniscience of Christ are  sometimes 
based upon John  vii, 1 6 ;  viii, 2 8 ;  xii, 49 and xiv, 2 4 ;  
but  these objectious derive all their strength from the ig- 
noring of the twofold nature of Christ. A s  declarations 
concerning the humanity of Christ, they do not and can 
not clash with the  doctrine of his om~~iscience as God. 
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O~INIPOTEXCE is also ascribed in the scriptures to 
Christ. 

Omnipoteuce is an attribute possessed only by  supreme 
Divinity. Whatever  degree of power may belong to a 
creature, omnipotence belonga to God only. The sacred 
scriptures ascribe omnipotence to our Lord Jesus Christ. 

~IATTHEW x x v q  18: "And Jesus came and spalrc unto 
them, saying, A11 pomer is given unto me in heaven and in 
earth." 

" I t  is justly argued by V h i t b y  and Mede that  as i n  
his Divine nature onr Lord doubtless had this power 
from all eternity, so if this declaration he supposed to be 
made with respect to  his Divine nature, it must be under- 
stood of him as  being God of gods, deriving his beiug 
and essence by  eternal geuerntiou from the Father. B u t  
he was also perfect mall as well as perfect God;  and,  
therefore, the words may have been spoken in reference 
to his state of humiliation now about to terminate i n ,  
glory a t  the right hand of God, before which time he  
could not exercise the power, though he had before re- 
ceived it. I n  short, such ulilimited power could neither 
be received nor exercised by any being less than God. 
Christ, therefore, is God." (Bloomfield.) Unitarians con- 
tend that  ' ' all" is often used in n limited sense, and they 
refer to Matt. x s ,  23, " B u t  to sit on  my right hand, a i d  
ou m y  left, is not mine to give, hut it sllall be given to 
them for whom it is prepared of my Father," for proof 
that  our Lord did not possess infinite pomer. B u t  Matt. 
x x ,  23, does not furnish any  proof that  Christ's power ma3 
limited. The  vords " it shall be given to them " are not 
in  the  Greek text ,  aud should be left out. " T h e  con- 
junctiou G I I & ,  when, as in this place, i t  is not followed by 
the verb, hu t  by  a nouii or p rmouu,  is equivalent with 
E I  pj, except. @ompare I\fatt. xvii, 8, with Mark i s ,  8." 
(Trollope.) The text  should read " is uot mine to  give, 
except for whom it is prepared of my Father." O u r  



Lord  " applies to the glory of heaven what  hir cliscip!cs 
were so stupid as to understand of the glories of earth ; 
but h e  does not deny tlint these are  his to  give. They a re  
his to give in the strictest propriety, b u t  b o t l ~ _ d o d  aid 

as  the Son of man. (See J o h n  x ,  28 ;  L u k e  xxii, 29.) He 
only asserts that h e  gives them to none bu t  those for whotn 
they were originally prepared." (Benson.) 

" Our  Lord  does not deny his pomer to give, but  only 
declares who they are  who shall receire this honor. H i s  
answer, far from intimating anytlliug of that kind, con- 
cludes as strongly agaiud i t  as  n negative argument cau 
h e  ~upposecl to do. Thus tllc meaning is, '' 1 can not a r l~ i -  
trarily give happiuess, bu t  must bcstow i t  on those alone 
for nhom, in  reward of holiuess and obedience, i t  is pre- 
pared, according to God's just decrees.' " (Horseley's Scr- 
moils, Vol. T'., p. 281.) 

Tlic word h?ouaia, here reuclered " power," combines the 
two ideas right and might. The folloniug tex t  will furnish 
both illustration aud proof of tlic union of these two ideas, 
(right aud  might), Eoualav: " I I e  gave them pomer against 
uncleau spirits, to cast them o u l "  (hIatt. x ,  1); that  is, 
both the autliority and  the might to cast them out. "I  
have power to lay i t  down, and I have power to take i t  
again." (John x ,  IS.) N o  luau b u t  Christ had the right 
to relinquish life; 2nd when life l ~ a s  been relinquished, no 
man bu t  Christ had tlie power to resume i t  again : '' I 
have pomer to crucify thee, a id  power to release thee." 
(John x i s ,  10.) Pilate certaiuly claimed both tlie au t l io~ i ty  
mid the ability to crucify Jesus. " I-Iath not the potter 
pomer over the clay ?" (Romatis ix, 21  ) Paul's argument 
would have been a failure if the potter liad been laclriug 
in either the right or tlie miglil to fasliioii the clay. 

I t  is not supposable that tlie Father  would confer a 
riglit ~ ~ p o i l  Christ nithout a corresponding miglit; if our  
Lord's riglit is ilnlimited, then the  accompanying miglit 
must be unlirnited also. Unitarians seek to avoid this 
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conclusion by  de~ly ing  that  tlie authority of Chiist mas 
universal. They interpret tlie words " in heaven a i d  iu 
earth " as meaning " the Jewish and Gentile world." That  
the forniula " the heavens and the earth " may be used, in  
a few instances (Haggai ii, 6, 21  ; 2 Peter iii, 7), to des- 
ignate divisions of tlie political world, is not denied; 
nevertheless, such is not the usual inlport of these words. 
" Heaven and  ear th" nre a Biblical formula, designating 
the universe with its inliabitants. Tliis will be abun- 
dantly demonstrated by a n  examination of some of the 
passages in which these words occur. 

For convenience' sake it mill be well to classify these 
paszages. T h e  $rst  class of these texts to be noticed is 
tha t  in  which these words are  used to indicate the extent 
of creation : " God created the heaven and the earth ;" 
" The  heavena and the earth were finished, and  all the 
host of them ;" " The Lord made the heaven and earth, 
the sea, and all that  in them is." (Geu. i, 1 ; ii, 1 ; Es- 
odus x s ,  11. See also 2 Icings xix, 1 5  ; Poalm cxv,  1 5  ; 
csxi ,  2 ; cxxiv, 8 ; csxs iv ,  3 ; cslvi,  6 ; Isaiah xxsv i i ,  
6 ;  Jeremiah xsxi i ,  1 7 ;  Acts xiv, 1 5 ;  Col. i, 1 6 ;  Rcv. 
x ,  6 ;  xiv, 7.) A careful reading of the preceding texts 
can not fail to prove that the words " heaven ant1 ear th" 
nlean the entire universe. Secot~cl cla3s : Those tcsts  in 
wllich Jesus declares " tha t  heaven and earth sllnll pacs 
amay, bitt lily words shall not pass away." (JIatt. v, 1 8 ;  
x s i v ,  33 ; AIarB siii ,  31 ; L u k e  s v i ,  l i  ; x s i ,  33.) If 
these nords do not here signify the universe, then our 
Lord's words lose nlucl, if not all of their meaning; for 
h e  evidently intent13 to represent his words as  having a 
permanence that  is more eiltlnring tllau the universe. 
Third class: When  God would vindicate his jwtice he 
calls " heaven rind earth " to bear record. (Deut. iv,  26 ; 
x x s ,  19  ; xsxi i ,  1; Isaiah i, 2.) These are  unquestionably 
appeal3 to  the inhabited universe. Fourth class: I n  the 
same inanner t11c sacrccl writers call ~ i p o u  " heaven and 
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ear th"  (the universe) to prltise God. (Ps. Ixix, 3 4 ;  xcvi, 
1 Jcr .  1 ,  8.) Fgfh class: The pure i~itelligeuces ill tlie 
lringdom of Christ are called " the n hole f:unily in heaven 
arid earth." (Epli. i, 1 0  ; iii, 1 5  ; Col. i, 20 ) They con- 
btitute the u~i irersal  faniily of Christ. Sixth class: Tha t  
tllese words (heaven a u d  eartli) deaignute the uuiverse is 
crident from the fact that  they are eniployed wheu tlie 
o~ i i~~ipresence  of God is declared. God is saicl to fill 
liearen and earth. (Jer. xxiii, 24. See also Psalm cxxxv,  

6 ) Seventh class : When the universal dominion of God 
t l ~ e  Fatlier is to l)e proclaimed, he is called " the possessor 
of licaven and ear th;  tlie Lord of heaven and earth." (Gen. 
s i v ,  19, 22 ; Matt. xi, 25 ; L u k e  x ,  21  ; Acts xvii, 24.) 
K O  one questions the fact that  the foregoing texts teach 
the uoiversal dominion of God. I n  perfect harmony with 
tlrese texts our Lord's words, " All  power is given unto me 
in heaven and  iu eartli," teach the omnipotence of the 
Lnrd Jesus Christ. 

Unitariaus olyect " tliat omuipotence cau not be com- 
muliicated from oue belug to another, but belongs to oue 
being alone." T l i ~ s  would he t rue coucerning beings who 
mere separate from each other; but  Christ, though distinct 
from tlie Father ,  is not separate from him, but is " in  the 
bosom of the Fatlier." W h a t  mould be impossible with 
separate beings, is uot only possible but actual in the uuily 
of tlie Trinity. The oninipotent Fatlier has giveu " all 
po\ver7' (omnipotence) to his etcrnal Son. 

J ~ I I N  v, 19 : I' Then answered Jesus and said unto them, 
Verily, verily, I say unto yon, The Son can do nothing of him- 
self, bnt what he seeth the Father do: for what things soever 
he doeth, t l m c  a180 doeth the Son likewise." 

JOHX r, 26. "For  as the Fathcr hath life in himself; so 
hath he given to the Son to hare life in h~mself." 

This " i s  a most strongly ~narlred distinction hetween 
liinlself and all creatwes whatever. H e  has ' life in liim- 
self,' and lie has it  ' as the Father '  has it  ; that  is, perfectly 
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and infinitely, which sufficiently demoilstrates that he is of 
the same essence or lie could uut hare this communion of 
properties with the Father. The lire is, indeed, said to be 
'given,' but this communication from the Father makes no 
difference in the argument. Whetlier the 'life'  means 
the same origiual and independent life, mliich a t  once eu- 
titles the Deity to tlie appellatioiis ' the living God' and 
' the F d i e r  of spirits,' or the bestowiug of eternal life 
upon all believers, it  amounts to the same thing. Tlie 
' life' wliicli is thus bestowed upon believers, the contin- 
uailce ant1 perfect blessedness of existence, is from Christ 
as its fountain, and lie has it as the Father himself hath 
it. By his eternal generation it was derived from tlie 
Father to him, and he possesses it equally with the Father. 
By the appointment of his Father he is made tile source 
of eternal life to believers, as haviiig that LIFE 13 HIY- 

SELF to bestom and to supply forever." (Watson.) 

DIVINE ACTS ASCRIBED T O  CHRIST. 

CREATIOX OF ALL THINGS.-FO~ proof of this, see John 
i, 3 ; Col. i, 15-17; Heb. i, 2. 

'' I t  has been said that the work of creation was per- 
formed by God alone, without any assistant or partner. 
For example, Isaiah xliv, 24: ' I am Jellovati that maketh 
all things; that stretchetli forth tlie heavens alone ; that 
spreadeth forth tlic earth by myself.' Chis t ,  therefore, 
as Uiiitarians reason, cat1 not be tlie Creator; and tllose 
texts wllicll declare that all thiligs were made by him must 
be understood in a metaphorical eeilse. 

" Reply : If the Bible dues in  some places explicitly 
declare that all thiugs were created by Jesus Christ, and 
111 other places that God is the sole creator, the natural 
couclusion is that Christ is God. 'The creator of all cre- 
ated beings can not be himself a creature, and lie who is 
not a creature must be God.' If Unitarians still insist 
that a lower sense must be put upon the texts wliicli would 



DIVINE ACTS ASCRIBED TO CHRIST. 145 

declare that all things were created by Christ, and urge 
that the texts, taken in that lower sense, afford no proof 
that Christ is God, I still ask for what re:isou they give 
this lower sense? And if they my that tl~cse tcxts muqt 
be taken in a lower seuse because they ascribe creation to 
one who is not God, I reply ag:iin that this would plaiuly 
be a petitio princilpii, which sound logic never admits. 
And if they should take another ground, and say that onr 
argument to prove from the work of creatiou that Christ 
is God, implies that, iuasrnucl~ as God the Father is Cre- 
ator as well as Christ, there must be two Gods, they would 
certainly say this mithoat sufficient reasou ; fur wlio has 
ever disproved or can disprove the truth of the position 
tliat the Father is God and Christ is God, aud yet there 
is only one God? After all tliat the Unitarinus have said, 
i t  remaius perfectly clear tliat the Father and the Son may 
be distinct and different in some respects, so that they 
may be properly spoken of with distinct appellations as 
two personal agents, and yet be one and the same as to di- 
vine nature or perfection ; that is, one and the same God." 
(Leoiiard Woods, Vol. I ,  p. 352.) 

F o ~ ~ r v ~ s ~ s s  OF SINS.-"In the nlauifest reasnu of 
the thing, no one can forgive but the party offended; and 
as sin is the trausgression of the law of God, he aloue is 
the offended party, and he only, therefore, can forgive. 
Mediately others may declare his pardoniug acts, or the 
condi~ion on which he determines to forgive; but autl~or- 
itatively there can be no actual forgiveness of sins against 
God but by God himself. But Christ forgives sins anthor- 
itatively, aud he is, therefore, God. One passage is all 
that is necessary to prove this: ' H e  said unto the sick of 
the palsy, Son, be of good cheer; thy sins be forgiven 
thee.' (Matt. ix, 2, 6.) The scribes who were present 
understood that he did this authoritatively, aud assumed 
in the case the rights of Divinity. They, therefore, said 
among tl~emselve~, ' This man blasphem&.' What, then, 
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is conduct of our  L o r d ?  Does he admit that he only 
rniuisterially declared, in consequence of some revelation, 
tha t  God had forgiven the sins of the paralytic? O n  thc 
contrary, h e  works a miracle to prove to them that  the 
very right which they disputed was vested in h i m ;  tha t  
h e  had this authority-'but that  ye may know that the 
So11 of man hat11 power on earth to fogive sin., then saith 
he to the sick of the palsy, Arise, take u p  thy bed, and  go 
into thine own I~ouse.'" (Watson.) 

Unitarians assert that Christ's forgiving the man, and  
healing his palsy, no more imply the Deity of Christ than 
the miracles of the apostles, and their power to bind and 
loose on earth, evince their Deity. B u t  this is not true. 
The apostles always wrought their miracles in the name of 
Christ, because they received their power from Christ. 
"Behold, I give unto you power to tread on serpents," etc. 
(Luke x ,  19.) " And he gave them power and authority 
over all devils, and to cure diseases." (Luke ix, 1.) " I n  
my nanle shall they cast out devils." (Mark xvi,  17.) 
. < I n  t h e  name of Jesus Christ of Nazareth, rise up  and 
walk." (Acts iii, 6.) " A n d  his name, through faith in  
his name, hnth made this man strong." (Acts iii, 17.) 
L L  B y  the name of Jesus Christ of Nazareth, . . . dot11 
this man staud here before you all." " Eueas, Jesus 
Christ maketh thee whole." To  E l y n ~ a s ,  the  sorcerer, P a u l  
said: "The  hand of the Lord is upon thee, and thou 
shalt be blind." " I command thee, in the name of Jesus 
Christ, to conle out  of her." (Acts ix, 3 1 ;  xiii, 11 ; xvi, 
18.) In  broad contra<t nit11 the-e uttcrnnces of the apos- 
tles, Christ wrought his nliracles in his own name and hy 
his own authority. He wid to the leper: " I will, be 
thou clcan." (Matt. viii, 3.) To the dead son of the 
witlow of Nain, Christ said: "Young man, I say unto 
thee, arise." (Luke vii, 14.) Again, the apostles preached 
forgiveness in 1 1 ~  name of Christ;  they never veuturcd 
to forgive sin in their own name. Christ forgave sin in  



his own name. " To the Lord our God belong mercies 
and forgiveness" (Dan.  ix, 9), but  Christ grants forgive- 
ness: hence Christ lnust be God. 

DIVINE WORSHIP RENDERED TO CHRIST. 

" During the days of his earthly life, our Lord was 
surrounded by acts of homage, ranging, as i t  might seem, 
so fkr as  the iutentions of those who offered them were 
concerned, from the wonted forms of Eastern courtesy u p  
to the nlost direct and conscious acts of divine worship. 
Ag nu infant, he \ \as  ' worshiped' by  the Eastern sages; 
and during his ministry he co~lstantly received aud wel- 
comed acts and words, expressive of a n  intense devotion 
to his sacred person, on the part of those who sought or 
who had received from him some supernatural aid or bless- 
iug. The leper worsliiped him, crying out : ' Lord,  if thou 
wilt, thou canst make me clean.' Jairus  worsliiped him, 
saying: ' M y  daughter is even now dead ; but  come, and 
lay thy hand upon her, and she shall live.' The  mother 
of Zebedee's children came near to him, worshiping him, 
and asking him to bestow upon her sons the first places of 
honor in his kingdom. The  woman of Canaan, whose 
daughter was ' grievously vexed with a devil,' ' came and  
worsliiped him, saying, Lord, help me.' The  father of tlie 
poor lunatic, who met Jesus as lie descended from the 
moun t of transfiguration, ' came, kneeling down to him, 
and saying, Lord,  have mercy on my son.' These are  in- 
stances of worship, accompanying prayers for special 
mercies. . . . A t  other times-such visible worship of 
our Savior was an act  of ackno\vledgment or of tlianks- 
giving for mercies received Thus it  was with the grate- 
ful Samaritan leper, who, ' when he saw that  he was 
healed, turned back, and with a loud voice glorified God, 
and fell down on his fxce a t  his feet, giving him tbanlrs.' 
Thus it  was when Jesus had appeared walking on the sea, 
and had quieted the storm, and ' they that  were in the 
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ship came and ~vorsliiped liiru, saying, Of a truth thou a r t  
the Son of God.' Thus, too, was it after the miraculous 
draught of fishes, that St. Peter, astouisl~ed a t  the great- 
ness of the miracle, ' fell down a t  Jesus' knees, saying, 
Depart from me, fur I a m  a sinful man, 0 Lord.' Tlius ' 
the penitent, ' when she lrnew that Jesus sat a t  meat in 
the Pharisee's house, brought a n  alabaster box of oint- 
ment, and stood a t  his feet behind him, weeping, and be- 
gan to wash his feet wit11 tears, a ~ i d  did wipe them with 
the hairs of her head, and  k~ssed his feet, a u d  anointed 
them with the ointment.' Thus, again, nheu the man 
born blind confesses his f i~i th  in the Son of God, he ac- 
companies i t  hy a n  u~idoubted act of adoration: ' A n d  lie 
said, Lord, I believe. And he vorslliped him."' (Liddon's 
Bampton Lectures, pp. 364, 365.) 

Having laid before the reader the evidence that  Jesus 
Christ was worshiped by men during liis human life upon 
earth, i t  now becomes necessary to inquire into the nature 
of that worship. I t  will not be denied that sorneti~nes 
this worship may have been nothing more tlian tlie lioln- 
age paid by Orientals to acknowledged superiors. " Tliis 
word (npoa~uvsiv) occurs sixty times iu tlie New Testa- 
ment. Of these there are two, which, without co~~t roversy ,  
denote the customary act of civil homage; fifteen refer to 
idolatrous rites, three are used of mistaken and  disap- 
proved homage to creatures, about twenty-five clearly and  
undeniably respect tlie worJiip of the Most High God, and 
the remaining nunlher relate to acts of homage paid to 
Jesus Christ " (Smith's- Nessinl~, Vol. 11, 295.1 

Tliis worship was sometimes paid to Christ under cir- 
cumstances that proved i t  to be divine. The  following 
propositions are  submitted in proof of this assertion : 
1. Our  Lord  did not receive tlie homage due  to a civil 
ruler, for he denied being sucll, and refused all  such hcm- 
age. 2. The  same worship that Christ received during his 
life-time was vehenlently refused by apostles and angels as  



being due to God only. 3. Moses, Christ, and thc apos- 
tles, all teach that  God is the only proper subject of wor- 
ship. 4. Worship was sometimes paid to Christ under 
such circumstances as proved it  to be in  the l~ighest  sense 
divine. 

ARIAN NOTIONS RETIEWED. 

O u r  Lord did not receive the homage that was due to 
a civil ruler, for he denied being such, and refused al l  
such hon~age. H e  purposely avoided everythillg that  
looked like the assumption of civil authority. " TVhen 
Jesus therefore perceived that  they would come by force 
to malie hinl a liiug, he departed again into a mouutain 
himself alone." (John vi, 16.) Wheu he was urged to 
exercise magisterial authority betweeu two disputing breth- 
ren, he answered: "Man,  who made me a judge or cli- 
vider over p u ? "  (Luke xii, 14.) H e  said positively: 
"I judge no man." (John viii, 15.) W h e n  Pilate ques- 
tioned him about his lii~lgtlon~, he said : " J I y  kingdom is 
not of this world." (John xviii, 36.) I t  was as if he had 
said: " I interfere not with your authority, neither am I 
an enemy to Czsar. I assume no worldly state nor 
riches." (Cottage Testament ) 

H e  did not receive such homage as  a rabbi ;  for he 
en~phaticnllp denounced the rabbis bccause they loved 
6 l greetings in  the market, and  to be called of me11 Rabbi, 

Rabbi." (Matt. xxiii, 6.) H e  did not receive this hom- 
age " as a simple teacher of religion ; for his apostles then 
might have imitated his example, since, upon the Socin- 
inn hypothesis of 11is mere manhood, they, when they had 
collected disciples and founded Churches, had as clear a 
r ig l~ t  to this tlistiixtion as he himself, had i t  only been 
one of appropriate and comnlon courtesy sanctioned by  
their Master." (Watson.) B u t  we have no record of the 
apostles receiving such worship. On the contrary, Peter 
refused to receive i t  from Cornelius, saying, '' Staud u p ;  
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I myself also am a man." (Acts x ,  26.) W h e n  this wor- 
ship was oflered to Pau l  aud Barnabas a t  Lystra, "tliey 
rent  their clotlies, a n d  rau in among the people, crying 
out, and saying, Sirs, why do ye these things? W e  also 
are men of like passions with you." (Acts xiv, 14,  15.) 
Moreover, the JIobaic law prohibited the worship of ally 
other being but God: "Thou shalt worsliip no other god." 
(Ex .  xxxiv,  14.) "Prepare your hearts unto the Lord, 
aiid serve him only." (1 Sam. vii, 3.) "Thou shalt 
worsl~ip the Lord  thy  God, and  him ouly shalt thou serve." 
(Matt. iv, 10.) " W h o  changed the t ru th  of God into a 
lie, and  worshiped aud  served the creature more tliau the 
Creator." (Rom. i, 25.) " TVorsliip God." (Rev. xix, 
1 0 ;  xxii, 8, 9.) 

Unitarians sometimes say that although we are forbitl- 
den to worship ally otlier god but Jeliovali, yet wc a re  
not forbidden to offer inferior worship to inferior beiugs. 
B u t  the Bible knows notliiug about any  such distinctions 
in worsliip as  superior worsliip and inferior worship. I t  
co~ntnands us to serve the Lord  only. Jesus, in rebuking 
the  devil, assertcd tha t  the Lord  God was the only proper 
person to worship. The  apostle pointed i t  out ns one of 
the crimes of heat lieu don^ tha t  they \wrsliiped the creature, 
while the emplintic words of the augel, " Worsliip God," 
forbid us worshiping any  one else but  God. " H e  does 
not say ' Worship God, and  nhoui God shall appoint to  
be wor~l i i~e t l , '  as if hc had appointed any besides God;  
nor 'worship God with sovereign worship,' as  i f  nny in- 
ferior sort of worship was permitted to be paid to crea- 
tures ; but  simply, plainly, a n d  briefly, ' Worship God."' 
(Watson.) 

The  norship received by Christ during his human life- 
time was sometimes rendered under  circumstauces that 
proved it to  be supremely divine. Two instances will be 
sufficient to illustrate and prove this statement: "TTThen 
the man  who had been cured of blindness by Jesus, a n d  
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who had defended his prophetic character before the couu- 
cil before he lrnem tliat lie had a higher character tlian 
that of prophet, was met in private by  Jesus, a n d  in- 
structed i n  the additional fact that  h e  was ' the  Son of 
God,' he worshiped him. ' Jesus  l ~ e a r d  tha t  they liad cast 
him out, and  when he foulid lii~li ,  he said uiito him, Dost 
thou believe in the Sou of G o d ?  H e  answered arid said, 
W h o  is he, Lord, tliat I might believe on h i m ?  A n d  
Jesus said uuto him, Thou hast both seen him, and  i t  is 
h e  that tallreth with thee. And he said, Lord,  I believe, 
and  lie ~rorsliiped him,'-norshiped him, be i t  ohserved. 
under his clinracter ' Son of God,' a titlc which we have 
already seen was regarded by  the Jews as iriiplyiug actual 
Divinity, and  ~vhich the man ul~deretood to raise Jesus 
far above tlie rank of a mere prophet. The worsliip paid 
by  this mau nlust, therefore, in  its intention, have been 
supreme; for i t  was offered to a diviue person, the Son of 
God." (Watson.) 

Christ WRS worshiped by  the disciples in  the ship on 
the sea of Tiberias. (Matt. xiv. 22-33.) Tlie nature of 
this worsliip is shown by  the history' of the case. On 
the prececliiig day  they had seen liim feed the five thou- 
sand with tlie five loaves and t \ \o  fishes. T h a t  night 
they saw liini walk on the  water. "This  suspension of 
the l a n s  of gravitation \sas a proper ninnifestatio~i of om- 
nipotence." (Cottage Testament.) I t  was declared to be 
the  act of God only, " which  lol lie spreadeth out the heav- 
ens, and treadeth upon the waters of the waves of the sea." 
(Job ix, 8.) They saw him save drowning Peter. They 
saw thc nintl cease a t  his presence. These wonders im- 
pressed tlreln with a conviction of his omnipotence, and,  
calling him " the Son of God," they rendered liini the 
worship that  was  due  to liis supreme Divinity. 

Evidence will now he prcscnted proviug that  divine 
 ors ship was rendered to Christ after his asceusion to glory. 
I n  proving tha t  divine worship m s  rendered to Christ by  
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the  apostles and  disciples, i t  has  been usual to refer to 
L u k e  xxiv,  51, 52. T h e  words " a n d  they worshiped 
h im"  have been objected to as being spurious; aud  as  
Tischendorf and  Westcott a n d  H o r t  have marked them as 
interpolations, I will not present them. The  evidence 
proving that  our  Lord  had supreme worship paid to him 
is too abundant  and strong to make i t  necessary to refer 
to any  evidence of doubtful value. 

ACTS I, 24: "And they prayed, and said, Thou, Lord, which 
knowest the hearts of all men, shew whether of these two thou 
hast chosen." 

T h a t  this was a prayer to Christ seems evident from the 
following items : 

1. " L o r d "  was the title by which the apostles com- 
monly addressed Christ, or spoke of him. 

2. I t  is by this title tha t  the name Jesus (" Lord 
Jesus") is introduced in verse 21. 

3. The  appointment of a n  apostle waa a matter per- 
taining to our  Lord as  the " head of the Church." He 
had chosen the  apostles; he had commissioned them ; he 
had fixed their number;  he had been the companion of 
both of the men whose names were cast in  this lot. I t  
was our Lord Jesus Christ who had given Judas  " part  of 
this ministry," a n d  our  Lord  was now asked to "shew 
whether of these two" he had choice to "take part of this 
ministry a n d  apostleship from which Judas,  by transgres- 
sion, fell." Furthermore, the person spoken to in  this 
text  is adduced as  "thou, Lord,  which knowest the hearts 
of all"-xapfitor~6ura, I '  heart-searcher." This power is 
attributed to our  Lord Jesus Christ:  "These things saith 
the Son of God, I a m  h e  which searcheth the reins and  
hearts." (Rev. ii, 23.) 

All  these points center upon Christ as  the person to 
whom this prayer was addressed. This act of the apos- 
tles was a twofold worship of Christ: 1. The offering of 
prayer to Christ was worship paid to  Christ. 2. The  



ap&tles ascribed to him the omniscience of the Supreme 
Being. 

ACTS TII, 59, 60: ' 'And they stoncd Stcphen, calling upon 
God, and saying, Lord Jesus, recei7-e my spirit. And he lmeeled 
down and cried with a loud mice, Lord, lay not this sin to their 
charge." 

The  word "God" is not in  he Greek text,  and should 
not be in the Eoglisli Version. I n  this passage several 
points shou1d be carefully noticed : 

1. Stepl~en knew tlint the time of his death had come. 
2. H e  "mas full of the Holy Spirit." On a kindred 

text  Albert Barnes remarks: " T o  be filled with anything 
is a phrase denoting that all the faculties are pervaded by  
i t ,  engaged in it ,  or under its influence. Acts iii, 10, 

Werefilled with wonder and amazement;' verse 17, 'Filled 
with indignation ;' xiii, 45, ' Filled with envy ;' verse 52, 
' Filled with joy and the Holy  Spirit."' Adam Clnrlie 
conlmerits thus: " H e  is holy because the Spirit of holi- 
ness dwells in him. H e  has not a few transient visitations 
or drawings from tha t  Spirit;  i t  is a resident i11 his soul, 
ant1 it  fills liis lieart. I t  is light in his understanding; i t  
is discrimination in his judgment; i t  is fixed purpose and 
determination in righteousness in his will; i t  is purity, 
love, joy, peace, gentleness, goodness, meekness, temper- 
ance, and fidelity in his affections alid passions; in a 
word, it has sovereign m a y  in his heart, i t  governs all 
passion, and is the nlotive and principle of every right- 
eous action." 

3. Stephen was not only perfectly controlled by  the 
Holy Spirit, bu t  he saw the glory of God, and knew that 
he mas in the Divine presence. 

4. Under  these circumstances Stephen addressed his 
prayer to  Jesus Christ. 

5. I n  this prayer Stephen commits his soul to our Lord 
Jesus Christ, and he does this i11 the enme manner in which 
Jesus Christ commended his soul to God the Father. I n  
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doing so he acknowledges Christ to be the dispozer of the 
eternal states of men. 

6. I n  this prayer Stephen asks Jesus Christ to forgive 
the sin of his niurderers; bu t  God oiily can forgive sin. 
Thus Stephen worships Christ as tlie Preserver and Judge  
of men. Stephen offers to Christ tlie same prayers that 
Christ during his crucifixion had offered to God the Fa ther ;  
b u t  Christ's prayer to the Father  was a n  act  of supreme 
worship; hence Stephen in his prayer offers supreme mor- 
ship to Christ. 

7. Stephen was tried on the cl~nrge of blaspliemy, be- 
cause lie attributed to Christ authority sucli as belonged 
to God only (Acts vi, 13, 14) ; hence it  was appropriate 
that  this last act  of liis should be a prayer to Christ 
as  God. 

I f  our Lord Jesus Christ be not God, tlien Stephen, 
the first martyr  of the Cliristian Church, died in  the very 
act  of idolatry. 

1 COEISTIIIA~S I, 2 : "Tnto  thc Chnrch of God which is et 
Corinth, . . . nith all t h t  in  every place call upon the name 
of Jesus Chriht oar Lord." 

I n  tliis text Paul  desigiiates Christians as those who 
"call upon the name of Jesus Christ our Lord." To  call 
upon the name of God is to worship God in prayer. This 
point will be easily settled by its Biblical usage. A t  Beer- 
slieba Abraham " called on the name of tlie Lord,  the ev- 
erlasting God." (Gen. xxi ,  33.) " Give thanliq unto the 
Lord, call upon his name." (1 Chron. x r i ,  8 ; Ps. cv, 1.) 
" Praise ye the Lord, call upon liis name." (Isa. xii, 4.) 
" Then called I upon the Lord ; 0 Lord,  I beseech thee, 
deliver my soul." (Ps. c s r i ,  4.)  Elijnh said at Carmel 
to tlie priests of Baal, " C d 1  ye on the name of your gods, 
and I will call on the name of the Lord." (1 Kings xvii, 
24.) I n  Joel  ii, 32, we read: "Whosoever shall call 
upon the name of the  Lord shall be delivered." I n  tlie 
New Testament i t  reads " shall be saved." (Acts ii, 21 ; 
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Romans x ,  13.) Saul  of Tarsus v e n t  to Damascus with 
authority " to bind all that call upon the name of Jesus 
Christ." (Acts ix ,  14, 21.) Saul  was exhorted to nash 
away his sins, " calliug on tlie n:me of the Lord." (Acts 
xxii, 16.) Stephen, a martyr to the suprerne Divinity 
of Clirist, died calling upon the name of the Lord Jesus. 
(Acts vii, 59, 60.) A careful examination of the pre- 
ceding passages can not fail to convince the reader tha t  
" calling upon the name of the L o r d "  denotes a n  act  of 
supreme norship, niid tha t  P a u l  addressed his epistle to 
all who paid this supreme morsl~ip to Christ. 

2 CORISTHI 1x8 XII, 7--9 : '' h d  lest I should be exalted 
above measure through the abundance of the revelations, there 
wah given to me a thorn in the flw11, the ineshenger of Satan to 
buffet me, leht I bhould be exalted nborc ucahure. For this 
thing I besought the Lord thrice, that it might depart from 
me. And he said unto rue, i\ty gracc is sufficient for thee : for 
my strength is mntle perfect in TI-eaknrss. Most gladly there- 
fore will I rather glory in m! infirnlities, that the power of 
Christ may refit upoil me." 

The fvllowiug poiuts are  presented in proof tha t  this 
prayer was offered to Christ:  

1. The  prayer begins with the title "Lord." Tliis is 
the common title of Christ. 

2. Leaving out  of the narrative the two parentheses 
contained in verses 2 and  3, there is no person mentioned 
except Christ to whom the prayer could be addressed. 

3. The  prayer is evidently answered by the person to 
whoni i t  was addressed ; but  Paul  attributes the answer to 
Christ. A little irregularity iu tlie translation liiuders this 
from being seen as plainly as  i t  otbern-ise would be. The  
words " strength " and " power" in  verse 9 are  translations 
of one and tlie same Greek word, 66vn,r~1:, and ought to 
be rendered " power " in each instauce. Again, the words 
6 1  weakness" and " infirn~ities" are  tr:~usI:ttions of one a ~ d  

the same Greek word, d ~ A t h ~ a ,  aud ought to be rendered 
" weakness " in  each instance. T h e  verse would then 
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read : " My power is made perfect in weakness. . . . I 
rather glory in my weakness, that the power of Christ 
may rest upon me." The " Lord," whom Paul addressed, 
promised " power " to sustain him ; but Paul calls this 
power " the power of Christ," showing co~lclusively that 
i t  was Christ, the author of this power, to whom Paul 
had addressed his prayer. 

2 THESSALONIAXS 11, 16, 17: "KOW our Lord Jesus Christ 
himself, and God, even our Father, which hath lovcd us, and 
hath givcn vs everlasting conbolation, and good hope through 
grace, comfort your hearts, and stablish you in every good nord 
aud ~'ork." 

Here prayer is offered to Clirist in unison with the 
Father. F a d  would not offer to God the Father any wor- 
ship that waa  less tlian supreme, but he here offers the 
same worship to Christ. 

unitarians assept that " we must consider Paul's lan- 
guage as founded upon the conception which lie enter- 
tained of Christ's extraordinary agency over the concerns 
of the first Christians." Was Paul mistaken in this con- 
ception? Was he wrong in offering Cllrist the same wor- 
ship that he offered to the eternal Father? On this occa- 
eion did not Paul "honor the Son even as he honored the 
Father ?" A similar prayer is to be found in 1 Thess. iii, 
11 : " Now God himself and our Father, and our Lord 
Jesus Christ, direct our way unto you." " I t  is a striking 
fact that both here and in 2 Thess. ii, 16, 17, the verb is 
singular in tlie Greek with God and Christ for the nom- 
inative-a striking proof of the apostle's nssunlption of their 
oneness." 

HEBRER~ I, G : " And agnin, mhcn he bringcth in the first 
begotten into the world, he saith, And let all the angcis of God 
warship him." 

This text is obviously a quotation from Psalm xcvii, 
7, which reads in the Hebrew, " Worship him, all ye gods." 
Watson suggests that this is probably an "ellipsis for the 
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'angels of the Aleim ;' for the LXX uses the word ' aiigels."' 
Unitarians say that " the connection shows that heitlleu 
gods are denoted. Though they have no real existence, 
they are figuratively represented as bowiug down before 
the majesty of Jehovah." 

The answer of Owen to this is final. The following is 
an abridgment of i t :  " I t  cau not be that  the psalmist 
should exhort the idols of the heathen, some whereof mere 
devils, some dead men, some ina~~inlate parts of the cre- 
ation, unto a reverential worshiping of God reigniug over 
d l .  ' Elohim,' here rendered ' angels,' in the Septuagint 
is so far in this place from being exegetical of ' Elihim,' 
' gods,' (idols) that it is put in direct opposition to it, as 
is evident from the words themselves. The word 'Elohirn,' 
which most frequently denotes the true God, is never used 
to designate a heathen or false god unless joiued with 
some other word which denotes its application, such as 'his 
god,' or ' their gods,' or ' the gods of this or that people,' 
in which case it is rendered by the LXX by some proper 
term designating its inferior usage. Magistrates are some- 
times called Elohim because of the representation they 
make of God in liis power, and their peculiar subordi- 
nation unto him in their working; but they are not in- 
tended here, as any reference to them would be totally 
foreign to the purpose of the psalmist. Angels are called 
'Elohim.' (Psalm viii, 6, and cxxxviii, 1.) These alone 
are they whom the psalmist speaks to." 

The Septuagint reads, "Le t  all the angels." Paul, 
under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, says, " Let  all 
the angels of God worship him." As this worship was to be 
paid by angels, it can not be resolved into mere obeisance. 

" Thdt religious m-orship is here intended is certain, 
because the object of the worship conlmanded is directly 
opposed in the command itself to idols, and the morsliip 
required to that which is forbidden. Confounded be all 
they that serve-that is, religiously worship-graven 
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images, that  boast themselves of idols. A s  if God liad 
said,' \Vorsliip uo more gwveu inlages i ~ o r  idols of ally 
lriud ; for all their worsli~pers shall be conf'ouiided. War- 
sllip him-the Messiah, tlie s o u  of G o d ;  aud not only 
you, the sottidl men ~ 1 1 0  are guilty of' this idolatry, bu t  
all ye angels also." (Dwight.) 

Pall1 asserts that  this worsliip was ordered to be paid 
to Christ, thus ideutifjing Christ with tlie Jehovah of the 
Oltl Testament, aud settliug the fact tliat, by  command 
of the Father, supreme worsliip was paid to Christ. 

Jonx r ,  33 : " That all men &odd honor the Son, even as 
they honor the Father. Hc tllat houoreth not the Son hou- 
oretll not the Father which bath sent him." 

I n  this t e s t  it i~ proposed by our blessed Savior that 
all rnen sliall houor him c r e n  as they liouor the Father. 

I t  will not be denied that q w i w  naturally menus to obey, 
rkvereuce, and worsliip. Kor  will i t  be denied tha t  this 
honor, in suitable degree, may be paid to men. When 
rendered to God it cousists supremely in religious worship- 
in making him the object of our supreme affection, and 
rendering to him our suprenle obedieuce." (Dwight.) 

The  text  demands that Christ receive the same hooor 
with the Father. " T h e  honor which me give to the 
Father  consists in adoratiou, praise, unreserved confidence, 
humble submissiou, aud, ill a word, the dedication of soul 
and body to his service. W e  are, therefore, to adore the 
Son, aud to make him the object of our trust and hope, 
to resign ourselves to his disposal, and to yield implicit 
obedience to his corn mands." (Dick.) 

Inasmuch as  all men are required to honor the Son 
nu they honor the Father ,  and as they who do not honor 
the Sou as they do the Father  are regarded as not prop- 
erly honoring the Father ,  i t  follows that  equal honor is 
due to the Son with the Father. 

L e t  us uow consider the doxologies to  Christ. 
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2 TI\I~TIIY ~ v ,  18: "And the Lord shall deliver me from 
every mil  nork, ancl nd l  preserve me u l t o  hi3 he:~venly liing- 
dom: to ~ h o m  be glory for c \e r  and c\cr. Amcn." 

This cloxology is addressed to Christ by his usual titlc 
of "Lord." The apostle predicates his doxology upou his 
faith in the providence of Christ, upon Christ's power to 
keep hiin from falling, and upou Christ's power to briug 
lii~ri safely to heaven-cda:l E ' F  7 3 ,  , 3 ( ~ d i ^ k ~ - ' '  will save 
me into 11is liingdoni ; i. e . ,  save me, trauslatiug me into, 
etc." (Winer.) The  doxology consists in  an ascription 
of e t e r ~ a l  glory to Christ. I n  Rc~malis xvi,  27, the same 
doxology is ascribed to God the Fa ther :  " T o  God only 
wise, be glory through JC>LIS Christ forever. Amen." 
N o  one questions the Fact of this being s u p r e n ~ e  worship ; 
but  this s ime worship is llcre paid to Christ ; heuce su- 
preme worship is paid to Christ. The same doxolugy is 
rendered to Christ in 2 Peter iii, 18 :  "Ta him be glory 
both now and  to the day of eternity." (Wesley.) 

RCYEL~TIOS I, 5 .  6 :  r n t o  hinl that loved us, and noshed 
ub from our sin5 ill his o a n  blood, ancl hat11 made us king6 and 
priests unto God and his Father; to him be glory and domin- 
ion for evcr and evcr. dmcn." 

This doxology ascribes to Christ eternal glory aud domin- 
ion. To ascribe these honors to a n y  other being than  God 
would be  blasphemous; but  tlley are here ascribed t o  
Christ, hence he is here worshiped as God. The  words 
(excepting " glory ") are precisely the same, both in Greek 
and Euglish, with Peter's doxology to the Father  (1 Peter 
v, 11) : "To him be dominion for ever and ever. Amel,." 
Hence John  pays to Christ the same supreme worship that 
Peter pays to the Father. 

OBJECTIONS TO T H E  WORSHIP O F  CHRIST. 

W e  will now examine two objections which a re  made 
to the proposition that  Christ mas and is the proper object 
of supreme worship. 



163 DOCTRINE OF TIIE TRISIl'Y. 

Dnitarians quote the first sentence of the Lord's Prayer  
in connection with J o h n  iv, 23, " The  hour cometh, and 
nuw is, when the true worshipers shall worship the Fa ther  
ill spirit and  in truth," and  then assert that  our  Lord  al- 
ways directed his followers to  pray to the Father. Tliis 
objection n d l  not stand a n  examiuation. Christ does not 
forbid us  praying to him. H e  does not intimate tha t  the 
Father  is the only object of worship. D o  we llonor the 
Fa ther  when we pray to h i m ?  Then we must pray to 
tlie Son also ; for the Son has taught us that  we should 
" honor " him " even as  " we " honor the Fa ther  " ( John  
v,  23.) I n  perfect harmony with this, Christ said (John 
xiv,  13,  14) : "Whatsoever ye shall a& in my name, that  
will I do, that  the Fa ther  may be glorified in the Son. I f  
ye shall ask anything in my name, I will do it." 111 con- 
~lection with these words notice the following points: 1. 
The  prayer is to be offered in  t l ~ e  nauie of Christ-" i n  
my name." 2. The  answer to thc prayer is given by  
Christ-" that  will I do;" " I  will do it." 3. The  prayer 
and its answer were for the joifit glory of the Father  and  
of Christ-" that the Father  may  be glorified in the Son." 
'l'liese items prove conclusively that  tlic prnger was offered 
to Cliri3t as  well as to the Father. 

Unitarians quote Julin x r i ,  2 3 :  " And in that day y e  
shall ask me nothing. Verily, verily, I say uuto you, 
Whatsoever ye shall ask the Father  in my name, 11e will 
give i t  sou." Having  this text, they then insist 
tha t  Christ here forbids prayer being offered to himself. 
But  this is to involve our Lord in a contradiction where 
no contradiction exists. V e  h a r e  already seen that Jesus 
taught  his disciples to pray to him conjoiutly with the 
Father .  (John iv, 23, compared with chapter v ,  23;  and  
x i ,  3 1 )  The word "ask" occurs twice in the text- 
" shall ask m e "  and "shall ask the Father." I n  the Greek 
tlie words are not the same. I n  the' first clause the  word 
is ipwsdw;  in the second clause the word is ais iw.  'Epwsdw 
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is often used in the sense of "asking a question," "in- 
quiring," etc.; but a i r h  is never used in the sense of 
asking a question, but almost always to ask a faror-so- 
licit, entreat, pray, etc. The disciples were anxious to 
ask a question of our Lord (verse 19). Jesus knew it, 
and said the day was coming when they would not need 
to ask questions of him; for he mould send the Holy 
Spirit, who would guide them iuto all t ru th ;  but if they 
needed help, and prayed to the Father and him for it, 
they should receive it. " I f  ye shall ask anything in my 
name, I will do it." The examination of the text war- 
rants the conclusion that our Lord does not forbid us pray- 
ing to him, but encourages us to do so. 

The import of the text is beautifully given by John 
Brown of Haddington : " Aud under this comforting light 
aud these influences of my Spirit, ye shall neither need 
my bodily presence, nor to ask information as ye now do. 
But I solemnly assure you that whatever ye, by the as- 
sistance of the Spirit, shall ask my Father and yours, with 
faith in my name as your only Mediator, High Priest, 
and Advocate, he will readily grant it on my account." 
(Brown's Family Bible.) 

THE HUMANITY O F  CHRIST. 

Before the discussion of the humanity of our Lord as 
held by the Athanasian Creed, by the Articles of Religion 
of the 8lethodist Episcopal Church, and by such writers as 
Pearson, Barrow, Watson, Raymond, and others of less 
note, it  seems to be appropriate to qpend a little time in 
the examination of the so-called Kenotic theory." This 
theory is built upon a misconception of John i, 14: "And 
the Word mas made flesh, and dwelt among 11s" (Revised 
Version, I '  The Word became flesh," etc.); and Phil. ii, 
5-8 : '' Let this mind be in you, which was also in Christ 
Jesus; who, being in the form of God, thooght it noi; 
robbery to be equal with God: but made himself of no 

14 
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reputation, and took upon him the form of a servant, and  
was rnade i n  tlie lilreiiess of men:  and being found iu  
fashion as a man, lie humbled hirnself, and  became obe- 
dient unto deatli, even tlie death of tlie cross." 

I t  gets its name from tlie use its advocates make of the 
word !r i*~was  in  the seutence " h e  humbled himself." 
(Piiil. ii, 7 . )  

Tlie more prominent advocates of tlie Kenotic theory 
have beeu Thomnsius, Ebrard,  Doruer, Gess, Nnst, Mar- 
tensen, H. TV. Beecher, and Reubelt. The outlines of the 
tlieory rnay be stated as follows: 1. I t  denies that  Christ 
lias a human soul. 2. I t  teaches tlie Logos, or Second 
Pereou in the Trinlty, acted the part  of a hunlan soul i n  
Christ. 3. That  iu  Christ the Logos, or Divine nature, 
1nini6ed itself down to the limitations of a hurnan soul. 

Wliilc the advocates of Kenosis agree in the foregoiug 
particulars, they are  dlvided among themselves upon other 
matters connected with the theory. Thus Gess and Reu- 
belt teach that during Christ's humiliation there was a 
total relinquishment of the Divine self-consciousness. I 
quote tlie following extract from Geqs, as furnished by 
Dr.  E a s t  i n  tlie Jethodist  Quarterly Review, 1860, p. 455 : 
" B u t  the Logos became flesh. H e  determines to suspeud 
liis eterual cousciousness and  his eterual mill ill order to 
resume it  in  the proper time, aud i n  proportion to the 
streugth of the bodily orgnnisms, with which he unites 
liimself in the form of human development. From this 
it  follows that  the flowilly over of tile Father's fullness 
illto the Son ceases for the time of his sojourn upon earth. 
TVliere there js no receiving, there is no giving-the Son, 
existing in a state of unconsciousncss, 2nd then i n  the nnr- 
row limits of self-consc~ousness and human mill, does not  
receive into himself the ~ufini te  stream of the Father's life. 
D u r i i ~ g  this ~ e r i o d  the Son lives by the Father ,  as  the dis- 
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ciple of the  exalted Savior lives through the Savior. Tlie 
0 Father  is i n  the Son ou earth too, but the Son receives the 

Father's fullness into himself only wave by T\al-e, just as  
the disciples can drink o i ~ l y  by drops the life-stream of 
the exalted Savior. B u t  though the Logos has, after his 
incarnation, no longer his eternal self-consciousness nor ~vill, 
get the s ~ ~ b s t a n c e  of tllc Logos is still the same after  hi^ 
having become man. Tlle substance of our human soul, 
that  now lives nitllin so narrow limits, aud that will here- 
after live in the liberty of eternal life, is, in a similar man- 
ner, t l ~ e  same. I t  is this idel~t i ty  of tile Son's substance 
before and after the ii~carnation nhich co~~s t i tu tes  Cl~rist's 
superiority to men and angels while he was upon enrth. 
O n  the other hand, the change of the divine form of self- 
consciousness and will into the human form of self-con- 
sriousness a i d  mill, and tile ceasing of the overflow of the  
Father's fullness into the Son, as conditioned tilereby, con- 
stitutes the basis on vhich Christ's equality with other 
men rests." 

Inasnluch as the answer to the other motlification of 
this theory as held by Ebrard  and Nast applies ~vitll full 
force to the foregoiug presentation of it  by  Gess, I v i l l  
waive the full answer to i t  until I have presented Dr.  
Nast's view of the theory, only stopping a t  present to offer 
a remark upon tlle assertion that the Logos in his incar- 
nntio11 determined to suspend his Divine self-consciousness. 
However satisfactory this statement may be to ~netaphy- 
siciai~s, i t  is in direct antagonisnl ~ i t h  the general tenor 
of his statements concerning himself. Witness the follow- 
ing : " That  all men should honor the Son, even as they 
honor the Father." (Jol111 v, 23.) " Before Abraham 
was, I am." " A s  the Fa ther  knoweth me, even so know 
I the Father." '' I and my Fa ther  are one." " Y e  believe 
in God, believe also in me." " H e  that  hat11 seen ine hath 
seen the Father." I f  these words of Christ do not prove 
a clear Div i l~e  self-conscious~less, then it would be difficult 
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to tell h9w a Divine self-consciousness could be proven. 
0 Gess endeavors to smooth his statement of the tbeory by  

drawing an analogy between the condition of the incar- 
nate Logos and the will of man asleep. H e  says: 

' ' W h e n  tliis sinks into slumber, all the powers of the 
soul h l l  asleep. I t  was the substance of the Logos mhich 

in itself had the power to call the world into existence, to 
uphold and  enligliten i t ;  but when the Logos sank into 
the sllllnber of unconsciousness, his eterual holiness, his 
omniscience, his omnipresence, and all his really divine 
attributes were gone, it  being the self-conscious will of the 
Logos through which all the Divine power abiding in him 
had beeu called into action. They were gone-i. e., sus- 
pended-esisting still, but  only potentially. Fur ther ,  a 
man mhen he wakes from sleep is a t  once ill full pos- 
session of all  his powers and  faculties ; b u t  mhen con- 
sciousness burst upon Jesus i t  mas not that  of tlie eternal 
Logos, b u t  a really human self-conscinuwess, which devel- 
ops by  degrees, aud preserves its identity only through 
constant chaugeq." (Reubelt's translation of Gess on the 
Person of Chriat, p. 342 ) 

I t  would be estreniely difficult to tell from the forego- 
ing statement of Gess what the nature of Christ's self- 
consciousuess was. Gess says " the  Logos sank into the 
slumber of unconsciousness." The Logos mas the Jeliornh 
of the Old Testament. Now Elijah, a t  Cnrmel, insinuated 
to the idolatrous prophets that  possibly Baal was asleep; 
bu t  of the Logos (Jehovah) it  is said he "shall neither 
slumber nor deep." (Ps. csx i ,  3, 4.) The sinkillg into 
unconsciollsuess involves the suspei~sion of all intelligence, 
of d l  voluntary life for tlie tirue being; hence if " the 
Logos snnk into unconsciousness," then there mas a period 
of time, be it  long or short, in which all the intelligelice 
and  voluntary life of the Logos mas suspended-a time 
in mhich the second Person of the Trinity was destitute 
of all lrnowledge, feeling, and  power. The theory can not 
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escape this conclusion, arid i t  is fatal to it. Again, self- . 
conscioubness pertains not to the  body, bu t  to tlie immate- * 
rial, intelligent spirit. Self-consciousness is an apperception 
of self as  i t  really exists-not of a n  imaginary self, bu t  
the true self. I t  is not possible for a n  intelligent being 
to have a fictitious or false self-consciousness. A n  intelli- 
gent being can not have the consciousness of any  other 
nature than his own. A man does not and can not have 
the self-consciousne~s of an angel nor of God ; nor car1 au  
allgel have the self-concciouaness of either a man or God, 
and ( n e  speak i t  reverently) it  is juat as impossible for 
God to 1in1 e the self-consciousues vf a rnan or of an angel 
as  it  would be for him to be aud not to be a t  the same 
time. According to this theory of Gess, the Divine Logos 
" sank into the slumber of unconsciousness," during which 
its intelligence, feeling, and power ncre all suspended. It 
amolre out of this intellectual blank to p a s  througli thirty- 
t h e e  years of activity and suffering 1)urdenecl 11 itli a spu- 
rious self-cor~scior~e~ie-s-n self con41)usne.s of l~umanity 
when there n a s  I I O  l in~nnnity in the case, no human soul, 
notlling but an unintelligent human body. A tlieory ~ h i c h  
puts t l ~ e  Divine n a t ~ ~ r e  uniler a total suspension of all its 
powers, and then cloatls i t  for years with a delusion, is 

' too monstrous to be received. 
The other modificntio~i of this tlieory, as held by Dorner, 

Ehrard,  Nast, and H. W. Beecller, may be seen in the 
following quotations from Dr.  Nast, in the Jfifhodist 
Quarterly Review, 1860, p. 430 : '' D o  not tlie ~ i n ~ p l e  
\\ ords of the evangelist, ' And the Word became flesh' 
(Jolin i ,  14), contain the key for the proper understanding 
of the personality of the God-mat1 ? I s  tlie plain meau- 
m g  of these words about this: The Logos united himself in  
the al~solute illfinitude of his being with the man Jesus, 
bepotten by tlie Holy Ghost, to constitute one personality 
n i t h  Ilirn? or is it, rather, the I ~ n g o s  without giving u p  
his Divine substance-n thing that would be an impossi- 
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bility-became by assuming hunian flesh and blood, a hu-  
man being, living ill a truly hulnan form of existence and 
in 11um:lu lowliness? I n  short, does the passage not cleally 
mean that the Logos, without giving u p  his Divine nature, 
became to all intents a i d  purposes a m a n ?  that  he n l ~ o  13 

God, from God, and iu God from all eternity, entered iutn 
the sphere of time and space ; that he, by a n  act of empty- 
ing himself, subjected liiinself to human development, and 
assumed 11un1an existence and life, human will and intuition, 
feeling, and thinking? Does not the oneness of the Di- 
vine and the l~u inan  in Christ consist in this: that  he, re- 
taining his Divine nature, took upon liim~elf as a n  nttri- 
bute the liiirnar~ form of existence and l ~ u n ~ a n  cnndi tinn, 
and, iu consequence thereof, 11ad human feeling, human 
will, and Iiurnan thinking ?" 

Professor Reubelt published a n  article in  support of 
this theory in the Bibliotheca Sacra of 1870, in which we 
find the following: " I f ,  as the Heidelberg Catechism says, 
his Godhead neither was nor is limited to his human na- 
ture  which he assumed, he (the Logos) may have been 
united in some intimate way or other n ith the human na- 
ture, but  not by a personal uuio)~,  w11ich implies that the 
whole Logos be confined to the 11umal1 nature as  the man 
Jesus, be consequently nowhere outside of him, as the 11u- 
man s o d  is personally present only in the body d i ~ r i n g  
the latter's life ; a different incarnation would seem to be 
no reality, no incarnation a t  all." (Bibliotheca Sacra, p. 
18.) There would be considerable force i n  the preceding 
argument if the Divine Logos and the human soul were 
material substauc~s,  having length, breadth, and thick- 
ness; bu t  as n e i t l ~ w  the Divine Logos nor the human 
soul has such attributes, the logic fails. The  argument 
amounts to about this: You can not apply all of the parts 
of a cube of ten inches to a cube of one inch ; hence flle 
Divine nature can not join itself to human nature. Prn- 
fessor Reubelt's argument would be t rue enough in geom- 
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etry, but utterly untrue in psycliology and divinity. There 
is nothing in Professor lieubelt's argument that proves the 
impossibility of the Divine Logos retaining its infinite per- 
fections and yet  being inseparably united to human nature. 
L e t  us hear Profes~or Reubelt once more : " I f  the Savior 
knew some tliii~gs as to his Divine nature which he did not 
knolv as to his human nature ; if he could truthfully say 
that  the Father  was greater than he as to his humnn na- 
ture, but  that  the Fa ther  and he as to his Divine nature 
mere one, the Divine nature and the human nature can 
evidently not h a r e  heen united in him by a p e r s o ~ ~ a l  union, 
nor can they have been so united as to constitute oneness 
of personality. On the contrary, by ascribing all the at- 
tributes of personality, as self-consciousness and  will, think- 
ing, judgiug, feeling, to each i ~ a t u r e ,  and even the expres- 
sion of personality, viz., I, ' nature '  is thereby made sy- 
nonymous with ' person:~lity,' and two such ' natures'  can 
not form one person." (Btbliothaca Snon, p. 18.) 

The follo\ving points are submitted in answer to the 
foregoing: 1st. Christ spealrs of an inferiority to the 
Father, thus:  "My Fa ther  is greater than all ;" " M y  
Father  is greater than I." (John x ,  2 9 ;  xiv, 28.) 2d. 
H e  spealrs of a n  equality v i t h  the F a t h e r :  "AH men 
should honor the Son, even as they honor the Father;"  "I  
and the Father  are one." (John v, 2 3 ;  x ,  30.) 3 1 .  
This diversity in his manner of spenkii~g can be accounted 
for only on the supposition of a d ~ d i t y  of persons, or of a 
duality of natures. 4th. B u t  Christ never spoke it1 a inan- 
ner which would lead us to suspect a duality of persons. 
H e  always spoke a n d  acted as one single persoa ; hence 
the duality Iraq not personal, bu t  in his natures. Profes- 
sor Reubelt says: " I f  another personality, another I than 
that  of the Logos, had been in Jesus, i t  is inconceivable 
that no mention should h a r e  been made thereof." T r u e ;  
bu t  his personality mas not dual, hut  single, while his na- 
ture was dual. Professor Reubelt sags: " If the incar- 
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nated Logos was always ill the possession of his divine or 
eternal lioliness, how could lie learn obedience, horn could 
he be perfected (Heb. v ,  8, 9)'" (Bibliotlieca Sucra, p. 17.) 
There is soule ambiguity in the expression " his divine or  
eternal holiness." The holiness of God is perfect holiness; 
that  is, i t  is unlnixed with sin. Now, does Professor Reu- 
belt mean tu intimate tha t  Christ, during his earthly life, 
was not perfectly holy? that he was not free from all s in?  
The testimony of t l ~ e  sacred writers to the holiness of 
Christ is an~ple.  H e  is called " that  holy thing," " thy  
holy child Jesus," " tlie Moly Oue aud the J u s t "  ( ~ e v i s d  
Version), " tlie Mvly and  Righteous One," "who knew no 
sin," " who was without sin," " without spot," and " who 
was holy, harmless, undefiled, separate from sinners." The  
fact that  he " learned obedience" does not prove tha t  he 
hat1 a t  any  t i u e  been disobedient. I t  is not said tliat lie 
learned to obey, b u t  tliat he learned obedience. Me did 
not learn the duty,  necessity, or propriety of obeying, bu t  
he learned by experience what'" obedience" was, just " as 
a man learns tlie taste of meat by eating it." Agaili, 
h e  did not learn obedience to the nioral Inn,  but  '' to the 
death of the cross." (Phil. ii, 8,) In Gethsemane, in 
the  judgment-hall, and  a t  Calvary, he learned by experi- 
ence what privation and suffering, obedience to that  death, 
involved. ' H i s  " being made perfect" does riot imply any  
previous moral imperfection, nor does i t  refer to a n y  moral 
perfection, but  to the consummation or perfection of his 
priestly service. I n  his sufferir~gs and death he mas per- 
fected as the High Priest of our salvation. 

Professor Reubelt asks: "How could he not know the 
day  of his second coming, if he was possessed of omnis- 
cience?" This is precisely the question of Unitarians. 
I ts  ouly force lies in  the nssurnption that  Christ had bu t  
one nature. F o r  a full answer to tliis question, see the 
exegesis of Mark xiii, 32. The same rernarlrs will apply 
t o  L u k e  ii, 52. Professor Reiibelt translates John  i, 14, 
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thus :  " A n d  the Logos became man." To this, Dr.  
Wheclon makes two answers: 1st. " I f  lylveso is to re- 
ceive so literal a rendering, we must literalize cap5 also ; 
aud then we shall l ~ a v e  it that  the eterual Logos ceased to 
bc God and becnme a portion of fleslily matter." 2d. " ' The  
Word hecame flesh' is far from saying that  the 111firiite 
essence became a finite soul. I n  the word JEesh, as desig- 
nating our  humanity, the corporeal uature is the primitive 
idea, and never cease3 to be tlic Ieatliug element. The 
diviue soul becomes flesh, or human, just as the liuman 
buul beco~ues $ e d ,  or liuulan. 1)y being inci~rnatecl in the 
hunian body." (Jletliodist Quarterly Revicw, 1870, p. 
291; 1 8 i 5 ,  p. 508 ) " ,rcipE is selected for the purpose bf 

expressing the fill1 antithesis, aud not aGpn, because there 
might be n aG/ia witl~out grip;' (1  Cur. xv,  40, 44) ; and  
besides, the expression '0 R6lo: oGpn lyiv~so mould not 
necessadily include tlie posaee~iou of a lin~rinn so111. . . . 
Since cup;' necessarily carries nit11 it the idea only of the 
+ u p j ,  i t  might seem as i i  Jo111i held the Xpollinarian no- 
ti011 that in Chribt there was no huri~an w;<, but  that the 
Adyo; took its place. B u t  it is uot really so, because the 
h u ~ n n i ~  ( " I J Z ~  does not exist by itself, bu t  in necessary cun- 
nection wit11 the xvsGpa, and because the New Tebtaruent 
(compare viii, 40) knows Jesus only as a perfect mau. I u  
fact John ,  in particular, expressly speaks of tlie + u ~ r j  

(xii, 27) and x v e ; ~ ~ a  of Christ (xi, 3 3 ;  xiii, 2 1 ;  xis, 30), 
which he does not identify with the Logos, but  designates 
as the substratum of the human self-conscious~iess (xi, 38)." 
(Abridged from 31eyer.) 3lryer  adds the followiirg foot- 
note (Com 11. 89) : " Rightly has the Church held firmly 
to the perfection ( p e f e c t i n )  of the Divine :d human na- 
tures in Christ in the Athat~:~si :~n s ~ n s e .  NO clia~ige atid 
no defect of nature on the one bi~le or the other cau be 
justified on exegetical g r o ~ ~ u t l a ;  a d  especi:tlly no such 
doctrine as that of Gess, that by tlie irrc:\rnatioi~ the Logos 
became :I h r r n m ~  s,ul or a hornan spirit." "This niodifi- 

1 r, 
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cation, which some apply to the Iii 'vwncs, is unscriptural, 
a n d  is particularly opposed to John's testimony throughout 
his Gospel and Firs t  Epistle." (Neyer's Com., p. 88.) 

Prof'wsor Reubelt translates i z h m  by ' ' emptied," 2nd 
insists upon the literal meaning of the word, that the 
Eternal  Son emptied himself of all  the attributes and 
qualities of Deity. B u t  this reduces tlie tlieory to utter 
atlieis~n. Before tlie incarnstiun the Son was God ; he 
was not less than God, all11 inore than  God lie could not 
be. Now if lie diyeated liiinself of all the attributes and 
qualities of Deity, then he must have passed out of being, 
and  there was no Son, 110 Logos, uo Trinity, no God. 
K E Y ~ U J  occurs bu t  twice in the Old Testainelit (Jer.  xiv, 2 ; 
xv ,  9.) I n  the New Test,arneut it occurs in fkur places 
besides the text  (Ruin. i r ,  14 ; 1 Cor. i, 17 ; ix ,  15 ; 2 Cur. 
ix ,  3). I n  no one of these placcs does i t  designate the 
emptying of a su1)ject of its coutents. 111 the two tests  in 
Jeremiah it is used in the seiise of trbrcse; and this would 
seem to be the most probable sense ill Phil. ii, 7. H e  
hunibled hirl~self, uot by  losiug or relincjuisl~ing liis Divine 
attl.ilbutes, b ~ ~ t  by  refi~aiilg to use them for his own safety, 
welfiwe, and glory. 

Professor Reubelt quotes Matt.  xsviii ,  18, and John  
xi,  42, ctc., to prove that Christ did riot possess omnipres- 
ence, oniuiscierice, and omnipotelice during the days of his 
humiliation. His  inetlioils of exegesis are esseiitially Uni- 
tarian, :~ud  are fully answered in the chapters on the At-  
tributes of Cl)lijt .  

I t  now wn~:ti~lq to state some objections to the Kenotic 
theory. I will give these objections as  they a re  stated I)y 
Hoclge and  TTThellun : 

Objectio~7 I .  ' I  This rloc,trii~e destroys the humanity of 
Christ. H e  is not ant1 ucver was n man. I I e  never h:d 
a I~uuian soiil or s human heart. I t  wsw tllr substance of 
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the Logos invested with a body, aud  not a human soul. 
A being without a human soul is not a man." (Hedge's 
Systenlatic Theology, Vol. 11, p. 440.) 

Objection P. I t  leads to Sociuianisln. "Ei ther  the 
minified God hecame truly a human soul, or he did not. 
I f  lie did not, then Christ was not a man. I f  he did, 
then Christ was not Divicz; the fullness of the Godhead 
did not dwell in him bodily; and he was, as Socinus as- 
serted, a mere 111an." (I). D. Whedon, in  Methodist Re- 
vielc, 1875, p. 508 ) 

Ol, ject io ,~ 3. The  cloctriue " impugns the Trinity. I f  
the second Pelaon of the Trinity hecaine human by ceas- 
ing to be God, then, during the incarnatio~i, there waq no 
Trinity." (D. D.  Wliedon, ibid.)  

Objection 4. " This theory exposes us to atheism. I n  
maintaining t l ~ e  argument from effect to cause, \ye arrive 
a t  God. The atheist then demands a cause of God;  aild 
our  reply is tllat he is the necessary self-existent First 
Cause. B u t  then, as self-existent Firs t  Cause, he must 
be necessary and  not contingent in his essence, and  i n  the 
fullness of all liis sttributcs. I f  he may cease to be in- 
finite and  omnipoteut First Cause, then atlieism is possi- 
ble. I t  is then rea~onahle to suppose that  he can annilli- 
late himself." (D. D .  TVliedon, ibid.) 

I t  is now desirable to prcaeilt tlie evidence of Christ's 
huinauity ; not t l ~ e  fictitious hu~naui ty  that is set forth in  
the Iceuotic theory, hu t  a true, genuine humanity. I n  
tlie Atlinuasiaii Creed our I m d ' s  humanity is stated as a 
"perfect man, of a reasonable soul, and human flesh sub- 
sisting." " Jesus was horn of a m m a n ,  grew in wisdom 
and stature, huugered, thirsted; wns weary, ate, drank, 
slept, journeyed; waq grieved and tenipted, sought aid aud  
relief in prayer, marveled; mas moved with compassion, 
wept; mas troulded iu spirit, recoguiz~d filial and frater i id  
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relations, indulged friendships, felt aversions; he was a 
High Priest, touched with the feeling of our infirmities, and 
was in 1111 poiuts tempted as me are, yet without s in;  he 
ofered up  prayers and  supplications with strong cryiilg 
and tears; was crucified, dead, and buried; lie lived the 
life and died the death of a m a n ;  he called himself tlie 
Son of man, and was called our Elder Brother; lie was a 
ninn whose human nature partook of all that essentially 
belongs to our  common humanity." (Raymond's Theol- 
ogy, Vol. I, pp. 399-400.) 

I11 support of the foregoing statement of Christ's hu- 
manity, the following texts a n d  arguments are  oflered: 

IXKE 11, 40, 52 : '' Alld thc child gren, and n-ascd atrong 
in spirit, filled 31-ith wisdom : and thc grace of Gcid \\xs upon 
him. d i l d  Jeijuti increased in wisdom and stxture, and in faror 
nith God and man." 

Tiscllendorf, TVestcott and Hort., and tlie Revised Ver- 
sion reject the words "in spirit" from the t e x t ;  lieuce we 
will drop these words out of the a rgu~nent .  Tlie stnte- 
merit that Christ was " filled with T V ~ F ~ ~ ) I L I , "  :~nd  tha t  he 
"increased in wisdom," could not  be prellicatecl of the 
D i v i ~ ~ i t y  of Cl~riat,  for the visdom of the Diviue iiature is 
infinite, and can not become either less or greater. These 
statements can not be predicated of the body, for i t  does 
]lot possess any wisdom, and  can neither acquire i t  nor 
lose it. These statements prove the-existence of Christ's 
human soul : which, because i t  was a finite intelligence, 
conld grow in ~risclom, and because it was pure, was tilled 
with ~ristlom. J e s u ~  " had a true liunlnn soul, as well as 
body. H e  was n genuine uatural child, infant,  and boy." 
(Whedon.) 

The  fact that Jesus increased "in favor with God"  can 
not be predicated of his Divine nature;  for i t  is not possi- 
ble that  the rnutual love of the Son and of tlie Father  for 
each other could either increase or dirninisli. I t  must 
haye always been infi~iite, aud admitted of no flactantims. 



THE IIUMAIVITY OF CHRIST. 173 

This increase " in favor with God" could not have been 
predicated of his body aside from his hr l~nan soul, for tlie 
body was not capable of developing any  excellence that 
should challenge the favor of God. These words prove 
Christ to have had a human soul, for of it only could these 
statements have been true. If Jesus did not have a hu- 
illan soul, then these xords of the evangelist would seem 
to be destitute of meaning. 

JIARK XIII ,  32: "But of that (lay and that hour knoweth no 
man;  no, not the nilgels which are in heaven, neither the Son, 
but the Father." 

Here  Christ denies that  he knows the time of the gen- 
eral jadgment. H i s  ignorance of the time can not be 
affirmed of his Divinity, fur his Divinity is unchangeably 
omniscient. I f  our Lord had not possessed any other na- 
ture than the Divine nature, he could not have bee11 igno- 
rant  "of that day," but  he was ignorant "of that  day ;" 
hence nlust, in  addition to his Divinity, have possessed a 
human soul which, in tlie lirnitations of its knowledge, was 
ignorant " of that day ." 

MATTHEW TIII, 10 : I' When Jesus heard it. he mnrrelcd." 
Luke vii. 9. 

J l a n ~  vI, 6: "Ancl he ularvelcd because of their unbelief." 

Some translators have rendered Matt.  viii, 10, and 
L u k e  vii, 9, " h e  was filled with admiration;" bu t  in  the 
Greek the verb is not in the middle, or passive, but in the 
active, voice, 1 M ~ i ~ . a m +  and is properly rendered, " he 
marvelecl." There certainly v a s  no admiration expressed 
in Mark vi, 6, for in that  instance the cause of his marveling 
mas " their unbelief." Oaupci:w, in  tlie sense of " marvel," 
is never spoken of the supreme Divinity, either in the 
Oltl Testament or in the New Testament. RIarreling is 
caused by  some unexpected even t ;  but  to tlie supreme 
Divinity not l~ing can be unexpected, hence Divinity does 
not marvel. Again, marveling is not done by the body, 
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i t  is done by a human soul ;  hence the fact that Christ 
"marveled7' proves that  Ile had a liulnnn soul. 

~IATTIIEW x s n ,  38: " My soul is exceeding sorrovful, ercn 
unto death." 

The  sorrow here mentioned was of that crushing, 
deadly nature ~ h i c h  forbids us predicating i t  of the Di- 
vinity. There is to be observed a reference to the words 
of D , ~ v i d ,  " W h y  a r t  thou cast dowi, 0 m y  soul?" 
(Ps. xlii, 5.) " So that  i t  cloth not only signify a n  excess 
of sorrow snrrounding and encompassing the soul, but  also 
such as brings a coi~sternation and dejection of mind, bom- 
ing the soul under the prewure and  burden of it." (Pear- 
son on the G e e d ,  p. 288, note.) 

Christ predicates this sorrow of his soul, " M y  soul is 
exceeding sorrowful." " I t  is the human soul, the sent of 
the affections and passions, which is troubled with the 
anguish of the body;  and i t  is distinguished from the 
zvo; /~n ,  the higher spiritual being." (blford, loco.) 
"Jesus, then, had a purely human soul. The doctrine of 
the Monopl~~s i tes ,  that  h e  had only a human body, of 
which God was the only soul, is not true." (Whedon, 
in  loco.) 

ACTS X, 38 : " God anointed Jesus of Sazareth vith the 
Holy Ghost." 

Similar declarations are  made concerning Christ in  
Matt. iii, 16 ; L u k e  iv, 18 ; J o h n  i, 32, 33 ; Acts iv, 27 ; 
H e b r e m ,  i, 9. This aiiointing of Christ by the Holy 
Spirit had been promised in the days of Isaiah. "And 
the Spirit of the Lord  shall rest upon him, the spirit of 
wisdom and under~tanding,  the spirit of counsel and might, 
the spirit of knowledge and  of the fear of the Lord. And he 
shall make him of quick unclerstaiicling in the fear of the 
Lord." (Isa. xi, 2, 3.) Thisgift of the Holy  Spirit could uot 
have been made to Christ's Divine nature ; for in hi.;: Diviuity 
he himself sends the Holy Spirit. (Luke  xxiv, 49 ; J o h n  



xv,  26 ;  xvi, 7;  xx ,  22 ;  Acts i, 4, 5; ii, 33.)  As God, he 
keuds the Holy Spir i t ;  as a man, he receives it  from the 
Father. I t  is tlie honlau spirit tlint receives the Holy 
Spirit. " There is a spirit in man ; a i d  the iuqpiration of 
the Almighty givetli them unclerstaudiug." (Jub xsxi i ,  8.) 
I t  fo1lo11-s that it  wxs the hnnlauity of Christ that received 
the Holy Spirit from God the Father. 

PRA~ER.:  OFFERED B Y  Jmus.-Matt. xiv, 23 ;  xxvi, 
36-39, 42, 44 ;  J la rk ,  i ,  3 3 ;  vi, 4 6 ;  xiv, 33, 35, 39; Luke  
iii, 21 ;  v, 1 6 ;  vi, 1 2 ;  i s ,  18, 28, 20;  xi,  1 ;  s i i ,  32, 41, 44. 
I-rayer inlplies v-ant, depeutleuce upon a superior, a d  the 
asking of help f rou~  that superior. I t  is nut possible that  
the Divine nnture should be in want, or that it  slmdtl be 
helpless, or need to asli help. Nor is there any beiiig srr- 
perior to tlie Diviuity from whom the Divinity could ask 
help; hellce it  w : ~  not the Divine nature of Christ that  
prayed. Prayer  is au  act of the human soul. The soul 
has wants; it  is deperdent upon a superior, upon God, who 
cnu help it. Christ's prayers prove that  he had a hu- 
man e d .  

HEBREWS r, 8, 9 :  " Though hc wcre a Son, yet learned he 
ohcdicnce by the things which hc suffered; and being made 
perfect, he became the author of eternal salvation unto all that 
obey him." 

111 this text Christ is eaid to have " learned," and to 
have " learned obedience." Ex11  of these items proves 
the proper humxnity of C h r i ~ t .  H e  is said to have 
learned : " Yet learued lie ohedierice." This could not be 
said of Christ as God, for to learn is to increase kuowl- 
edge; bnt Gotl iq oruni4ent ,  hence his knowledge can 
not be illcrensetl. Agaiu, " obedience " is submissiou to, 
and compliauce with, authority. These tliiugs cau uot he 
predicated of God ; there is no superior to wliotn he car1 
submit and with whose authority hc cau ci~mply. A Iiu- 
man soul cau incrense its kuowledge; it cau learn; it  can 
submit to a superior, and comply with its authority; i t  can 
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* '  learn obeclicnce." Jesus Christ " learned obedience ;" 
Jesus CLlriat had a humnn soul. 

LUKE XSIII, 46: ''.And m h ~ n  JCWS had. cried with a loud 
voice, he said, Father, into t11y hanth I commend my spirit; 
and having said thw, he gave up the ghost." 

Prayers si~nilar to this oue have been offered by Da- 
vid and  Stephen. David, in great distress said: " Iuto 
thy hands I commit my spirit." (Psalm xxxi, 5.) Ste- 
phen, when dying, said : " Lord Jesus, receive my spirit." 
(Acts vii, 59 ) Such words, proceeding from Divinity, 
would be unintelligible ; but they are easily understood, 
aud very proper, whcn coming from a human soul. Com- 
ing from Christ, they are the natural and reasoriahle ex- 
pression of hi3 soul in his dying hour. The words, " H e  
gave up the ghost," are mentioned in connection with the 
death of Christ in four other places besides the tex t :  
Matthew xxvii, 50;  Mark xv ,  37, 39; John xix,  30. 
These texts are not exactly alike in the Greek, but  the 
differences are so slight that they do not affect the mat- 
ter now under discussion. I n  the Old Testament the same 
or si~nilar expressions occur in Gen. xxv ,  8, 17, 29 ; xlix, 
Job x, 18; xi, 2 0 ;  xiv, 10;  Jer .  xv, 9 ; Lam. i, 19 ; 
Acts v, 5, 10;  xii, 23. In each of these places these 
words note the departure of the human soul from the 
body in dcath. These words coming from the lips of 
Christ, i t  would seem imposjible to give then1 a reason- 
able explanation without admitting that he hm! a hu- 
man soul. 

I1en~~n.s IV ,  1.5: " For n.c haw  not a h ~ g h  priest which 
can not be touched with the feeling of our infirmitie*: but n.as 
in all points tempted like as we nrc., yet without sin." 

See also Matt. iv, 1-11 ; Mark i ,  13 ; Luke  iv, 1-13 ; 
John  xiv, 30. Christ wits tempted. I t  could not he his 
Divinity that  was tempted ; for although the Divinity lmv 
the power to do evil, yet the uniou of its infinite knowledge 
and wisdom with its perfect purity renders i t  impossible 
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to  present to the Diviuity any  inducement to siu. This 
conclusioi~ is sustained hy James  i, 13: "God can not 
he tempted with evil." "There is nothing in him that  
has a tendency to wrong; there can he nothing presented 
from n itliout to induce him to do v r o n g  : (1) There is no 
evil pussion to be gratified, as there is i n  m a n ;  (2) there 
is no 11-ant of power, so tha t  an allurement could he pre- 
sented to seek n-hat he has n o t ;  (3) there is no want of 
weultk, for he has infiuite resources, nud all that  there is 
or can be is his (Ps. 1, 10, 11) ; (4) there is no n a u t  of 
Rappitzcss that  he slmuld seek happness in sources which 
are not now iu his posscssion. Nothing, therefore, could 
he lxeseuted to the Divine mind as a n  inducement to do 
evil." (Barnes on James.) 

I t  could not be Christ's flesllly body that  was tempted, 
for intellect only can be the subject of temptation ; heuce 
the temptatiori of Christ furnishes conclusive evidence 
that  lie had a human soul. A n  examination of the temp- 
tations mentioned by Matthew puts tlii, conclusion beyond 
all doaht. The  first temptation was a suggestion that Christ 
should tu rn  stones into bread, in  order that  lie might ap- 
pease the crariugs of hunger. The second temptation was 
a suggestiou to a presumptuous trust in  God's providence. 
The  third teu~ptation was n sugge~tion to worship Satan, 
in  order to obtain power. Surely these tetnptations were 
not addressed to Divi i~i ty.  Divinity hungry and  tempted 
to appease its own hunger;  Divinity tempted to a pre- 
sumptuous trust in Divine Providence; the Lord of 
heaven and earth tempted to worship Satan by nn offer of 
earthly dolniniou! The  mere mention of such a uotio~i 
breaks down with pure excess of absurdity. Christ's 
human soul was tempted to appease the hunger of the 
body with which i t  mas associated and which i t  inl~al~i ted.  
His  human soul was tempted to a presumptuous troct in 
Divine Providence. H i s  human soul was tempted by a n  
offer of human power and  glory. Deny that  Christ had a 



human soul, and the narrative is perfectly emasculated; 
accept the t ruth of Chist ' s  proper humanity, ancl the nar- 
rat i re  is rational and of thrilling interest. 

THE ITNION O F  DEITY AND HTTIIXXITY I N  CHRIST. 

111 discussing " t h e  union of Deity and humanity in 
Christ," i t  is not intended to make any new statement of 
the doctrine, but  to state and defend i t  as it has been 
accepted and taught by the Christian Church from the 
days of the apostles down to the present time. I n  accord- 
auce nit11 this design, the doctrine v i l l  be stated in the 
~ ~ o r d s  of the "Articles of Religion of the Methodist Epis- 
copal Churcl~,"  Article 11: "The Son, who is the Word  
of the Father ,  the very and eternal God, of one substance 
with the Father ,  took man's nature in  the womb of the 
blessed Virgin ; so that  two whole and perfect natures- 
that  is to say, the Godhead and manhood-were joined 
together in  one person, never to be divided,  hereof is 
one Christ, T7ery God and very man." 

"Tl~ese  two circun~stances, the coml)letcness of each 
nature and  the union of both in one person, is the only 
key to the language of the Xew Testament, and so entirely 
explains and  harmonizes the whole as to afford the strongest 
proof, next to its explicit verbal statements, of the doc- 
trine that our Lord  is a t  once truly God and truly man. 
011 the other hand, the impracticability of giving a con- 
sistent explanatiou of the testimony of God ' conceruing 
his Son Jesus Christ ' on all  other hypotheses, entirely con- 
futes them. I n  one of two TTays ouly will it be found, by 
every one who makes the trial honestly, tha t  all  the pas- 
sages of Holy W r i t  can be explained, either hp referring 
them, according to rule of the aucient fathers, to the 
N ~ o i ~ ~ ~ y i a ,  by vhich they meant everything that related to 
the Divinity of the Savior, or to the o?zovo,uia, by nhich 
tllcy meant his incarnation ancl everytlriug that he did in 
the flesh to procure the salvation of manliind. This dis- 
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tinction i~ expressed in ~ n o c l e ~ n  theological language by 
cor~si t lcr i~~g ;-nu~e things which are  spoken of Chlict as  
said of l l l h  Dlvi~ie, others of his l ~ u n ~ a n ,  nature;  a i d  lie 
T F I I O  takes tlii- principle of iuterpretation along nit11 him 
will selclom find any  difficulty in  apprehending the seriqe 
of the ~ a c r e d  nriters, though the subjects themselves be 
often to human minds inscrutable. 

"Does any one ask, for instance, I f  Jesus Christ mas 
truly God, h o ~ v  could he be I I ~ ~ I I  and die? how could he 
gron in nisdom and s t a t u ~ e ?  how could 11e be subject to 
l a v ,  be tempted, stand in need of prayer? how could his 
soul he ' exceediug sorrowful even unto death,' be ' for- 
saken of his Father, '  purchase the Church with ' his own 
blood,' ha re  a ' joy  set befi~rc him,' be exalted, have ' all 
power in heaven and earth given to him?' etc. The an- 
s \ \ w  is, that  lie mas also man. If, on the other hand, i t  be 
a matter of surprise that  a vi4ble man should heal diseases 
a t  his nill ,  and ni thout  rcferriug to auy Iiigher authority, 
as he oftell did;  still tlie minds and the wares, know the 
thonghts of 11lei1'z heartu, foresee his ornu pasqion in all its 
c i~cum-tawe- ,  a u t l m i t ~ t i v e l y  forgive sins, be exalted to 
absolute ctoruirlio~~ over every creature in  heaven and earth, 
be present nllercver two or three are gathered in his name, 
be n i t h  his diqciples to the end of the norld, claim uni- 
v c ~ s a l  htmnge and the bowing of the lrnee of all creatures 
to his nnnle, be asqociated with the Father  in solemu as- 
criptions of glory and thanlrsgiving, and bear eveu tlie 
awful names of God-names of description and revela- 
tion, names which express Divine attributes,-what is the 
answer?" 

Can the Unitmian scheme, nhich a l lom him to be a 
creature only, produce a reply? "Can it f u r n i J ~  a rea- 
soiiahle interpretation of texts of Sarred JITrit ~vhich af- 
firm all these things? Can i t  ~ u g g r s t  any solution which 
does not imply that  the sacred penmen were not only care- 
less writers, bu t  writers who, if they had studied to be 
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n~isunderstood, could not more delusively have expressed 
themselves? The  ouly hypothesis explanatory of all these 
statelneuts is, that Christ is God as well as m a u ;  and by 
this the consistency of the sacred writers is brought out, 
and a harmonizing strain of sentiment is seen, con~pacting 
the Scriptures into one agreeing a d  mutually adjusted 
revelation." (Watson's Institutes, Vol. I, pp  618, 619.) 

I n  proof of the union of Deity and humanity in Christ, 
the following Scriptures are adduced: 

ISAIAII IX,  6 :  "For unto us a child is born, unto us a son is 
given : and the gorernment shall be upon his shoulder : and 
his name &all be called Won(lerfu1, Counselor, The Mighty 
God, The Everlasting Father, The Prince of Peace." 

For  previous discussions of this text, see pages 70-72,114. 
I n  this text the humauity of Christ is set forth by the 
words " a child is born," " a son is given;" whiie his Deity 
is unequivocally asserted in the titles " Xighty God," 
"Everlasting Father." " I t  can not be maintained that  - 
this is all true of anv one nature. I t  car1 not all be true 
of n being wholly divine, because he never could have 
been a child. I t  can not all be true of a humao being, 
because he could not be called ' The Mighty God;'  nor 
could i t  be t rue of a n  angel, for no nugel was ever a 
'child born."' (Lee.) I t  was true of Jesus Christ-he 
'' was God," and  yet  he " became flesh, and dwelt 
among us." 

I\IATTIIEW xxn, 41-46: " Vhile the Pharisees n-ere gnth- 
ered together, Jews  asked them, saying, What think ye of 
Christ? n-hose son is he 7 They say unto him, The son of 
David? He eaith unto them, How then doth Parid in spirit 
rall him Lord, saying, The Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou 
on my right hand, till I make thine enemies thy footstool? If 
David then rall him Lord, how is he his son? And no mnn 
was able to ansxer him a word, neither dnrst any man from 
that day forth aek him any more que~tiona." 

Unitarians intimate that  Christ's reference to this 
Psalm is merely a n  "a~gz~ment~cm ex co)zcessu," or from the 
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ackno~~ledged  opinion of his opponents, without vouching 
for its correctness. Bat this will not bear examiuation. 
I f  the opinion of the Pharisees concerning David's xords 
was erroneous, the arguinent of Christ, built upon that 
opiniou, must also be erroneous. A reference to the text  
a u d  the parallel places (Xnrk xii, 36, 37; L u k e  x x ,  
42, 43), will shorn that Christ does not make any reference 
to the opiuiou of the Phariseej: coi~ceruiug David's words; 
but  in the most positive manner asserts that  " D a d  there- 
fore hinlaelf calleth him Lord." Peter,  also, a t  Pentecost 
(Acts ii, 34-36) quotes the same words as referring directly 
to Christ. 

Unit:lrians argue that  "Jehovah being thus, in a pe- 
culiar sense, the Supreme King  of Israel, the throne of 
Judea  was called the throne of Jehovah (see 1 Chron. 
xxix,  23), and the human king of Israel is said to sit on 
the throne of Jehovah;  i. e., a t  the right hand of Jehovah." 
I t  is true tha t  Jehovah was the Supreme K i n g  of Israel, 
and that  the throne of Judea  was. called " the throne of 
Jehovah;" b a t  i t  is not t m e  tha t  sitting on the throne of 
Judea  was ever designated as "sitting a t  the right hand 
of Jehovah." From time to time a number of Jcwish 
kings sat down on the throne a t  Jerusalem, but only 
Christ has sat down a t  the right hand of Jehovzh. The  
fact of Christ's sitting a t  the right hand of the Father  is 
regarded by the Spirit  of inspiration as of great irupor- 
tance, for it is frequently mentioned in the New Testa- 
nlent. (PIIark xiv, 62 ; xvi, 19 ; Ilulre xx ,  42 ; xxii, 69 ; 
Acts ii, 34 ; vii, 55 ,  56 ; Rom. viii, 34 ; Epll. i ,  20 ; Col. 
iii, 1 ; Heb.  i, 3 ; viii, 1 ; x, 12 ; xii, 2 ; 1 Peter  iii, 22.) 
" This was a n  honor never given, never promised, to any' 
man but the Meeeins; the glorious spirits stand about the 
throne of God, but  n e x r  any  of them sat down a t  the 
right hand of God. ' F o r  to yhich of the angels said he 
a t  any  time, Si t  on my right hand, until I make thine en- 
emies thy footstool?' (Heb. i ,  13.)" (Pearson on the 
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Creed, 1). 416.) This settles the fact that the "Lord"  
(" Adou ") wlion~ Jeliovah asked to sit a t  his right hand, 
was not any mere tcn~poral  priuce of that  day, but  Christ. 
This proves the pre-existence of Christ. I Ie  is adclressed by 
the title "Lord " (Adon) ; while t,his term is used in the his- 
torical boolts to designate a temporal lord or master, in the 
Psalms i t  not unfreqr~eutly designates Supreme Deity. TTTit- 
]less the fullowing instances of its use : " 0 Lord, our  Lord 
[Adou], how excellent is thy name in all the earth ! who 
hast set thy glory above the heavens." " The Lord [Atlon] 
of t,he whole earth." " A t  the presence of the Lord [Adou], 
a t  the presence of the God of Jacob." " Our  Lord [Adon] 
is above all gods." "Grea t  is our Lord [Adon], ant1 of 
great power : his understmidiiig is infinite." (Psxln~s viii, 
1 ,  9 ;  xcvii, 5 ; cxiv, 7 ; cxxsv ,  5 ; clvii, 5. See also Isa. 
i, 24;  iii, 1 ; x ,  16, $3 ; li, 22 ; 3Iicah iv, 13 ; Zech. i v ,  
4 i 5 ; 1 i ,  1.) " Adou " " is a, term implying a n  
acknowletlgrrient of superiority in the persou to whom it 
was addressed, arid thcrehre never given to inferiors; 
though sometinlcs, perhaps out of courtesy, to equals. 
Upon this, then, our  Lord's argument turns. A n  inde- 
pendeut n~oua.rch, such as  David, acknowledged no lord 
or master but  God ; far less would he bestow thn.t title 
upon a son, or descendant; and consequently the Messiah, 
bcing so called by him under the influei~ce of the Spirit, 
and therefore acknowledged as his superior, must be Di- 
vine." (Campbell.) 

" According to the flesh," Christ was Da.vid's eon ; ac- 
cording to " the  Spirit of holiness," Christ was David's 
Lord. 

"Now, here is a question asked by our Lord which no 
one in heaven nor 011 earth can answer, if Jcsus was llot 
possessed of t'wo natures: ' I f  David then call hini Lord, 
how is he his son?' This question can be answered only 
by admitting t , l~e  two natures of Christ." (Lee.) 

How could Christ "be both David's Lord and David's 
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SOU? NO son is lord to his father; therefore, if C h i d  
n ere David's Sovereign, lie n l w t  be inore than man-more 
than David's son. As man, so 11e was David's son; as 
God-man, so he  was David's Lord." " A l t l ~ o u g l ~  Cl1ri.t 
n a s  really a i d  truly man, yet he  nas more than a hare 
man ; he was Lord unto, and was the salvatiou of, his own 
forefathers." (Burkitt.) 

Jam I, 14: " h d  the Kord  nafi made flesh, and dwelt 
among us." 

W e  have already seen tha t  " the W o r d "  mas a per- 
sonal being, in  ini ion with the Father .  eternal, Creator of 
all things, and the Author of life. This Divine Word he- 
came a man, and dmelt among men, the possessor of a 
dual nature, the Logos or Deity, aud the flesh, or 111.1- 
manity. The judicious Hooker  sums up the nhole doc- 
triue of the union of Deity and humanity in Clirkt in four 
word., "Truly,  perfectly, indivisibly, distinctly;" truly 
God, perfectly man, iildiribibly one person, distinctly two 
natares. (Book V, ch. liv, 10.) 

Ro\r las  I, 3, 4 :  " Concerning his Foil, Jwns Christ our 
I,ord, nhich vas made of the scctl of D a ~ i d  nccorcling to the 
flcsll; and declarc(1 to be the Son of God with pon7cr, according 
to the Spirit of holiness, by the resurrection from the dcad." 

A s  God, this passage calls Chrict " t h e  Son of God," 
" Our  Lord," and " the Spirit of Holiness;" as a man, it  
speaks of him as being " made," as  being " of tlie seeJ 
of David," as being of ' ' the fled1 ," as having been " dead," 
and as having raised fro111 " the dead." See also Ronians 
ix, 5, where the apostle says that  Christ " is over all, God 
blesped forerer;" and yet i n  his humanity he  came i n  
" the flesh " 

1 TIYOTHY III, 16 .  ' I  God was manifest in the flesh, jastified 
in tlie Spirit, fiern of angels, prrnched unto the Gentiles, hc- 
lir\erl on in t l ~ c  world, rcwbivctl n p  into glory." 

The union of the two natures is establislied by  the 
fact that Jesus Chribt was G o d ;  that  he was God made 
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visible; that  he m s  God visible in  the flesh, that is, in a 
man ; that  in the life of Jesus Christ perfect Divinity and 
perfect manhoocl were alike \ isible. 

HEBRETTS I, 3 :  "Who hving the br i~htne-  of his glory. and 
the express image of his person, and upholding all things by 
the word of his power, uhcn he had by himself purged our 
sins, sat down on the right hand of the ;\I:~jesty on high." 

To this passage " the Hypostatical union is the only 
key. Of whom does the apostle speak when he  says, 
' When he had by himself' purged our sins, but  of him 
who is ' the brightness of his glory and the express image 
of his person?' H e  by himself ' purged our sins;' yet 
this was done by the shedding of his blood. I n  that  higher 
nature, however, he could not suffer dea th ;  and nothing 
could make the sufferings of his humanity a purification 
of sins by himself hu t  such a union as should constitute 
one person ; for unless this be allowed, either the charac- 
ters of divinity iu the preceding verses are characters of 
a merely human heing, or else that  higher nature was ca- 
pable of suffering dea th ;  or, if not, the  purification was 
not made by  himself, which yet the t ex t  affirms." 
(Watson.) 

J o ~ s  XI,  4-45. 

The narrative of the resurrection of Lazarus furnishes 
ample proof of the union of Deity and  humanity in Chlist. 

1. H e  displays such forelmowledge as is possessed only by 
S ~ ~ p r c n ~ e  Deity. W h e n  he hears of the siclmess of Laz- 
arus, he tells the disciples that " this sielrness ia not unto 
death." (Terse 4 ) Lazarus died, ba t  was restored to 
life again. Christ foresaw that life ; he saw it through the 
shade of intervening death and the grave. A g a i ~ ~ ,  al- 
though Lazarus mas in Bethany, while Christ was on the 
other side of the Jordan,  yet he knew that  Lazarus was 
dead, and he told it  to hi* tli*ciples. Again, while Jest19 
mas standing a t  the grave of Lazarus he said, " Father ,  
I thank thee that  thou haat heard me," thus evincing a 
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knowledge of the thoughts of the Eternal Father-a knowl- 
edge of those secrets known only to the Godhead. This 
knowledge of the Divine mind is in perfect harmony with 
the declaration, " Neither kuoweth any rnan the Father  
save the Son." (Matt. xi, 27.) Again, notice his claim 
to share n i t h  the Fa ther  the glory tha t  would arise out  
of the event. "This  sicliness is not unto death, bu t  for 
the glory of God, tha t  the Son of God might be glorified 
thereby." Surely no mere man, augel, nor archangel, 
could mnlre such a speech ; yet  Chrk t  innlres ~ t ,  and that,  
too, ni thout  sin. I t  can be esplaintd only I)y his own 
words, " I  aild the Fa ther  are  one." Once more, notice 
his claim to be the author of the resurrection and of eter- 
nal life: " I ail1 the resurrcctiori and the life: he that be- 
lievet11 in me, though lle Tvere dead, yet shall he live: 
and  ~vhosoever liveth and believet11 in me shall never die." 
Wonderful as this claim is, h e  verifies i t  by calling Laz- 
arus back to life again. Surely these speeches aucl this 
miracle prove Jesus Christ to be tlie A l m ~ g h t y  God. 

2. B u t  tlie proofs of his humanity are  ju5t as positive. 
He was a personal friend of Lazarus ; tlie Jews had sought 
to  stone him ; his disciples judged him to be in danger of 
being Idled.  " L e t  us also go tha t  we may die v i th  him ;" 
" he groaned in the spirit ;" " was troubled ;" he " wept ;" 
h e  calls himself " a man." (Verse 9.) These proofs of 
his humanity need uo comment; and yet  this was the 
same person who foretold the eucl of Lazarus's sicliness, 
read the mind of the Father ,  claimed to he tlie author of 
the resurrection and of eternal life, and wlio rxised Laza- 
rus from the dead. The only explanation of such a per- 
son is, that  he has two natures, humanity and  Divinity. 

PHII.IPFI im 11, 5-7 : " Lct this mind be in you. n hidl was 
also in Christ Jesus: who being in the form of God, t h o u ~ h t  i t  
not robbery to h e  equal ~ i t h  God: hut madehimsrzll ol no rcp- 
rrt;ltion, and took upon him the form of a scrvant, arid n-as made 
in the likeness of men." 

16 
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111 the examination of this text i t  is necesary to make 
a prcl minary examination-of some of the clauses and n ords 
found in it. 

A n d  first, " 'Cv /,11,~9{ Ow;.'' These words designate 
s o m e t l h g  that  belonged to Christ before h e  "toolr upon 
liim the form of a servniit;" something that  he " emptied 
himself" of when he  " took upon him the form of a serv- 
ant." The fact that  Christ once existed " in tbe form of 
God." nncl the fact that  " he emptied himself" of it, will 
help us to determine what ' I  the form of God" means. 
These words do not mean Chri-t's p o w r  to work miracles; 
for this power he exerc i sd  frequently during the thrce 
years of his ministry. They do not mean his essential at- 
tributes of Dei ty;  he often manifested both his ornniscience 
and omnipotence. They do not mean his sovereign an- 
thority ; for he  rebultctl both men and demons, compelled 
demons to do his bidcling; lle also claimed and exercised 
authority to forgive sin. These words do not meail his 
claim to Supreme Deity ; Christ never relinquished this ; 
on the contrary, he  often assertctl it. R e  said: " Before 
Abraham was, I am" ( John  viii, 59); "As the Father  
knoweth me, even so lrnow I the Fa ther"  (John x, 15) ; 
" I and the Father  are one" (John x, 30) ; " H e  that  llath 
seen me hat11 seen the F ; ~ t h e r "  (John xiv, 9). The fure- 
going facts aiid Scriptures prore that our Lord did not 
"empty himself" of his Supreme Deity, even if such a 
thing were possible. 

While  it is t rue that  " no rnan hat11 seen God a t  a n y  
time," yet it  is also true that  God, in  past  time^, had made 
known his presence to men by  a manifestation of gloly 
that ~vouId create in the miud of the belloIder a prof0111d 
impression of the Divine Najesty. 111 Exodus xsxiii ,  15, 
this manifestation of the Di r ine  glory is called " thy  pres- 
ence ;" i n  Nunlbers xii, 8, i t  is called " the sirnilitide of 
the Lord ;"  in  Deuteronomy v, 24, in Psalm x s s i ,  16, 
" thy  face ;" in  John  v ,  37, "his shape." This manif'es- 
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tation of the Divine glory Christ emptied himself of when 
" he tOr)li up011 liim the form of a s e n  ant." H e  momen- 
tarily resumed this "form of God"  a t  the time of his tl.aos- 
fignration; and his resumption of the " form of God"  a t  
tllc transfiguration is exl)ressed by  the word p~re!,o,~pd,r~. 

(JIntt. xl-ii, 2.) Deity can exist vithont this " f o r ~ l  ;" 
but o l ~ l y  Deity can exist in this " form." I t  is the fact 
that  Christ exists in  this "form " that makes him "equal 
TI it11 God." Clirist had t11i.s glorious " foml " in common 
n it11 the Father ,  " l~efure the Ir orld was." (John xvii, 5.) 
JTl~en  CI i r i~ t  " becanle flesh " he emptied himself of this 
" form," in  orcler tha t  lie might t d i e  " upon him the form 
of a servant." While  Christ existed " in the form of 
God," he was properly " q u a 1  with God." 

U n i t a r h s  object that  " the Tiinitarian exposition of 
this text  is a mere i.eductio ud a b s z ~ ~ d t r n ~  of the apostle's 
argument, since i t  makes him say tha t  Christ, being God, 
thungl~ t  i t  no robbery to be equal with Iiimself." This ob- 
jection started \\it11 Socinus, and llas been re-echoed by all 
Unitalians from tlie days of Focinus to the present time. 
" To this i t  may be  answered tha t  the Son may be equal 
to the Father  in the unity of the Godl~eatl,  nliich is all 
that the apostle's lailguage implies, and all  that  Trinitari- 
ans contend for. K o r  can this be  denied ~ i t h o u t  begging 
the question, and denying that  there is any  distinction of 
persons in the unity of tlie Godhead." (Scott.) 

I t  mill not help the cause of Unitarianism to render 
these words " to be even as, l ike as, Gocl ;" for they can 
not produce a solitary instance in which the words have 
such a meaning. Again, " since infii~ite attributes admit 
of no increase or diminution, lie n ho is as God, or like as 
God, must be possessed of these attributes, and, conLe- 
yuently, possessed of every ~ e r f e c t i o n  entering into the 

. very idea of God." (Holden.) 
The words Cpoto; &+-"lilrc as  God, resembling 

God "--have been applied by  Homer to kings, princes, 
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and warriors; but  the words I'aor BE@ have never been ap- 
plied to any created being. On the contrary, the J e n s  
said that i t  was blasphemy in Christ to make himself ?a02 
8€F. (John v, 18.) 

The word " robbery "-a'pi?.ayp6~-calls for a passing 
notice. I think that the majority of modern Bible schol- 
ars agree that  a'pzay,uAs does not denote an action, but a 
thing. The Revised Version renders it  " a prize;" i n  the 
margin, " a  thing to be grasped." This rendering har- 
monizes with the exhortation in the preceding verses to 
avoid " ~aing lory ,"  to cultivate " lo\~liness of mind," not 
to look on our " o v n  things," but  on " the things of 
others'' for their advantage. T l ~ c  apostle enforces this ex- 
hortation by saying, " Let  this mind be in  you which was 
also in Christ Jesus." Christ, "being in the form of God, 
did not regard equality in state ~ % i t h  God as a robber re- 
gards his booty-viz., as a thing to be clutched greedily, 
and held fast a t  all hazards-but emptied himself." (Bruce's 
Humiliation of Christ, p. 109.) 

I f  all  the rest of the Bible were silent concerning the 
twofold nature of Christ, thi-; tevt ~ ~ o u l d  set the matter 
forever a t  rest. His  tnkiug upnn him " t h e  form of a 
rervant " proves that  he existed before he became " a serv- 
ant," and a t  that time was not " a servant," but  mas "equal 
with God," and originally existed in his glorious " form." 
All the intelligent beings in the universe are  d i v i d ~ d  into 
two parties : first, the Master, God ; second, his servants. 
There is no third party. Hence as Christ existed r h e n  
he was not " a servant," he must be God. I t  is no an- 
swer to this to say that ha was not God, but  only the 
highest created i~ltelligence. All created beings are serv- 
ants of the AIost High. They may be rebellious " s ~ r v -  
ants," like " the devil and his angels," but still they are 
'' servants." NOW, if Christ never wts anything but  a crea- 
ture-no matter how glorious-then he always mas " a  

servant;" but  the fact that  he originally existed " in  the 



form of God," and when so existing he '' took upon him 
the form of a servant," proves that previous to that time 
he was not a servant, hut was Gorl. As a mau lie v a s  in 
" t h e  form of a servant," " and was made in the likeness 
of men." H e  was " found in fashion as a man." H e  
" became obedient unto death." I n  " the form of God " our 
Lord was perfect God ; in ' ( t h e  forni of a servant" and  
the " fasliiou as a ruan," he was a perfect man-he was 
God " mnnifcit in tlie flesh." 

Prol'essor J o h n  Eadie closes a long discussion of the 
menning of thew words v i th  the folloving sentences: 

"The  iu-ignia of Godbead were oft revealed in  the 
olden t ime;  and we b a r e  n h a t  we take to be several de- 
scriptious of the  form of God in Deot. xsxiii ,  2 ; Psalm 
xviii, 6-15; Dan.  r i i ,  0, 10 ; Hab.  iii, 3-11. Such pas- 
sages, descrihiug subl in~e tokens of a Theophany, afford a 
glimpse into the meaning of the phrase ' form of God.' 
I t  is not the D ~ v i n e  nature, b u t  the risible displily of it, 
that  nhich enables men to apprehend i t  and prompts them 
to adore il." 

Endie writes fu r ther :  "This  meaning which we give 
to p p y  j is in harmony with the whole passage, and  is not 
materially ilifferent from ci'dos. (John v,  37. See un- 
der Col. i ,  15.) I t  stands here in contrast with the phrase 
, ropy~v  G o r j l w  la,S&. H e  exchanged the form of God for 
that of a servant-came from the highest point of dignity 
to the lovest in the social scale. A n d  we are the more 
confirmed in our view b e c a u ~ e  of the following verb, 
&.'vwa:, as this self-divestment plainly refers to the pre- 
vious , u o P ( D ~ ~ ~ .  I t  call not  mean Divinity itself; for surely 
Jesus n r r e r  cast i t  off; but  he laid aside the for111 of God, 
the spler~dor of Divinity, and not the nature of it-the 
glory of the Godhead, aud not  the esseuce of it. . . . 
A t  t l ~ e  samc time, while we tliiuk that t1.e apostle selects 
with special care the term ,uopgc+ as signifj iug something 
direrent from nature, we must hold that  no one can be in 
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the forin of God without being in the nature of God, 
the esliibition of tlie form iniplying tlie nature of the 
essence." 

" The doctrine of the two natures of Christ may be 
urged from the fact tliat no other account can be given 
of his nature and character. The  Scriptures declare him 
to be God and man, but  they pronounce him nothing else. 
I f  he is not God and man, what is h e ?  I t  will be said 
that  he is the Son of God. B u t  what is the Son of G o d ?  
I s  he God, or is he a m a n ?  or is he  lieither? I press the 
question, W h a t  is h e ?  I f  i t  he said that he mas God, and 
not man, then God was once born a child, and grew, and 
lived, and died. I f  i t  be saicl that  lie mas a man, aucl not 
God, then we have only a human savior, a h u n ~ a n  re- 
deemer, and a hunlan intercessor, wliose a rm is but a n  
a r m  of flesh. I t  is m i t t e n  : ' Cursed be the man that  
trustetli in man, and maketh flesh his arm.' (Jer.  x r i i ,  
5 . )  B u t  of Christ i t  is said: ' Blessed are all they tliat 
p u t  their trust in  him.' Now, put  that and that  together. 
I f  i t  be saicl that  he v a s  neither God nor man, nliat was 
lie ? Was he ail angel ? K O  ; for angels call not die. B u t  
admit that  he was God and man, and all is plain, aiid we 
have a Savior worthy of everlasting trust-one to n.hoin 
we can commit our souls without distrust or fear of beigg 
confounded." (Lee'? Theology.) 

" The  Scriptures spcnk of hi111 as ' tlie Prince of Life,' 
who mas ' killed' (Acts siii ,  15) ; ' the Lou1 of glory,' who 
was infnmou.ly ' crr~cified ' (1 Cor. ii, 8) ; ' tlie Lord ' and 
the ' S o n '  (Matt. sx i i ,  45; ; . . . tlie ' L o r d  of a l l '  aiid 
the servant of me11 (Alcts  9, 36 ; Matt .  s x ,  28) ; ' the Word,  
which was God, and mas made flesh' (John i, 1, 14) ; 
' who was in  tlie form of God, and was made in the like- 
ness of m e n '  (Phil. ii, 6, 7 )  ; the Son of God and the Son 
of man ; the fellow of Jehovah and of men (Zech. s i i i ,  7 ; 
Hcb.  ii, 9) ; eterual, and yet beginning (Micah r, 2) ; ' hav- 
ing life in liiniself" (John i, 4), and yet Iwii~g clepe~ide~it ; 



' filling all in all,' and lying in manger (Eph. i, 23) ; 'know- 
ing all things,' and yet ignorant of some (John x s i ,  17) ; 
' almighty,' and yet 'crucified thror~gli v;eala~ess' (Rev. i, 
8 ;  2 Cur. xiii, 4) ; alnays ' the same,' a i d  yet nndergo- 
ing many changes (Heh. i, 12) ; ' reigiiing forever,' and 
yet recigniug the lringdoin (Isaiah ix, 7 ;  1 Cor. s v ,  
24); 'equal  uitll  God,' and yet sul~ortlinate (Phil. ii, 6, 
etc.) ; ' oue ' with God, and yet a IlIetliator betrreeu God 
and men (John s ,  20; 1 Tim. ii, 5).  Such sayings are  
apparent coutrndiction~, and can he reconciled only on the 
Scripture hypothe-i, vhich ascribes to lrirn the ' fullness 
of tlie Godhenti' and ' the likeness of sinful fleali."' (Hare's 
Socinianism, pp. 93, 91.) 

OBJECTIONS T O  T H E  DOCTRINE O F  THE UNION O F  
DEITY AKD HUllIXNITY IN CHRIST. 

Dr.  Charming objects that  " this doctrine of tlic dual 
nature of Christ renders our ideas of him o lmnle  and 
misty." The  doctrine defiues C h ~ i s t  as being both God 
and man ; in this there is nothing either obscuic or mizty. 
I t  is cheerfully admitted that  tlie dun1 ~ l a t u r e  of Christ is 
inconipreliensible; but  it  is no mole SO than that of a n  
Eternal Being, or of an Omnipresent Being, or of au  Om- 
nipotent Being. The  nhole nature of Deity is incompre- 
hensible, and its union ~ \ i t h  humanity does not nialre i t  
any  more so. B u t  docs Dr. Channing better thc mntter 
wllcn 11e nlalres liis o ~ r n  statement concerning Cl~rist's na- 
ture? L e t  us see: " W e  feel that  a new being, of a new 
order of mind, is taking part  in hnman aE~i rs .  There is 
a native tongue of grandeur and authority i n  his teach- 
ing. H e  y a k s  as a beiug related to the whole humail 
race. I l i s  mind never shrinks within the ordinary limits 
of human ageucy." " A  being such as never hefore a1d 
never since ~polce in hr in~an language" "Truly,  this vns 
thp Son of God." " I h ~ l i e v e  him to be a, more tliaii 11u- 
mml heiiig. I n  truth, all  Christians so helievc him. 



192 DOCTRINE O F  T H E  TRI-VITY. 

Those who suppose him not to h a r e  existed before his 
birth, do not regard him a3 a mere man, though so re- 
proached. They always separate him, by broad distinc- 
tions, from other men. They consider liim as enjoying a 
communion \\'it11 God, and  as 11ari11g received gifts, en- 
dowments, aids, l ight from him, granted to no other." 
"Jesus respected human iiature; he felt it to be his own." 
(Clianning's Works, pp. 241, 243, 247, 250.) Read the 
foregoing passages with tlle desire to determine wliat the 
rrliole nature of Christ is, and they will be found sufi-  
cieutly " misty " for all practical purposes. 

Dr.  Farley objects that " Divine and  human qualities, 
as tlie essence of being, cnn not co-exist in  tlie same per- 
son. God is iufii~ite, nian is finite; a n d  no being can he 
a t  once and essenti:dly finite and infinite." (Unit. Def., 
p. 129.) This objrctiou is liable to the criticism of being 
very ambiguous. I t  would have been well if the author 
of i t  had stated wliat lie meant by " Divine and human 
qualities as tlie essence of being." I f  this phrase has any 
meaning I linre failed to grasp it. I f  Dr. Farley means 
to deny tliat i t  was possible that  Christ should possess tlie 
attributes of both Deity and humanity, then lie is denyiug 
the nell-linown facts in the case. I t  had been fully proven 
tha t  the sacred writers ascribed to Christ eternity, omni- 
presence, ornniscie~ice, and  omnipotence, and have invested 
liim with the titles of Supreme Deity. Ou the other 
liaud, it has been sliowu that Christ was born in time, 
livctl and died in time ; tliat there were some thiiigs tliat 
lie did not lwow ; tliat he \\.as hungry, and  ate food; 
thirsty, and d r a n k ;  was weary, and  slept ; sorrowed, and 
wept like other men. I n  the face of these fncts, Dr.  Far -  
ley's objection amounts to merely a questioniug of the 
truth of God's Word. 

Again, Dr .  Farley objects " that tlie Hypostatic union 
of the two natures in  Christ charges l h n  with duplicity," 
ant1 quotes, in proof of his objection, Christ's denial of a 
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knonledge of the judgment-day (Matt. xiii, 32); urging 
that  if Christ was God, then he could not possibly be ig- 
norant of that  day. Now, it  must be evident to every 
candid reasoner that the doctrine of the Hypostatic uniou 
is the only ground on which this text can be explained, 
in perfect harmony mith the integrity of Chris t ;  for i t  has 
bee11 a h ~ ~ d y  Ilroved that Christ knew the thot~ghts  of 
~nen 's  hearts-that he  was the " heart-searcl~er "-that he 
knew the events nf the future, aud that  he knew the se- 
crets of the Divine mind. This w s  omuiscience in  the 
full sense of the woril, and such as niarked Christ's Su- 
preme Deity. Kow, if Christ had no other nature than 
thnt of Deity, then he must have known the time of the 
future gei~eral j ~ ~ d g r n e n t .  B u t  we know Christ to have 
heen R man, as well as God ; and while as God he knew 
everything, as man there were some things wliicli he did 
not Iruow. 

THE PERSONALITY AND DEITY OF THE HOLY SPIRIT. 

The ductrine of the Persoila!ity and Deity of the Holy 
Spirit may be briefly stated thus: "Tlie Holy Ghosl, pro- 
ceeding from the Father  and the Son, is df one-shstance; 
majesty, and glory mith the Fa ther  and the Son, very and 
eternal Gcd." (Articles of Religion of the Methodist 
Epi~copz l  Church, Article IV.) 

Tlie doctrine of " The Procession of the Holy Spirit" 
may be stated in these ~ ~ o r d s :  "Christ is God by a11 eter- 
nal filiation; so the Holy Spirit is God l ~ y  a n  eternal pro- 
cession. H e  yroceedeth from the Father  and from the 
Son. . . . H e  is the Spirit  of the Father ,  lie is tlie 
Spirit of the Son;  he is sent by the Father ,  he is sent by 
the Son. The  Father  is never sent by  the Son, but  the 
Father  sendeth the Son ; neither the Father  nor the Son is 
ever sent by tlie Holy Spirit, but  he is eent by both. The  

17 
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Nicene Creed teaches-' And  I believe iu the H ~ ) l y  C:host, 
tlie Lord aud Giver of life, who proceedeth froin the 
Father  and the Son, who with the Father  and the 
Sou together is worshiped and glorified.' The Athanasim 
Creed-' The  Holy Ghost is of the Father  and of the Sou, 
ncithe; ~ n n d r ,  nor cleated, nor begotten, but proceediug.' " 
T h e  doctriue of " the ProcesAm of t!~e Holy Spirit " reats 
upon the following Scriptures: " IVhen the Comforter is 
come, whom I will send unto you from the Father, even 
tile Spirit of t ruth,  which proceedeth from the Father, 11e 
shall testify of me." (John xr, 26.) " I t  is not ye that  
sl~ealr, bu t  the  Spirit  of your Father  which spenketh in 
jou." (Jfatt. x, 20.) "The thiugs of God kuoweth no 
man, h n t  the Spirit of God. And we have received not 
the spirit of the world, hu t  the Spirit which is of God." 
(1 Cor. ii, 11, 12.) "God h n h  sent forth the  Spirit of 
his Son iuto our hearts." (Gal. iv, 6.) " Kow ~f any 
~ n n u  have not the Spirit of Clirist, he  is none of his." 
(Bonl. viii, 9.) " Even  the Spirit  of Christ, wliich \\-as 
in the prophets." (1 Peter  i ,  11.) "I lrnow that  this 
s h d l  turn to my salvation, tlirougli your prayer, and the 
supply of the Spirit  of Jesus Christ." (Phil. i ,  19.) "The 
Comforter, mliich is the Holy Spirit, whom the Father  will 
s e ~ d . "  (John xiv, 26 ) 

In  tlie preceding paragraph I have stated the doctrine 
of " the  Prl~ceszion of the Holy Spirit," and have poiutril 
out the Scril)tnres on which i t  recta; farther than this I 
c:tu not do, and my reasons for refusing to do more nil1 
be found in the follo\viug quotatioils: 

" No man call tell wliat ' proceeding from the Father  
means ;' i t  is equnlly uuii~telligihle as is the generation of 
the Sou. Attempts have been ~ n a d e  to explain both 
terms; blit in  doiilg so, ideas 1)orromed from ~ilaterial sub- 
s t n ~ ~ c e s  h a r e  been gel~erally applied to the incompre11e~1- 
siblt: ~ l a t u r e  of a spiritnnl being." Again : " W e  do not 
li11~1\\. ~cl ia t  ir tlie prncrssion of the Spitit. L c t  us be 
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sensible of our ignorance and acknowledge it, remembering 
tllnt as this is our duty,  so i t  is uiore l~onornble than to 
indulge in  vain habbliug, and to dltrkcn coumel hy words 
without kno\~leclge." (Didi's Theology, p. 181.) 

" I t  is obvious to remark that  what is precisely in- 
teuiied hy the term procewion, as applied to the Spirit, 
can not he clefinitely and esl~nustively stated. When  i t  is 
said that  the Spirit proceeds fro111 the Father  and the Pon, 
i t  is intended to make, on Scripture authority, a n  affirma- 
tion concerning the  niunuer of the distinction subsisting 
betneen the persons of the Trinity. The qzo  mode, here 
as  every \~here  elae, lies outside the purview of human sci- 
ence. TTTe ~ C U O \ V  no more of t!ie prcicession of the Holy 
Spirit than we do of the generation of the Soil; we know 
nothing of either, beyond the Bible affirmation of t l ~ e  
facts that the Sou is begotteu of the Father ,  and that the 
Spirit proceeds from the Father  and  tlie Son." (Rny- 
mond's Theology, TTol. I ,  p. 485.) 

&'RIPTVR~U, ~ R O O ~ S  O F  THE DOCTRINE. 
The proofs of tlie persduality of tlie Hilly Spirit ant1 of 

the Deity of the R o l y  Spirit  a re  so closely united that i t  
i, : h o s t  irnl)ossible to discuss them wparately. I mill iri- 
troducc them in two classes. I11 the first class the er i -  
deuces will be mainly in proof of tlie personality of the 
Holy Spirit ; wllntever proof this class niay furuish to the 
Deity of the Holy Spirit n ill be a secondary matter. I n  
the second class the evidence d l  be in  positive proof of 
the D ~ i t y  of the R o l y  Spirit. 

CLASS I. PROOF OF THE PERSONALITY OF THE HOLY 
Sprnrr. 

The  personality of the IIoly Spirit is proven by tlle 
fact that creatiou is attributed to him. 

GEUBSIS I, '2 : "And the earth mas n,ithout form, and yoill ; 
and darkness wnr upon th'l face of the t1ec.p. And the  Sj~irit 
of God mured upon thc f x c  of the water." 
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The word " moved," (iiwctlh~yhetli), is the fem- 
inine Pie1 participle of In! (t-rtblmld~). It occurs in tlie 
Bible but  three tinies,-once in Kal ,  Jer .  xsi i i ,  9, L'L411 
my bones : . l~~l;r;" ouvc in Piel,  iu the t e ~ t ;  and  once in  
Picl, in Dcut. s s s i i ,  11, " A s  a u  eaglc . . . $zittel.eth 
over her young." I t  desiguates a person:d action, ~vhich 
can not appropri;~tely he predicated of a lifeless instra- 
n ~ c ~ i t .  That  the moving of tlie IIoly Spirit on the chaotic 
mass may linve been accornpnuied hy  " ,z ru*hiug mighty 
wind," as it seemed to  be a t  Pentecost (Acts ii, 2), is not 
ilnpiobable. E u t  in neither case was the vin, l  the agent, 
bu t  ouly the nccornpaniineut of the real agent, the IIoly 
Spirit. 

" Spirit," 1-171 (makdt), is here n, defiuitc noun, by being 
in tlie construct state before the llefinite noun D ' n b ~  (Elo- 
111'11~). Gesenius (nho  will not be accused of any undue 
partiality to tlie doctriue of the Trinity) ~ 3 ~ 7 s  of the nard 
" moved:" '' Trop., of tlie Spirit of God as thus broocling 
over aurl virifying the cliaotic mass of the cfirtli." Crea- 
tiou is here attributed to tlie Holy Spir i t ;  but  cre:~tiori is 
tlie worlr of a person. A personal Creator must be oni- 
n i p t e n t ,  hcncc must be God ; the Holy Spirit iq a Person, 
nud is God. 

I n  perfect harmony with the preceding are the ~vords 
of Eliliu : 

JOB XYYIII ,  4: "The Spirit of Gocl hnth mr t lv  xe, nud the 
b~exth  of the Almighty hat11 g i ~ c ~ i  me liic-." 

Tliis is a yery pointcil allu-ion to Gene+is ii, 7 :  "Aud 
the Lord God formed rnau of the (lust of the ground, and 
breathed into his nostrils the breath of life : and man be- 
came n living soul." I n  thia speech of Elihu's we have 
both the instrument of creation, " the l~reat l l  of tlie 
mighty," and the ag-eut or  Creator, " the Spirit of' God." 
" The  Spirit of God " and " the Almighty " are aszocixted 
together as co-wnrlicrs in creation, thus estnblijhing the 
prrsor~;rlity and Dc,ity of t l ~ c  H"1y Spirit. 



THE IiOL Y SPIRIT. 197 

The Holy  Spirit mas the inspiring agent of tlie prophets 
nud apostles. 

GESESK rI, 3 :  "And the Lord said, 3Iy Spirit shall not al- 
mays strive with man." 

The most obvious and natural view of this text  is that  
which recognizes three parties in it. First,  the person 
speaking, " The Lord  said ;" second, the author of the 
striving, " I.Iy Spirit shall riot always strive ;" and third, 
" man," with nholu the striving is done. The Spiril here 
is not to be confounded with the Father ,  wlio speaks. I f  
he had been referring to himself h e  r o u l d  most probably 
h a r e  said : a I will not always strive," etc.; on the cou- 
trary, lie clearly distiugui~lie3 between himself and his 
Spirit: The  v o r d  171 " doo~t," hcre rendered " strive," 
does not occur anywhere clse in the Bible ; its root and 
meaning are  very obscure. The Septuagint, Vulgate, 
Syriac, and Arabic versions all reuder i t  by, " Shall 
not dwell in man." Geseuiua seems to favor this reuder- 
iug. This is in  har111011y with the New Testament doctriue 
of the Holy  Spirit being sent by  Got1 to convict Inen, 
cause them to be born agnin, and  to dwell in them. 

This work of tlie Holy Spirit  is accomplished in two 
mays. 1. Immediately, directly, by personal contact ~ ~ l i t h  
the human spirit. 2. Mediately, througli tlie agency of 
me11 wliotu 11e commissions and inspires. Thus : 

2 PETER I, 21 : " For the prophecy came not i11 old time by 
the will of man .  but holy men of God sp:tke as thcy \\-ere 
l u o ~ d  by the IIoly Ghost." 

" For 110 prophrry cxver came by the vill  of nlan : bu t  men 
spzlre from God, beiny moved by the Holy Ghost." (Eel-ised 
Ycr>ion. ) 

Tischendorf renders the text in a siniilar manner. Here  
agnin we have the same three parties as before,-God, 
from whom the prophecy canie ; the mcn, who spoke the 
prophecy; and the Holy Spirit, ~ h o  nioved the  men to 
speak. I t  would be a very awkward exegesis to make the 
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Holy Spirit identical with the Father ,  mentioned in the 
precediug part of the verse. I t  would be abturd to speak 
of inen being uoved  by a n  attribute. The I U ~ J - ~  n i~ tura l  
exegesk of the  t e s t  is that  nhich inakes the H r ~ l ~  Spirit 
the  personal agelit of the Father. I u  1 Peter i ,  11, the 
Spirit which moved these mcu i y  called " the Spirit of 
Christ ;" that is, " the Spirit  which resided in and pro- 
ceeded from Christ mas the teacher of the prophets." 
(\FThitelan's Divinity of Jesus, p. 20.) 

This destroys the notion that  the Holy Spirit  is merely 
the iufluence of the Father. Those who deny Christ to 
be God mill s~lrely not call the  I I r ~ l y  Spirit the joiut in- 
fluence of the Eternal  God and of a creature. 011 the 
Biblical doctrine of a Triune Deity, Father, Son, aud Holy 
Spirit, and of the farther Biblical fact that  the  Father  
and the Son both sent the  Spirit  to  inspire the prophets 
and a p t l e s ,  these two texts easily and nat~irally harmo- 
nize. The authors of " T h e  Improved Version" have n 
hot-note to  this last t e s t  (1 Peter i, 11) : " The Spirit 
which prophesied concernillg Christ." Seeming to be 
doubtfill of the of this note, they added another: 
"The  Spirit of a n  ' anointed oue,' or ' prophet.'" These 
notes are very properly characterizctl by Watson as "gra- 
tuitous and nuwarranted paraphrases." 

"Prophwy had no I iumm author. I t  was not borne 
to the prophet or to  men b y  'the will of himself or of any  
man. H e  was simply the instrument in delivering it. 
Holy men of God,-they were called to a holy ofice and 
u ~ e d  in a holy work; besides nhich they vere,  as a rule, 
holy in  character and  life. B u t  holiness does not consti- 
tute a prophet. They ,-pal<e, being borne by  the Holy 
Ghost. H e  was snle nr~thor  ; their mintla ~ n t l  speech were 
taken posseesion of, n u n  borne along by  his mizllt, and 
mnde t o  utter,  u d e r  his impulqe, nhatsoevcr he plewed, 
qhether  they a t  the time understood it o r  not." (Whe- 
don's Corn.) 
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J o i n  x u ,  13 : " Howbeit when he, the Spirit of truth, ib 

comc, 'ilr n-ill guiilr you into all truth: for he shall not speak 
of Ilin~srlf ; but whntsoever he sh:~ll hwr, that shall he sge& : 
and he nil1 show you things to come." 

The  Holy Spirit is here termed " the Sl,irit of trutl1." 
Tha t  it is neither a n  attribute tior a n  influence, but  a pcr- 

son, is evident frl~lu the things pretlicatcd of llirn. Ttlrrs lle 
is mid to "guide iuto aH truth" (" 'He slln]l guide 
iuto the entire truth, erubmcing the many things a t  prcs- 
ent wi t l~ l~e ld  from you,' verse 12"--Green's New Test. 
Gram. 13. 57) ; ' '  to sped< ;" to speak " not of hin~self," 
1)ut of rrllat " he shall lwar ;" and to " shew " " things to 
come." Heariug, speech, guidinz, a d  revealing are not  
to he predicated of a n y  attribute or  i~~i luence ,  but  only of 
a person. W l ~ a t  attribute, influonce, or  doctrine can here 
be personified? VTllen did any Bible spe:~ker o r  writer 
use so crude, so monstrous a figare as  " an attribute, or in- 
fluence, or  doctrine, uot spealiing of himself, bu t  speaking 
n ha t  he s l d l  hear ?" 

Norton, in his " Translation of the Gospels" (Vol. 11, 
p. 445), says this t e s t  is t l~roughout  figurative, and  con- 
sequently does not  admit of beiug t a k ~ n  in a literal sense. 
I t  is a common thing with Unitaria11 writers to d iq~ose  of 
a troublesome text by  calling i t  " figurative." This is not 
il~terpretation, but  merc licentiousness. T h e  great mass 
of all language is literal in its acceptation ; figurative 1311- 
guage is tlie exceptiou to the rule. " T11e nor& of Scrip- 
ture must be taken in their common meaning, unless such 
meaning is shown to be incnnsistent with other words in the 
~entence,rritli  tlie argument or context, or with other parts of 
Scripture." (Angus, Bible Hand-book, p. 210. j Tried by 
this rule, the assertion that t l ~ e  text  is figurative mill p r o w  tn 
be a purely gratuitous acsumptiun. Norton assumes that tlie 
term "Spirit" means sitnply an inflr~ence, and then, becnr~ee 
this meaning conflicts with the literal rentlering of the rest of 
the text, h e  assumes all of the rest to be figurative also. L e t  



the term " Spirit" be understood as meaning an intelligent 
persou, aud it ~nnlres plain, cnsy sense of the rest of the 
verse. Norton defines the words " the Spirit of truth" as 
meaning " t l ~ c  knowledge nud belief of the essential truths 
taught hy " Christ. " I<nowledge " aud " belief" have no 
existence separate from the beiug or person who lcno\vs and 
who believes ; they are merely states and actions of the mind. 
Yet Mr. Norton would have us believe that these nouenti- 
ties are "the Spirit of truth," and thnt they "hear," 
" speak " " guide," and " shew things to come." Take the 
text in its literal sense, and all of this confusion is avoided. 
Accept of the personality of the Holy Spirit, and the 
text becomes a clear, plain statement of his ~uission. 

R o a ~ a ~ s  vxn, 11 : " IIe that raised up Christ from the tlend 
shall also quicken your mortal bodies by his Spirit thnt dnrelleth 
in you." 

There is considerable controversy about the reading of 
the last clause of the text. I f  the proper reading is R d  
TO; $ r o ! x o i i ~ r o :  aGroG II~eL;,u..aro: (this is the reading of the 
Textus Pecept~is, of IZorlge, De Wette, Shedd, also West- 
cott and I-Iort), then the Holy Spirit is the personal agent 
who '' " our  'n~ortal bodies ;" a i ~ d  the English 
translation is right in saying "shall also quicken your 
mortal bodies by his Spirit that dwelleth in yon." Tisch- 
endorf, Tholuck, Lnnge, Schaff, Vaughan, ancl illford, 
have adopted the readix~g 6ca r o  borxuGr a:koG L ' Y Z G ~ L ~ ;  but 
this does not nereesarily demand any a1ter:~tion ill the 
English Version ; for while Bra with thc accusative gener- 
ally means "for the reason of," " because of," or "for the 
sake of," yet it is often used to designate the efficient ageut. 
Pickering, in his G1.eeelr Lexicon, says, sub voce : " Will1 
an accusative case, it denotes the cause, rnanuer, aud 
instrument by or through wllicl~ anything is done, as 
oi, 511' Bpi, not through me; i. e., not through nly fault (D2- 
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mosthenes d c  Corona); 6r' i*cbo~, by him, through his 
means (Dionysius Halicarnensis); ~i ,I+ i!' 8'16, if i t  had 
not been for IIX, if I had not prevcntcd; !! ;JT 6)  6/1c<, if 
i t  had not been for you;  i. e., but  for you (Dcmosh.) ;  S!d 
$ d d s  A:6;, according to the \\ill of Jove  (Odgs. viii, S2)." 
The follorving instances of Sra with the accusative, denot- 
ing causal agency, may he satisfactory to the student: 
Ku\ St' f p d ~  o h  19~07; ? p - ~  q ~ 6 e  T ~ ; A X W ~ ~ Y ,  B y  us, with the 
gods, ye h a r e  the country;  i. e., " Y e  have by us, with the 
help of the gods, got po~session of the country." (Xe- 
nophon's A m b .  vii, 7 ,  7 . )  1% m u  8!0!1a~ St'  LOG 
i;o~?!66var, " I  now beg you to i x ~ k c  the payment through 
me ; i e., " b y  my hands." (Xenoph. Anab. vii, 7, 49.) 
h':/;orrr 6:' 'AA7j l i 5~ ,  to conquer by Athens : i. e., " by  the 
citizeus of Athens." (Od. @, 3 0 . )  The foregoing quota- 
tion is tnlien froul Jelf ' s  Greek Grainmar, a G27, ii, 3, c,  

where Jelf  introduces it  by saying of Srd with the accuen- 
tive: " T h e  instrument or agent; nit11 persons, t l~rough 
nhose agency or instrumentaiity son~etliing occurs or is 
donc." Thayer's Greek Lexicon says: " With  acc. of the 
perion by nhose will, agency, favor, fault,  anything is or 
is not done." Instances of this usage niay 1)e fouud in the  
septnab.int and  in thc SCW Testarileilt : " Tu be made by  
the hand of J I ~ Y I " - - A : ~  .Mwril; (Exoduq s s x v ,  29. See, 
also, Josh. xs, 2 ;  Ex. s x s r i i i ,  21  ; S u m  vii, 8); "This  
sllall ye h a w  of mine hand ;" i. e., " B y  me these things 
came to J'o~''-A!' 2p1 I / ! i~o  ~a?:a 6,pii (Isaiah 1, 11) ;  
" d u d  I live by the Fathern-rdyG~ 53 Srd 72, IIar6pa (John 
vi, 57) ; " F o r  the creature x i s  made subject to vanity, 
not willingly, b u t  by reason of him who hxth subjected 
the saine in hnpc "-literally " by him nho  hat11 subjectecl," 
e tc . -hi  c L  I ; x r d ; - a i z  (Rom. I-iii, 20). I11 the light of 
this usage, we may well abide by the common EnplLh Ver- 
sioii. The text identifies the agent as the Spirit of the 
Father. I t  refers to the Spirit a3 dweliiny iu man, aud 
as  imparting lifc to man'.; dead body. Surely this can not 
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be any attribute or influence. It bears the conclusive ev- 
idence of being a person. 

UYITAKIAN DEFISITIOSS OF THC HOLY SPIRIT. 
A denid  of t l ~ c  personality of the Holy Spirit  leaves 

some tests  of Scripture unintelligilrle and evcn ahsurd. 
T o  remedy this difficulty Unitarians have been compelled 
to give the words "tlie Holy S p i ~ i t "  a great variety of 
definitions. Xorton and Eliot define " the Holy Spirit" 
as  " t h e  power of God." Eliot unites with Yates, Pea- 
body, a u d  others in  a s e c o ~ ~ d  definition, viz. : " God him- 
self." Eliot and Peahody unite iu a third definition: " Va- 
rious influences n l ~ i c h  proceed from God and Christ." 
Channing calls i t  " a  Divine assistance;" JVorcester calls 
i t  "productive, efficient emanations of Di r iue  fdlness;"  
Thon~ns S ta r r  Icing c:~lls i t  " diffused grace ;" Burnap calls 
i t  " n~iraculous events ;" J. F. Clarke call5 i t  I '  ail innard  
revelation of God and  of Christ." [Sorton's Gospels, Vol. 
11, p. 399; Channiug, p. 233; Eible Xens,  p. 183 ; Eliot's 
Doctrines of C'hristianity, 1,. 30  ; 'TTnteb's Eeply to Ward-  
ln \ r ,  pp. 102, 107;  Peabodj's Lectures, pp. 131, 1 4 2 ;  
Burnap's Lectures, p. 236;  Clarke's Orthodoxy, p. 435.) 

These interpretations fail in mule of thc plainest pamges:  
ACTS XV, 25: " I t  seemcd good to the IIoly Ghost and 

to us." 
The word dosfu, here rendered " seemed good," means to 

t l ~ i n k ,  to resolve, to appear. I n  verses 22, 25, 3 4  of this 
chapter i t  is rendered "please." I t  expresses the action 
and feeling of an intelligent, self-active agent. Any Uni-  
tarian interpretation of this t ex t  redlrces i t  to a n  absurd- 
~ t y .  Thu-: " I t  seemed good to the p o w r  of God," " I t  
seemed good to various influences," " I t  seemed good to 
efficient en~anat ions of Divine influences," " I t  seemed good 
to difhsed grace," " I t  seemed good to miraculous ever~tc," 
" I t  seemed good to a n  inward revelation of God a d  ok 
Chist." Con~lnent  is unuecessary. T h e  decision of the 
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apostles was one tha t  had originated with the Holy  Fpirit, 
had been commuuicated by  tlie Holy Spirit to  the miuds 
of the apostles, and had been concurred in by tlienl. I t  
would seem impoijsible to teach the personality of the I-Ioly 
Pl'irit i n  plainer ternis. 

ILcvci iT1o.v XXII, 17 : " The Spirit and the bride say, Come. 
Autl let h i ~ n  thnt hearvtll say, Come. And let him that is 
athirst come. And 11-hosoevcr mill, let him take the water of 
life frecly." 

Here  the Holy Spirit i i  inviting mankind to partake 
of " the water of life." Inviting is a purely personal act. 
To predicate i t  of any " influence" or of any " attribute" 
is tlie n r y  essence of absurdity. 

JOH\ ~t . 26 : ' I  But n hcn tllc~ C'omfortcr iq come, n horn I 
nil1 n ~ n t l  unto you from the Father, evcn tllc Fpi~i t  of truth, 
nhich proceecleth from the Father, he shd1 tcqt~fy of me." 

Tn tbe discn-aion of this text,  I will use i t  as a central 
poi~l t  around ~rllich to collect all of the testimony given 
by J o l ~ l i  in  chapters xiv, sv, and xv i  to the personality 
and  Deity of the Holy Spirit. Dr.  Eliot, in his effort to  
evade the force of this testimony, has quoted, with appro- 
bation, the following paragraph from Wilson's Illustm- 
ti on^," for the purpose of showing that  the language ap- 
plied 1)y Chriqt to the Holy Spirit is metapl~orical, and  
designates a n  iufluence or attribute, and not a person: 
" The sea m ~ d  the mountains are represented as 11:lving 
eyes; the earth as having ears;  a song, s stone, a n  altar, 
water, and blood, the rust of gold and silver, are  spoken 
of as witnesses. The sword and arm of Jehovah are nd- 
dressed as inclividunls capable of being roused from sleep. 
The ear, the eye, m d  the foot, the lalr, righteousues~, and 
the blood of sprinkling are exhibited as ~ p c a l i ~ l ~ ,  and dc- 
strnction and death as saying that  they had licnrd n i th  
their ear?. I n  the language of Holy llTrit ,  the sun re- 
joicetl~ and knoweth his going down;  the deep lifts up  
his hands and utter3 his voice ; the mountains skip like 
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rams, the little hills like lambs;  wisdon~ and  understand- 
ing cry aloud, and put  forth tlieir voice ; the heart and 
the flesh of the prophet cry out for the liviug God. The 
Scripture is a seer and preacher; the word of Jesus is a 
judge;  nature, the heavens, the earth, are teachers. God's 
testimonies are counselors, his rod and stnff are comforters, 
the  light and  the t ruth and  the commandments of God 
are leaders or guides. Sin is described as  a master, and  
death as a king and a11 enemy. Flesh a i d  the mind are 
treated of as having a will; fear and anger, mercy, light, 
and  truth, the word and  commandments of God are exhib- 
ited as messengers. Charity is represented as iu posses- 
sion of all the graces and virtues of tlie Christian charac- 
ter." (Eliot's Doctrines of Cliri&wity, p. 36. j 

A s  this extract from Wilson cont:lins tlic great burden 
of all that  Unitarian writers have to sag concerning fig- 
urative language as  applied to tlie doctrine of the person- 
ality of the Holy Spirit, I will exanline i t  sentence by 
sentence. 

The  extract itself might very ~ r o p e r l y  be called " a 
mass of perverted truths." Few things require more time 
and patience iu  their exatninntion tlinn a p e r ~ e r t e d  t ru th ;  
for concealed under the mask of t ruth there is a vicious 
falsity. W e  must not forget the rule laid down by  Angus, 
by which we decide whether a t es t  is to be interpreted 
literally or fig~lratively. Inasmuch as Wilqon does not 
seem to have followed ally r d e  or plan in the prcsentn- 
tion of his references, the examination of them seriatim 
may involre ~ o n s i d e ~ a l d e  repetition. 

TVilson say" " T h e  sea and  the mountains are repre- 
~ e n t e d  as having eycs; the earth as having enrs." A s  
sight and hearing are not posses-etl by either seas, mount- 
aine, or earth, me are compelled to call such lailgunge 
metaphorical; but the same Itulguage applied to the Holy 
Spirit  would naturally be taken in a literal sense. God, 
who is Spirit, and angels, who are spirits, both see aud  



hear; hence it is reasonable to believe that the Holy 
Spirit both sees and hears. By a figure of speech, seas 
and mountains may be said to see; but it can never be 
said of either of them, as it is of the Holy Spirit, that it 
" searcheth all things, yea, the deep tliiugs of God." Fig- 
uratively, they may be said to hear; the Holy Spirit hears, 
and invites others to h~ar-" The Holy Ghost saith, To. 
day if ye mill hear his voice." (1 Cor. ii, 1 0 ;  Hebre~vs 
i 7 . )  The same explanation will hold good when, in the 
Bible, "the ear, the eye, and the foot, the law, righteous- 
]less, and tlie blood of sprinkling, are exhibited as speak- 
en." Such language mu-t be metaphorical, for none of 
these things con~titute a ratio~lnl bciug, capable of literal 
speech ; but it is pure presumption to classify the Holy 
Spirit with these non-volitional things. 

"A song, a stone, an altar, water, aud blood, the rust 
of gold and silver, are spolren of as witnesses." Both 
things and per3ons are at  time5 called '' witnesses," but in 
different senses of the word. Things-such as songs, 
stones, altars, etc.--are witnesses when evidence can be 
drawn from them, but they can not render roluntary evi- 
dence. Their evidence must be collected and applied by 
the party desirous of using it. The evidence given by a. 
living witness is collected and rendered by the witsess 
himself. The Holy Spirit is a witness." (Acts v, 33 ; 
Hrb. x, 15.) His testimouy is not involuntary, to be 
gathered up a ~ l d  applied by those who need i t ;  it is given 
by his own voluntary act, by \~-hich he brought to the 
" remembrance" of the disciples the t h i n g  said by Christ. 
The Holy Spirit " speaks" what he had " heard." As a 
witness, he is not :t thing, but a person. 

" The sword and arm of Jehovah are addressed as in- 
dividuals capable of being roused from sleep." The 
" sword " and " arm of Jehovah " denote tlie executive 
justice and power of Jehovah, and a call for tlie~n to 
"amalre" is a prayer that they may be put in action. 



The Holy Spirit, like God the Father ,  " never slumbers 
nor aleeps." " Destruction a d  death, as saying that they 
had liearc1 ~ i t h  their ear?." There is no personification 
heie, h u t  the statement of n literal fact. " Destruction 
and death" are terms iepreaentiug tlie i~lhabitaiits of sheol; 
and Job,  11nt1er tllr iiifl\~euce of tlie Holy Spirit, sets tliem 
forth as saying that they have h e : d  of ' * t h e  fame" of 
L '  ~vis:lom." ( Job  xrvi i i ,  22.) " The sun rrjoiceth aud 
kno\reth his going down ; tlie deep lift3 up liis hands, and 
utters hi3 voice; the mountains drip like rams, tlie little 
hills like 1:lnlh~ ; . . . tlie heart and the flesh of the 
prophet cry out  for the liriug God." These espres-ions 
are ~netapliorical, and used in a highly-wrought poetical 
style; and i t  is a ~ i o l i ~ t i o u  of :111 rules of interpretatiou to 
use thenl in the exegesis of Christ's statements conceruing 
the mission of the IIoly Spirit, for Christ's words are  in a 
style that  i3 severely simple. 

"The  Scripture i~ a seer and  preaclier." I n  tliis seu- 
tenct,  ITil3on has reference prol~ably to Gal. iii, 5: " A n d  
the Scriptuies, foreseeing that  Goc? would juqtify the  
heathen tlirough faith, prearlicd before the g q e l  unto 
Abraham," etc. Here  the mord "Scriptures" evideutly 
represeuts the author of the Scriptures, but  that  aathor is 
the Holy S p i r i ~ .  (2 Peter i, 21.) L L T h e  word of Jesus 
is a judge." J know of no tex t  teaching this. I t  may be 
that Wilson has reference to J o h n  xii, 45: " He that re- 
jecteth me, and receivetll not my words, hat11 one that  
jnclycth him: the word that  I hare  spoken, the same shall 
judge him in the last day." This text does not represent 
" the mord of Jeaui;" as the judge, but  as tlie in~ t rument -  
ality of the judgment. A t  piwent  Clirist i3 not the judge, 
but  a t  the laqt (lay he will be the judge, and his jrord will 
be the i ~ ~ t r u m e n t a l i t ~  of the judgment. There is no per- 
so~~ification in this text.  

" Nature, the heavens, the earth, are  teachers." Tha t  
is, lessons of wisdom may he learned of them, but  they 
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have no roluntary POTI-er of tencliiug. Their lessons m a y  
he ncglectecl, but they tlieiii~elves can not be " yuenclled" 
or "grieved" as the Holy Fpirit can. They are  not Iwr- 
sonal teachers ; he is. The same, also, is t rue  of the n e s t  
item: " God's testimonies are  couuse1ors"-to teach only 
such as seek them aud use them; bu t  the Holy Spirit 
b r i i l g d ~ i s  counsel to bear upon every man. ( J o l ~ n  xvi,  8.) 
" IIib rod and staff are  comforters." The " rod a i d  staff" 
represent God's government and providence, and  they are 
the coilifort and support of God's people. On t h e  same 
priuciple " the lizht and the t ru th  and the commandments 
of God are the leaders or guides" to all thcm who will 
use them. They are p:ls-ivc guides, just as i n a p  and 
cliarts arc  ; hut  the Holy Spirit is a n  act i re  Gaicle, hot11 
directiug and urging men. (See Matt.  iv, 1 ; Mark i, 1 2 ;  
L u k e  ir, 1 ; Rorn. viii, 14.) " Sin is descri1)erl as a mas- 
ter, alid death as a king a n ~ l  a n  enemy." I t  is clieerfully 
granted tlint this language is figurntire; bu t  I a111 a t  a 
total loss to see 1101~ i t  di.-proves the persolidity of tlie 
Holy  Spirit, or what bearing i t  has on the case. 

"Flesh mid the niiud a re  treated of as  liariug a mill." 
I presume that Wilaon probably refers to John  i, 13, and 
2 Cor. viii, 1 2 :  " IVbich were borrl, not of blood, nor of 
the will of the flesh, nor of the 11 ill of man, bu t  of God;" 
"For  if there bc first a nilling mind." The first text  
uses the term " flc~b," not in  any  figurative sense, bu t  as 
a common Biblical name for depraved h u ~ n a n  nature. 
Our Savior, iu describiug the new birth, makes four prop- 
oGtion-tlirce negative, and one affirmative. Thus, the 
soils of God are '' born, not of blood "-kindred-a~!~~i~~uv; 
"nor  of the will of the flesh"-not of the mill of a de- 
p r a d ,  carnal being ; " nor of the d l  of man "-not h y  
the ngeucp of any other man ; " but  of God," t l~rough tlie 
' ' renewing of the Holy Spirit." (Titus iii, 3.) I u  the 
second text  (2 Cor. viii, 12), "nl ind" i b  not a persouifica- 
tion, but denote3 the intellect of man. "A willing mind" 
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is the intellect having the hearty co-operation of the will. 
n?oh'~!r* occurs only i11 Acts xvii, 11 ; 2 Cor. viii, 
1 2 1 ; i 2. I t s  usrge in t h e  places will fully 
sustail~ tlie forcgoing. I n  neitlier of t h e ~ e  texts is there 
any  periouificntion. 

" F c a r  and anger, mercy, light, and  truth, the word 
nnd commandrient of God, are exhibited as messengers." 
Not  so; tliey are  represented as going before Jehovah, and 
as being sent by h im:  tliey are  not mesengers, but  nies- 
sages; tlie Holy Spirit is not a message, but a Messenger. 
The refcreme to " charity " is a reference to the discus- 
sion of that  sul~ject as discussed in 1 Cor. xiii, 1-13. An 
exaniination of this clinpter mill sliow that  "charity" is 
neitlier an abjtraction nor n personification, but  an attri- 
bnte  as pos~essed and esercised by nien ; and the remarks 
of tlie apostle apply, not to a n y  personification, but  to men 
who exercise charity. The Holy  Spirit is the personal 
author of this charity. (Rom. v ,  5 ;  Gal v, 22.) The 
most tliorougli examinatioii of the perso~lifications and  
metaphorical expressions of the Holy  Scriptures will not 
fi~riiish any evidence against the Personality and Deity of 
the Holy Spirit. 

The examination of Jolm xv ,  26, will n o v  be resumed. 
As already stated, this text  ~vi l l  be used as a rallging- 
point, around which to collect all of the teqtimony given 
by John (in cl~apters  xiv, xv ,  and xvi) to the doctrine of 
the Persolidity of the Holy Spirit. Pa tes ,  i n  his reply to 
Wardlaw (page l l S ) ,  ol~jects that the Holy Spirit can 
riot he a person, for the Father  is enid to "give" i t :  
" H e  shall give yon another Comforter." S'atcs says: 
" This phrase excludes personality." Yntes forgets that  
C11ri.t i3 spoken of ad " tlie Son given." (Is:~inli i s ,  6 ; 
J o h n  iii, 1 6 ;  I h m a n s  viii, 32.) I n  clx~pter  s iv ,  16, the 
Holy  Spirit is callecl a "Comforter," 1la:dihj.roc. The 
Greek term is defined by PllcClil~tock and  Strong t l ~ u s :  
"One  who pleads the cause of another;  also one who 
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exhorts, defends, comforts, prays, for another. I t  is a n  
appellation given to the Holy Spirit by Christ (John xiv,  
16, 2 6 ;  x v ,  26 ;  xvi, 7), and to Christ hiulself by ail 
apostle (1  J o h n  ii, 1. See also Rom. viii, 34 ; Heh.  vii, 25)." 

" I n  the  widest sense, a helper, succorer, aider, assist- 
a n t ;  so of the Holy Spirit, destined to take the place of 
Christ with the  apostles (after his ascensiou to the Father),  
to lead them to a deeper knowledge of gospel truth, aud 
to give them the divine streiigth needed to enable them to 
undergo trials and persecutions on behalf of the  Diviue 
kingdom. (John xiv, 16, 26 ; s v ,  26 ; xvi, 7.) " (Thayer'j 
Greek Lexicon, eub voce.) 

O f  the Holy Spirit, as the  Paraclete, i t  is said that  
" he abides," " dwells," tha t  he will " teach," " testify," 
" guide," "speak," "hear," " show," " reprove," aud ' *  glo- 
rify." (Ch. xiv, 16, 17, 2 6 ;  x v ,  2 6 ;  xvi, 7, 8, 13, 14.) 
Here  are  uine different actions, all of them persoual nc- 
tioils. I n  bold figures of speech, each one of them eepn- 
rately might be applied to some personificatiou ; but  Uni- 
tarilulism may he respectfully challenged to produce a 
single instance in  which they are all applied to one im- 
personal subject. The persoual title " Pwmclete," applied 
to the Holy Spirit, and these niue personal actions, are all 
predicated of the Holy Spir i t ;  are  unnnswerahle proof of 
his Personality. 

1 CORISTHIANS XII, 17 : " B ~ l t  all these worketh that one 
and the self-same Spirit, diridiug to every man severally as 
he will." 

There can be no question that the prououn "these," 
r a k a ,  refers to the gifts and graces mentioned in the pre- 
cediug verses, and all of these are  said to be " worked," 
or produced, by the Holy Spirit. H e  is the author pro- 
ducing " \risclorn," " knowledge," <'  faith," " gifts of hcal- 
ing," " wo~.l<ing of mil-acles," " prophecy," l 1  d i s c ~ r n i i ~ g  of 
spirits," " tonpes , "  and  " interpretations of tongues." 
-Here a re  nine distinct gifts, each one of them involving 

18 
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riiental and moral power; and each oue of thcse gifts is 
produced by the energy of the Holy Spirit. Tlmt some o:le 
of these girts might, in a bold figure of ~peecll, 1x2 prccli- 
cated of an iri~personal subject, is not ini1)osqil)le; but that 
all nine of them sliorild, in a plain ~i:lrratire, bc predicated 
of a iiiere abstraction, is wholly incredible. 

111 this text the Holy Spirit is n r~ t  to be confor~nrlcd 
II itli the " influeuces," " gifts," and " graces ;" for lie is 
di>tiiiguislied froiii them as being their author,-" all tlicse 
vorlretli that one and the self-same Spirit." 

I n  verses 6, 7 ,  the Holy Spirit is also distinguished from 
both Christ and tlie Fntlier; thus me have "tlie Lord," 
" Gr~d," and " tlic Spirit ;" in verse 3 we have " Gc~cl," 
" Jesus," and "tlle Holy Spirit." 

The Holy Spirit iu snid to divide these gifts " as he 
d l . ' '  Tlie objection tliat Jesus represents " tlie niiul " 
as liaviug a will falls powerless; for it is not clear that 
there is any persorlification in the words, " tlie nintl blow- 
etli nliere it listetll." Jesus spoke of the wiud as it ap- 
pears to nicn, that is unrestrained and free in its action. 
This argument is, that just as the wind is independent of 
hunian control, so tlie Holy Spirit, in its operation, is ruled 
by its own free nill. 

Dr. Wtiedon's note on John iii, 8, is so clear arid sat- 
isfactory tliat I will give the following quotation froni i t :  
"By a beautiful touch, the volitional l~o~vcr-tliat is, tlie 
mill-belonging to Spirit, is here attrihnted to the nhcl. 
The Dirine Spirit acts by its on-n suprenie and supremely 
vise will. Yet, as modern science has discovered in some 
degree the l a w  of winds and stc~rnis, it  is demonstrated 
that the wind, however capricious it may seem, is as truly 
under law as the solar systmi. And so tlie Spirit is not 
capricious, a powerful and nr1)itrary sovereign, but acts 
freely in accordance, not with fixed laws, but with wise and 
wiqely adapted principles and reasons." 

Tlie apostle expresses the " will" of the Spirit by 
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aha. This " word doe3 not so niuch imply arbitrary 
p l ~ a s u r e  as n deterniinntion foaiidcd oil a wise couusel." 
(Wesley's Kotes.) Thayer, in llis Greek Lcxicon, enter- 
tains a similar view ; he s a p  ,?r,bhpai " lnarlrg tlie choice 
as deliberate and intelligent." 

I t  is evident that  what an agent or factor does not 
possess, that i t  can not communicate nor give ; and what- 
ever an agent or factor has given, tha t  he must have 
poswssed. B u t  in this chapter tlle Holy Spirit is said to 
have given linowledge, widom,  la~iguage,  etc., and to 
have done this " as lie will;" that is, of liis olyn free, de- 
liberate purpose. I t  fol low that  the Holy Spirit must 
possess linoxledge, wisdoin, language, and will, proving 
beyond all tloubt tha t  the Holy Spirit is not a n  abstrac- 
tion, bu t  a. person. 

EPIIESI LSS 11, 18 : '' Tor through him r e  130th harc access 
by one Spirit unto the Fathpr." 

Cllicott comments on this t e s t  as fol lom: " ' I n  one 
Spirit, comlnou to J e w  and Geutile ;' not for Jrri (Chrys.; 
compare (Bum., Calv., nl.), but, as usual, ' unitecl in ' 
(Olbli.) ; compare 1 Cor. xii, 13. Tile Holy Spirit  is, as 
i t  were, tlle vital sphere or  element in  n-Lich both parties 
have their common - p o n u p j v j  to the Father. T h e  men- 
tiou of the tliree persons in tlic blea-etl Trinity, n i th  the 
tliree prepositiony d r r i ,  2/, z p k ,  is especially noticeable and 
distinct." 

Adam Clarke writes: " J e m  and Gentiles are to be pre- 
sented unto God the F a t h e r ;  the Spirit of God works in 
their heart8 and preparcs them for this presentation ; and 
Jesus Christ liimcelf introduces them." 

I believe that  the two foregoing comments state the 
memiing of tllis text. They are  indorsed hy tlle great 
majority of Christian commentators. 

1 PETER I.  2 : " Elpet accordinq to the forcknowlc~l~c of ('rod 
the Father, through ~ a n ~ t i f i c ~ t i o n  of the Spirit unto obedience, 
and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus Christ." 
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I n  this text  the sanctifying Spirit is ns certainly dis- 
tinguished fro111 the Fa ther  and  the Sou, as the Sou is 
from the Father  and  the Spirit. 

ACTS r, 22 : "Xud TI-e are his n itne-scs of thrse things, and 
so is also the IJoly Spirit, n l lo~n  God 11:lth gircu to them that 
obcy him." 

Yates, in  his '' Kndicntion " (pp. 116, 117), quotes 
John  v, 36 ; x, 25, 37, 38, and  then adds : " I n  these pa3- 
sages, as  nel l  as in  the addrees of Peter, rniracles are  pcr- 
eonified, and  appealed to as the nitrieqses of certain facts. 
The  only differcnce is that  in  these passages they are 
called ' ~ o r B s ; '  by Peter they are  denominated the ' Holy 
Spirit."' To  this method of explaining tlic t es t  there are 
some objections. It does not fullow that  because " the 
works" of Christ and  " the Holy Spirit" both bear ni t -  
ness to Christ, t h a t  therefore " the norks" a n d  " the Holy  
Spir i t"  are one and  the same. Both " the works" a n d  
" the Father"  and  " the apostles" bear witness to Christ;  
surely they are  not identical ; yet there is just as much 
rearon ior making tllem ider!tic:ll ar  there is for making 
" the worlrs" aud  " the Holy Spirit" identical. 

Again, " the worlrs" " bear n itoe-s," not as  intelligent 
beings, but  as actions whose testimony ruurt be collected 
and  applied by  those who wish to uLe it ; on the other 
hand, the Holy Spirit v o l u ~ ~ t a r i l p  " testifies" of " what i t  
hears." Again, " the ~7orlcs," n11el1 testif! ing, are alrrays 
spoken of in the plural ; I\ l d e  " the Holy S l ~ i r i t "  (nit11 the 
exception of the title, " The  seven spirits," occurring i n  the 
first five chapters of Revelation), is never mentioned in the 
plural, but  al\rays in the ~ i i ~ g u l n r .  I t  evidently is the de- 
sign of Peter to  represent the IIoly Spirit and the apostles 
as personal co-workers for Christ. 

R o ~ r  \vs r r r r ,  16 : " T l ~ c  Spirit itself beareth witness with our 
spirit, that we are the childrcn of (;od." 

Yates paraphrases this text  RQ follo\v : " Our persua- 
sion of the peculiar favor of God toward us is assured by 
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the testimony of his gracious aitl, direction, and consola- 
tiou." (Vilidic:~tion, 1). 117 ) L e t  us tcst Yates's clcfini- 
tion of " t h e  Holy Kpilit," iu  this place, by other tests  
that  speak of the same Spirit, in  this same chapter. T l~uq ,  
verse 2 ,  " t l ~ c  1a1v of the Spirit of life," would read, " the 
lam of his gracious aid. direction, and consolation of life:" 
verse 5, " But  they tha t  are xfter the graciou-; aid, direc- 
tion, and  consolation, mind the tlliugs of the gracious aitl, 
direction, aud consolation ;" vc iw 9, " B n t  ye arc. not in 
the flesh, bu t  i n  the grnciouu aid, directiou, and consolatioi~, 
if E O  1)e that the gracio~is aid, clirectiou, aiid consol.~tion 
of God clnell in you ;" w i c e  26, "Lil<cnise the g rac iou~ 
:~itl, dil.ectiou, a ~ l d  con~olCllion alao lielpi-th our infirnii- 
tics. . . . b u t  the gmcious :lid, directiou, a d  conso lhon  
itself m a k e t l ~  intercession for u i  with groanings! which can 
not be uttered ;" verse 27, " H e  that searcl~etll the h e a r k  
l;no\retl~ \ \ha t  is thc mind of the gracious aid, direction, 
a n J  con-ohtion." Again, naiviug the question of moral 
puiity (for the human spirit is nntur:~Ily ilnpnre, while the 
Holy Spiiit  is perfectly pure), it mill be evident to every 
unprejudiced m i ~ l d  tllat the spirit of man aud the Spirit 
of God muqt be alike iu  liiud, thougll not iri degree; hence, 
if the Holy Spirit is " the aiil, direction, a i d  consolntion" 
of God, then the q ~ i r i t  of man must be " the aitl, direc- 
tion arid cousolxtion" of man. Our  t e s t  would then read, 
" ' The gmcious aid, direction, and  cousolntioll' of God 
\r itnesses n it11 our  ' aid, direction, and  consolation,' that  
we are t l ~ e  cllildreu of God." Such are the beauties of 
Unitarian exposition. 

I add the follo\ving, from Rodge's comn~erlt ou tho 
text: "The Spid iidf is, of course, the Holy Spirit,-1. 
Eecanse of the obvious diatinctiou bet\veen i t  aud our  
spiiit. 2. Becnuse of the use of the ~ v o r d  throughout the 
pasage. 3. I3ccau;c of the analogy to otlier texts, \rliicll 
can not otherwise I,c e\;~,lainetl : ' Got1 hnth sent fi~rtll the 
Spirit of Ilk Sou iut your hearts, crying, Al)l)a, F : ~ t l ~ c r '  
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(Gal. iv, G )  ; ' T h e  love of God is shed abroad in our 
licarts by the Holy Spirit  given unto us' (Born. v, 
5), etc.'" 

OBJECTIOXS STATED A S D  AXSKERED. 

Objection 1. Dr. Worcester (Bible K e w ,  p. 158) ob- 
jects that the same actions that  a re  ascribed to the Holy 
Spirit  are also " the  breath," the haud," aud " the 
finger;" lience he concludes that  " the breath," " the 
l~aud,"  and " the finger" of the Lord must be sgnouymous 
with " the Spirit of the Lord." The  utter fallacy of this 
will be apparent on an esarniuation of his first statement. 
I will quote it : " Tlic bi.t.ccth of the Lord is used as sy- 
nonymous n i t h  the Spirit of the Lord. The  ~ i c l i e d  are 
represented as coil.unie~1 1,oth by  the ' breath of the Lord '  
and by the ' Fpilit of the Lord."' H i s  argument is, that 
as  the wiclietl are consnnlecl both by the brealli" and by 
the  .' Spirit," therefore tlie " brca:h " and the " Spir i t"  
are  spnony~iior~s C u t  the niclied a le  cor~sunied not only 
l)y the ' '  l~ rca t l l "  and hy the " Spirit," bti t 1)y t l ~ e  "Lord," 
by ar~ger," n r a t l ~ , "  " terrors," " the sn oicl," " famiue," 
" fire," and I L  l~ail.;tones." According to the a i g ~ ~ n l e n t  of 
Dr.  Worcester, all of thesc must be s j  ~iongn~ous .  Tlic 
other illustrations are rentlily reduced to a sinlilnr absurd- 
ity. Dr .  Worcester lias appended to his objection the fol- 
lowing i ~ o t c :  ' L  The Spirit of the Lord and the breath of 
the Lon1 are the same in the original. I s  tlie l ~ r e a t l ~  of 
the Lord a person? I f  nrit, i ~ e i t l ~ c r  is the Pl)irit of  the 
Lord or the Holy Spirit." neenure " breath " nut1 "Ypiiit" 
are  both translatiow of n,~; , ,a ,  it tloea not follow that  both 
"breath" and "Spir i t"  1ile:ln the same t l~i l ig ,  or that  
I7/:apa has the same nienuing in all places. n.11, run11," 
is translated by " spirit," " wind," " breath," nut1 " cour- 
age." Accordi~ig to Dr .  Worcester, all of thcse \I ords are 
synouyn~ous. DDI, nepheeh, is rendered " soul," " life," 
'L  creature," " lust," per so^^," " yourselves," the dead," 
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LLdeaid body," "pleasure," and  "appetite;" surely these are 
not synonynioua 

Objection 5'. It is objected by Uuitarians that the Holy  
Spirit is said to be "poured out," L'alied forth," "slied 
abroad," and tllat i t  is said to " fhll," to ' L  come don-n," 
etc. ; hence i t  can not be a person. To  this Bickersteth, 
i l l  his "Rock of Ages," pp. 150, 151, gives a sufficient 
ansrrer : ' Here  we fully admit that the ternis ' Sl~ir i t  ' 
and ' Holy Spiiit '  do sometimes denote, uot the person, but  
the operations, the gifts, the influences of the Holy  Ghost ;  
as, for example, nhen i t  is said, ' I  will take of the Spirit 
tliat is upon thee.' B u t  tlie que>tiou is, uot whether soiue 
passages may xiot be brought forward nhicli denote the op- 
erations and influences of tlie Spirit, and therefore do not 
establisli the point ; but whcther, besides these, there are  uot 
very nuiilerous portions of Scripture which d o  ~osi t ively aud 
unaiiswerably establish his personality. J u d  as if I were 
stud! iug a \\ orlc on horticulture, aud because the writer, 
here a ~ ~ d  there, u,ed the term ' s u n '  to denote the influ- 
euces of tlie sun, directiug me to place ccrtain plaots i l l  

the  srm, or that more or less sun slioulrl be ndu~it ted,  I 
were to cor~tencl tliat tlie author could not believe there was 
actually such ag lobe  of light in  tlie heavens, although iu 
nlany other parts h e  had spoken in most strict a.tr.o~io~n- 
ical language of our planetary system. You would j u 4 y  
asaure me tha t  the occasional recurrence of such familiar. 
phrases as  'more or less sun,' etc., n a s  no valid argumelit 
agailrst his conviction of the sun's real existence. statetl 
elsenhere in the volunie plaiuly and  positively. S o w ,  \re 
admit tha t  hy ' the Sl) i r i t7  are sometimes intended tlie 
gifts aud graces of the Spirit. These p w e s  may be poured 
out ,  tlicse gifts distril~uteil. B u t  ' a l l  these norketli that  
one and tlie s~lf-snnle Spiiit ,  dividing to evcry n x u  sever- 
allj  as lie will.' " 

C)l!jection 3. I t  is objected to the personality of the 
Holy  Sl)irit that xvs;i,ua is not masculine but neuter, aud  



that this mould not be the case if the Holy  Spirit mas a 
person. Tha t  the use of nouns and  pronouns of the nentcr 
gender does not disprove p e ~ ~ o c a l i t y ,  is evident from tlie 
fact tha t  16 /?pipus, 16 xa~drrrv ,  a d  16 ~ C A Y O ~ ,  al l  of tlienl 
neuter nouns, are nevertheless common names for a child. 
The first two, ,?,dye; and i;avJior are repeatedly applied to 
Christ. (AIatt. ii, 9, 11, 13,  1-1, 21 ; L u k e  ii, 12, 16.) 
I t  is in harmony with this that the angel calls the child 
Jcsus " t h a t  holy thing," L ' p o ~ .  (Lulre i, 35.) I n  1 John 
v, 4, those " born of God"  arc  called in the neuter 7 6 ,  ri ,  

r t j w ~ q ! ~ i / o d ;  but those horn of God are not things, but  
pcrsuns. There can he 110 questiou about the personality 
of the daughter of Jairus, get in Marlr v, 23, she is called 
rt ~ Y u y d ~ p r o v .  The Germans say, " dcu TVe'eib." Surely this 
does not questio~i the nife's porsonnlity; yet both these 
substantives are ncutcr. 

Dr i ty  does not e s i ~ t  under the limitations of sex or 
gender. The fact that  Cls6; is nlasculine does not p r o x  
that God has gender or ses. " Gender is only properly 
attributed to aniinal bodies; h u t  God is of no gender, and 
therefore the sacred writers were left a t  l i b e ~ t y  to speak 
grammatically, and  to put  t l ~ e i r  articles and pronouns in  
the same gender wit11 the nouns 1~it11 ~ v l ~ i c h  they s l~ould 
agree. Ti, Beiov ,  the word used ill Acts xvii, 29, and 
translated the Godhead, is neuter, nud lias a neuter arti- 
cle." (Hare  on Sociiiiaiiisrn, p .  103 ) Demons, angels, 
and Deity are without Fes. The apl~lication to them of 
male nouns and pronouns does not prove then1 to be of 
the male gender, ant1 the application of a neuter nouu or 
pronoun to the Holy  Spirit does uot disprove its person- 
ality, bu t  designates a per~onal i ty  that  is independent of 
gender. 

F o r  the benefit of those who may wish to exanline this 
suhjcct wmewhat further, I add  the f o l l o ~ ~ i n g  facts : 1. 
The  noun nveij,ua and its article r o  are neuter. 2. The 
noun mpa'zRT;o;  and its article 5 are ~nnsculiue. 3. I 



have found twenty-five places in  the New Testament in 
which the H o l y  Spirit is referred to by a pronoun. 4. I n  
twelve of these places the pronoun is neuter :  To, John 
xiv, 7 ;  xv ,  26, twice. A G 6 ,  J o h n  xiv, 17, three times; 
Romans viii, 1 6 , 2 6 ;  1 Cor. xii, 11, 48. "Ov, John  xv ,  26. 
Ti, 1 John  v,  6. 5. I11 eight of these cases the  pronoun 
is masculine: 'ELETYK,  J o h n  xiv, 2 6 ;  xv,  2 6 ;  xvi,  8, 13, 
14. 'Auriv, J o h n  xvi, 7. "Oc, Epli. i, 14. 6. I n  six of 
these cases the pronoun is indefinite ; that  is, i t  may be 
either masculine or neuter: 05, J o h n  vii, 3 9 ;  1 John  iii, 
24. 'Eauro;,  John  xvi,  13. Ah<?, 1 Cor. xii, 9 ;  4, Eph.  
iv, 3 0 ;  1 Peter iii, 19. I have tried to collect every case 
in  the New Testament in which the Holy  Spirit  is referred 
to hy a pronouii. I will not say positively that  the fore- 
going are  all of the cases, h u t  I t l i i~lk that they will be 
found to be nearly if not quite all. 

Objection 4. ' I  Much is said in  the  Scriptures of the 
mutual love between tlie Fa ther  and  the Son, and  the 
disposition of each to honor the other; but wliere shall we 
find the leaat intimation of any  lore on the part  of the 
Fa ther  or the Son towards the Holy Spirit as  a person, or 
on the part  of t h s  Holy Spirit  towards either the Father  
or the S o n ?  Yet  if the Spirit he a person, as distinct 
from the Father  and  the Son as the Son is from the 
Father, should n-e not have reason to expect the same 
evidence of mutual love in the one case as in  the other?" 
(Worcester's Bible Sews,  p. 202.) I answer, not neces- 
sarily. Inasmuch as tlie Fa ther  had given the Son up, 
to pass through a n  experience of humiliation, temp- 
tation, suffering, shame, and  death, i t  became neces- 
sary that  their mutual love might be abundantly made 
known, in order that  tlie ministry of the Sou niight be 
understood, and  be successful; but  as the Holy  Spirit did 
not send the  Son, ueither was the Holy  Spirit called to 
pass through any humiliation or suffering; hence i t  was not 
so necessary that his relation to this mutnnl love should be 
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revealed. The Holy Spirit, as a person of bfinite wis- 
dom and holiness (indicated by tlie title he wears, " the 
Holy Spirit "), must necessarily receive the infinite love of 
both the Father and the Son. For the same reason n.e 
are commanded to love tlie Father and to lore the Son, 
while there is no specific command to love the Holy Spirit. 
Nor is any such command necessary; for it is the work 
of the Holy Spirit to create love in the heart (Rom. v, 5 ;  
Gal. iv, 6 ;  v, 22 ;  Eph. iii, 16-19), and he would neces- 
mrily be the object of the love which he had created. In  
the light of the doctrine of the Trinity, there is no ne- 
cessity for a command to love the Holy Spirit, for he is 
one of the persons in the triune Godhead. Every com- 
mand to love God is a command to love the Holy Spirit; 
and we can not intelligently love God without lwing the 
Holy Spirit. 

SUMMARY O F  THE EVIDENCE. 

The following summary of the evidence of the per- 
sonality of the Holy Spirit is quoted from Watson's Dic- 
tionary, sub voce: " 1. The mode of his subsistence in the 
~acred Trinity proves his personality. H e  proceeds from 
the Father and the Son, and can not, therefore, be either. 
To say that an attribute proceeds and comes forth, would 
be a gross absurdity. 2. Many pasages of Scripture are 
wholly unintelligible, and even absurd, unless the Holy 
Ghost is allowed to be a person. For as those who take 
the phrase as ascribing no more than a figurative person- 
ality to an attribute, make that attribute to be the energy 
or power of God, they reduce snch passages as the follow- 
ing to utter ulimeaningness : ' God anointed Jesus with 
the Holy Ghost and with power;' that is, with the power 
of God a i d  with power. 'That ye may abound in hope 
through the power of the Holy Ghost ;' that is, through 
the power of power. ' I n  demonstration of the Spirit and 
of power ;' that is, iu demonstration of power and of pover. 



3. Personification of any kind is, in some passages in which 
the Holy Ghost is spoken of, impossible. The reality 
which this figure of speech is said to represent to us, is 
either some of the attributes of God, or else the doctrine 
of the gospel. Let  this theory, then, be tried upon the 
following passages : ' H e  shall not speak of himself; but 
whatsoever he shall hear, that shall he speak.' What at- 
tribute of God can here be personified? And if the doc- 
trine of tlie gospel be arrayed mith personal attributes, 
where is an instance of so monstrous a prosopopceia as this 
passage would exhihit, the doctrine of the Gospel not 
speaking ' of himself,' but speaking whatsoever he shall 
hear ?' ' Tlie Spirit maketh iutercession for 11s.' V h a t  
attribute is capable of interceding, or how can the doctrine 
of tlie gospel intercede? Personification, too, is the lan- 
guage of poetry, and takes place naturally only in excited 
and elevated discourse ; but if the Holy Spirit be a per- 
sonification, we find i t  in the ordinary and cool strain of 
mere narration and argumentative discourse in the New 
Testament and in the most incidental conversations. 
'Have ye received the Holy Ghost since ye believed? W e  
have not so much as heard whether there be any Holy 
Gliost.' How impossible is it  here to extort, by m y  pro- 
cess whatever, even the shadow of a personification of either 
any attribute of God or of the doctrine of the gospel. So 
again: ' Tlie Spirit eaid unto Philip, Go near, and join 
thyself to this chariot.' Could it be any attribute of God 
which said this, or could it be the doctrine of the gospel? 
Finally, that the Holy Ghost is a person, and not an at- 
tribute, is proved by the use of masculine pronouns and 
relatives in the Greek of the New Testament, in connec- 
tion with the neuter noun I I Y E C ~ U  (Spirit), and also by 
many distinct personal acts being ascribed to him; as, ' t o  
come,' ' to go,' ' to be sent,' ' to teach,' ' to guide,' ' to 
make intercession,' ' to bear mittless,' ' to give gifts,' ' di- 
viding them to every lnaii as he  ill,' ' t o  be rered, '  
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' grieved,' and ' quenched.' These can not be applied to 
the mere fiction of a person, and they therefore establish 
the Spirit's true personality." 

DIRECT EVIDENCE OF THE DEITY OF THE HOLY SPIRIT. 

1. The Holy Spirit is called " God." 

 ACT^ Y, 3, 4 : " Why hath Satan filled thine heart to lie 
to t h e  Holy Spirit '? . . . Thou hnst n u t  lied unto men, 
but unto God." 

The apostles were under the influence and direction of 
the Holy Spirit. (John xiv, l i ,  26 ; xvi, 13; xx, 22 ;  
Acts i, 5, 8; ii, 4 ;  iv, 8, 31.) I t  was by the Holy Spirit 
that the apostles governed the Church. The attempt of 
Ananias to deceive the apostles was really an attempt to 
deceive the Holy Spirit which d d t  in then1 ; aud it was 
by the power of the Holy Spirit that Peter detected the 
falsehood, thus proving the omniscience, and consequently 
the Deity, of the Holy Spirit. Peter charges Ananias 
with lying to the Holy Spirit, and afterward calls it lying 
to God, thus proving that the Holy Spirit is God. 

The authors of the "Improved Version" append a 
note, from which me quote the following : "Satan, a spirit 
and temper opposite to that of the gospel. To deceive 
the Holy Spirit, i. e . ,  men who were inspired by God. 
Observe here, both Satan and the Holy Spirit me per. 
ponifications of qualities." The authors of this version 
seem to be in some confusion over the meaning of the 
IF-ords " the Holy Spirit ;" they first define them as mean- 
ing " men who were inspired by God," and in the cext 
break they call both Satan and the Holy Spirit the "per- 
sonifications of qualities." Are " men who were inspired 
by God" and " personifications of qualities" two names 
for the same thing? Are we to believe that one "quality" 
put it into the heart of Auauiaa to lie to another 
" quality," aud that Anauias and his wife nngreecl to- 
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gether to tempt a qual i ty? (See verse 9.) Anauias i3 
said " to lie to the Holy Spirit." H e  could not lie to a 
quality, nor to an attribute, nor to a n  iufluence ; he coidd 
lie ouly to a person ; hence the Holy Spirit is a person, 
aud by  an inspired apostle he is called "God." 

According to Peter,  to lie t o  the Holy Spirit is to lie 
to  God ; to lie to the Holy Spirit is not to lie to man, be- 
cause the Holy Sl)irit is not man ; and i t  is not to lie to 
a n  angel, because the Holy Spirit  is not a n  angel ;  nor 
to  lie to auy  creature, because the Holy Spirit is not a 
creature; bu t  to lie to God, because the Holy Spirit is 
God. I f  the Holy Spirit were not God, the apostle might 
have said, "Thou hast not lied unto the Holy Spirit, but 
uuto God," for this would have been a proper manner of 
distinguishing them. Or,  the apostle might h a r e  said, 
"Thou  hast not lied unto God, bu t  unto the Holy Spirit;" 
or, the apostle might have said, "Tliou hast lied uuto the 
Holy Spirit, and thou hast lied unto God." B u t  the 
apostle did not use either of these inodes of stating the  
matter. H e  asked of Ananias, " IVhy hat11 Satan filled 
thine heart to lie to the Holy Ghost '? . . . Tliou hast 
not lied unto men, but  unto God;" thus rendering it nn- 
questionably certain that  the apostle believed the Holy 
Spirit to be God. 

1 CORISTHIASS 111, 16: "Iinon- yc not that ye are the tem- 
ple of God, and that the Spirit of God dmelleth in you?" 

1 C O R I Y T H I ~ J ~  T I ,  19: "Your body is the temple of the 
Holy Ghost which i~ in you, which ye hare of God." 

2 CORISTHI is> T I, 16 : '' YC arc the temple of thc living 
God." 

I n  the first of these texts the apostle calls believers in 
Christ " the temple of God ;" in the last text  he calla be- 
lievers " the temple of the liviug Go(];" in the secorid 
text he calls believers " the temple of the Holy Ghost," 
proving decisively that  the Holy Spirit is God. Yates 
objects that  " t h e  Holy Spirit  is not a person, because he 
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is said to be ' given unto us.'" Yates forgets that  Christ 
mas given to us, yet he was n person. Yates also objects 
that " faith," " the word of Christ," and " sin" are  said 
to dwell in  us ;  but  tlilat does not prove them to be per- 
sons-they are  only things. True, bu t  the persons in  
whom they dwell are  never called " tlie temple of faith," 
or " the temple of the word of Christ,'' or " the temple of 
sin ;" but  the person in v h o m  tlie Holy Spirit  dwells is 
called " the temple of the Holy Ghost." The indwelling 
of Deity is absolutely essential to the very existence of a 
temple. X7i t1~mt  the irldwelling of Deity there can be no 
temple. Believers a re  " the temple of the Holy Spirit ;" 
and  they are called " t h e  temple of God," because the  
Holy  Spirit is God. 

Yates quotes 2 Timothy i, 14-" That  good thing which 
mas committed unto thee, keep by the Holy Spirit  which 
dwelleth in us "--and adds : " I n  this passage ' the Holy  
Spirit '  must siguify powers and dispositions, because Tim- 
othy is exhorted to use them as instruments, by  means of 
which he may keep secure his Christian privileges and ad- 
vantages." The t e s t  says nothing ahout " instruments;" 
there is not a plural noun or verb in  the whole verse. 
Timothy is exhorted to keep the "good thing" " b y  the 
Holy  Spirit "-dtd ITduparos dyiou ; the same construction 
(64 with the genitive) occurs in John  vi, 57 : " 1 live by 
the Father." I s  the Fa ther  only a n  instru~ncnt  by which 
Christ lives? Again, Romans ii, 16 : " Shall judge the 
secrets of men by  Jesus Clirist." IS Christ to be only a u  
instrument in the judgmeut ? Is he not to be the Judge  ? 
Again, Galatians i, 1 : " Paul ,  a n  apostle, not of men, 
neither by  man, bu t  by  Jesus Christ." W a s  Christ only 
a n  instrument in  making P a u l  au apostle? W a s  be not  
the Creator and  the  Master of the apostle? The Holy  
Spirit was not an instrument in  the hancls of Timothy to 
be used by  liim; h e  was the indwelling God, by  whose 
gracious aid Timothy would be  able to hold fast the faith. 
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In  Johu iii, 5, 6, the sons of God are spoken of as be- 
ing " born of the Spirit," while in John i, 13, they are 
said to be born "of God;" thus applying the title "God" 
aud the title "Spirit" to one and the same agent or 
person. 

; \ k ~ ~ r l c r n  xrr, 31, 32: " ill1 mmner of sin and blasphemy 
shnll bc forgiven unto men;  but tho blasphemy againfit the 
Holy Ghost shaH not be forgiven unto mcn. And whosoerer 
hpeaketh a. word agaiust the 8on of man, it shall be forgiven 
him ; but n hoboever speaketh against the Holy Ghost, it shall 
not be forgiven him, neither in this world, neither in the world 
to come." 

Ruruap objects that "blasphemy does not prove the 
person or thing against which it is uttered to be God," 
and refers to the fact that "the king," "Moses," " the 
law," and " the temple" are all said to have beeu the sub- 
jects of blasphemy, and yet no one of these persous or 
things was God. I t  is cheerfully admitted that blasphemy, 
in an iuferior sense, has been uttered against created per- 
sons nnd things; but i t  is irnpossible for it to be uttered, 
in its highest sense, a p i u s t  any other being thau God. 
That blasphemy agninst the Holy Spirit is of the highest 
and worst grade, is evident front the fact that it is unpar- 
donable. And as the blasphemy agaiust the Iloly Spirit 
is unpardonnble, it proves the Holy Spirit to be God. 

"Can blasphemy agaiust any thing or person, that is 
not God, be a greater sin than blasphemy against God? 
I f  sin against the Iloly Ghost be the greatest possible siu, 
the only unpardonable sin, then surely the Iloly Ghost 
must be God." (Raymond's Theology.) 

2. The Holy Spirit is omnipresent. 

This text is adduced here to prove the ornuipreseuce 
of the Holy Spirit. Inasmuch as he dwells in each be- 
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liever in Christ, he must be omnipresent; hence, must 
be God. 

I i o ~ r a ~ s  YIII ,  14:  '' As many as are led by the Spirit of God, 
they are the sons of God." 

The Spirit of God is the Personal Leader of all of 
" the sons of God "-hence must be everywhere present; 
none but God is everywhere present-hence the Holy 
Spirit is the Omnipreseut God. 

1 CORINT~IIANS 11, 10, 11 : "But God hath revealed them 
unto us by his Spirit; for the Spirit searcbcth all things, yea, 
the deep things of God. For what man knoneth the things of 
a man, save the spirit of ma11 which is in him? Even so tlre 
things of God knoweth no man, but the Spirit of God." 

From this text the following points are plainly deduci- 
ble: 1. The Spirit possesses knowledge. 2. This lrnowl- 
edge is not communicated to him by another; but is his 
own, by virtue of his olvu intellectual activity-"the 
Spirit searcheth." 3. This knowledge extends to the se- 
cret purposes of Deity-" a11 things, yea, the deep things 
of God." " H e  penetrates ~ i ~ d  understands all the Di- 
vine counsels." (Schleusner's Lexicon.) 4. H e  is the 
Father's Agent in revealing these counsels to nlcn-"God 
hat11 revealed them unto us by his Spirit." The Being 
who can thus penetrate, understnnd, and reveal to men 
the secret counsels of God, must be suprenlely Divine. 

Dr. Worcester objects: " I t  is obvious that the #'+it 
of God is here represented as bearing the same relation to 
God as the spirit of nlan does to the marl. But as Inan 
aud his spirit are but one persou, so God and his Spirit 
are represented ns one Persoc." (Bible Sews, p. 194.) 
Substantially the same objection is urged by Yates, Parley, 
Burnap, and others. But the apostle urges that just as 
certainly as only the human spirit among creatures can 
know the things of a. Inan, just so certainly only the Spirit 
of God can know the t l h g s  of God; but the apostle does 
not represent the Holy Spirit as lioltling the same relation 
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to God that the  human spirit does to man. Xothing is 
said about the relationship of either the human ~ p i r i t  or 
the Holy Spir i t ;  this is a subject tha t  the apostle does not  
discuss. The Holy Spirit  is distinct from God the Father, 
for i t  " searcheth tlie deep thiugs of God." The word 
h , m ~ ~ o i ( u ,  herc rendered "searcl~," means to "penetrate aud 
understand," and is an appropriate word to designate the 
sectrch of one intelligent being by  another. Agaiu, i t  is by  
the Holy Spirit, as  a n  agent, that  God reveals himself to  
man ; the Spirit being distinct from tlie Fa ther  whoru h e  
reveals. A s  "the Spirit searcliet!i all  thing<, yen, the deep 
things of God "-as he " line\\ eth" the " thiugs of God "-it 
follows that, like the Father  and the Son (IIstthew xi, 27; 
John s, 15), tlie I Ioly Spirit is omniscient, hence su- 
premcly Divine. 

S m e  Unitarian writers define the  term " Spirit," in  
verse 10, ar meaning " inspiration." The  text  would then 
read : "God ha th  revealed them uuto us b y  his inspira- 
t ion;  for the iny>iratiim searclieth all things. . . . 
E r e n  so the things of God knoweth no man, but  the in- 
spiration of God." Unitarian c i e g e G  does not leave much 
meaning in the words of Scripture. 

Scott's note on this t e s t  scts i t  in a clear l ight :  "The 
apostle and the other preachers of snlvation h y  Jesus 
Christ had not discorercd the mysteries of Divine wis- 
dom by their onm superior sagacity; bn t  God hath re- 
vealed i t  to then1 11y his Spirit, who not only senrched all  
hearts, bu t  was intimately acquainted with the deep things 
of God, and all the inmost counsels of his infinite mind. 
F o r  as no man can penetrate thc recesses of auother's 
heart, and know the whole of his thoughts and intentions 
in the samc way that  his own soul i4 co~isciot~s of them, 
so none cnu know, discover, or cornpreliend t l ~ c  things of 
God hut his o ~ v n  infinite Spirit, ~ l i o  is one wit11 tlie Father  
ant1 the Son in tlie unity of the Godhcntl, and \rliose office 
i t  is to reveal divine mysteries to his Church. (Matt. 
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xi, 27.) This should be noted as a most decisive testimony 
both to the Deity and personality of the Holy Spirit." 

HEDPETVS 19, 8 :  lLTl1c Holy Ghost this signifying." 

This expression sho~vs the Holy Spirit to be the  author 
of the whole Mosaic ritual. The Holy Spirit  formed the  
tabernacle, and aypvinted its services according to his 
eternal plan, and who speaks through each and all of its 
services. A s  the Holy Spirit  is the author of the Mosaic 
ritual he must be a person, for none but a person can be 
a n  author. Again, as the Holy Spirit is the  author of 
this systein of war.-hip he  nus st be God. 

Some Unitarians object to the doctrine of the Deity of 
the Holy Spirit, that " the name of the  Holy Spirit is 
omitted i n  the salutations of the epistles, nud also in the 
apostolic benedictions." I nil1 give Huilion's n ~ l s n e r  as 
i t  is quoted by David S in ipou  : 

" A s  Christ came not to glorify himself, bu t  the Father ,  
so the Spirit came not to glorify himself but  Christ, as our 
Snrivr teaches us in these words : ' H e  shall not speak of 
h i m ~ e l f ;  bu t  ~vhatsoever he shall hear, that  shall he speak. 
H e  shall glorify me : for he shall take of mine, and sllall 
shew it unto you.' (John x ~ i ,  13, 14.) When Christ 
catne in the flesh he veiled his own glory and proclaimed 
the Father's; so the Holy Spirit, as i t  were, conceals his 
own glory to promote the glory of Christ, i n  whose name 
he both speaks and acts. B u t  yet, as  Christ sometimes 
did, he  tnrns aside the veil, atid manifests his o n n  glory, 
though not so frequently, so clearly, and so fully as that  
of the Son. The design of his mission was to glorify the 
Son, i ~ o t  himself; and Christ was no less God, and no 
less worthy of glory when he humbled himself, than when 
lie T V ~ S  exalted, so the Holy Ghost is no less worthy of 
glory when he comes to reveal the glory of Chriqt, than if 
he had come more fully to difplny his own." (Simpson's 
Doctrine of the Trinity, p. 339.) 



APPENDIX. 

nitarian writers have a great deal to say about the 
pluralis mqjeataticus (the plural of majesty), when A"" 

they are  entlenvoring to explain the use of plural pro- 
nouns I)? Deity, I propose to examine every case that is 
cited by  these writers, so far as they have come to my 
notice. 

And the first to be examined is- 
GEYESIS I, 26: "And God saitl, Let us mdcc man in our 

image, after our likeness." 

I n  addition to what I haye already said on this text, 
I add the following : 

" Some interpreters, both Jewish and Christian, have 
underktood a plural of dignity, after the manner of kings. 
This is the opinion of Geqeniuj and most of the Germans. 
B u t  the royal style of speech  as probably n custom of 
much later date than the time of Moses. Thus we rend, 
Gen. xli, 41-44, ' I have set thee over the land of E g y p t ;  
I arn Pl~araoh. '  Indeed, this royal style is unknown in 
Scripture. . . . The  ancient Christians, with one mind, see 
in these words of God that plurality in the Divine unity 
which was more fully revealed when God sent his only 
Son into the ~vorlrl, and when tlie only begotten Son, who 
war in the bosom of tlie Father, declared him to mankind. 
So, e. g., B<~rnal jas  (ch. iv), Jri.;tin JI., Ircnseus, Theophil., 
Epiplian. (Hseres, xxxiii, 4-2), Tlieodoret." (The Eible 
Com.) 

1 KIYGS XII, 9 ; 2 CHROKIC'I.ES X, 9 : "And hc s'lid unto 
them, What counsel give ye that n-c may nusner this peoplc?" 
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I n  these texts i t  is not b y  a n y  means certain that  Re- 
hohoam assumes the majestic style in the use of his pro- 
n o u ~ ~ s .  I f  he had been using tlie pltcralis mujestaticris, he 
would have been just as likely to have used i t  when be 
spoke to the old men (see verse 6). When  lie spealrs to 
the old men, i t  is evident tha t  he is uot in sympathy with 
them, and  lie uses tlie singular pronoun; but when he 
spealrs to the younger men, he is iu  sympathy with them, and 
his words show his willingness to associnte them wit11 him- 
self iu the making up  of his answer to the people; and 
his words can not be fairly quoted as  a n  instance of plu- 
~ a l i s  mujestuticm 

Ezca I r ,  18: "The Ictter which ye sent unto us hoth becn 
plainly rcatl I~efore me." 

Tliese are the words of Artnxerxes, or Smerdis, the  
Ahgian, who usurped the Perdian throne in the xbsence 
of Cambyses. H e  was sustnined in his government by the 
lfnginn priests in the effort to substitute the religion of 
the Magiails in the place of the religion of the Persians. 
I t  is probable thnt the pronoun " us," as used by him, re- 
fers to the Maginn priests, ~ v h o  were associated with him 
i n  the insurrectionary government. 

ISAIAH vr, 8 : " Whom shall I send, :md who will go for us ?" 

" The language here used carries our thoughts back to 
Genesis i, 26 : ' L e t  us make man.' The  work of which 
God's envoy would have to spenli, x a s  not inferior in irn- 
portnnce to that work of creation ; in fact, i t  was far  
greater. The  plural pronoun can not be accounted for by 
supposing that the  Iring aildressecl his ministering attencl- 
ants. They wait to cntch every intimati\)n of his will 
(Ps. ciii, 20) ; they are  not associated with him in counsel. 
Isaiah himself asks : ' W i t h  wllon~ toolr lie counsel ?' 
( 1  1 )  'There  is no augel in  l~cnven, '  i t  has been said, 
' to whom he does not stoop doFn t11rou;h infinite degrees 
wlleii he cominuuicates hi3 t11nngllt5.' The Tresagion, if it 



APPENDIX. 229 

does not expressly propound the solution, implies it." (The 
Bible Commentary.) 

J o m  111, 11 : " Verily, verily, I say unto thee, We spenk that 
we do h o ~ ,  and testify that n e  have seen ; and ye receive not 
our witness." 

I t  does not seem reasonable to suppose that  Jesus would 
use the style of majesty when speaking of himself during 
the days of his humiliation. H e  seldonl used the-plural 
pronoun when speaking to the people ; indeed, I know of 
bu t  one other instance of using i t  when referring to him- 
self; namely, Mark iv, 30. There may be other instances 
of his doing so, but  I (lo not know of them. I n  the ex- 
amination of J o h n  iii, 11, the point to be settled is, to 
whom do the prououns " ~ e "  and " our" refer ? These 
prououns have been referred by different commentators to 
Christ and tlie prophets, Christ and J o h n  the Baptist, 
Christ and the disciples, and to Christ, the Father, and  
the Holy  Spirit. E ~ c h  of these vie~vs will be examined 
separately. There can be no doubt that Christ himself was 
comprehended in the " we " and  tl19 " our" of the text,; but 
i t  is not equally certain that " the prophets," " John  the 
Baptist" and  " the disciples," hesides " the Fa ther  and the 
Holy Spirit," were embraced in these pronouns. I t  would 
seem that " the  prophetsv mere not included. Christ was 
apealring of witnesses and testimony that helonged to the 
present, not the past. The  words " speak " and " testify" 
are in the preseut tense. Christ was a speaker and witness 
then present, and the other members of the " we " must, 
like him, be speakers and  witnesses existing a t  the same 
time with himself; hence the " we" does uot comprehe~~d 
the prophets, for they were of the past. John  the Bap- 
tist does not seem to be c o m p r e l ~ e n d d  in " we" a1:d 
" our." Although John  was a " w i t n e ~ s "  to Christ (Jolix 
i, 7, 15), yet Christ did not receive his testimony. " Yc 
sent unto John,  ~ n r l  he bare witness to tlie t ruth,  but  I 
receive not testimony from man." " But  I have greater 



witness than that  of John." (John v, 33, 34, 36.) O n  
these texts I subjoin the folloxing notes: "The Savior 
gives himself a place above all prophets, inasmurli as he 
declines hurnan tcstirnony." (Tholuclr.) " J o h n ,  by his 
testimony, addcd nothing to m e ;  I was what I mas, and  
I arn mhat I am, before J o h n  testified of me, and  since." 
(Burkitt.) Jesus could not disclaim the benefit of John's 
testimony, and  yet associate l h n  with himself as a witness. 
I t  seems evident that  the Baptist was not comprehended 
in the " me." The  disciples of Christ have been witnesses 
for him since Pentecost, bu t  they were not ~yitnesses for 
Christ during his s tay on earth. Two points will make 
this plain. 

1. Alt1~)ugli they Jyere to a certain degree the re- 
cipients of the Holy Spirit, yet they had not rcceived 
i t  in  such a measure as qr~alified them to act as w;tnesses 
for Christ. There had been rich i~npartations of the Holy 
Spirit  to Zacharias, Elizabeth, Mary, Simeon, Anna,  Jo lm 
the Baptist, and  possibly to othorq; bu t  the gift of power 
and of testimony was not given until Pentecost. "The  
Holy Spirit mas not yet given;  bernuse that Jesus was 
not yet glorified" (John vii, 39) ; " I f  I go not away, the 
Comforter will not come unto you ; but  if I depart, I Tvill 
send him unto you" (John xvi, 7 )  ; " Behold, I send the 
promire of my Fa ther  upou you;  but  tarry ye a t  Jerusa- 
lem until ye be endued with power from on liigll" (Luke 
xxiv, 49). This last text was spoken by  our  Lord after 
his resurrection, and before Pentecost. J u s t  before his 
ascension he said : " Y e  shall be baptized with the Holy 
Spirit not many days hence." (Acts i, v.) 

2. Although the disciple3 were appointed to preach 
during the time of Christ's ministry, yet they were not 
appointed to act as witne~ses until after his resurrection; 
that is, their work as witnesses Tras to begin a t  Pentecost. 
Their appointment as witnesses was not made until after 
his resurrection, and  then they were to " tarry a t  Jerusa- 



lem until endued with power." (Luke xxiv, 48, 49.) 
Christ said to them: " When the Comforter is come . . . 
ye also shall bear witnesq." ( John  xv ,  26, 27.) Again:  
" Y e  shall receive power, after tha t  the Holy Spirit is 
come upon y o u ;  and y e  shall be witnesses unto me." 
(Acts i, 8.) These words were spoken by Jesus ten days 
before Pentecost. I n  the days of Christ the disciples were 
intended as future witnesses; bu t  Christ was speaking to 
Nicodemus of some persons wbo were associated with him a t  
the time as witnesses. The disciples were not then witnesses, 
hence were not comprehended in the " we" and I '  our." The 
investigation so h r  has furnished proof that  the " we" did 
not compreliend either the prophets, J o h n  the Baptist, or 
the disciples. 

? will now adduce the evidence proving that  the pro- 
nouns do refer to the Father  and the Holy Spirit as united 
with Christ in the speaking aud beariug nitness. The  
I r ,Ye fl are said to " have seen," to " know," to " speak," 

and to " tebtify." I t   ill not be questioiied that  the Father, 
Christ, and the Holy Spirit " have seen" and " know" 
all aud everything tha t  could have been seen and known 
by  a n y  and all witnesses. Nor nil1 it  be questioned that  
Clirist spoke to men, for " h e  taught them as oue having 
authority." The  only points to be  proveii are, that  the 
Father  and the Holy  Spirit  then spoke to men, and that  
the Father  and the Soil and the R o l y  Spirit then acted as 
witnesses to men. Tha t  the Fatlier then spoke to men, 
will be shown when we come to prove that  the Father  
acted as a witness to the Son. During the human life- 
time of Christ he seems to have spoken for the Father  
and the Holy Spirit. 

The Father  was a witness for Christ:  "And lo, a 
voice from heaven saying, This is my beloved Son, in  
wl~om 1 am well pleased." (Matt. iii, 17.) The record of 
this testimony of the Fa ther  to Christ is repented by all 
of the evaugeliats. (See Mark i, 11 ; L u k e  iii, 22 ; J o h n  
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i, 32-34.) Again, a similar testimony was given by  the 
Father  to Clirist a t  his transfiguration. (Matt. xvii, 5 ;  
Alarlr ix, 7 ; L u k e  ix,  35 ; 2 Peter i, 17.) O u r  Lord claims 
tlic witness of the Filther : "And the Father  himself, 
~ ~ h i c l i  hath sent me, l ~ a t h  borne nituess of me"  (John v, 
37) ; " H i m  lmth God the Father  sealed " (John vi, 27) ; 
" Tlie Father  that  sent me beareth witness of me"  (John 
viii, 18.) 

Christ was a witness, and testified. H e  said of him- 
self: " W h a t  he liath seen aud heard, that he testifieth." 
(John iii, 32.) "Jesus ans~vered, and said unto them, 
Though I bear record of myself, yet my record is t r u e ;  
for I know whence I came, and whither I go." "I  arn 
one that hearettl witness of myself." " I  speak that  which 
I have seen with my Father." (John viii, 14, 18, 38.) 
" Clirist Jcsus nlho, before Pontius Pilate, witnessed a good 
confession." (1  Tim. vi, 13.) "The faithful and t rue 
witness." (Rev. iii, 14.) 

The Holy Spirit nlso Jws a witness. Although his 
work as  a witness mas to a ccrtain extent suspended dur- 
ing Christ's earthly ministry, nevertheless he testified to 
him a i d  for him. Kote the following evidence: A t  his 
baptism, " the Spirit of God" descended "like a dove, 
and" lighted " upon him." (Matt. iii, 1 6  ; Mark i, 1 0  ; 
L u k e  iii, 22 ; J o h n  i, 32, 3 3  ) "Jesus returned in the 
power of the Spirit  into Gallilee." " T h e  Spirit of tlie 
Lord is upon me." (Luke iv, 14,  18.) "God giveth uot 
the Spirit by measure unto him." (John iii, 34.) 

A calm survey of the foregoing Scriptures and argu- 
merits makes it  reasonably evident that  tlie pronouns " we" 
a i d  " our," in John  iii, 11, refer to the Father ,  the Son, 
and tlir Holy Spirit-a T ~ i u n e  God. This courlusion 
would seem to be more probable from the fact that  our 
Lord, in his conversntiori with Nicodemus, reveals truths 
that  none hu t  the Triune Godhead could know. Thus he 
reveals the  necessity of the new birth, in order to under- 
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stand the nature of the kingdom of heaven. (Verses 3,5 . )  
H e  reveals the nature of the new birth. (Verses 4-6.) 
H e  reveals the necessity of his own death. (Verses 14, 15.) 
H e  reveals the Father's love for man. (Verse 16.) H e  
reveals the doctrine of salvation by faith. (Verses 14-18.) 
These are items known only to the Godhead, and to 11-hich 
none but the Godhead could testify ; others might become 
acquainted with them and preach them, but none except 
the Three Persons in the Godhead could "testify" to 
them. 

I t  has been objected to the foregoing view of the case, 
that Christ's usage of bwpdza,uev (" we have seen"), for- 
bids the application of the passage to the Holy Spirit; 
but this objection is not well-founded, for Jpdw is used in 
the Septuagint and in the New Testament to designate the 
fact that God knows-witness the following passages : ' I 
have seen this people." (Deut. ix, 13.) " I  have seen 
his mays." (Isaiah lvii, 18.) "Behold, I have seen it, 
saith the Lord;" "I have seen thine abominations;" "I 
have seen lawless deeds." (Jeremiah vii, 11 ; xiii, 27;  
xxiii, 13.) "His  eye is too pure to behold evil." (Hab. 
i, 13.) "Wha t  he hat11 seen and heard, that he testi- 
fieth ;" " I speak that which I have seen." (John iii, 32 ; 
viii, 38.) 

MATTHEW 111, 15 : " Thns it becometh us to fulfill all right- 
eousness." 

This is not a case of pluralis nzqjestnticus; for our Lord 
is not speaking of himself alone, but of himself and John 
the Baptist. His words evidently refer to the reception 
of the sacrament of baptism; connected with this, there 
mere two parties-John the administrator, and Christ the 
subject. John objected to his administering the ordinance 
to Jesus, and Jesus urged John to the discharge of their 
mutual duty ; the pronoun " us " refers to Christ and 
John. 

30 
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2 C~RISTIIIANR I, 8 : " For me would not, brethren, have 
you ignorant of our trouble, ah ich  came to us in Asia." 

The pronouns " n-e," " our," " ur," probably refer to 
Paul,  Gnius, and Aristnrchus, who together experienced 
serious troubles in Ephesus. (See Acts xix, 23-41.) 

1 Trrsss ILOSIANR 11, 18 : ' I  Wherefore we would have come 
unto >on,  cl en I Paul.'' 

The " we" of this t e s t  includes Paul,  Silvanus, and  
Timotheus. (See clinpter i, 1.) This text  might be para- 
phrased thus : " I ,  Silvanus, and Timotheus would have 
come unto you;  I certainly would have come." 

H e s ~ ~ w s  XIII, 18 : " Pray for us : wc trust me have a good 
conscience." 

The " us " and " we" i n  this text  evidently refer to 
the brethren who are alluded to in the nrords: "Them 
that  have the rule over you." (Verses 7, 17, 24.) Pau l  
asked the Hebrews to pray for him and  the other pastors. 

I have now examined every case of the so-called plu- 
m l i s  nzujestaticus to ~vhich m y  attention has been called, 
and I have failed to find a n y  case that hzs warranted the 
usage of the name. A s  a style of speech i t  is common 
enough among the royalty of to-day, b u t  I sincerely doubt 
whether you can find auy  iustance of i t  in the Holy Scrip- 
tures. I am left to the conclusion that  the use of plural 
pronouns by Deity does unquestionably prove a plurality 
of persons in  the Godhead. 
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