Letters to Theophilus and the Sonship Controversy
As unfolded in the Earthen Vessel and Gospel Standard
during the years 1860 to 1861*

BY RICHARD C. SCHADLE 5/2023

Editor’s Note: It is my firm opinion that the Letters to Theophilus written by James Wells at this
time cannot be understood without some appreciation of the overall context in which they were
written. The same is true for the various sermons he preached on this subject and the end of 1860
and though 1861. To the best of my ability, | am providing these details in the order they unfolded
at this time in the Earthen Vessel. The early stages of the resurfacing of this controversy started in
1859 so I’'m adding what I have on this period as well. | am also including other very pertinent
source material. By providing this information my intention is to give such facts as are at my
disposal. I leave it up to the reader to search the scriptures and to study the honored saints of God
referred to below. Creeds and Confessions have their place without doubt. However, as a particular
Baptist I feel it is each man or woman’s place to study to show themselves approved in the things
of God.

Postscript: As | read over and corrected the following material, 1 found it impossible not to
comment from time to time upon what unfolded. | have sought to do so as fairly and objectively
as possible. My remarks are mostly limited to footnotes so that they do not detract from the flow
of the original writer. I have also added three appendixes of my own (V, VII VIII) to go into more
detail on some subjects of importance. William Palmer, in appendix VI, gives a devastating
critique of Philpot’s teaching on the Sonship of Christ, (from the time of the controversy). The
other appendixes also provide copies of original source material for the reader’s benefit.
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Information from the Earthen Vessel as laid out by W.C. Banks
the editor.

NEW CHAPELS OPENED. Page 158 June 1860

Mount Zion chapel, Hitchen, opened on Wednesday, March 7th, 1860, by Mr. William Crowther,
of Lockwood, Yorkshire; and Mr. William Tite, of Potton, Beds. Mr. Crowther’s morning sermon
has been published by W. H. Collingridge; and can be had through any bookseller; or of Mr. John
Poynder, 33, Murray-street, City-road, London. The title of the sermon is ‘Things Most Surely
Believed among us, as to the Person, Mission, and Work of Christ.” There is a beautiful clear-
ness, a theological consistency, and a more wholesome development of the leading truths of the
Gospel, in this sermon, than in many of the most popular. Mr. Crowther reads his Bible; he
compares scripture with scripture; he examines the whole line of revelation as it runs through the
pages of inspiration; and thereby gets at, and gives you, the mind of the Spirit. We think his
discourses very instructive; and to humble learners they must be useful?.

2 n light of the remarks of Mr. Philpot, Banks remarks here are very illuminating.



EDITORS NOTE Appendix |1l contains both Mr. Crowther’s original sermon as well as Philpot’s
reply. All of the appendixes to this essay are very important. Some contain rare original
documents and a great deal of other information in the time frame covered in the main essay.

The Great Question, “What Think We of Christ”

J. A.JONES’S LETTER TO “THE GOSPEL STANDARD.” E.V. May 1, 1860
Pages 117-119

IN all ages of the Church’s history, there have arisen disputes among good men touching certain
points and particular properties in the Person, Existence, Work and Offices of the Son of God, our
Saviour and our Friend. We shall not now enter upon any review of those disputed points; our
object being simply to call the attention of our readers to a pamphlet recently sent forth by Mr. J.
A. Jones, Pastor of the Baptist Church, at Jireh Meeting, London, which bears the following title,
“A. Scriptural View of the Sonship of Christ. A Letter addressed to the Editor of the Gospel
Standard (London: J. Paul, Chapter-house ct., Paternoster-row). From this published “Letter,” and
from other reliable sources of information, it is clear that a rather severe controversy has again
arisen in certain quarters respecting “the Scriptural Doctrine of Christ’s Sonship,” and the fire has
burned so warmly that resolutions have been unanimously carried by some Churches to exclude,
to cut off, to treat as heretics, and to cast away entirely, all who would not subscribe their names
to the documents, doctrines, and dogmas so profusely poured forth of late. Even some of the oldest
veterans in Christendom, who have been received as fathers in the faith for many years, have been
most cruelly excommunicated because they would not subscribe to articles which they did not
believe; and it has been literally impossible to move in any circle of Gospel acquaintance without
having this one test presented as the only ground upon which you can possibly stand in their
presence. To say nothing for or against the point at issue now, we must confess this course appears
to us exceedingly popish; and unless it could be clearly proved that the doctrine at issue was one
involving either the glory of Christ, or the essential good of his people, such a course surely cannot
have the sanction of Heaven, or the countenance of any truly enlightened and Gospel loving
people!

There are not many ministers in our denomination more generally esteemed than is the Editor of
The Gospel Standard; nor do we know of any religious publication which has been more really
useful in spiritual matters than that periodical has been: this is sincerely our conviction; any remark
we may make, therefore, is not from a want of deep-rooted love to those vital principles which the
Standard has always contended for; but we do desire, in common with many thousands of the
Lord’s professing people, to see that spirit of bitterness, and popish bigotry, so long rampant,
abandoned, overcome, and entirely laid aside. And with this one object in view, we shall endeavor
to continue to notice the best things possessed by, and connected with, the best men, irrespective
of party, periodical, or petty feeling. Whether, therefore, a work be sent to us by “Standard men”
or Herald men” or “Vessel men;” or any other class of men, (terms we would not employ, were



they not so much in use,) if those works are designed for the elucidation of pure Gospel Truth, and
for the separation of the precious from the vile; they shall always be as faithfully noticed by us, as
our small abilities wild allow; for we do take pleasure in being entirely free from all party bias,
save and except that one blessed party, “the household of faith.” Before we come to the extract,
we purpose to give from Mr. Jones’s tract, we must confess, that in the ministrations of our several
brethren, in the different sections of Zion where they severally labour, we have long feared that
THE PERSON OF CHRIST has not been a sufficiently prominent feature in, and portion of, their
preaching. One party has laboured hard to prove the doctrines of grace to be true; another party
has worked hard to show a deep experience to be essentially necessary. Both- parties have done
well, as far as they have gone; but to both, we think, it might be justly said, “Yet, lackest thou one
thing:” and that is, a pure determination to know nothing among men, but JESUS CHRIST, and
HIM crucified.

We sincerely hope that the controversy so warmly, and so ably commenced, will not be allowed
to drop until this Theme of Life Divine, this glorious channel of love and mercy, truth, and vital
power, has become ten thousand times more popular, prominent, and perspicuous than of late years
it has been.

We have dared to think that the mainspring of Dr. Hawker’s universal acceptance among all the
Churches in Christendom was this, JESUS CHRIST, with him, was everything: and if there be an
illustration, or living witness of this in our own day, we venture, (at the risk of all that it may bring
upon us) most purely to affirm that the genuine cause and source of John Bloomfield’s general
usefulness in our Churches, is his constant concern to make the Glorious Person of the Messiah,
His Names, Offices, Works, and Ways, the all-absorbing themes of his ministry. John Bloomfield
must forgive us for making this use of him; but we wish him to persevere with all his might in an
intelligent, Scriptural, experimental, and practical exhibition of the Fountain of Life; and we also
wish to impress this upon the minds of all our young men now rising up in the ministry, that the
Saviour himself proclaimed the great fact, “And I, if | be lifted up from the earth, will draw all
unto me.”

Hoping, ere long, to enter more fully upon. this theme ourselves; and trusting that our few familiar
remarks may lead the minds of many to think more, to speak more, to preach more, of Him, we
now turn to Mr. J. A. Jones’s pamphlet.

No words can ever tell the strong affection and abiding faith of our heart toward the essential, the
eternal, and all-glorious Divinity of our adorable Lord Jesus Christ: therefore, let no man believe,
for one moment, that we can oppose any point which tends to establish that great and eternal truth.
At the same time, there are some terms employed by our venerable author which we will not adopt.
Upon a subject so immensely mysterious and awfully grand, we fear to intrude or advance one
step beyond the plain words of revelation itself. Still, there are some most excellent things in this
letter by Mr. J. A. Jones; and we are verily glad, that neither his ancient mind, nor his long-used
pen, are at all impaired.

In the course of this letter then, to the Editor of The Gospel Standard, Mr. Jones says:



| advocate inviolably the right of private judgment; but I demur to your consigning
to eternal perdition, those persons, who, while they cannot adopt your views of
Divine filiation, still most firmly believe in the glorious and essential Deity of our
adorable Lord Jesus Christ.

| am an old man, more than eighty years of age, and have laboured in. the work of
the Christian ministry upwards of fifty years. | am considered to be sound in the
truth by many, and one of the “old school.” My writings are well known; being
abroad in almost every direction in the length and breadth of the land. Bear with
me then in a few plain remarks * * * You write and declare that, “Jesus Christ is
the Son of the living God in his Divine nature; as his eternal and only begotten
Son,” &c. (p. 94).

After more quotations, Mr. Jones proceeds by saying.

When one wrote to Dr, Hawker of embalmed memory, and charged him with
holding the tenet, ’“That the Son of God, as Divine person, was eternally begotten
of the substance of the Father the Doctor replied to him, saying, “I have never
presumed to look into, much less enter, the hallowed ground of mystery, in relation
to the modus existendi of the Divine persons in the Godhead. | have no conception
of the nature of that relationship which subsists between the Father and the Son. |
know, indeed, that some of our greatest divines have dwelt largely on the subject
of what they call eternal generation; but | have never seen it defined by any writer
to my satisfaction. For my part, |1 have always contemplated the subject, since |
knew anything of the Lord, at an infinite distance, and with the most profound
humbleness of mind!!” O pray, sir, do condescend to borrow a leaf out of Dr.
Hawker’s book. [This is really our own feeling.—Ed. E. R] In reading and
pondering, only a few days ago, Dr. Owen's elaborate treatise on the “Person of
Christ.” comprised in 200 folio pages, | was greatly struck with the following, in
his preface to that work; which I would have deeply impressed on my mind, as well
as all those who write or even speak on this most solemn and unfathomable subject.
“He is unhappy, miserable, and most impudent, who desires to examine or search
out his Maker. Thousands of thousands, and hundreds of thousands of millions of
angels and archangels, do glorify him with dread, and adore him with trembling;
and shall men made of clay, full of sins, dispute of the Deity without fear? Horror
doth not shake their bodies, their mind doth not tremble, but being secure and
prating, they speak of the Son of God, who suffered for me unworthy sinner, and
of both his nativities or generations: at least they are not sensible how blind they
are in the light!”

The Lord in the midst of the flaming fire, called out and warned Moses, when he
was about to pry into the mystery of the burning bush, saying, “Draw not nigh
hither: put off thy shoes from off thy feet; for the place whereon thou standest is
holy ground.”, Exodus 3:5.



Mr. J. A Jones then proceeds to lay before the Editor his reasons for writing, appending thereto his
own creed; which may be noticed in another number; and having called the Editor’s attention to
the articles of faith, the venerable author closes his epistle in the following most beautiful and
becoming words:

Such were my views nearly fifty years ago, and such they are now. | have seen no
cause to alter even a solitary sentence. | commend the same to your most critical
perusal. Re- member one thing, | am not alone in my views. | believe all the
ministers in London, of our Denomination, who are reputed sound in the faith, are
like-minded with me. | say to you, “Read, mark, learn, and inwardly digest.” But
whatever conclusion you may come to, | beseech you, don't consign over to eternal
perdition, an aged minister, just on the verge of Jordan; whose ministry, first to last,
has tended to the exaltation of Christ the Lord, his Saviour and his God; and whose
labours have been owned and blest to the spiritual profit of hundreds of immortal
souls. I pray you don’t do this, merely because he cannot see with your eyes, and
refuses to make use of your spectacles. But if you do so, remember, | shall appeal
from your judgment to a higher court: “We must all appear before the judgment-
seat of Christ.” See Romans 14:10; and 2 Corinthians 5:10.

| pray you receive kindly what I have written. | hold my principles firmly; but in
the defense of them | would use kind words, coupled with “great plainness of
speech.” | remain, respected Sir, your Christian brother, J. A. Jones. 50 , Murray
Street, City Road, London, March 13th, 1860,

We think this closing paragraph most excellent and telling.

The Great Question, “What Think We of Christ” (Continued from page 119) E.V. June 1860
pages 149-150

There are some precious, soul-ravishing privileges which we believe none but the quickened elect
of God can truly enjoy: hearing of Christ, when the Holy Ghost reveals Him to the regenerate
mind; thinking of Christ, when the Divine Teacher leads to contemplation by the silent expositions
of the word of Life; talking of Christ, when the heart has been inditing a good matter; anticipating
a likeness and a near ness to Him in the higher and holier kingdom; and transitory seasons of
fellowship with the Father, with the Son, and with the blessed Spirit, as onward through the desert
we roam. These sacred pleasures, flowing from a living faith in Christ, will purify, and sanctify,
and gladden; they will humble, yet encourage, the soul thus favoured; but they will never lead to
bitterness of spirit, to exclusiveness of mind, to cruel cutting off of brethren who see not, say not,
rise not, discern not, in exact accordance with our stature or measure of thought. No; that cannot
be. A man can never come from the closet of holy communion with a Triune Jehovah, to cut off
the ear and head of his fellow; the man that has fled from the law’s tremendous curse to Jesus’
righteousness, and there found clothing; the man who has run from temptation’s threatening power
to the fountain of atoning blood, and has there had peace and pardon sealed home upon his
conscience; such a man will not ascend the papal throne, nor sit in the judgment-seat, to cast into
oblivion his poor brother whose eye-sight may not be so clear, nor whose spiritual perception may



not be so high as his own. Nay, never.? Let us, therefore, try the spirits, and think of that solemn
word again, “If any man have not the spirit of Christ, he is none of his.”

Let us be careful, however, not to fall into the same weakness ourselves which we censure in
another. Let us not run to unholy extremes; for this is, indeed, where human nature (even in the
best of men) often betrays her frailties. There are (as a writer in The Christian Observer justly, we
think, remarks) the “strong points” and the “weak points” in every human being; and that man who
has in some things the strongest point at one end of his mind, will be almost certain to manifest a
very weak point at the other end of his mind: a fairly-balanced, an equal, a steadily undeviating
spirit, mind, and mental and practical habit, is rare to find. The writer to whom we have referred
says:

Now I have here to notice, in the experience of a somewhat extended life, a curious
fact in the history of man; viz., the frequency with which he breaks down precisely
at what is deemed his ‘strong point.' His strong points often prove, in the end, to be
his weak ones; and the fortress is entered at the gate where nature had seemed to
have done the most to fortify it. Let us see whether some of the histories in Scripture
do not confirm this statement. “Noah is singled out in Scripture as the ‘preacher of
righteousness,’ in the midst of an unrighteous world. But this righteous Noah plants
a vine, drinks to excess of its fruits, and exposes the very righteousness he is called
to inculcate, to the ridicule and scorn of the ungodly. Abraham, at the command of
God, boldly and disinterestedly abandons his father’s house, and plunges into all
the dangers of a distant and hazardous march. But this father of the faithful, and
friend of God, suddenly breaks down, and inflicts a fearful wound on the faith he
is called to establish. Moses is spoken of as the “meekest” of all men; but this model
of meekness, under the pressure of a sudden temptation, is guilty of such a burst of
passion as shuts him out from more than a distant view of the land of promise. The
patient Job is provoked to curse the day of his birth. The lion-hearted Elijah casts
himself on the ground in a fit of effeminate despondency. The gentle St. John
desires to ‘call down fire’ on his adversaries. The loving, ardent Peter forsakes his
Master in the hour of his deepest extremity. Other cases in proof of my proposition
might be selected, both from sacred and profane history; and we can scarcely have
gone through life, with our eyes open, without seeing them for ourselves. Perhaps,
indeed, if we look for them, we shall find that our own supposed strong points have
proved to be very weak ones; and the oak staff on which we were accustomed to
lean is a mere reed, which has unexpectedly broken short in our hands.

3 This paragraph is exceedingly informative and revealing. It again shows up the fact that C.W. Banks can hold two
contradictory facts at the same time. All was sacrificed for the sake of peace and unity. Taken at face value he
here on the one hand tells his readers that Mr. Philpot is not exercising a living faith in the gospel because of this
Popish vengeful attitude. At the very same time he sides with Philpot. This can be seen where he describes those
who oppose Philpot: “his poor brother whose eye-sight may not be so clear, nor whose spiritual perception may
not be so high as his own” This is tact acknowledgement that in Banks opinion Philpot is still the master in Israel.
Banks as can be seen goes to great lengths to provide an excuse for Philpot. Philpot’s on conduct throughout this
controversy shows that up to 1861 at least he never repented of his attitude.



10

If the fact to which | have referred, in the constitution of our nature, be obvious; so,
I think, is the origin and source of it. Take especially the case of a true, but infirm,
and perhaps fallen servant of God.

One object of the divine discipline, in the case of such a man, is altogether to strip
him of high notions about himself; so to bring him down, as that he shall be satisfied
to enter heaven by the low gate of deep self-humiliation. His supposed strong point
was, perhaps, the main obstacle in his way. Some deep offence on the very side of
this pre- dominant quality is calculated to bring the man to his senses; and in his
defeated and prostrate state he calls for mercy as he never called before. Job had
probably presumed on his patience. It gives way under a peculiar pressure, and he
exclaims, ‘I abhor myself, and repent in dust and ashes.’

In like manner, another lesson to be learned in our education for eternity, is our
absolute dependance upon the power and grace of God. Here, again, the ‘strong
point’ may be the main obstacle in our way. Samson shall have the lock of his
strength removed. The man shall be made to feel that, in himself, he is nothing; and
accordingly, he is suffered to break down at the very point where his strength is
supposed to lie. His temptation bad been independence of the Spirit of God, as to
at least one point; and he is accordingly called to sustain defeat in the field of
expected victory; and is thus taught that the supposed giant in the conflict with
corruption is a mere child, and that he never needs divine help more than when he
least seeks it. Let him only learn, as he lies thus prostrate under the power of
temptation, to look exclusively to the blood of Christ as the only source of hope,
and the power of the Spirit as the only source of strength, and he will thank God
through eternity for his defeats and sorrows in the vale of tears.

Could we carry this conviction with us, that the best of men are men, that the strongest will
sometimes show us they are weak somewhere and somewhen, we should not so readily nor so
rashly judge and condemn; not that we are to wink at sins, or silently to allow heresies to creep in
and abound; we plead only for a charitable conversation toward such as are known to be good men,
even when the “weak, point” is most predominant for a season.

Returning to the question now agitating the churches: “What think ye of Christ?”” we would call
the attention of our readers again to the letter by Mr. J. A. Jones, for the purpose of fulfilling the
promise we then made. His article headed “Of the Holy Trinity”” we think ought to be circulated
freely at this time; we therefore give it here as given by himself.# He says:

I avow my firm belief in the doctrine of the Holy Trinity; of the Father, of the
Son, and of the Holy Ghost: in essence one, in persons three. The triune
Jehovah, the Lord God Almighty, possessed of absolute and infinite
perfections: eternal, omnipotent, omnipresent, the faithful God. Great in his
signs, mighty in his wonders, his kingdom an everlasting kingdom, and his
dominion from generation to generation. I not only maintain the essential Deity
of the Father, but equally so of the Son, and Holy Spirit: equal in eternity;

4 This was a very good thing that Banks did here.
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equally possessed of Divine attributes; bearing Divine and infinite names;
entitled to, receiving, and that justly, Divine honours, adoration, and praise.
One in nature as in essence: not existing one from another, such as the Son
being in the Divine nature, begotten of the Father; and then the Holy Ghost
proceeding (as God) from both. No, sir. I believe that the Son, in his adorable
Divine nature, is the self-existent Jehovah, and not a begotten God. That he is
so, not by creation, derivation, generation, or indwelling but uncreated and
underived. ‘My Lord, and my God!” Further, I believe that the Holy Ghost is
not an emanation merely from the Father and the Son, but a glorious distinct
person in Jehovah. A witness to the eternal engagements between the Father
and the Son in the economy of redemption; Him who anointed Christ God-man
Mediator with the oil of gladness above his fellows; Him who is the sole author
of regeneration, the quickener, and Almighty infuser of life, light, and grace in
the hearts of the elect children of God: and who maintains that grace which he
has imparted, till it is consummated in glory. I believe these things firmly, on
the authority of the sacred word of God. The Trinity in Unity is, with me, a
precious article of faith. It is an incomprehensible mystery, greatly exceeding
my feeble powers of comprehension; but I find ‘It is written;’ therefore believe,
wonder, and adore!®

Two hundred years ago, one Benjamin Austin, pastor of the Church of God at Castle Ashbey, in
Northampton shire, published his work, entitled, “Scripture Manifestation of the equality of the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost.” This wholesome and solid testimony, as also Ralph Erskine’s
“Saving Sight of the Saviour,” we hope to make good use of in pursuing the question, “What think
ye of Christ?”

REPLY TO MR. PHILPOT, BY MR. J. A. JONES. OR THE REVIEWER
REVIEWED. E.V. July 1860 pages 201 - 203

[We deeply regret the rising up of another controversy among our own brethren; but the absolutely
tyrannical, and very unholy spirit of some in these times, compels us to admit a reply. Ed.]°

Dear Mr. Editor,

As it would be a forlorn hope to expert Mr. J. C. Philpot to favour me, by inserting my reply to his
unhallowed, remarks in the pages of the Gospel Standard, | have therefore to request you will
oblige me with a page or two of the Earthen Vessel. Of course, | am alone responsible for what |
advance, leaving you entirely free to judge for yourself. I am not at all surprised at the unbecoming
tenor of Mr. Philpot’s lucubration’s. The old adage has it, that “what is bred in the bone, will never

5 As this clear God glorifying statement is at the heart of what Philpot condemned as the most serious heresy |
have emphasized it.

Please note: All text in bold is done by me for emphasis and was not part of the original text unless so noted. RCS
5 Here again this is very good and faithful of Walter Banks. For once he allows just anger (as when Christ cleansed
the temple) to come to the fore. He shows up plainly what Philpot is doing to Jones.
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come out of the flesh.” When John Wesley replied, in a feverish state of excitement, to some
weighty remarks of Dr. Gill, the doctor in his rejoinder, said, “the man is pinched and is angry.”
Mr. Philpot seems somewhat pinched, and as usual, is very impatient of contradiction. Let it be
my concern not to render railing for railing, but contrariwise blessing.” 1 Peter 3:9. “He that is
slow to anger is better than the mighty; and he that ruleth his spirit than he that taketh a city.”
Proverbs 16:32. First, | would briefly reply to some unbecoming remarks of Mr. Philpot; and
secondly, standing entirely on the Scriptural ground I have already taken, I would produce a little
more to the same import, also founded on the sacred Word. Leaving the spiritually-taught Bible
reader to come to his own conclusions.

And here first, | notice that Mr. Philpot begins a page in the Standard, with the following, in large
capitals. “Garbling the writings of good men by dishonest quotations.”” Then he commences with
“an aged minister, named J. A Jones, has addressed a letter &c.,” and he says, “the poor old man
who bids us condescend to borrow a loaf out of Dr. Hawker’s book, might have condescended not
to garble his words, &c.” | smiled when I read the heading of this page. “A garbler of the writings
of good men.”

Now Mr. Philpot does not seem to know the only dictionary meaning of the word which he has
used. What he means by garbling is, that of quoting dishonestly, now this charge. | deny in toto
and call on him for proof. | have transcribed, simply and honest what Dr. Hawker has written,
verbatim et literatim. The only sense in which the word “garble” stands in any dictionary that |
have seen is as follows. “Garble: to sift, to part, to separate the good from the bad.” A garbler, he
who separates one part from another.” My quotations are from Drs. Johnson, Ash, and Walker.
Well, then, I acknowledge that | am a sifter &c., of human writings. A separator of the good from
the bad. | have aimed to take heed what | read; to analyze, and bring the same to the unerring
standard of God’s Word.

“This is the Judge that ends the strife,
When men’s devices fail.”

| have read a little in my long day; and | have communicated the result of my very many hours of
laborious siftings and winnowing’s, (i.e. garbling’s,) in various printed treatises. And my sole aim
also as a Christian minister has been, the presentation to my people of winnowed, clean provender.
Isaiah 30: 24.) But alas! now | am to be told that | am spending my last days in the miserable vanity
of re-printing my erroneous Creed of fifty years back, as if age could turn falsehood into truth!”
My only reply to this man shall be, that the lovers of sterling gospel truth, who know my various
writings, and are acquainted with my general ministry, will, one and all, declare the above to be a
libel. Again, he charges me “with employing my dying fingers, in mutilating the writings of
gracious men for a dishonest purpose.” Sad writing this! Well, through mercy, my dying fingers
are not quite dead; they have some life in them yet. And though my oft-used pen is almost worn
to the stump, yet if the Lord shall be pleased to supply me with a little gospel ink, I hope still to be
able to scratch a few more pointed remarks; not perhaps exactly pleasing to my calumniator, but
still not altogether irrelevant. And, if in addition, it may prove a sort of check-string to Mr. Philpot,
who seems like Jehu, the son of Nimshi, to be “riding furiously,” (2 Kings 9:20.) I shall not regret
this most unpleasant controversy. Regret it, did | say? I think that on the contrary, | shall have

7 Please see appendix Il (Philpot against J.A. Jones)
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reason to rejoice. | have received encouraging letters already, to the following import, “While 1
regret the divisions in our body, | have no fear for God's truth, or for God’s own elect. Indeed it is
my decided opinion, that scriptural truth will be cleared, advanced, and rendered glorious, by this
onslaught on the churches.” And, he writes, “In relation to the Son of God, the same writer also
adds, “This controversy as the first begotten, and the only begotten of will tend to close searching
and close quarters; and to embrace the rock for want of a shelter, from the rash judgments,
unsubdued tempers, and unmortified passions of men.”

But I promised a brief reply to some un- becoming remarks of Mr. Philpot; and in particular relative
to two (so called by him,) dishonest quotations. | make my standby the quotation | have given from
Dr. Hawker; the reader has it both in my present letter to Mr. Philpot, and in his quotation
therefrom in the Standard. The Dr. says, “I have never seen the subject (i. e. of eternal generation)
de- fined by any writer to my satisfaction” &c. | am now sorry that I did not commence my
quotation where | should have begun it. It was an oversight on my part, as it contained all that |
could possibly desire. Doctor Hawker replies to his opponent, “You have drawn up a creed for me
to which I cannot subscribe. You have said my faith is, that the SON OF GOD, as a divine person,
was eternally begotten of the substance of the Father.” Now doctor Hawker declares, in most plain
words, that he cannot subscribe to such a creed.” Why not? Why because he does not hold it. If he
held it he would not have objected to subscribe to it. There is no ‘‘garbling” here, master Philpot,
(according to your view of the word) no; this is plain sailing. Mr. Philpot, then, is the garbler, not
me. | inadvertently omitted to commence with a most important sentence, and Mr. Philpot omits
it (may | say purposely) because it makes entirely against him.

Reader, take the sentences in the exact words of Dr. Hawker. He replies to his opponent, “you have
drawn up a creed for me to which | cannot subscribe. You have said my faith is, that the Son of
God, as a divine person, was eternally begotten of the substance of the Father. Sir, | have never
presumed to look into, much less enter, the hallowed ground of mystery, in relation to. the modus
extendi of the Divine Persons in the Godhead. | have no conception of the nature of that
relationship which subsists between the Father and the Son. I know indeed that some of our greatest
divines have dwelt largely on the subject of what they call eternal generation; but | have never
seen it defined by any writer to my satisfaction.”

Well, the above quotation is plain enough I think. The doctor says that he has never seen the
doctrine of eternal generation defined by any writer to his satisfaction, and there- fore he cannot
subscribe to it as his creed.

What the good doctor means by saying that be cannot subscribe to as his creed, what he continually
reads in the scriptures, is inexplicable to me. If Mr. Philpot can explain it, then myself and readers
will be enlightened.

And now permit me to glean, winnow, sift, or “garble” (if you please,) somewhat more from the
writings of Dr. Hawker. | have before me his “poor man’s Concordance and Dictionary.” Under
the word “begotten,” he writes, “In relation to the Son of God, as the first begotten, and the only
begotten of the Father, full of grace and truth; if those terms are confined to the Person of the Lord
Jesus in his character and office AS MEDIATOR, here all difficulty vanishes to the proper
apprehension of our mind; and under divine teaching, we are not only brought to the full conviction
of the glorious truth itself, but to the full enjoyment of it, in knowing the Lord Jesus Christ in his
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MEDIATOR IAL character, God and Man in one Person, the head of union with his people, and
the head of communication also to his people, for grace here, and glory hereafter.”

Again, under the head, “generation” in his dictionary, the Dr. says, “the Holy Ghost hath been very
explicit in his sacred word, where the Son of God, when standing up as he Mediator and head of
the church before all worlds, is called the first begotten Son, and the only begotten of the Father,
full of grace and truth. All these and the like phrases, wholly refer to the Son of God in his
humbling himself as our Redeemer and Mediator, the God-man in one Person Christ Jesus. Here
we cannot be at a loss to have the clearest apprehension because they refer to his office character.
Hence, all those titles are very plain. “He is Jehovah’s servant,” Isaiah 42:1. And his Father is
greater than he,” John 15:28. “And, God is the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,” Ephesians
1:17. All these, and numberless expressions of the like nature, wholly refer to the Son of God as
Christ; and have NO respect to his eternal nature and Godhead abstracted from his office as
Mediator.”

| have now proved that Dr. Hawker held, as firmly as | do, that the Sonship of Christ was in his
complex character as God-man; and that he was not begotten in abstract Deity. | had a personal
acquaintance with the Doctor. Some precious autograph letters from him to me, written 40 years
ago, are now in my possession.

I think | have quoted enough, most explicit and quite to the purpose; only,

“He that’s convinced against his will
Remains the same opinion still.”

Once more, and | have done for this time. | look Mr. Philpot full in the face, and totally deny that
I have acted dishonestly in my extract from Dr. Owen’s Preface. I only quoted from Fphrem Syrus
to show, as he has stated, “how unhappy, miserable, and most impudent he is, who desires to
examine or search out his Maker,” And | quoted it as a warning to Mr. Philpot.

Well then, dear reader, | have endeavored somewhat to clear the decks, (as they say) in replying
to some unbecoming remarks of Mr. Philpot; and which | would hope on a calm consideration (if
he can calmly consider) he is already ashamed of; and I shall in a future number of the Vessel, cut
out a little more work for Mr. Philpot. I see he has already shifted his ground; and perhaps he may
beat a retreat ere long. However, Whether he does so or not, we fearlessly avow our blessed Lord
Jesus Christ, in his divine nature, is not a begotten God. | know Mr. Philpot would seem to wish
to shrink from the charge as applicable to him; and he enquires, “where can we find such an
expression as “A begotten God,” used by any writer who advocates the eternal sonship, &c.” |
reply, not in perhaps so many words, (this would be too bold and daring) but, in several places,
Mr. Philpot has himself written down the same in substance. | take one or two sentences only as a
sample of all the rest. He says, “We assert that when the Scriptures speak of Jesus as the only
begotten Son of God, it speaks of him as such, in the divine nature.” (p. 124 Gospel Standard.)

Again, “He was his only begotten Son in his divine nature.” (p. 125) Well then, if he is the only
begotten Son of God, in the divine nature, then his divine nature must be begotten. This implies a
begotten Deity, or in other words, “a begotten God.” There is no evading this conclusion by all
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Mr. Philpot’s hectoring. On the contrary, very many, with myself, believe him to be, “Alpha and
Omega; the beginning and the ending.” In a word, he is Jehovah, which is, and which was, and
which is to come: the Almighty.

I close for the present with the following all-important extract. “Great deception is practicing on
the simple disciples of our adorable Jesus! But our Saviour must be such a one as heaven can
prudently trust, and earth can lawfully worship. To give him divine titles, and deny him divine
perfections, is to mock him in coverings not his own. He may be praised, without possibility of
excess; loved, without danger of inordinacy; trusted, without liability to disappointment; and
followed, without being at all misguided. His wealth is unsearchable riches, and his kingdom
everlasting rest. Of Persons, he is the most wonderful, and of Servants, the most deserving. But
his servitude required that he should have a Lord’s ability to perform it. He therefore who holds
sentiments destructive of his true Person, as God and Man, holds principles that overthrow his
mediatorial work; as his Person mutilated, is, in effect, his Work ruined.” | hope to resume my
remarks next month. In the interim, I am dear Mr. Editor, yours &c.

J. A. Jones.

THE PERSONAL TESTIMONY OF GOD THE FATHER, TO THE PERSON,
GODHEAD, AND SONSHIP OF GOD THE SONS&. (By the late Dr. Hawker) E.V.
August 1860, pages 213-215

Dear Mr. Editor.

As you inserted in your July No. of The Earthen Vessel, certain quotations from the writings of
dear Dr. Hawker, by one of your correspondents, as published by the Dr. in the year 1813, permit
me the insertion of a few quotations from the same author, in a work published by him in the year
1819, six years later, entitled the “Personal Testimony of God the Father to the Person, Godhead
and Sonship of God the Son as set forth in the Scriptures of God the Holy Ghost,” in the which
will be seen that the dear man grew in grace and in the knowledge of God, and the which plainly
discover that the doctor was not one of that class who doubt of and carnally reason, upon the
doctrine of the divine Sonship of God the Son, subsisting as such in the unity of the divine nature,
independent of all offices in the covenant or mediatorship, or incarnation; for, as said dear Toplady,
“He who is the Son of God, is God the Son, for to tamper with this great solemn and essential truth
is to me awful.” Yours truly. W. Bidder.

1. The doctor therefore goes on to say, viz., Had he never been, the Son of God, as Son of God,
would have been what he is in himself in his divine nature from all eternity and to all eternity,
being one with the Father over all, God blessed forever. Amen.

2. The testimony of God the Father to the Person, Godhead and Sonship of his dear Son, becomes
at once final, unanswerable, and decisive; this forms a testimony which stands in the place of a
thousand witnesses. For if we receive the witness of men, the witness of God is Greater, “for this
is the witness of God, which he hath testified of his Son.”

8 Please see appendix |V for the Hawker’s entire essay.
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3. Wherefore when he cometh into the world, he saith, “sacrifice and offerings,” &c. that at the
time when the Son of God came into the world, the above words were spoken by the Son of God
as the Son of God, and before that human nature he was about to take, was formed. Psalm 40:6.
4. 1t is identity of Person in the Son of God, which gives importance to all that is related of him,
for the glory of his Person as he is in himself infinitely transcends every other view the imagination
can conceive of him.

5. The Son of God coming forth in our nature, forms a medium of communication and a medium
of visibility.

6. He is distinguished from all the prophets by his name, God’s Son, not God’s Son by creation,
but by nature. For, as among men, the image or likeness of an earthly father in a son, could not
take place unless both were of the same nature.

7. When the Father bringeth in the first begotten into the world, he saith, “And let all the angels of
God worship him.” Would God have commanded the angels of God to worship his Son, had not
the Son possessed the same nature and essence with himself?

8. The Person, Godhead, and Sonship, of the Lord Jesus is the bottom and foundation of everything
that is blessed in the Church of God.

9. Let God’s own testimony to the God- head of his own Son be received with thanksgiving; yea,
let God be true, but every man a liar.

10. There is, according to my apprehension, somewhat so truly blessed in too relationship of the
Father to the Son, and the Son to the Father, that methinks I would not part with the precious
doctrine, no, not for the world.

11. The relationship subsisting between the Persons of the Godhead, is not our province to explain,
(yet is it our mercy to receive it,) the familiar terms of Father and Son. I can and do accept and
believe it with the most cordial and heartfelt satisfaction.

12. We are so accustomed to the names of Father and Son, that it were a violence to our feelings
to admit, even for a moment, their reality to be questionable; it is impossible to relinquish the one,
without giving up with it at the same time, the other. For if the Sonship of the Son of God is no
more, the appellation of the Father is alike no more. What a chasm would be made in Scripture, if
both were done away! Where would a child of God go to find his Father from the relationship to
the Son, if these connections in the Godhead bad no existence!

13. The Son of God is called his own Son, his dear Son, his only begotten Son, the Son of his love,
and the like; not the Son of God by creation as angels and men are, neither is be called the Son of
God by adoption, as is the church, neither as Mediator, for in this sense he is God’s servant. But
he is called the Son of God in a special, personal, and particular manner, as the only begotten of
the Father, of the same nature with himself, over all, God blessed forever. Amen.

14. 1 ascend to my Father and your Father, my Father in nature, your Father by grace, mine by
Sonship, yours by adoption.

15. John 5:18, “but said also, that God was his Father, making himself equal with God.” Our
translators have wholly left out a word, and that a most important word, viz., idion, and which
shews that the Lord Jesus had called God his own Father; so that though our modern unbelievers
in the Sonship of God’s dear Son, as Son of God, presumptuously deny this blessed truth; yet not
so the Jews, they did not mistake our Lord's meaning, and declared him in consequence, according
to their views, a blasphemer for making himself equal with God. But it will be for God himself to
decide with whom is the greatest blasphemy, the Jews in accepting the Son of God’s words as they
really were, and denying his Godhead, or those who call themselves Christians denying his
Sonship.
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16. But to all the cavils of carnal men in the present Christ-despising generation, the words of Agar
are admirably suited, as if they had been written but yesterday; “Who hath ascended up to heaven
or descended? Who hath gathered the winds in his fists? Who hath bounded the waters in a
garment? Who hath established all the ends of the earth? What is his name? and what is his Son’s
name, if thou canst tell?”” See also Matthew 27.

17. That Satan should tempt to this unbelief of the Sonship of God’s dear Son, is just as might be
expected; for he made the attempt on Christ himself; see Matthew 4:3. But for men who call
themselves Christians, to rob the Son of God of his dignity, and the church of all comfort, are such
men aware that while their quiver is sent against the Person, and Godhead, and Sonship of God’s
Son, their arrows are in fact directed against the buckler of the Father. Oh! what paleness! what
horror! what dismay will mark the Christ-despisers of this and every other generation, “When the
Son of God shall come in his own glory,” &c.

18. The Sonship of God’s dear Son, as the Son of God in nature, is of all subjects the most
endearing to the church who are sons by adoption and grace.

19. I am well aware how galling these things are to all unrenewed minds, and may provoke to
many a bitter expression, as | have heard, and heard indeed until my very flesh hath trembled. “The
Sonship of God’s dear Son.”

Dr. Gill once said, “Take away that which would destroy the relation between the first and second
Persons in the Godhead, and the distinction drops. And that this distinction is natural, or by
necessity of nature, is evident, because had it been only arbitrary, or of choice, and will, it might
not have been at all, or have been otherwise than it is, and then he that is called the Father, might
have been called the Son; and he that is called the Son, might have been called the Father, This
has so pressed those who are of a contrary mind, as to oblige them to own it might have so
happened, had it been agreeable to the will of God. See what a labyrinth such notions lead to.

(From a Clergyman.) To the Editor of the Earthen Vessel.

Dear Sir,

I am much grieved to find that any real Christians, as in charity I trust they are, can deny the Eternal
Sonship of the Second Person, in the ever-blessed Trinity. That God always had a Son is clear
from, Proverbs 33:4; After a majestic description of God, we read, “What is his name, and what is
his Son’s name, if thou canst tell?” John 3:17, “God sent not his Son into the world to condemn
the world,” a text which proves he was God’s Son before he was sent into the world, before, that
is, he was conceived by the Holy Ghost, born of the Virgin Mary, and on these accounts was called
the Son of God, his second title to the same name.

Hence, the Son of God was God’s eternal Son, as there is no Scriptural warrant for the Jewish
legend of the pre-existence of human souls; another foolish opinion revived in the present day.

John 1:14, “the glory as of the only-begotten of the Father, full of grace and truth.” Surely the
divine glory of Jesus Christ is here referred to, as this glory the apostles did see in Christ, and
therefore, “only begotten” must refer to his Godhead. And St. John (1 Ephesians 4:9,) says, “God
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sent his only begotten Son into the world,” so that he had his only begotten Son before he was
sent.

We must surely call to mind that Jesus Christ is not the only Son of God, as regards his human
nature since the first Adam is also called Son of God (Luke 3:38,) because he had no human
parents; but Jesus is only begotten, if we hold the Catholic doctrine of his eternal Sonship.

Galatians 4:4, “God sent forth his Son.” so he had a Son before he sent him forth.

Hebrews 1:3, God is said to have made the world by his Son. “He hath spoken unto us by his Son,
by whom also he made the worlds.” Now the second Person in the Godhead did not make the
worlds as God’s Son by the Virgin Mary, (his second title to the same name,) nor by his third title
to this name Son of God, namely, by his resurrection from the dead, (see Psalm 2:7, compared
with Acts 8:33,) but as the Father’s co-eternal Son, he made the worlds.

Some demur to call the Second Person n the glorious Trinity, Son, because he had no divine
mother, but we might equally refuse to call him Son of God, as the Virgin's Son, because he had a
human mother, and not one who was divine.

Again, a Father exists many years before his Son, but not in the case before us. The second Person
is the co-eternal Son of the eternal Father, and though the blessed Spirit proceeds from both, and
so we might suppose existed later, still that idea is inapplicable here, for the Spirit is the co-eternal
Spirit of the eternal Father and of the eternal Son.

| was astonished to hear Mr. Jones, quoting Dr. Hawker, in support of a tenet which I must be
allowed to call a heresy. Dr. Hawker believed the following words; “the Son which is the Word
of the Father, was begotten from everlasting of the Father,” 2nd article of the Church of England.
Again he believed these words, “the only begotten Son of God, begotten of his Father before all
worlds, God, and of God, Light and of light, very God and of very God,” (Nicene creed;) “God,
of the substance of the Father, begotten before the worlds.” Athanasian creed. | say Dr. Hawker
believed these quotations, because he signed them freely and ex animo, as he held the vicarage of
Charles, I believe in Plymouth. He died a beneficed clergyman of the Church of England and must
have subscribed at least three times to these sentiments. We may feel sure therefore, that Dr.
Hawker, could not as a godly man have held the sentiments ascribed to him by Mr. Jones, which
are contradictory and quite subversive of these, else he would have left the Church of England.
But to make another remark on Mr. Jones’s creed. We have three eternal independent
Persons; no Son begotten by the Father, and no Spirit proceeding from both. We have then
three Gods and are driven on the fearful rocks of Sabellianism. The unity of the Godhead
seems entirely sacrificed if we take up this old heresy.°.

Allow me to remark in conclusion, that in controversial theology we must be very careful to avoid
the workings of our corrupt nature. We may not reason where we are called to believe, nor feel
chagrined, where we are detected in error, nor be unwilling to recant a false statement even though
we may have held it from our youth. I trust everyone who has been permitted to wander into this

9 This statement of Philpot’s is a gross, untruthful defamation. He is so full of pride and hatred that he stoops to
the lowest depths to discredit his opposers.
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sad error, will feel the force of these remarks. Let us who are Christians, all love one another and
not begin to beat our fellow servants, which is one of the signs of the last times. | am, dear sir,
yours faithfully. J. W.

NOTE ON THE ABOVE.
Dear Sir,

It rejoiced my heart to see you stand fast in the faith. In this August No. of Earthen Vessel, you
will see what Dr. Hawker’s views were respecting the Sonship as expressed by himself in a later
work of his than that quoted by Mr. Jones, (1 Corinthians 13:11). When | contrast the early writings
of Hawker with his later, we admit he was not always consistent with himself, but he was a firm,
staunch, and unmovable advocate for the eternal Sonship of the Son of God, or as Toplady said,
viz., “The Son of God, is God the Son,” to which most blessed truth, | subscribe with heart and
soul, and add my hearty Amen.

| find fault with only one expression in your letter, and | feel sure you will see with me when |
point it out to you, viz., you say that the words “only-begotten” must refer to his Godhead; no, my
dear sir, it refers to his Person as subsisting in the Godhead; the Divine nature, or essence is
unbegotten, unoriginated and self-existent, and distinct from the Persons possessing that essence,
though each possesses the whole; here some stumble; we never say that Godhead was begotten,
but the second Person in that Godhead was begotten of the first, NOT MADE, and the Holy Ghost
proceeding from them both in one eternal act of procession. O marvelous, inconceivable mystery!
To be believed upon the authority of God himself, but never to be comprehended, nor dare any to
carnally reason here. I John 5:7, 9, 10,11, 2 John 9. Colossians. 1:2; Thessalonians 3:11.

| herewith send you 6 sermons recently published, preached by Mr. W, Bidder, in which he boldly
sets forth the doctrine of the divine Sonship, with which I perfectly agree, and so doubtless will
you.

Yours’s, &C.,

REPLY TO MR. PHILPOT, BY MR. J. A. JONES. OR THE REVIEWER
REVIEWED. Pages 216 - 218

(Concluded from page 203.)

Having proved that Dr. Hawker’s views of the Sonship of Christ, are not only scriptural, but in
direct opposition to those of Mr. Philpot, I now produce another well-known divine, the holy
William Romaine. But first, just a remark or two. | am charged by Mr. Philpot with quoting
dishonestly; this | have refuted. Let Mr. Philpot turn to Romans 3:21 and read for himself a word
to the wise. In my printed letter on the “Sonship of Christ,” is the following sentence. “I am not
alone in my views. | believe all the ministers in London, of our denomination, who are reputed
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sound in the faith, are likeminded with me.” (The italics are so in my printed letter.) Mr. Philpot
makes a handle of this. He says, “there was a time, when Dr. Gill was held in much respect as an
authority by his Baptist brethren, but that day seems to have gone by; for we are now informed by
an aged Baptist minister, named J, A. Jones, that all the London Baptist ministers agree with him
in rejecting the eternal Sonship of the blessed Lord.” And again, further down the page, he has it
a second time, “he says that all the London Particular Baptist ministers agree with him” (Page 192
Standard.) Now I have said no such thing. And a purpose is evidently sought to answer by this
twofold dishonest quotation. A clear explanation is therefore imperatively called for. The Baptists,
as a body, are not Gillites now, nor have they been so for many a long day This is well known.
The name and authority of Dr. Gill, or Mr. John Brine, in matters of doctrinal import, is at a great
discount. And the “London Baptist Ministers” who fully avow and maintain the theological views
of those great men, are, in London, but a small minority. To name those most honoured brethren
in the metropolis, who, with honest integrity abide by the truth, would be uncalled for. But I repeat,
the full persuasion of my mind, that every one of them, while they would subscribe with hand and
soul to the scriptural doctrine of the holy and blessed Trinity, they, at the same totally discard Mr.
Philpot's unhallowed figment of our glorious Lord, being in his divine nature, only a begotten God.
Respecting myself, with the solitary exception of Dr. Gill’s views on this disputed point, I am an
out and out Gillite. 1 totally disavow the alarming error (I may say heresy) of the Arminian dead
duty-faith, so awfully spreading in the pulpit and from the press. O! for the Lord to raise up some
devoted Aaronites, “who shall take their censers, with holy fire from the altar, and go forth and
take their stand between the living and the dead, that so the plague may be stayed,” Numbers
16:46-48.

| now continue the controverted subject of our Lord’s glorious Sonship. I have proved that Dr.
Hawker did not hold with Mr. Philpot’s views. I now produce holy William Romaine, as another
most decided opponent to him. I shall quote this man of God, word for word, letter for letter; withal
fully believing that what he has advanced on the subject, can never be refuted while the Bible
remains the “Standard” of decision.

I have Romaine’s most blessed printed letters, which are all about “Christ and him Crucified.” And
his precious treatises on the “Life, Walk, and Triumph of Faith” have been my vade mecum
(constant companion) for many years. In his incomparable “Walk of Faith,” he writes as follows.
“Our blessed Saviour declares, no man knoweth the Son but the Father; neither knoweth any man
the Father save the Son; and he to whomsoever the Son will reveal him; and this he does by the
Holy Spirit. He makes them acquainted with the nature of the Godhead, Which is one. There is
one Jehovah, and there is none other. And also, with the Personality in the Godhead, Father, Son,
and Spirit. These exist in the one Jehovah. They took those names, not to describe the manner in
which they exist, but their manner of acting. Not what they are in themselves, but, how they stand
related to us, in the economy of redemption.” Romaine is most explicit here; but methinks | hear
Mr. Philpot say, that “he does not agree with him.” | expect not; but J. A. Jones does.

Again, Mr. Romaine preached and published a noble “Discourse upon the Self-existence of Jesus
Christ.” In his preface to it he says, “I desire no greater honour than to be an humble instrument of
magnifying and exalting Jesus Christ, who is above all blessing and praise; for, he is over all, God
blessed forever.” The reader | doubt not will derive spiritual profit from some extracts I shall now
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make from this invaluable work. He shall have honest literal quotations. Indeed there will be no
need even of sifting (i.e. garbling) here; as the treatise is all of a piece from first to last.

Romaine says, “several editions of this discourse have been printed since the year 1756; and there
being still a demand for them, | have consented to republish it, as my testimony for the essential
glory of God the Saviour. There have not been wanting able champions in our day, and successful,
who have completely answered all objections, so that the doctrine of the trinity has been better
established by the late opposition, and the truth has greatly prevailed. Upon these two grounds the
truth stands perfectly established viz., Scripture Truth, and Scripture Experience: against which,
he that sitteth upon the throne has said, and he has made his word good, “The gates of hell shall
not prevail.”

Well then, so now, as then, I trust the sublime doctrine of the holy Trinity will, ultimately, be better
established by the present controversy and opposition thereto. But | proceed in quoting. “The
Divinity of Jesus Christ is the very foundation of the Christian religion. It is the first and principle
article. If Christ was in any respect inferior to the Father, Christianity would be altogether the most
stupid, and the most gross piece of idolatry that ever was invented in the world. The Christian
church has always acknowledged Jesus Christ to be God. and co-equal and co-eternal with the
Father.”

The great theme therefore of Romaine is, “the self-existence of Jesus Christ.” And he says, “our
blessed Saviour is the great and eternal | AM. He is JEHOVAH. And Jehovah is self-existent; but
Jesus Christ is Jehovah, therefore he is self-existent. “I am,” denotes the necessary manner in which
he exists. It is used by that Person who claimed to himself all the attributes of Deity. There can be
no difficulty but what arises from the names of the Divine Persons, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost;
and these have been a great handle of objection, and are still, with unbelievers. They suppose that
these names were to give us ideas of the manner in which the Persons exist in the essence; but the
scripture had quite a different view in using them. The ever-blessed Trinity took the names of
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, not to describe in what manner they exist, but, in what manner the
divine Persons have acted for us men, and for our salvation. Christ is called Son, Son of God, not
to describe his divine nature, but his office. The scripture makes no difference between the divine
Persons, except what is made by the distinct offices which they sustain in the covenant of grace.
The Persona are each equal in every perfection and attribute; none is before or after other, none is
greater or less than another; but the whole three Persons are co-eternal and co-equal.

What has been said may be summed up with this argument, the divine Persons in the essence are
also self-existent; but Jesus Christ is one of the Persons in the essence, and consequently he is self-
existent. From whence 1 raise this syllogism, whoever is self-existent, is the true God, but Jesus
Christ is self-existent, therefore, he is the true God.”

Dear reader, in opposition to all this sound scriptural argument, Mr. Philpot says, “we assert that
when the scriptures speak of Jesus as the only begotten Son of God, it speaks of him, as such, in
the Divine nature.” Standard p. 124. Begotten in the Divine nature. What is this but a begotten
God?
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But further, Mr. Romaine says, “let it be no hindrance to your owning his divinity, that the
scripture calls him a Son, a Son of God, Son of man, &c., for Son is a name of office and not
of nature. It is not to give you an idea of the manner of his divine existence, but, of the nature
of his divine actions. The name of Son is a name of economy, descriptive not of his nature.”

But I will attend for a minute to Mr. Philpot’s summing up of the whole. He says, “to sum up the
whole in a few words, it is in his Person, and not in his essence, that he is the only begotten Son
of God.” A begotten Person in essential Deity! In Mr. Philpot’s own words, I reply, “what
confusion of thought and language is here!” The Divine Person of the Father begets the Divine
Person of the Son! My hand trembles while I reply, and that reply shall also be in the words of
holy Romaine, he says, “he must first give us a plain account of the manner of existence of the
divine essence and must demonstrate that it cannot admit of any Persons in it. It is as far above his
capacity as the heavens are above the earth.” “Canst thou by searching find out God?” Job 11:7.
Caryl on this verse on the book of Job, says, “you cannot find out God in the manner of his being.
When holy Augustine walked by the seaside rapt in the meditation of God, he heard as it were a
voice which bade him to lade the ocean with a cockleshell. We may sooner drain the ocean with a
little cockle-shell, or with a spoon, than the perfections of God with our largest understandings.”
It is higher than heaven, or as the margin has it, “higher than the heights of heaven what canst thou
do? (Verse 8.)

“Thine essence is a vast abyss,
Which angels cannot sound;

An ocean of infinities,

Where all our thoughts are drowned.

“In vain our haughty reason swells,
For nothing's found in Thee

But boundless inconcelvables,

And vast eternity!”

Reader! now we know but in part; but by and bye we shall know, even as we also are known, (1
Corinthians 13:12.) that is, we shall know more abundantly. The curtains shall be drawn aside; the
clouds and dark vapours which stand between us and truth, shall be scattered. And these perplexed
questions and controversies, which have troubled the peace of all the churches, shall have all their
knots untied, and their fallacies discovered by the meanest scholar in glory!

“Wait the great teacher, death, and God adore:”

Reader! | think I have quoted quite enough and have also written enough to satisfy every thinking
unprejudiced Bible reader. Nevertheless, my materials are not exhausted. I, of course, anticipate
that Mr. Philpot may object perhaps to all that | have quoted and advanced. He styles mine to be
“an erroneous creed of fifty years back.” On the contrary, | believe mine to be a scriptural creed;
and | shall therefore firmly retain it, until such time as I receive a scriptural refutation. But | now
use the plural number “WE and tell Mr. Philpot in most | plain terms, that, “we shall not bow nor
succumb to the mere ipse dixit of any man; but we are determined to adopt the holy and resolute



23

determination of the apostle, who said, “to whom we gave place by subjection, no, not for an hour;
that the truth of the gospel might continue with us.” Galatians 2:5.

If any reply is made, needing a rejoinder, | will endeavour again, to mend my old pen, and take a
little more gospel ink. If, what | have advanced of my own, or by quotations from those eminent
men of God, whose views | have recited, can be proved to be unscriptural, then, a solid refutation
can be effected. But, to accomplish this, I humbly conceive, is beyond the power of my opponent.

Before | close, permit me to say, that viewing the sad departures from the “simplicity that is in
Christ,” (2 Corinthians 11:3,) and the alarming spread of Arminianism in almost all our churches,
| sometime back, published two unparalleled gospel Charges. The one the greatest | ever read, or
ever expect to read, was by the eminent Dr. Owen, and delivered by him in the year 1682, only
eleven months before his death. The other by dear old father Rowles of blessed memory, who was
pastor of the Baptist church at Coinbrook. I was present when he delivered this charge in
September 1813, now nearly 47 years ago. It became a solemn charge to me, though delivered to
another minister. His text, “it is required in stewards that a man be found faithful,” 1 Corinthians
4:2. Two or three sentences especially acted as a prickly bur on my mind and regulated my conduct
from that time forward. Reader! treasure it up in your very soul. “Remember, everything that is
contrary to, and against the Word, and doctrines, and ordinances of your Master, you must oppose.
Love your brother, with whom on some points you may differ; pray with, and pray for him, but
give not up an inch of ground to him; be your faithful to your master. Mind, that you part not with
one grain of truth, either in doctrine, experience, or practice, for the dearest friend upon earth. It is
not an act of friendship to confirm a man in an error; and, if you join him in whatever is erroneous,
you confirm him in his error.” In a word, “prove all things; hold fast that which is good.” 1
Thessalonians 5:21. Reader, farewell! I am, yours in the truth, J. A. Jones.

50, Murray Street, City Road, London,

NOTE: Philpot’s reply to the two letters above is in Appendix Il “GARBLING OR NOT
GARBLING” Gospel Standard October 1st 1860 pages 309 to 315

John Newton on the Great Question, E.V. September, 1860 pages 241 - 242

Editor Note

To us, there is something very painful in the continued existence of disputes touching certain
difficult points in divinity, which doth neither nourish the soul of the believing saint, nor enlighten
or help on the seeking sinner. The following sentence of Christopher Hoppel contains the feelings
of every contrite, humble Christian; and our desire is, that the spirit and substance of these words
might be our’s, and our readers from henceforth. Christopher says:

“I do not love contention; | am no disputant; | therefore leave polemical divinity to men of learning,
ability, and experience. | can only say | have been greatly humbled for my sin. I know whom |
have believed. | know God is love. | know it by experience. He hath loved me and given his Son
for me. | have peace with God, through faith in the blood of Christ. I am at peace with all saints
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who love our Lord Jesus Christ in sincerity. | desire to follow after peace with all men; I love
holiness; I aim at, wish, and pray for all that grace, glory, and immortality promised by the Father,
and procured by the Son of his love. This I call genuine Christianity, and this religion I call mine.”
To the Editor of the Earthen Vessel.

Dear Sir, As your correspondents in the last numbers of the Vessel, upon the subject of the Sonship
of our all-glorious Redeemer, have quoted from the writings of Hawker, Romaine and others in
support of their different sentiments, I trust it will not be out of place to submit for insertion in
your pages, some extracts from a sermon by that excellent man of God, John Newton, which (if
they do not contain any new ideas explanatory of the question at issue,) will be found highly worthy
of attention, as pointing out the spirit in which such solemn inquiries ought to be conducted, and
tending to repress presumptuous speculations and vain reasonings on a subject so high and
mysterious.

The extracts are from his 27th discourse upon the scripture passages in Handel’s oratorio of
“Messiah;” the subject of which is contained in Hebrews 1:3. “For unto which of the angels, said
he, at any time, Thou art my Son, this day have | begotten thee.”

After some preliminary remarks, too long for quotation, he observes: “The verse contains three
terms which require explanation, My Son, Begotten, this day. But who is sufficient for these
things? If | attempt to explain them, | wish to speak with a caution and modesty becoming the
sense | ought to have of my own weakness, and to keep upon safe ground; lest instead of
elucidating so sublime a subject, | should darken counsel by words without knowledge. And |
know of no safe ground to go upon in those enquiries but the sure testimony of scripture. It would
be to the last degree improper to indulge flights of imagination, or a spirit of curiosity, or
conjecture, upon this occasion. These are the deep things of God in which if we have not the
guidance of his word and Spirit, we shall certainly bewilder ourselves. Nor would | speak in a
positive, dogmatizing strain; at the same time, | trust the scripture will afford light sufficient to
preserve us from a cold and comfortless uncertainty.

“The gracious design of God in affording us his holy scripture, is to make us wise unto salvation,
2 Timothy 3:15. This manner of teaching is therefore accommodated to our circumstances. He
instructs us in heavenly things by earthly. And to engage our confidence, to excite gratitude, to
animate us to our duty by the most affecting motives, and that the reverence we owe to his great
and glorious Majesty as our Creator and Legislator, may be combined with love and cheerful
dependence, he is pleased to reveal himself by those names which express the nearest relation and
endearment among ourselves. Thus, he condescends to style himself the Father, the Husband, and
the Friend of his people. But though in this way we are assisted in forming our conceptions of his
love, compassion, and faithfulness, it is obvious that those names, when applied to him must be
understood in a sense agreeable to the perfections of his nature and in many respects different from
the meaning they bear amongst men. And thus when we are informed that God has a Son, an only
Son, an only begotten Son, it is our part to receive his testimony, to admire and adore; for an
explanation adapted to our profit and comfort we are to consult, not our own preconceived ideas,
but the further declarations of his word, comparing spiritual things with spiritual, attending with
the simplicity of children to his instructions, and avoiding as much as possible, those vain
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reasonings upon points above our comprehension, which, though flattering to the pride of our
hearts, are sure to indispose us for the reception of divine truth.” * ** *

“Qur Lord, in his conference with Nicodemus, was pleased to say, ‘God so loved the world, that
he gave his only begotten Son.” &c, John 3:16. It was undoubtedly his design to give to Nicodemus,
and to us, the highest idea possible of the love of God to sinners. He so loved the world, beyond
description or comparison, that, be gave his only begotten Son. Surely then the gift spoken of must
not be limited to signify the human nature only. This was not all he gave. The human nature was
the medium of the acts and sufferings of Messiah, but he who assumed it was the Word, who was
before all, and by whom all things were made. It is true the human nature was given, supernaturally
formed by divine power, and born of a virgin; but he who was in the beginning with God, was
given to appear, obey, and suffer in the nature of man for us, and for our salvation. And to him are
ascribed the perfections and attributes of Deity; for which the highest angels are no more capable
than the worms that creep upon the earth.”

“I cannot therefore suppose that the title of Son of God, is merely a title of office, or belonging
only to the nature which he assumed; but that Messiah is the Son of God, as he is God and man in
one person. If the forming a perfect and spotless man like Adam, when he was first created, could
have affected our salvation, it would have been a great and undeserved mercy to have vouchsafed
the gift; but I think it would not have required such very strong language as the scripture uses in
describing the gift of the Son of God. The God-man, the whole person of Christ, was sent forth
from the Father. The manhood was the offering; but the Word of God, possessed of the perfections
of Deity, was the altar necessary to sanctify the gift, and to give a value and efficacy to the
atonement.”

“The term begotten, expresses with us the ground of relation between father and son, and upon
which an only son is the heir of his father. | feel and confess myself at a less here. | might take np
your time, and perhaps conceal my own ignorance, by borrowing from the writings of wiser and
better men than myself, a detail of what has been generally reputed the more prevailing orthodox
sentiments on this subject. But | dare not go beyond my own ideas. | shall not, therefore, attempt
to explain the phrase, eternal generation, because | must acknowledge that | do not clearly
understand it myself. Long before time began, the purpose of constituting a Mediator between God
and sinners was established in the divine counsels. With reference to this, he himself speaks in the
character of the Wisdom of God: ‘The Lord possessed me in the beginning of his way, before his
works of old, I was set up from everlasting, from the beginning, or ever the earth was. Then | was
by him, as one brought up with him, rejoicing always before him, rejoicing in the habitable part of
the earth, and my delights were with the sons of men.” Proverbs 8:22-31. If the Word of God had
not engaged, according to an everlasting and sure covenant, to assume our nature, and accomplish
our salvation before the earth was formed, he would not have appeared afterwards, for we cannot
with reason conceive of any new determinations arising in the mind of the infinite God, to whom
what we call the past and the future are equally present. In this sense, (if the expression be proper
to convey such a sense,) | can conceive that be was the begotten Son of God from eternity; that is,
set up and appointed from eternity for the office, nature and work by which, in the fulness of time,
he was manifested to men. But if the terms begotten, or eternal generation, be used to denote the
manner of his eternal existence in Deity, | must be silent. | believe him to be the eternal Son; |
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believe him to be the eternal God; and | wish not to exercise my thoughts and enquiries more than
is needful in things which are too high for me.”

I should like to make another extract or two from the concluding part of the discourse, but | fear |
have already trespassed. Those of your readers who have Newton's works, will find the whole
sermon well worthy of perusal. Yours, &c., MINIMUS.

THE LAST TESTIMONY OF DR. HAWKER, TO THE UNBEGOTTEN DEITY
BE CHRIST. E.V. September 1860 pages 242-243

Mr. Editor, | only smiled on perusing the remarks of your correspondent, W. Bidder, who would
have us believe that Dr. Hawker was not only six years older, but that the “dear man” had “grown”
in the knowledge of God, and had therefore seen cause to renounce (according to Mr. Bidder’s
showing) his former views of the glorious Trinity. There is nothing to reply to in the several
quotations given us by Mr. B., as | hold as firmly, and as unequivocally as any man breathing, in
believing in the glorious “Person, Godhead, and Sonship of God the Son.” My opposition is to his
Deity being begotten. My Jesus borrows not leave to be.

But behold, I have now before me, a printed sermon, preached by Dr. Hawker, in Charles Church,
Plymouth, on January 1, 1826, when the Dr. was seven years older still, and only fifteen months
before his death. The sermon is entitled, “The Faithful God.” The Dr. says in that sermon,
“Brethren, let me deal faithfully and plainly with you on this glorious doctrine of the Holy Trinity;
it is this which lies at the bottom of all our mercies. Hence, we find the glorious name of Jehovah,
which as far as our apprehension of the incommunicable name can extend, implies self-existence,
independence, and underived being, and possessing all divine attributes and perfections, and all
equally applied to each, and to every one of the Persons in Jehovah; and this, and no other, is the
Holy Trinity. how often have I lamented to hear some of God’s chosen ones lost in attempting to
account for the different appellations given to Christ as Christ, as ‘First-begotten,” and ‘Only
begotten,” and ‘God’s dear Son,” and the like, until they have lost sight of his own eternal, inherent,
and undivided Godhead. Sure, | am that this, and this only, is the scripture statement of the Holy
Trinity.” R. H.

Query. Can Mr. Bidder present us with a counter statement to the above, during the Doctor’s
remaining fifteen months abode upon the earth?

| see Mr. Philpot threatens again to show up the “poor old man,” (as he contemptuously terms me,)
for a fresh “garbling” Dr. Hawker. Now | present him with some more “garbling” But relative to
Mr. Philpot, | count his darts as stubble, and laugh at the shaking of his spear. Job 41:29.

J. A. Jones.

Jireh Meeting, Aug., 1860.
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EPISTLES TO THEOPHILUS.

THE SONSHIP OF THE SAVIOUR No. 1 E.V. Oct. 1, 1860 pages 258-259

My good Theophilus. After a few months’ silence, I think it needful again to say a few more things
to you, especially upon the Sonship of the Saviour. There is, among even good men, serious and
real difference of sentiment relative to this vital subject. The difference is not a difference of mere
words; there is a real difference between the meaning of those who place the Sonship of the Saviour
in his divinity, independent altogether of his humanity, and those who place his Sonship in his
complexity. They both hold it is true, that Christ is properly, underivedly and essentially God. Yet,
while both hold fast this great truth, there is, nevertheless, a most serious difference in the two
opposite sentiments; but as both avow the co-equal Godhead of Christ, with the Father and
the Holy Spirit, the one ought not to charge the other with any intentional derogation from
the dignity of his Person, but that there is a real and serious difference between the two is
clear, the one holding that Christ is by nature, as God considered the Son of God; that the
three divine Persons are properly, essentially, and of necessity Father, Son, and Holy Spirit;
the other sentiment teaching, that God is a Father, not by nature or necessity, but by choice,
and by creative act; that Christ is a Son, not by nature as God, or of necessity, but by choosing
to take human nature, and so becoming a complete Person; and that the Holy Spirit is called
the Holy Spirit, not so much to denote what he is by nature, as to denote what he is in his life-
giving and sanctifying work in the souls of men.

Thus, my good Theophilus, you will see that between these two doctrines of the Sonship of the
Saviour, there is a serious and real difference which ought not to be treated lightly, but ought to be
treated carefully, especially as we have great men on both sides of this question of the Sonship of
the-Saviour, men of great discernment in holy things, and well received in the churches. This does
prove that it is a subject not by any means without its difficulties; but to suppress all discussion,
and all controversy upon the subject, is to take things for granted, whether we are convinced of
their truthfulness or not. Truth never shrinks from investigation, nor ought we to read the holy
Scriptures without being concerned to know their meaning, as well as to experience, their
sweetness, and practice their precepts. All union of sects and parties, when brought about by the
suppression of; any part of truth, or by the suppression of freedom of speech, is a greater evil than
all the divisions that can take place; peace we wish to have, but let it be solid; let it be truthful; let
it be a righteous peace; honest and not hypocritical. But as to the question | wish Theophilus to
consider, there is, as | have said, a real difference between these two opposite doctrines concerning
the-Sonship of the Saviour; just look at it; the one doctrine teaches that the Father is a father by
nature, and of course, co-eval with his existence; the other doctrine teaches that when taken in the
gospel sense, that he chose to be by covenant relationship that which he was not by nature, or of
necessity. Again, one doctrine teaches that Christ, independent of his human nature, is as God,
also the Son of God, begotten by the Father from all eternity, yet self-existent, the other doctrine
teaches that he is no more the Son of God apart from his complexity, than the Father is the Son of
God. Here then, lies the mighty difference between these two doctrines, the one making an
original difference between the three divine Persons; that one, namely, the divine Word is
something naturally different from the Father for he is by nature as God the Son. Another
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divine Person, is by necessity, a Father; thus there is, according to this doctrine, a natural
and original difference in the Persons, of the Godhead; but the other doctrine teaches that
there is no original or natural difference in the Persons of the Godhead, that one is no more
a Father or a Son by nature or necessity, than the other is, each doctrine having of course its
Scriptures to bear it out.

It is, then clear that one or the other of these, doctrines must be erroneous, that the Holy, Spirit
cannot be the author of both. He would never teach one Christian that Jesus Christ is as God and,
by nature the Son of God, and at the same time, teach another Christian that Jesus Christ is not the
Son of God without his or independent of his manhood? The Holy Spirit never bears a self-
contradictory, testimony, for if his testimony be divided, against itself, how can it stand? It would
be like the popular duty-faith gospel of men; such men labouring hard in one part of their, sermon,
to persuade their hearers that salvation is all of grace; and that a chosen, people are redeemed,
called, justified, and glorified; that these, and not one more or one less, ever, shall, or can be saved;
and then in another part of the same sermon, labour harder still, to show they have nothing to do
with eternal election; and that it is of him that willeth, and of him that runneth, and not altogether
of God that showeth, mercy, for that if they do not embrace the present opportunity to will and run
too, it is their own fault; and that God will not give them many more opportunities; that, they are
losing; heaven and going to hell, when, at the same time, they might have been in heaven. Here,
you see the former part of the creed of such a minister is completely wrecked and cast away; but
anon, it is called back again, then away goes the duty-faith part of the creed! so that these two parts
of such creed come alternately into the witness-box to give the lie to each other; and the minister
steps in as a sort of mediator, and assures us that, these two witnesses though they so flatly
contradict each now, yet, (that if we will but believe the minister) they will agree when they get to
heaven, but which part of such a creed must be given up at last to bring about such agreement, or
how harmony, is to be established, these creators of this self-contradiction creed nowhere inform
us; and as the Bible does not contain such a creed, we are quite safe in concluding that the Holy
Spirit does not teach such a creed. So with the Sonship of the Saviour, both creeds concerning his
Sonship cannot be right; only happily which, ever be wrong; the one who founds the Sonship of
the Saviour in his complexity, or the one who founds his Sonship in eternal generation, happily in
this case, each carries with him a remedy for his error, in the fact that both the eternal generationist
and the complexionist, contend without exception, or drawback, for the absolute co-equal Godhead
of Christ, each trembling at the thought of derogating from his personal divinity one iota of his
self-existence, or of any one of his infinite perfections; here they are all immoveable, stand and
rejoice in hope of the glory of God; thus showing that the Holy Spirit teaches even ordinary
ministers and Christians, all essential truth, yet leaves some of them to give a partially mistaken
interpretation to that essential truth. But | cannot say thus much of the duty-faith creed, for that is
a Babel in itself, and therefore, well suits the Babel of this world, and the world receiveth it; it
professedly holds the doctrines of free-grace, but at the same time, it neutralizes those truths;
whereas the two partially opposite creeds concerning the Sonship of the Saviour, do not neutralize
the great truth of his essential divinity.

Thus then, my good Theophilus, you will see that there is a serious difference between the eternal
generationist and the complexicnist; and it will be my business in. my next to show to you which
side the Holy Scriptures authorize you to take your stand, and | will take my stand with you, though
but,
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A Little One

VOICE OF THE INTERPRETER TOUCHING THE MYSTERY E.V. Oct. 1860
page 267-268

“Beget.” God the Father begat his divine Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, by an eternal, necessary, and
natural generation, which implies no production of essence or personality, nor posterity,
inferiority, or dependence in the Son; but the manner hereof is conceivable only to infinite wisdom,
and it is presumption in any to pretend to investigate or explain it. “I will declare the decree: the
Lord hath saith unto me, thou art my Son; this day have | begotten thee.” Psalm 2:7. Brown.

Generation. This word derived from the same root is much the same as the preceding word
genealogy. As it relates to the common act of man in the circumstances of descent from father to
son, | should not have thought it needful to have detained the reader with a single observation; but
in relation to the Son of God, as God, it becomes of infinite importance as an article of faith, that
we should have the clearest apprehension which the subject will admit. Here, therefore, | beg the
reader’s close attention to it.

The Scriptures in many places have said so much in defining the person of the Father and of the
Son, as distinctions in the Godhead, that there can be nothing rendered more certain, and as an
article of faith to the believer, none is more important. But while this is held forth to us in this
view as a point most fully to be believed, God the Holy Ghost hath in no one passage, as far
as | can recollect, pointed out to the Church the mode of existence, or explained how the Son
of God is the Son, and the Father is the Father, in the eternity of their essence and nature.
Perhaps it is impossible to explain the vast subject to creatures of our capacities. Perhaps nothing
finite can comprehend what is infinite. The doctrine of the eternal generation of the Son of God
is therefore proposed as an article demanding our implicit faith and obedience; and here the
subject rests.

But while this doctrine of the eternity of the Son of God in common with the Father, is held forth
to us in the Scripture as a most certain truth, though unexplained, because all our faculties are not
competent to the explanation of it, the Holy Ghost hath been very explicit in teaching the church
how to understand the phrases in his sacred Word, where the Son of God, when standing up as the
Mediator and Head of his church before all worlds, is called the “first begotten Son, and the only
begotten of the Father” full of grace and truth. All these and the like phrases wholly refer to the
Son of God, in his humbling himself as our Redeemer and Mediator, the God-man in one Person,
Christ Jesus; then begotten to this great design, the first in all Jehovah’s purposes for salvation.
Here we cannot be at a loss to have the clearest apprehension, because they refer to his office
character. Hence all those titles are very plain. “He is the head of his body the church,” Ephesians
1:22. “The head of Christ is God,” 1 Corinthians 2:3. “He is Jehovah’s servant,” Isaiah 42:1. “And

10 Here is that clearest possible admission that the doctrine of “eternal sonship” is based on human imagination
and not on the Bible itself. Also, as Doctor George M. Ella has pointed out using the term “mode” in relation to
Christs being is theologically dangerous.
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his Father is greater than He,” John 14:28. “And God is the God and Father of our Lord Jesus
Christ,” Ephesians 1:17. All these and numberless expressions of the like nature, wholly refer to
the Son of God as Christ; and have no respect to his eternal nature and God-head abstracted from
his office-character as Mediator. And I cannot in this place help expressing my wish that the writers
of commentaries on the word of God had kept this proper distinction, when speaking of the Lord
Jesus, between his eternal nature and essence, as Son of God, which is everywhere asserted, but
nowhere explained, and his office-character as God-man Mediator, the Christ of God, which is
fully revealed. The Scriptures have done it. And it would have been a proof of Divine teaching, if
all writers upon the Scriptures had done the same. Our Almighty Saviour, in a single verse, hath
shewn it, when he saith, Matthew 2:27, “No man knoweth the Son but the Father;” that is, knoweth
him as Son of God, knoweth him in his Sonship as God, one with the Father, and impossible to be
so known but by God himself. And it is in this sense also, that it is said, “No man hath seen God
at any time; the only begotten Son, which lay in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared him,”
John. 1:18, that is, no man hath seen God, as God, in his three-fold character of Person, Father,
Son, and Holy Ghost. But when he, who lay in the bosom of the Father came forth in our nature,
and revealed him as the Father, and himself as the Son, equal in the eternity of their nature as God;
then the glorious truth was explained. Then was it understood, that the Father as Father and the
Son, as Son, were from all eternity the same; their existence the same; their nature the same; the
Father not being the Father but in the same instant as the Son the Son; for the name of one in the
relationship implies the other, and the eternity of the one including the eternity of the other also,
so that both in union with the Holy Ghost, from the one eternal undivided Jehovah, which was,
and is, and is to come.

These words are from Dr. Hawker.!

Stepney, 1860.Wm. C.

A LETTER FROM MR. J. WELLS TO C. W. BANKS!? E.V. Oct. 1860 page 273

Dear Brother Banks. As your engagement to Preach at the Surrey Tabernacle on the morning and
in the evening of Lord’s day, August 26th, was (by my returning from the country a week earlier
than was expected,) set aside, and some remarks have been thereon made, tending to your and to
my detriment; I think in Justice to you, as well as Justice to myself, some little explanation thereof
ought to be given; and the matter stands thus: that towards the middle of August, a list of the
ministers for that month was sent by the Deacons into the country to me, in which list I saw your
name; and was glad to see it there. | wrote to you, expressing my desire that you might feel at
home at the Surrey Tabernacle; and that you and the people might have a good day. I laid the list
of minister’s names Aside; but on Lord’s-day, 10th of August, | felt very much better in my health,
and it being just upon eight weeks since | last preached, I, all of a sudden on the morning of the
19th, felt an irresistible impulse come upon me, that | ought to be at home; that | was now so far
restored, that it was sinful to be doing nothing; and as the service of God is next to my personal
salvation, the very delight of my existence, and as my heart and soul were with the people at the
Surrey Tabernacle; as they were never out of my thoughts, nor out of my earnest desires to the
Lord for his choicest blessing to rest upon them; and as their kindness to me has been beyond all

1t is far from clear, at least to me what words are Dr. Hawker’s and what words are Wm. C: whoever he was.
12 This letter goes a long way in showing Mr. Wells humility and kindness, especially at this important time.
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praise, | fell in with the impulse, and off I ran directly at half-past nine on Sunday morning to the
Railway Station, and sent a telegraphic message to one of the Deacons, to say that | was well ; and
that | should be at home to preach the next Sunday; but I did not at the moment give it a thought
who the minister was whose engagement would be thus set aside, but when | returned to my
lodgings and looked at the list, | saw you were the minister engaged for the 26th ; the day I intended
to be at home. | immediately wrote to you, apprising you of the same; and you wrote a very kind
and Christian letter in reply. Thus far, | thought no harm was done; nor did | dream of any possible
harm that could arise from such a circumstance. But presently you sent a letter to Mr. Butt, one of
the Deacons of the Surrey Tabernacle, wherein you show that ministers and professors were
putting all sorts of constructions upon it, saying that Wells would not let Banks preach for him,
and one minister had said, he heard me say you should not preach for me. | never held such a
sentiment concerning you; therefore, | must leave that minister to explain himself. Hearing of this
unkind assumption, that | would not let you preach at the Surrey Tabernacle, I felt it was important
that | should the very first morning, in order to set matters right, explain from the pulpit how it
was | was come a week before my time, which explanation | gave in the presence of seventeen or
eighteen hundred people. I think I never saw the place more crowded on any Sunday evening than
it was on the morning of the 26th of August. I dare not here attempt to describe, nay, I could not
describe what my feelings were. | felt overwhelmed and confused with solemn delight to witness
such a practical demonstration of their delight to see their minister again restored to health, and
again in his place; that morning | think | never can forget; but this did not hinder my anxiety to
show to that assembly, that had it been any other minister, it would have been the same (except
one*13). I here repeat that | had no objection, | have no objection whatever to your preaching in
my pulpit. The sermon of that morning would have been published, but my reporter was from
home; you obtained a reporter, but the manuscript did not reach me until Thursday morning, I then
considered it too late, and besides my feelings were so overcome that morning, that I could not go
straight on; the sermon was made up of odds and ends, and could hardly hang together; so that
when | saw the manuscript, | made up my mind not to publish it.

| hope | have said enough to assure the hard-working and kind-hearted Editor of the Vessel, that
James Wells has no reason whatever against him, nor any objection for Charles Waters Banks to
preach in Surrey Tabernacle Pulpit whenever an opportunity may occur.

The Deacons felt that as you had engaged a supply for Unicom Yard for that day that you were
entitled to the two pounds for the day. the same as though you had preached. That sum has been
offered to you, but which you have declined to accept, but from what motive you declined
accepting it, I must leave you to explain.

The kindness of ministers in preaching for me, and the solemn and prayerful concern of many
churches for my restoration, has been far beyond all | could have expected; | feel | am indeed their
debtor, and hope ever to esteem them highly in Christian love for their work’s sake.

But, Mr. Editor, you say you have many enemies. Well, of course you have. Why how in the world
can you expect to come out with your SOOO-tongued Vessel every month, making a noise all over
the world, and yet have no enemies? If you get one friend to a hundred enemies think yourself well
off, and do not fear where no fear is. Why, see how they set upon me even in my little way. When

13 o Mr. John Foreman.
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| get a little up out of Galilee, see how even many of the brethren set upon me; call me to order,
and say | am going too far; but nevertheless, | still love the hill country, and hope yet to go higher.
Why we should not get on half so well if we were not well belied, misrepresented, reviled, and
called by all sorts of ugly names. Why all this tends to keep us alive, drives us to the throne of
grace, and to the promise of our God; so then let brotherly love continue, yours sincerely in New
Testament ties,

J. Wells.

6, St. George’s Place, Brixton Road, London.

Sept. 11th, 1860.

(Our brother James Wells has, of his own free will, sent us the above, which we print; intending
to make some remarks on it next month; in which also we hope to acknowledge the sweet mercy
of the Lord in overruling it all for good. Ed.)

EPISTLES TO THEOPHILUS.
THE SONSHIP OF THE SAVIOUR No. I E.V. Nov. 1, 1860 pages 281-283

My good Theophilus, You now clearly understand, what is meant by eternal generation, namely,
that Jesus Christ, not as to his divine essence, but as to his Sonship was begotten from all eternity,
and this is what is called eternal generation. But this doctrine of eternal generation has no more
foundation in the Scriptures than the doctrine of Arianism has, or than the doctrine of Sabellianism.
This doctrine of eternal generation carries with it a self-contradiction, and an impossibility in the
nature of things; it contains a self-contradiction, for if the Sonship were begotten, or Christ, as a
Son, were begotten, then there was, when he was not begotten, and then how could this humanly
got-up Sonship be eternal? Even the advocates of this figment, admit that if Christ, as God, were
begotten as to his essence, then he could not be self-existent, then, by the same rule, if his Sonship
be a derived Sonship, then it cannot be underived, then if not underived, it must be derived, and if
derived, then it cannot be eternal. Here, then, is the self-contradiction, and not only a self-
contradiction, but also the divine nature must have undergone a change, for if Jesus Christ be as
God, the Son of God, and was begotten into this Sonship, then the divine nature has undergone a
change. He who was unoriginated as to his essence, is formed into something different from what
he had been, that is, he generated by the power of the Father into a Son; and so he is by nature as
God, something which the Father is not, and this is what men call eternal generation. But again, |
say how can it be eternal? To apply the word generation to the divine nature, at all, is to all
intents and purposes carnal, and but carnal, and as contrary to the Scriptures, as darkness
is to light. And though a periodical called the Gospel Standard, has laboured hard to establish this
fable of eternal generation, yet it will never do it; the eternal generation error, even though it has
spread wide, and lived long, yet it has seen its day, it is dying out, it is becoming effete, waxing
old and vanishing away; and though the so-called Gospel Standard has thrust very hard at Mr.
Crowther’s sermon, yet it has not even touched one of his positions. And though it (Standard)
speak all but contemptuously of the old age to which J. A. Jones is preserved, yet they cannot move
that veteran from his tower, nor move him one inch; these would-be onslaughts of the Standard
are but as the angry waves that dash and die upon the shore. Nor will Mr. Crowther or J. A. Jones,
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or anyone else who has a mind and experience, and Bible of his own, be at all awed by the Standard
insinuating that out of the circle of its approbation, there are no churches. So that if its churches
hold the doctrine of eternal generation, why then all the churches hold that doctrine, because out
of its circle there are no churches. But the editor of the Standard should read the Earthen Vessel a
little more, and also the Gospel Herald, and he would soon be better informed: he would soon find
a goodly number of ministers and churches, the reality of whose religion he could not very easily
question; he would find that the doctrine of eternal generation is by such, held to be but a figment,
and treated with all the opposition which it deserves.

Now my good Theophilus, you see that the doctrine of eternal generation carries in it a self-
contradiction, calling that which was begotten eternal; this doctrine of eternal generation carries
with it also a twofold impossibility, for it is impossible that the divine nature should generate, and
it is impossible for that to be eternal which was derived. Now where in all the Bible do we read of
eternal generation? Ah, were indeed! Why, nowhere. And where in all the Bible is Jesus Christ
called the eternal or everlasting Son of God? We answer, nowhere. And yet men are perpetually
running about with the word’s eternal generation and eternal Son of God on their tongues, as
though the Bible contained the very words; and so deluded are they in this matter, that if you stand
opposed to their notions, they turn round and charge you with speaking unbecomingly of the
Sonship of Christ, just as though their notions constituted his Sonship.

But I ask not only where in all the Bible do we read of eternal generation, of Christ being called
the eternal Son of God, but we ask also where in all the Bible do we read that he lay in the bosom
of the Father, or where do we read that he was set up from everlasting: why, say you, in the eighth
of Proverbs. Do we? Well, stop until I come to that part, and | shall teach you better than that; but
this, as well as the preceding queries, will be treated on in a subsequent letter, as | shall now go on
to bring in Aaron’s rod to swallow up the Magician’s rod of eternal generation. That is, I will now
show the word of the Lord upon the Sonship of the Saviour, for although the doctrine of eternal
generation carries in it a self-contradiction, and an impossibility, yet if the doctrine of eternal
generation were declared in the Bible, (which it is not) we should then know that the self-
contradiction and impossibility would be in appearance only, and not in reality; and we, of course,
should unhesitatingly receive it ; but | deny in toto, that such doctrine is found in the Bible. Let us
then come to the word, and to the testimony, “That holy thing which shall be born of thee shall be
called the Son of God,” (Luke 1:35,) “that holy thing which shall be born of thee,” what then
meaneth this? Is there any eternal generation here? No, it is that which was born, and that which
was born had been formed by the creative power of the Holy Ghost, and that was to be called the
Son of God; but if as God he be a Son by eternal generation, why in his manhood is he here
distinctly declared to be the Son of God? then why is that human nature without any apparent
reference to his divinity, called the Son of God? Here then, is one comfort, that to get rid of the
doctrine of eternal generation is not to get rid of the Sonship of Christ; even the opponents to the
true Sonship of the Saviour must admit that we do here meet with one who is the Son of God, not
by eternal generation, but by being of God in a way that no other ever was or ever will be; and he
is, therefore, called the only begotten Son of God, because of no other can it be said, that his birth
was on this wise. Yes, say eternal generationists; he was begotten before all worlds. Ah, but where
in all the Bible do you find that? why, nowhere. It is nothing but a piece of twaddle handed down
to us through all sorts of channels. Let us keep close to the word of truth, and now see how entirely
John accords with Luke upon this Sonship. He, (John) in his first chapter does not call the Saviour
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the Son of God, until he views him as man, as well as God. Hence, “in the beginning was the
Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God;” he does not say the Word was the
Son of God, but that “the Word was God.” Then when the Word is made flesh, then we behold the
glory of the only begotten of the Father; no eternal generation here. But here we do learn that one
who was God, was made flesh, not by transformation, but by incarnation; and in this, his
complexity he is called the only begotten of the Father. You, my good Theophilus, must mark this,
that while John calls him God, he does not until he is made flesh call him the Son of God, his glory
as God-man, consisting in this, that he was full of grace and truth. Grace and truth are the glory of
every saved soul. We cannot lay too much stress upon his complexity, it is his complexity that
decides the question of his Sonship, and though some tell us that it is presumption to investigate,
or attempt to explain the subject, well, it would be so if we were not to distinguish between facts
and mysteries; it is a fact that we have a soul and a body, but the abstract nature of the soul, and
the mysterious union of body and soul are what we cannot explain, but the fact of their existence
is obvious to all; so the Saviour is God and man in one Person, is a truth clear as the noonday, but
the abstract nature of divinity, his infinity, and eternity, together, with how the two natures subsist
in one person, infinity with finitude, can no man or angel explain or comprehend, but the order of
his Sonship is as clearly revealed in the Bible, as is the order of his priesthood, or as is the order
of his kingdom, or as is the order of the everlasting covenant, and none but a learned and fanciful
metaphysician ever would have thought of such a means of opening up of the order of Christ’s
Son-ship as that of eternal generation, especially as there is not in all the Bible, a hint of such a
thing. Eternal generation being as | believe a metaphysical conceit, it must be rejected, and the
complexity of the Saviour, together with the everlasting covenant must come in, and these two,
the complexity of Christ, and the new covenant, will set everything right and straight. So believes.

A Little One.

LAYING FOUNDATION STONE OF MR. J. A. JONES’S NEW CHAFEL
E.V. Nov. 1, 1860 page 290

On Wednesday, the 10th of October, 1860, the foundation stone of Jireh New Chapel, for Mr. John
Andrews Jones, who attained on that day his 81st year, was laid in the presence of from three to
four hundred friends. The day unfortunately was very wet, otherwise, no doubt, many more would
have attended to witness the ceremony. The site selected for the new chapel is a piece of ground
in the East Road, close to the City Road; and the estimated cost of building is about £700. It had
been stated in the bills that George Lowe, Esg., F.R.S., would lay the stone, but he was unable to
attend, being absent in Ireland. He, however, sent a very kind letter to Mr. Jones, expressing his
sympathy with the cause, and he had previously given the handsome sum of £25 towards defraying
the expenses of the building. The stone was to have been laid at half-past two o'clock; but in
consequence of the inclemency of the weather, workmen were engaged till a quarter to three in
covering the temporary shed with tarpaulin. When this was done, the platform was speedily
crowded; but no sooner had all taken their places than the center of the platform gave way. This

| have inserted this here because it shows the true state on Mr. Jones condition and what others including James
Well thought of him. This is of as can clearly be seen, the direct opposite of what Mr. Philpot would have us
believe.
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caused some little alarm for a moment, but as the ground was not more than a foot distant, nobody
sustained any injury. Shortly afterwards the venerable pastor, Mr. J. A. Jones, mounted the
platform, and proceeded to lay the stone. A glass bottle was placed in the cavity, containing a scroll
of parchment, on which the following was inscribed, written by the hand of Mr. Jones himself:
“Jireh New Chapel, East Road, City Road. This house of God was erected for Divine worship by
a Baptized Church of Christ. We date our origin in the year 1761. Our first pastor was the
celebrated Thomas Craner, a champion for truth. He died March 18, 1773, in the 57th year of his
age, and was succeeded by Mr. Thomas Powell, in Mitchell Street, who was our pastor upwards
of forty-six years. He went to his rest, Nov. 18th, 1829, in the 81st year of his age. He was
succeeded by our present pastor, Mr. J. A. Jones. The Church and congregation removed to Jireh
Chapel, Brick-lane, in 1838, and from thence, on that chapel being taken down, they have erected
this place. This Church holds, and firmly maintains, the Gospel doctrines of one God, in a Triune
Jehovah, Father, Word, and Holy Ghost, eternal and personal election, original sin, particular
redemption, efficacious grace in regeneration and sanctification, free justification by the imputed
righteousness of Christ, the final perseverance of the saints, strict communion, and the
maintenance of all gospel order, according to the Scriptures of truth. The above sacred principles
this Church has held inviolable from first to last. It has been under the pastoral charge of two
ministers only, for the last seventy-seven years; and this corner stone was laid October 10th, 1860,
being the day our pastor completed the 81st year of his age, and in the 62nd year of his ministry.”
This being done, Mr. Jones informed the friends that the speeches would be made in Buttes-land-
street Chapel, close by, and all proceeded there. The little chapel was soon filled; everyone seemed
to sympathize with the aged pastor, who was in good health and spirits, justifying the appellation
given him by Mr. Wells, of “young John Andrew Jones.” The following ministers addressed the
meeting: Messrs. Foreman, Wells, Pepper, Crowther, (of Leeds), Ponsford, and Attwood, Mr. Pells
was also present, in the afternoon, and would have spoken, but was compelled to leave at the
commencement of the evening, having to preach at his own chapel. Tea was provided at about five
o’clock, and the meeting did not separate till nine at night, all appearing deeply impressed with
what they had both seen and heard. A report of the whole was taken in shorthand and is published
separately in the New London Pulpit.

THE SONSHIP of the SON of GOD By Mr. William Bidder E.V. December 1%
1860 pages 301 - 305

(Editor’s Note: As James Wells brings out in his third letter: God’s decree is one and only one
decree (This of course includes the Covenant of Grace and all that pertains to it.). It took place in
eternity but comes to pass in time. From God’s point of view, it is eternal. This explains many of
the scriptures Bidder and Philpot quote. Rather than accepting what the scriptures clearly teach
they impose their own personal options upon the texts. Richard Schadle)

[While this controversy on the Sonship of the Son of God has been pending, we have thought
seriously, and read carefully, Simeon’s prophecy concerning Christ, as recorded in Luke 2:34,
“Behold!” said he, “this child is set for the fall and rising again of many in Israel; and for a sign
which shall be spoken against.” Then, addressing Mary, he said, “Yea, a sword shall pierce through
thy own soul also, that the thoughts of many hearts may be revealed.” A sword of severe contention
has been piercing the soul of poor Zion most painfully of late; but the end will be in strict
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accordance with Simeon’s prophecy, “the thoughts of many hearts will be revealed therefore, let
us patiently bear the sharp conflict, comforted with this persuasion, that the glory of our glorious
God-Man can never be diminished by all the mistaken views of mortal men; but rather through
their frail misconceptions, shall the brightness and the beauty of our Immanuel be more powerfully
unveiled. For more than thirty years the eternity of the Sonship of our Jesus has been revealed in
us, and most firmly believed by us; with Peter we have rejoicingly said, “'Lord, to whom shall we
go? Thou hast the words of eternal life. And we believe, and are sure, that thou art that CHRIST,
THE SON OF THE LIVING GOD.” We stand amazed at the fact, that good men, great men, godly
men, dispute and cavil here. That “A Little One” should not be with us, is an affliction indeed. As
soon as our November number was out, brother William Bidder came to our office; we both
mourned over some things written to Theophilus. We requested him to give the Churches his
testimony. He has done so; and we must express our deep conviction that “the Truth as it is in
Jesus “is contained in the following letter. Let no hot and angry spirits rise against any brother. Let
us listen to them; learn all the truth we can from them; and where they err, let us strive to show
unto them the more excellent way. The interest now excited, the letters now written, the books
now issuing, is truly wonderful. “All things work together for good to them that love God.” Ed.]*°

Mr. Editor, In compliance with your request, | forward you a few remarks upon the piece entitled,
“The Sonship of the Saviour,” which appeared in your November Vessel, by “A Little One.” And
if what he has therein said be a specimen of his Divinity, | give him credit for the title he assumes;
very modest to be sure, “A Little One.” But doth he really mean it?*®

He observes, just after he commences, “Even the advocates of this figment:” (awful, meaning the
eternal Sonship of the Son of God) “admit that if Christ as God were begotten as to his essence,”
&c. Now he must know, or he ought to know, that such advocates believe no such thing as that the
Divine essence is, or was, begotten; nor do they dare think so, much less say so. They believe that
God the Son, as a Person, subsisting in that essence, was eternally begotten of the Father; not
made or created, but begotten, and in the same nature in which he is God. And there being
nothing in the Divine nature, but what is eternal, then this generation must be eternal
generation;!’ a phrase which is no more a contradiction than a Trinity in Unity—or a Trinity of
Persons in the Godhead. And as the prophet saith (Isaiah 53:8) “Who shall declare his generation?”
And why can they not? Because it is eternal and incomprehensible. I hope this was not intentional
in A Little One’ to charge us with what we never asserted or believe.

Next, he reprimands the Gospel Standard for maintaining and defending the doctrine of the Divine
Sonship. But here | have no need to say anything, as its editor is quite capable of defending its
truth, and | have felt in my soul to bless God on his behalf for enabling him so to do.

In the next place he asks this question, “And where in all the Bible is Jesus Christ called the
eternal, or everlasting, Son of God?” We answer, nowhere.

15 This clearly shows that Mr. Banks was firmly on the side against James Wells.

16 |ike Philpot, Bidder sinks to the lowest possible slander.

17 Let the reader be aware of what Mr. Bidder has craftily done in the two sentences | have highlighted. He has
substituted the non-biblical words “eternal generation” for the biblical word “begotten”. This is of major
importance and could easily be missed by the casual reader. PLEASE SEE APPENDIX V.
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What shall we hear next? | suppose the old exclamation, “Thou art not yet fifty years old.” Had an
Arian on a Socinian so written or spoken, it would not have surprised me. But for a person
professing to hold the great truths of the gospel so to write, is to me very shocking; yea, awful; nay
it is grievous. How absurd to object as to the phraseology of a truth, if it doth not alter its sense or
mar it. | dare say that “Little One” often uses certain phrases setting forth certain truths, the exact
phraseology which he uses not being found word for word in the Bible; and yet the doctrine thus
set forth being easily provable. For instance, did he ever use the word Trinity? | dear say he hath,
and yet the word is not in the Bible: or such assertions as eternal election, eternal predestination,
eternal adoption, eternal relationship, eternal justification, &c., &c. Now though, therefore, such
phraseology is not in the Bible word for word, | bless the Lord the doctrines they express are all
in the Scriptures and may easily be proved. So, also, although you have not these words
following each other, word after word, the eternal or everlasting Son of God, I do insist upon
it, we have the truth of what they express in the Scriptures of eternal truth, set forth and proved in
the most luminous and confirming manner possible, so that he that runs may read. And | do hereby
engage to prove from the Scriptures of God the Holy Ghost, (but it may be that “Little One” will
object to the words God the Holy Ghost, because word after word as | hereby express it, is not in
the Bible. But is not his Godhead therein most luminously set forth and declared, together with his
distinct personality as a co-equal Person in the Divine essence with the Father and the Son? Oh!
when will mortals cease to cavil and carnally reason upon those sublime mysteries? But what is
man! the eternity of God the Son with his eternal Father, and co-equal eternal Spirit. And may the
Lord bless his own truth to his own chosen heritage. Amen.

One would suppose that common sense might dictate to the people that an everlasting Father
supposes and proclaims an everlasting Son; and that the one could not possibly be without the
other: and that they both co-eternally exist together without beginning or ending; for what is eternal
is devoid of commencing or cessation. And if, as is said of a type of our Lord, (Hebrews 8: 3)
“Having neither beginning of days, nor end of life, made like unto the Son of God,” how most
true, then, must this hold good as to the Son of God himself. Who can get over this? Then, is he
not eternal? Again, (Hebrews 1:2.) “Hath in these last days, spoken unto us by his Son,” that is
God the Father, “whom he hath appointed heir over all things; by whom also he made the worlds.”
But how could he have made the worlds with his Son if, as saith “A Little One,” his Sonship
consists in his complexity? for that, as yet (and for 4000 years after) had not taken place. When
men run from truth there are no bounds. Again, (verse 3) “Who being the brightness of his glory,
and the express image of his Person,” &c. Some render this, “the forth-beaming of the Father's
glory.” The idea seems to be taken from the material sun. Perhaps no other object in the whole
compass of nature could have supplied the apostle with a piece of imagery equally majestic. Light
proceeds from the sun, and yet the sun never existed without light. Christ, therefore, is at once the
only begotten of the Father, and coeternal with him. The sun’s rays, or unintermittingly efflux of
light, are of the same nature with the sun itself. And, why doth the apostle tell us, as in Philippians
2:6, “That be,” Christ, “thought it not robbery to be equal with God?”” God the Father is an eternally
Divine Person, possessed of all Divine perfections. He himself is a necessary Being. He existed
and could not but exist without beginning or end; and is what he is by nature, whose nature is
Divine. Now, how could the apostle call the Son the Father’s express image, and equal with him,
if not eternal, and possessed of every attribute Divine, as is the Father? Had Paul for one moment
considered the Son in any perfection of the Godhead inferior to the Father, he could not have so
set him forth; nay, he dared not. Again, Colossians 1:17, “And he, (the Son) is before all things,
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and by him all things consist.” How dared the apostle to have said he preceded all things, if he was
not the Son of God in his Divine Person from all eternity? As he himself declares, (Revelation
1:8,) “I am Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the ending, saith the Lord; which is, and which
was, and which is to come, the Almighty.” If almighty, then, eternal. Again, (Genesis 31:33,) “And
Abraham planted a grove in Beersheba, and called there on the name of the Lord, the everlasting
God.” (Before Abraham was | am). So also (Psalms 90:1.) “Even from everlasting to everlasting
thou art God. (Moses wrote of me). As also (Deuteronomy 33:27) “The eternal God is thy refuge”.
Compare John 17:5, “And now, O Father, glorify thou me with thine own self with the glory which
| had with thee before the world was. Must he not, then, be the eternal, the everlasting Son? As
said Habakkuk, 1:14, “Art thou not from everlasting, O Lord, my God, mine Holy One?” No less
Jeremiah 10:10, “But the Lord is the true God, he is the living God, and an everlasting King:
(margin reads, “King of eternity,”) then eternal. See also, Micah 5:2, “And thou, Bethlehem
Ephratab, though thou be little among the thousands of Judah, yet out of thee shall he come forth
unto me, that is to be ruler in Israel, whose goings forth have been from of old, from everlasting.”
Must he not, then, be the everlasting Son? “For to him give all the prophets witness.” Again,
Psalms 93:2, “Thy throne is established of old; thou art from everlasting:” (and in the Psalms
concerning me) compare with Hebrews 1:8, “But unto the Son he saith, thy throne, O God, is
forever and ever.” Will the “Little One” tell me, in the face of such an assemblage of witnesses,
that he of whom these Scriptures speak, is not the eternal and everlasting Son of the Father in truth
and love, not so by his being complex? For by his assuming human nature he became the Son of
man, who was before, and from all eternity the true, the proper, the eternal, and essential Son of
God: else why are people exhorted to Kkiss the Son (as in Psalms 2:12) a thousand years prior to
the incarnation? But, according to our “Little One,” there was no Son then to be kissed. And also,
as in Psalm 72:1, “Give the King thy judgments, O God, and thy righteousness unto the King’s
Son,” if there was no Son then existing for righteousness to be given unto? And how came
Nebuchadnezzar to remark, when looking into the furnace of fire, that he saw one there like the
Son of God? Perhaps some might reply that the ignorant monarch knew not what he said. Perhaps
not so ignorant as some might suppose: Daniel 3:28 and 29 sounds not much like ignorance; at all
events the Holy Ghost hath thought proper to record these things in his Bible, and they have their
meaning. Do reader, remark with me, Proverbs 30:4, “Who hath ascended up into heaven or
descended? who hath gathered, the winds in his fists? who hath bound the waters in a garment?
who hath established all the ends of the name, if thou canst tell?”” So then, it seems, by this Old
Testament record, centuries prior to the incarnation that the Father was the Father, and the Son the
Son then. Aye, and from everlasting, as said the Gentile church by the prophet Isaiah, (53:16,)
“Thou, O Lord, art our Father, and Redeemer; thy name is from everlasting and his name is
himself, as you read (Psalms 29:2,) ‘Give unto the Lord the glory due unto his name that is himself.
But Agur means by saying, “what is his name, or what is his Son’s name, if thou canst tell;” that
is, it is secret. Judges 13:18. No mortal, or angel either can tell, that is how the Father is the Father,
or how the Son is the Son. It is, therefore, inexplicable and incomprehensible, as declared in
Matthew 11:27, “And no man knoweth the Son, but the Father; neither knoweth any man the
Father, save the Son.” What is the mode of their existence, they themselves know only; and their
Divine relationship together, as declared through the Bible, but explained nowhere. And why? We
have no capacity for such a profound mystery, and language is too poor to express it: however, we
are informed, Proverbs 8:22, “That the Father possessed his dear Son in the beginning of his ways,
(and his ways are everlasting, Habakkuk 3:6,) before his works of old.” And that his dear Son, as
the covenant Head and Husband of his church, was set up from everlasting, and his church set up
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in him as early, (Ephesians 1:4,) and blessed in him, and himself, her blessedness, forever and
ever. It should he understood that the wise man in the above chapter (Proverbs 8.) all through
personifies his great anti-type, and that a greater than Solomon is here; though all the “Little Ones”
in the world should say to the contrary, it would not move me. (Psalms 108:1). Once more you
read in Galatians 4:4, “But when the fulness of the time was come, God sent forth his Son, (then
he must have previously possessed him, or he could not have sent him forth,), made of a woman,
made under the law,” &c.; and verse 6th, “And because ye are sons, God hath sent forth the spirit
of his Son into your hearts, crying Abba, Father.” Do, reader, remark with me, that the Spirit of
his Son is expressly called in Hebrews 9:14, “the Eternal Spirit;” must he not then be the Eternal
Son to possess an eternal Spirit? Where is the figment of a created Son now? If created, and his
man-nature was by the overshadowing power of the Holy Ghost in his virgin mother without the
intervention of a human father; if his Sonship consisted, as “Little One” saith, in his being complex,
and this a circumstance of time, how could it be said, as in Hebrews 1:2, that the Father made the
worlds by him? (The apostle does not say that Jehovah the Father made the worlds by one who in
time became his Son; but “by his Son,” who of course was then with him as his Son.) And how
could it be said that the Son is the Father’s express image, seeing God hath no material or tangible
image? If the Sonship consisted in the human nature, as “A Little One” suggests, our apostle
observes, (Galatians 1:15,) “When it pleased God, who separated me from my mother’s womb,
and called me by his grace, to reveal his Son in me, that I should preach him among the heathen,”
&c., in accordance with his mission, the first sermon he preached, was the Sonship of his almighty
Lord, as you read (Acts 11:20,) “And straightway he preached Christ in the synagogues, (that he
is Christ, more) that he is the Son of God.” And when the Master said to Peter, (Matthew 16:15,)
“But whom sayest thou that | am?” the reply was, “Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God.”
So, the Eunuch (Acts 8:37,) “I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God.” Pilate also asks this
question, (see Mark 14:61,) “Art thou the Christ, the Son of the Blessed? And Jesus said, | am.”
Said the Judge upon hearing this, “What need we further witnesses? ye have heard the blasphemy.”
What was blasphemy in Pilate’s opinion? Why that his prisoner thereby laid claim to divinity, and
thereby made himself God,; as said the carnal Jews, when the dear Lord said (see John 5:17,) “My
Father worketh hitherto, and | work;” they immediately upon his so saying sought to kill him,
because he said God was his Father, thereby making himself equal with God. And they rightly
understood him so, for that is what he did mean. (See Philippians 2:6.) And why did they crucify
him? (See John 19:7.) Because be made himself the Son of God. And how did he prove it? (See
Romans 1:3, 4.) “Concerning his Son Jesus Christ our Lord, who was made of the seed of David,
according to the flesh; but declared to be the Son of God with power, according to the spirit of
holiness, by the resurrection from the dead.” Doth this prove Divine Sonship, or does it not, “ God
was manifest in the flesh, not the Father or the Spirit,” who was it then? See 1 John 3:8. For this
purpose the Son of God was manifested. Then he must have been the Son of God before he was
manifested. Therefore, the assumption of our nature whereby he became complex, did not make
him the Son of God; for this he was before, and from everlasting too, let men or devils bawl or say
what they please to the contrary. | need go no further for proof, I presume, for the confirmation of
those who are believers in and upon the Son of God; and as for Arians and Socinians, who can
convince them but God himself? if he please so to do. I ask, therefore, of any sober-minded,
simple-hearted child of God, in the face of the scriptures adduced, if I am justified in calling my
Lord the eternal and everlasting Son of God. However, | shall continue so to do, | am certain, the
Lord being my helper, until mortality is swallowed up of life.
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I notice another saying of a “Little One,” viz., that if Christ, as a Son, were begotten, then there
was when he was not begotten. O what poor limping carnal reason is this doth the “Little One”
conceive of and measure eternity by the before and after hours of the fleeting years of time? is not
eternity one eternal now, devoid altogether of before and after, sooner or later, was and was not?
A scripture or two will soon silence such nonsensical talk as to eternity, and as it respects the
Persons in the one indivisible Jehovah. God the Father, saith James 1:17, is without variableness
or shadow of turning, and God the Father saith of his dear Son, Hebrews 1:12, “But thou art the
same, and thy years shall not fail.” No was, and was not, here. God the Son saith, Malachi 3:6,
“For I am the Lord. I change not.” God the Holy Ghost saith in Hebrews 8:8, “Jesus Christ the
same yesterday, and today, and forever.” And he is “the only begotten of the Father.” So, the word
allows of no room for was and was not; but Jehovah’s voice therein utters forth (Exodus 3:14), “I
am that |1 am, | am what | ever was, and | am what | ever shall remain.”*® “Moses,” said the Son
of God, “wrote of me.” See John 5:46.

| fear | have been too prolix; but you must allow me to reply to one more of a “Little One’s”
assertions, viz., “But we ask, also, where in all the Bible do we read that he lay in the bosom of
the Father.” This astounds me positively, how a person, who reads his Bible can for a moment
question this. Will a “Little One” show me one text to say he was ever out of it? | leave out the
word lay and proceed to answer the question. When our blessed Lord was tabernacling upon earth
in our nature, these words John heard escaped his sacred lips, (John 1:18.) “No man hath seen God
at any time. The only begotten Son which is in the bosom of the Father be hath declared him.” No
room for carnal reason here; and | hope “Little One” will admit that this is a satisfactory answer,
or, if he won’t, others will. But, more (John 3:13), “And no man hath ascended up to heaven, but
he that came down from heaven, even the Son of Man which is in heaven.” Can “Little One”
unravel this? Again, Philip said (John 14:8), “Show us the Father, and it sufficeth us.” To which
his Majesty replied, “He that hath seen me hath seen the Father,” and yet the Son was not the
Father, but his express image. Now, | remark, that if his Sonship consists in his complexity, but |
know it doth not, but in his Divine Person, irrespective of his being complex, on these words, “He
that hath seen me hath seen the Father also,” he could not use. The Father was not complex,
consequently it is only in his Divine Person he so resembles his own Father, and thereby shews
that he is his Father’s own Son. Where is the complex Son now? Not but that he was a Son when
complex, but his being complex did not make him so, rather thereby he became a Servant, who
was everlastingly a Son; but, again, verse 10, “Believest thou not that I am in the Father, and the
Father in me.” Again, “The Father that dwelleth in me, he doeth the works (verse 20); at that day
ye shall know that | am in the Father, and you in me, and | in you.”

As Kent sings,

“’Tis I in them, and thou in me,
For thus the union stands.”

18 This is a singularly false quotation from Bidder. | have no idea of who he was supposedly quoting as he gives no
reference, but this is NOT a quotation from the Bible. Exodus 3:14 reads as follows in the KJV: “And God said unto
Moses, | AM THAT | AM: and he said, Thus shalt thou say unto the children of Israel, | AM hath sent me unto you.”
It's not false in the sense that it is not true but its false to quote it as if it were an actual Bible reference. It's a
deduction from a quote from the Bible. In fact, all Bidder’s many bible references are made to fit his preconceived
notions of God’s sonship. Like Philpot he presents them all as if there were no other possible meaning whatsoever.



41

Again, John 17:21, “That they all may be one as thou Father art in me, and I in thee,” 23rd, “I in
them and thou in me.” Once more, see Isaiah 57:15, “For thus saith the high and lofty one that
inhabiteth eternity, (no was, and was not, here) whose name is holy. | dwell in the high and holy.”
| leave out the word place, as it is not in the text; now these things said Isaiah, when he saw his
glory, and spoke of Him (our Jesus,) what is meant by the “I dwell in the high and holy.” Doth any
ask “Master, where dwellest thou?” we may safely reply according to the above Scriptures, “In the
Father and the Holy Ghost, and they both dwell in him,” (see Colossians 2:10,) by a mutual inbeing
and inhabitation. Jehovah is his own dwelling place; no other house could contain him, for the
wise man informs us, 1 Kings 8:27, “that the heaven of heavens cannot contain him,” so then he
dwelleth in his adorable self, “yet condescends to behold the things that are in heaven and in the
earth,” Psalms 113:5, but the Psalmist declareth that there is none like him who dwelleth on high,
in himself, in Persons three in essence One.

Once more: In John 15:9, you read, “As the Father hath loved me, so have | loved you,” compared
with chapter 17:24. “For thou lovedst me before the foundation of the world.” As the Son then
loveth as doth the Father love, he must be one with and equal to him, for the Father’s love is from
everlasting to everlasting; so must also be the love of the Son, or it could not be said that he loveth
as doth the Father, were it not so, and himself eternal and everlasting; and Paul’s doxology is, 1
Timothy 1:17, “Now unto the King eternal, immortal, invisible &c. so speaks he of his Master,
and in Hebrews 5:9, he calls Him, “the Author of eternal salvation,” and chap. 9:12, declares that
“he hath obtained eternal redemption for us;” must he not then be the eternal and everlasting Son
of God, “for the Father sent the Son to be the Saviour of the world,” 1 John 4:14, so speak the
apostles. O! let us listen to them, and abide by their testimony, and not be carried about with every
wind of doctrine by the sleight of men and cunning craftiness, where by they lie in wait to deceive,
but be steadfast, unmovable &c., notwithstanding all the heresies afloat and all the errors which
abound.

I must not proceed further, but would suggest that if anyone thinks proper to reply to what | have
written herein, and will adduce only, “Thus saith the Lord,” it will be noticed, but if it be only
carnal reasoning and abuse, I shall neither notice or reply.

After all, | believe that where the Father hath not revealed the Son by the Spirit, to, and in the heart
of a sinner, showing him of the glories of his Person, as the Son of God most high in the glory of
the Father; they neither can or will submit to, and cordially receive the doctrine of the Divine
Sonship as testified in the Scriptures of God the Holy Ghost; but exclaim how can these things be?
John saith, 1. Epistle, 5:9, “This is the witness of God, (and it must carry everything before it,) that
he hath testified of his Son.” God the Father here saith, he is his Son, God the Son saith the same,
John 10:36, God the Holy Ghost bears witness no less, Romans 8:3. So then my simple reason for
believing that Jesus is the Son of God, is because God saith so, 1 John 5:9. Can | assign a better?
1 John 4:15, and shall continue to unite my voice with our old reformers, where they thus exclaim,

“Thou art the King of glory oh Christ!
Thou art the everlasting Son of the Father.”
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May the good Lord deliver his own dear church from all false doctrine, heresy and schism. So,
prays yours in the faith of God’s elect, W. Bidder.
London, Nov. 15, 1860.

EPISTLES TO THEOPHILUS THE SONSHIP OF THE SAVIOUR. No. IlI.
E.V. Dec. 1860, Pages 305-307

My Good Theophilus, I am now to show that the Saviour is never called the Son of God apart from
his complexity; yet men tell us that the words Begotten Son are never applied to him as man, but
are applied to him only as God. Yet so far from this being the case, (as | will show before I close
the subject), it is just the reverse, that the word begotten is never once in all the Bible applied to
him as God, abstractedly considered, but applied always to his manhood. So that where his
human nature is not, the word begotten is not; and where the word begotten is applied to
him, there his human nature is. But the eternal generation doctrine destroys the original
unity and equality of the eternal three divine persons, the same said doctrine making Jesus
Christ to be two sons of God; for in their doctrine they have a son of God purely and abstractedly
divine; and the Holy Ghost declareth that that which was born of Mary was the Son of God, not
the son of man, mind, but the son of God; and thus we get two sons; man gives us one son, God
gives us another; | will say, thanks be to God for his unspeakable gift, but the eternal generation
doctrine 1 will leave for those who like it.

But ‘thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee.” Psalm 2:7. You see | have put the words this
day in italics, because these words throw a light upon the whole sentence; what then is this day?
Men tell us that this day means eternity. But what proof do such men give that it means eternity?
Alas, none at all, but their ipse dixit. You must believe it, because these eternal generation men
say it is so; but as these men give us no proof that this day means eternity, and if the word of truth
do not explain it, then we must remain in the dark; but the word of God does explain it; and so far
from this day meaning eternity, it means the time of Christ’s resurrection and exaltation. This
is seen in Acts 4, where the rage of the people fulfilled the first part of 2nd Psalm; and where he
who in the 2nd Psalm is called the begotten son, is called in Acts 4th, the holy child Jesus. Then
again, Acts 13:33rd, ‘thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee.’'® Here the words, as in
Revelation 1:5, are applied to the resurrection of Christ. And now what becomes of men’s
assertion, that the words begotten Son never relate to his manhood, but only to his divine nature?
Are we to be wiser than God? Was it Christ’s human nature or his divine nature which rose from
the dead? Do the words holy child Jesus refer directly to his divinity, to the exclusion of his
manhood? | think not. Well, now, my good Theophilus, if we are to be led by the Holy Ghost, and
receive his testimony, and | may say his explanation, then this day means the New Testament
dispensation, when Christ was begotten from the dead; and this resurrection of Christ was the
decree to be declared; and the Saviour himself did, as you well know, in the days of his flesh,
declare this decree, over and over again. Did he not declare that he should die and rise again; and
this day is but the beginning of an everlasting day. This is the day the Lord hath made, we will be
glad and rejoice therein.” The after part of this 2d Psalm refers to the ingathering of the Gentiles,

19 See also appendix V An Examination of the Words “BEGOTTEN” and “GENERATION”.
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another proof that the day here spoken of is the New Testament dispensation. | think my good
Theophilus, that the least our opponents can do is to acknowledge, that in saying this day means
eternity, means that Christ as Son of God was begotten before all worlds, and that the words
Begotten Son are never applied to his human nature; the least, | say, they can do is, to acknowledge
that they are wrong; for to all intents and purposes they are wrong. But let us look again at this
day. Does not the Psalmist here personate the Saviour, and is he not carried in the spirit of prophecy
into the kingdom of Christ, and so uses the language prophetically, which the Saviour would and
did carry out practically; and is this at all unusual in the Scriptures? Does not the Psalmist often
and extensively personate, in the spirit of prophecy, the Saviour in his sufferings? Are not the 22nd
and 69th Psalms, interesting and instructive instances of this mode of prophecy? So then, beyond
all dispute, the this day in this 2nd Psalm, means the time of the New Testament dispensation;
and the same person who in this Psalm is called begotten Son, is in Acts the 4th, called the
holy child Jesus. Could divinity be a child? No; but human nature could be a child, and was a
child, even that holy child which was called the Son of God: and in the Acts, 13th chapter, this
same holy child Jesus is begotten from the dead.

But, my good Theophilus, while you see how eternal generationists pervert this second Psalm, do
not lose sight of another point well worthy of your attention, namely the Saviour's assurance of his
sonship; ‘the Lord hath said unto me;’ the enemy tried to get him to doubt his sonship, but the
serpent could make no impression of this kind upon this holy child Jesus, upon this invulnerable
rock. He always knew he was of God, and he always set the Lord before him. He always knew that
he was from God and went to God. | will declare the decree of my resurrection, ‘the Lord hath said
unto me, thou art my son, this day have | begotten thee,' as Acts 13. and Revelation 1st, show,
from the dead. So much, then, in this Scripture, for the old fable of an eternally generated divinity,
generation from original constitution into sonship. But as | have here shown you, how different is
the interpretation given by the Holy Ghost from the one given by the eternal generation doctrine.
Isaiah says of the Saviour, ‘he was led as a lamb to the slaughter so | suppose we shall be told next,
that he was not only relatively and virtually slain from the foundation of the world, but that he was
actually slain from the foundation of the world; and this would be quite as true, and not a whit
more preposterous, than the doctrine of eternal generation. We must, my good Theophilus, ever
distinguish between a thing done in vision, and the same thing done in fact. Joseph’s dreams
contained things done as yet only in counsel and vision; but the performance thereof in due time
is sure. ‘Then thou spakest in vision (that is in revelation and prediction), unto thine Holy One,
and saidst, | have laid help upon one that is mighty (here is his Godhead, he is the mighty God), I
have exalted one chosen out of the people, (here is his manhood); I have found David my servant,
(here is his servitude.) David means beloved, and so Jesus was God’s beloved servant (in whom
his soul delighted), as well as his beloved Son, in whom he was well pleased, and God gave not
the Spirit by measure unto him. Now you see this 19th verse of the 89th Psalm, speaks in the past
tense, yet the things were not done actually until the day of Christ. Thus, God calleth things that
are not as though they were and so, my good Theophilus, just in the sense that the covenant of
salvation is eternal, so is the sonship of the Saviour eternal. ‘His goings forth were from of old,
even from everlasting so that what he was in counsel he became in constitution; thus becoming
actually what he was before relatively, as Abraham was relatively constituted a father, before he
was actually a father; for the Apostle, in the 4th of Romans, thus argues, ‘I have made thee
(Abraham) a father of many nations.” So, we must understand the New Covenant paternity of the
most High. His name (Isaiah 63:16) is from everlasting. Here is the relation and nomination from
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everlasting; here, then we have New Covenant relationship from everlasting, but are we to trifle
with this, and call it being a Father and son officially, when at the same time that he had, in the
excellency of his counsel, constituted a saving relationship to millions of the human race. If this is
to be despised, then as the election of grace were not actually there when they were chosen, then
despise election, and despise also the doctrine of Christ’s being slain from the foundation of the
world, simply because he was not actually slain from the foundation of the world. Again, then, |
say of the 2d Psalm, that while men tell us this day means from everlasting, the Holy Ghost, in the
4th and 13th of Acts, shews us that David was carried forward in spirit to the day of Christ, the
day which Abraham saw and was glad, that in that day Christ was begotten from the dead. What,
my good Theophilus, will you do here? Will you take the unproved assertion of uninspired man,
and hold that Christ as a divine person was begotten before all worlds; will you believe this, or
take the explanation of inspired Apostles, who refer the same to Christ’s resurrection. I am sure
you will not hesitate which to choose. Thus, you must distinguish between things in their relative
position, and in their actual existence and accomplishment. “Ye are complete in him,’ for instance,
is the relative position of things to be made good actually at the resurrection, and in glorification;
you will thus see though the words eternal Son of God are nowhere found in the Bible, yet as he
is God, and as he went forth in mercy from everlasting (for the mercy of the Lord is from
everlasting), as he thus went forth, he was relatively the Son of God from everlasting, but not by
any generation of his divine nature; the word generation never once being applied to his divine
nature, but is applied merely to his genealogical descent, as shown in the first of Matthew, and
also to his people as one with him, called the generation of the upright, who shall declare his
generation, for he was cut off out of the land of the living. Well, the Holy Spirit of God declareth
by his work who his generation are; but what in the name of the world, and in the name of common
sense, yea, what in the name of the Lord, has this to do with the notion that he was a divine person
generated by the Father into Sonship: it has not a shadow of reference to anything of the kind. The
eternal generation doctrine | most solemnly believe to be from beneath and is intended by the
enemy to lower and lessen the absolute divinity and Godhead of Christ. And we are told, too, that
we must not reason upon such a deep subject. Ah, thou that sayest we should not reason upon
it, dost thou reason upon it? dost thou thyself do that which thou teachest should not be
done? Ah, yes, thou art verily guilty, for thou reasonest thus, that as the ray of the sun issues
from the sun, yet is coeval with the sun, so Jesus Christ as a divine person, thou sayest,
generates from the Father, and is yet co-existent; and then thou dost with an air of great
triumph, ask if we can tell which is first, the ray or the sun. Well, we will tell thee, that the
light was three days before the sun: light the first day, but no sun until the fourth day; so
that thy fancied sonship is three days prior to paternity. Who has heard such a thing, for a
son to be three days older than the father; and this is your eternal generation doctrine, is it?
Ah, good brother, drop thy fable, and come to Bible facts. Ah, are you now running off to the 45th
Psalm; but there you shall find no rest for the sole of the foot for eternal generation. Well, again |
say Jesus Christ is God, but never called, apart from his complexity, the Son of God. 'Unto the Son
he saith, thy throne, O God is forever and ever.” Ah, but mind, that before he is in this Psalm called
the Son of God, he is viewed as man. Verse 2nd, ‘thou art fairer than the children of men;’ he was
fairer than other men, because he had no sin, he did no sin, he was without blemish and without
spot, and the church is all fair by him: then after he is thus brought before us as man, then, and not
until then, he is called the Son of God. He is thus addressed in his complex person; and though the
divine Word was not yet actually incarnate, yet he stood in covenant relation to our nature, and
therefore addressed as though it was in fact, God again calling things that are not as though they
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were. And to confirm what | here state, he is described as living a life of love to righteousness, and
hatred to wickedness, and he has hereby brought in everlasting righteousness, and has put sin away,
and so is anointed with the oil of gladness above all his fellow kings, from David down to the last
that reigned on Judah’s throne. No king or kingdom ever brought the joy that this king and his
kingdom shall bring. Here, then, | say, the Saviour is seen in his future complexity, and so the
Christ dishonoring doctrine of eternal generation has no place in Psalm 45th.

So, believes,
A Little One.

MR. PHILPOT AND MR. J. A. JONES. E.V. Dec. 1860 Page 312

To the Editor or the Earthen Vessel,

Dear Mr. Editor, Without at all entering into the subject of controversy between Messrs. Philpot
and Jones, except to avow my utter disbelief of the generation of the Godhead of Christ; | say not
eternal generation, for it is manifest that cannot be eternal which is generated or begotten; will you
allow me space in your columns for a few brief animadversions on the unchristian spirit which
pervades gléld darkens Mr. Philpot’s notice of a ‘Letter’ addressed to him by that venerable servant
of Christ.

| am fully aware that Mr. Philpot is regarded by a minority of the ministers and people of God, as
their leading man in a certain line of things, and that he is esteemed as a minister of the Gospel by
others who do not so regard him. But if Mr. Philpot, presuming upon this, has thought, as he
appears to have done, that his own ipse dixit on any subject upon which he writes, should be
received as conclusive and final, and that he may indulge without impunity in that acerbity of
temper which seems natural to him, and which renders him so impatient of contradiction ;
or that he can treat contemptuously, and without rebuke, any who may question the
truthfulness of his statements, or the soundness of his creed, he must now see from Mr.
Jones’s reply the folly of such a presumption.

| agree with Mr. Philpot, and so would Mr. Jones himself, that ‘time and age cannot turn falsehood
into truth,” which he more than insinuates the latter to suppose. But time and age in Mr. Jones’s
case have not attempted it. The insinuation is as untrue as it is unkind; and Mr. Philpot must have
known this when he set it down. The ill-natured manner in which he refers to Mr. Joes, must be
apparent to all his readers. Indeed, throughout his reply, which evinces a great deal of angry and
wounded feeling, he employs no veil to conceal his spleen. It is to be seen as plainly towards Mr.
Jones, as it was lately seen towards Mr. Crowther, in the malignant review of his sermon preached
at Hitchin.

As if age in itself was contemptible, Mr. Philpot designates Mr. Jones, ‘the poor old man,” and in
the bitterness of his spirit charges him with ‘spending his last days in the miserable vanity of

20 The same of course if true of Bidders very harsh words again Wells. Wells reply is of a totally different, Christian,
nature.
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reprinting his erroneous creed' of employing his dying fingers for a dishonest purpose; and on the
wrapper of the current number of the Standard, he is pronounced by its amiable editor, as a man,
‘who seems to be past shame!” Oh, how ungenerous and unchristian-like is all this. Can Mr. Philpot
reflect hereon without remorse? It is to be hoped he cannot.

If nothing more certainly proves the weakness of an argument than mere confident assertion,
and the temper of an opponent than contempt and abuse, then is Mr. Philpot s argument
weak, and his temper vindictive indeed! A Constant Reader.

A Note from Mr. J. A. Jones to the Editor (W.C. Banks) E.V. Dec. 1860 pg. 324

Dear Brother, This evening | sat in my study and read through carefully and critically, your “Nature
of a Gospel Church.”* | feel obliged, yea, cannot help writing just a line or so, to thank you for it.
| consider it to be truth, vital truth; my desire is, that it may have a wide circulation. Not only that
many may read it, but deeply think while reading it, and derive spiritual profit. I am honoured with
the epithet of a “garbler” i.e., one who sifts, winnows, separates &c., &c., but I have found nothing
to “garble” in what you have now put forth. If I had, | was determined to point it out to you, but |
am most pleasingly prevented. You know me of old. | have told you my mind before now, and
will venture to do so again if needful. See Proverbs 9:8. Since 1 began this note, a thought has
struck me. You will find, in the printed paper | sent you that Thomas Craner, a celebrated man in
his day was the first pastor of our church. Now I have a treatise of his entitled “A Scripture Manual,
or a Scriptural Representation of a Gospel Church, the Business of its Officers, and Duty of its
Members,” dated 1759, (101 years old). It is indeed a choice work. There is not its equal that |
know of. And not another copy to be had in the kingdom. My dear old deacon, Mr. Beall, of
Ringstead, gave it to me 40 years ago. ’Tis rather long, but ’tis as choice as gold.

» Published in Mr. Bennett's ordination.

[ 'am yours’s &cC.
J. A. Jones.
50, Murray Street, City Road, Oct. 15, 1860.

[We hope soon to issue this. Ed.]

The End of 1860 and The Closing Up of My Sixteenth Volume (Part of W.C. Banks remarks)

While speaking of his time in Yeovil and llchester he brings up most pointedly the topic of James
Wells and the Sonship of Christ. He says:

... Before I leave this part, | would notice the strong feeling expressed by some of
the Sherborne friends respecting the “Sonship of our Saviour,” by “A Little One.”
I have a rather painful conviction that some of “A Little One’s” assertions and
conclusions are not so truthful as he considers them to be. Nevertheless as “A
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Little One” has expressed a desire to give us his mind upon this great question, we
had hoped that the Lord might make him useful in bringing the divisions to a close;
but, in the present state of things, that hope is turned to disappointment. The
Borough Gunner has levelled a heavy fire at us; and many on all hands are
threatening; but the desire that every good man should do his best to open up the
glories of Immanuel's Person has induced us to allow the controversy still to
proceed; if we find that instead of those glories being more and more discovered,
they are mystified and be-clouded by angry spirits and by vain speculations, we
shall close our pages against it.

Let no man think, however, we are to be frightened by spasmodic effusions of
anti-Christian feeling. The Eternity of the Saviour’s Sonship, the Eternity of His
distinct, yet undivided Personality in the Godhead is a heavenly mystery too deeply
and too powerfully received by faith into our soul, ever to be moved; albeit, we
have a charitable desire that every good man who is moved to speak his mind, shall
do so; and to our readers we say, be patient, read, and examine for yourselves.
Receive the good, and cast the bad away; and if you are thoroughly persuaded that
The Earthen VESSEL brings you nothing but “the bad”, then cast it away; while
our hope and prayer shall be that richer treasure than ever shall be found therein...

Sadly, it appears that Banks and many others are encased in tradition and closed to any further
enlightenment the Holy Spirit could give them. Truly it is not just a denial of what Wells teaches.
It’s being closed to what many throughout the history of the church believe. Indeed, at heart, it is
not even what any person teaches: it’s a question of what can be truly shown from Scripture. We
must at all costs and all times adhere as close as possible to the truth as it is revealed in the Bible.
| do not support Robert Hawker because he is Robert Hawker. | do not support James Wells
because he is James Wells. As Hawker and Wells disagree strongly on this subject either both are
wrong or one is right and the other wrong. Scripture itself, enlightened by the Holy Spirit, must be
our guide to decide where the truth lies.

The Old Year and the New Year Remarks by C.W. Banks (some of his remarks??)
E.V. 1861 pages 7-10

Editor’s Note: Please note | believe C.W. Banks truly and sincerely believed in God; that he was
saved and that he tried his best in the face of great opposition. This being said, Charles Walter
Banks had a profound impact on how this controversy unfolded in the pages of the Earthen Vessel.
Some today, | believe, seek to understand what happened by how he viewed it. This is a grave
mistake as he was, as he admits, not fully competent and also biased as a judge. His incompetency
is clearly demonstrated by his editorial remarks at the beginning of the 1861 issue of the Earthen

21| start quoting Banks on page 7 and follow through to the end. His remarks start on page 5 so the first part with
is not relevant to this controversy is excluded.
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Vessel (Vol 17, No. 189). As | quote below, he actually used that arch-enemy of the truth John
William Fletcher (Fletcher of Madeley) as a shining example of truth in action! He seems to feel
sorry for Fletcher because of what he suffered from his opposition to Predestination. Banks was a
middle of the road man, always seeking for peace at the cost of the truth. The fact that he favored
those opposed to Jones and Well etc. is crystal clear and has been shown above as well as here. |
am picking up his comments where he changes the subject to remark on this controversy. Richard
Schadle

The past year has been one most remarkable for controversies on deep and solemn subjects. Divine
Sovereignty, and the Eternal Sonship of the Saviour, have been questions for serious agitation and
no small measure of unhappy feeling has been drawn forth on all sides. The farther it advances the
more deeply we regret its existence. Still, if Truth is hereby tested, and more fully discovered,
some good in some quarters will result there from, “Fair weather,” it is said, “cometh out of the
North. The North wind is the source, or cause, of serenity.” So, we hope, when these contrary
winds have well cleared our murky atmosphere, we shall have a quietness and a settledness in
truth, that shall be for the church’s best interest. Controversy is not our element, especially when
it giveth rise to unkind, unbrotherly, and unhappy feelings. A bitter-spirited controversy we cannot
be pleased with; but upon difficult questions, when the minds of good men become divided and
exercised touching any question which stands connected with the glories of God’s eternal and well
beloved Son, or connected with the peace and prosperity of Zion, then | feel bound to open up a
free channel for each, and for all to express their thoughts upon the question at issue. In order to
affect this, and to make room for numerous correspondents, | have issued, in this year 1860, no
less than five supplementary numbers, and that too at no small loss.

Referring to controversy, it brings to mind that good man, Mr. Fletcher, the vicar of Madeley. He
once wrote these words,

“Me thinks I dream, when | reflect | have written on controversy! the last subject I thought I should,
have meddled with.”

His biographer commenting on this, says,

The wonder thus expressed by Fletcher himself regarding the character of his
literary efforts must be shared by all who think of the sweetness of his natural
temper, and the elevation and intensity of his personal piety. But he was led into
the slough in a very simple way. About the year 1769 the Countess of Huntingdon
conceived the idea of founding a college on a new principle. Denominationalism
was to be ignored, no one system of theology was to be preferred before another,
good young men were to be admitted from any of the Churches to receive the
benefits of a free education, and when the term of instruction was ended the students
were to be left at perfect liberty to enter into the ministry, either of the Church of
England, or of any of the dissenting bodies to which they might have a liking. A
scheme like this, impracticable though it of course turned out to be, was just one to
strike the fancy, and attract the interest of such a man as the Vicar of Madeley: and
when the lady founder offered him the presidentship of the institution he accepted
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it very readily. The college was planted at Trevecca in Wales, a spot which was
within visiting distance of his own parish in Shropshire; and while still assiduous
as ever in his own special pastoral work, he found time to ride over to his other
charge with considerable frequency. These visitations of his do not seem to have
been of very great value in an educational or academical point of view; but
religiously they were, as one might have expected, exceedingly precious and
profitable. “As many of you as are a thirst for the fullness of the Spirit,” would this
college president say to his students, “follow me to my room.” He was followed
accordingly, and hours were spent in wrestling supplication. “Languages, arts,
sciences, grammar, rhetoric, logic, even divinity itself as it is called, were all laid
aside when he appeared. His fall heart would not suffer him to be silent. He must
speak, and they were readier to hearken to this servant and minister of Jesus Christ,
than to attend to Sallust, Virgil, or any Latin or Greek historian, poet, or philosopher
they had been engaged in reading. And they seldom hearkened long before they
were all in tears, and every heart caught fire from the name that burned in his soul.

Very delightful as this state of things must have been??, yet between the headmaster of the college
and the countess, dissensions arose about the doctrine of Divine and Eternal Predestination. This
led poor Fletcher into a fire, and in that fire of controversy he was held fast nearly all his days.
Like him, we have been over and over again drawn into controversy, always hoping and
determining that this should be the last. But until that haughty and cruel spirit, manifested in some
quarters, and that dry dogmatical mind which has been exercised in others, until a more Christian
bearing is displayed, and a charity that vaunteth not itself is the clothing of our churches and of
their ministers, we fear that a clear sky, and smooth waters will not be our happy portion. Still we
love, and must ever pray for, pure and holy peace, even that peace which flows from the cross on
which our Saviour hung; from that mercy-seat on which our Great High Priest doth sit. With all
the power our God shall give us, will we still labour for the advancement of all essential truth.

It has been widely said, we should reserve our expressed testimony on the Sonship, until “A
Little One” had given his, and then we should go with him. We esteem “A Little One" as a man
of God, mighty in the word and work of God. We esteem him, too, for that originality, usefulness,
and steadfastness in the truth, in which the Lord has so long and so highly honored him; but we
have never bowed to him as our oracle; nor been led by him as our guide. He is too much the
gentleman, the Christian, the friend, ever to attempt or desire to use any such influence. Where |
guilty of such cringing, | ought to be driven from my post at once. Long before | knew “A Little
One's” mind or thoughts on this great subject, | wrote the following sentences in a small notebook.
I was reflecting on those mighty and merciful words of Peter, “Who his own self bare our sins in
his own body on the tree.” I simply said, in these words are three branches for meditation,

l. The Person of Christ, his own self.”

. The Sufferings and Sacrifice of Christ.

22 How could Banks say this when the truth was being thrown out the window?
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1. The Blessings flowing from him to them who do aright believe in Him: they become dead
to sin: live unto righteousness; by His stripes they are healed.

Coming to the first branch, The Person of Christ, (a theme ever dear to my heart) | wrote a few
hasty lines, and although not designed for public criticism, yet to show my simple mind upon a
mystery so awfully grand, I give here a small section of what then flowed from my inmost soul.

I. The Person of Christ. There is no greater mystery in heaven, nor in hell, nor in
the church, nor in the hearts of God’s people, nor to the world, than is the Glorious
Person of Christ! | have thought it is this mystery, or rather the attempt to open this
mystery; | had better say, it has been, | think, the puny efforts of men to do away
with the mystery, it has been this aiming to explain what only God can explain, it
has been this attempt to comprehend what mortal and finite men cannot
comprehend which has split the Professing Church into so many divisions. Some
will have Him to be man, not God and Man: some will have Him to be God and
Man, but not specially a Covenant Head, but a universal and an unlimited Saviour.
Many other things men have spoken of Him, and so divisions have sprung up. He
is called a stumbling-stone, and a Rock of offence. What a solemn detail of things
that Isaiah 8 contains! There is a proclamation of Christ, “He shall be for a
sanctuary; but for a stone of stumbling, and for a Rock of offence: for a gin and for
a snare: and many among them shall stumble, and fall, and be broken, and be
snared, and be taken.” The true disciples of Christ do not stumble at this scumbling-
stone; they look to Him; they believe in Him; they fly to Him; they love Him, and
find a shelter there, but others will find some occasion of stumbling at, or about the
Son of God. This is dangerous caviling about Him is presumptuous: curious
criticizing, and trying to peep into this Glorious mystery, is perilous. In proof, see
what the Lord tells the Prophet to do; he says, “Bind up the testimony; seal the law
among my disciples.” This is a direction to take special care of this testimony
concerning Christ, “He shall be for a Sanctuary”, a Hiding Place; a Holy Place; a
Worshipping Place; a Salvation Place: “He shall be for a Sanctuary.” Take care of
this; hold this fast, and so shall it be well; for this is all the safety, all the comfort,
all the peace, all the happiness the people of God can have. Jesus Christ for them a
sanctuary, and here they hide, here they seek, here they find the Lord; therefore, the
Lord again says, “Seal the law among my disciples.” The law is the Decree of
Heaven, to save all who believe in Jesus Christ; this shall be scaled home, made
secure unto all who really and truly follow Him.

That some men stumble at the Person and work of Christ is no wonder. But now let
us consider the Person of Christ, first, as declared to be a Great Mystery; secondly,
as shadowed forth by types and figures; thirdly, as Proclaimed from Heaven by God
Himself; fourthly, as Preached in the Gospel: fifthly, as Revealed in the souls of
God’s Quickened Elect; sixthly, as Opposed by all anti-Christian Powers; and
lastly, as Shining forth now in Heaven the Present, the Future, the Everlasting
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Friend of the Spouse, the Church; yea, of all who were given to Him, and are, by
grace, brought unto Him by faith, and hope, and prayer, and by triumphant grace.
“Who his Own Self.”

My apace will not allow me to give this SEVENFOLD VIEW OF THE PERSON OF CHRIST in
this January number, but I will try and pray God to help me to give it month after month until |
have come to the end of my poor testimony on a matter so beautiful and blessed to my little soul.?®

Before | leave this, | shall notice a letter I received from father Jones, a part of which reads as
follows:

The steps you are taking in the Vessel relative to the Eternal Generation
(FIGMENT) controversy will do you no good; and so, you will find out when too
late. | have received several letters from ministers on the subject of your versatility.
One of them whom you well know, writes me, ‘One of the most charitable
constructions I can put on Mr. Banks’s movements and sayings, is, he really does
not understand the controversy. He is first led by one and then by another. The
question is still to him like ‘Truth in a well.” He peeps, and looks, and squints, and
blinks, and hardly knows what it is all about.” He adds much more which I forbear
to write.

The first sentence rather surprised me, because the first step | took was, as kindly as possible, to
notice Mr. J. A. Jones’s letter to the Editor of The Gospel Standard; and I did so because the spirit
evinced by the latter was not good; but, even in that first step, | found exceptions to Mr. J. A.
Jones’s letter. There were sentences and sentiments in it which I did not approve; but not wishing
to fight, yea, knowing myself inadequate to cope with such a tough and determined Welshman, |
introduced his letter to the notice of the churches in as friendly a manner as | could; believing this
aged sire in Zion ought to be heard. Mr. Crowther’s sermon also I noticed most favourably,
because, while there were some conclusions in it which I never could reach, still, there was nothing
in it fatally delusive or injurious; but there was in it a good amount of Gospel truth, of sterling
talent, of zeal for Christ’s honour, and of love to the whole family of God; and | was anxious (as
the Standard leaders had acted, in the Hitchin case, so harshly) Mr. Crowther should be fairly and
fully heard. Furthermore, I inserted Mr. J. A Jones’s letters because, as he said, there was no other
channel through which he could get so extensively to speak to the Churches. He knows he
demanded of me this service; | know | acceded to that demand very reluctantly; because contention
anywhere, and everywhere, | perfectly abhor, except where | meet with a deadly error; a Christ-
dishonoring doctrine, a Gospel-beclouding system; and, then, against all such delusions | would
contend until I die: but | believe the only legitimate, the only efficient, mode of excluding error, is
a scriptural and experimental development of the truth. | have told Mr. J. A. Jones personally, and
plainly, I am what some would call, “an old Huntingtonian;” and an ardent lover of such men as
Bunyan, Flavel, Bolton, Bridge, and others, who have skill and sympathy enough to deal with a
broken, bleeding, yet bound-up heart. Men who are simply and only hard and heavy contenders

23| feel that | have given enough of Banks’ theology on this subject. For those who seek more information please
refer to the E.V.
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for points, doctrinally and practically, ought to be highly esteemed by the church; but I have been
so awfully bruised and beaten by sin and Satan on the one hand; and so indulged and favoured by
my most precious and inexpressibly glorious Lord Jesus on the other, that hard men, harsh minds,
haughty spirits, and mere defenders of doctrine, are no companions of mine. I love the doctrines
of grace: there are tens of thousands in this country, and across the seas too, that know this right
well; and although my talent for writing or preaching is a very tiny one, still, I have laboured with
all my might, to make the best use of it | could:, having had much forgiven, | have felt an
overflowing of love to all who favour God’s righteous cause; and have only been too glad to serve
them to the very utmost of my power; and although | have hung about my neck responsibilities
which perpetually drag me down to the dust, and keep me in temporal bonds; although priest and
Levite have not only passed me by in contempt, but have cursed me as Shemei did David; although
a herd of wretched men called ministers (?) (heaven forgive them) have fawned at my feet for help,
and then fell foul of me behind my back; although wind and tide have been against me; and
although I am as dependent upon the kind providence of God for daily help as ever | was; yet |
desire to bless his holy name that he has given me such means for making known his glorious
gospel; so that | am sending hundreds of thousands of epistles throughout the world to testify of
his most holy name. | say then to Mr. J. A. Jones, Your threat of “finding it out when too late”
alarms me not in the least. My life is one of perpetual toil and labour. If the good Lord, who gave
me this labour, say, “Give an account of thy stewardship; for thou mayest no longer be steward;”
then to have grace to feel and say, “The Lord gave, and the Lord hath taken away: blessed be the
name of the Lord,” will be a crowning mercy indeed. If the sentence, “the steps you are taking,”
&c., refers to the insertion of Letters by “A Little One,” and Mr. Bidder’s epistle, I am prepared to
give an explanation. First, as regards the “Letter’s to Theophilus,” on “the Sonship of the Saviour,”
they have certainly earned some startling and strange ideas; but “A Little One” holds most firmly
the eternal Godhead, the co-equal and co-eternal dignities of Him who is called “Wonderful,
Counsellor, the Mighty God, the Everlasting Father, the Prince of Peace.” “A Little One” loves
our Immanuel, our Jesus, our best beloved Lord; but then he is always determined to be singular;
he will think for himself; and he will have his own way of enunciating his views; and for me to
shut my pages against every good and great man, because he uses not my eyes, adopts not my
phraseology, walks not exactly according to my line in things not essential, would be vain conceit
indeed: albeit, I did feel bound to add my testimony to Mr. Bidder’s on this great question; and
although we are both condemned by many, it shakes not my mind one atom, I still believe in the
eternity and in the Divine Personality of Him who said to John, speaking of Himself, “These things
saith the Amen; the faithful and true Witness; THE BEGINNING OF THE CREATION OF
GOD.” Upon this scripture I purpose to give a paper, if permitted.

But Mr. Jones says, his brother minister writes, “One of the most charitable constructions I can put
upon Mr. Banks’s movements and sayings is, he really does not understand the controversy. He is
first led by one, and then by another. The question is still to him like truth in a well. He peeps, and
looks, and squints, and blinks; and hardly knows what it is all about.” Then Mr. Jones, says the
minister, “adds much more which | forbear to write.”
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I do not know who this minister is, but no doubt he is a very clever man; a very excellent brother,
and a minister of mighty powers. During the last twenty years the most flagrant specimen of man’s
fallen nature | have witnessed is, self-conceit, the important I!

But to the point. Mr. Banks “really does not understand the controversy.” | understand there is a
contention among good men about words: these good men are divided into three classes: some say
Jesus Christ was not the Son of God in His Divine nature; others say He was: but, mark this one
thing, all cavaliers, all critics, all writers, all disputers, come to one conclusion, that there is a
mystery in the mode of the existence of the Glorious Person that no finite mind can comprehend.
I have always believed that Jesus Christ was the Son of God, coequal and co-eternal with the
Father, that before all ages, before all worlds, before all things in heaven; or earth, or hell, He “was
set up” as he himself declares; but how I venture not to define. I desire with honesty of heart, with
singleness of eye, and with an unwavering faith, to “acknowledge the mystery of God, and of the
Father, and of Christ.” Very much that has been written and said by men of late has been to C. W.
Banks “like truth in a well” indeed; and when very big men have been bouncing and brawling,
with what Dr. Gill calls the gift of tongues where men are noisy, but not always spiritual, when |
have listened to some great divines, perhaps I have tried to “peep” into their meaning, and tried in
vain: when they have been “holding on” longer than | could bear, it may be | “blinked” a little;
and who can read, or who can hear, many of our great men, and not “blink” a little?, I am sure |
cannot. But as regards “squinting,” | say nothing. When men hear another or read another with
prejudice or suspicion; no doubt, but these things weaken and injure their organs of vision to a
great extent! To conclude, my prayer to God. is two-fold, first, to be so found in Christ; as that
when He comes to receive his ransomed, | may among them stand. Secondly, that while my few
remaining days are running out, I may live in my humble measure as Pau! did, and truly say, “For
me to live is Christ, and to die is gain.”

Where, then, are we? What are our prospects? As a denomination, as a distinct branch of the visible
church, we have (at the commencement of another year,) much to be thankful for. Our ministers
have been spared to us, and our churches hold on their way. We have called over our list of
Metropolitan Ministers, who are firm and faithful men, and we believe death has only deprived us
of one during the whole of 1860. We commence 1861 with nearly the same staff of London
ministers of truth as we commenced 1860. There stand, each in their appointed, place, the brethren
Anderson, Attwood, Ball, Bird, Bloomfield, Bowles, Bracher, Butterfield, Gaunt, Chamberlain,
Chivers, Clark, Cracknell, Diekerson, Flack, Flory, John Foreman, Glaskin, Samuel Green, F.
Green, Gunner, Gwinnell, Hall, Hanks, (poor dear Haslop is gone home, but Myerson is raised up
in his stead;) Hazleton, J. A. Jones, Milner, Moyle, Munns, Nunn, W. Palmer, Parker, Pells,
Ponsford, Rowland, Stringer, (only moved a little further off,) Thurston, J. Webb, Wigmore,
Williamson, Whitteridge, Wyard; and last, though not always the least, James Wells. All at present,
| believe, alive, and in good working order. For this the Lord be praised. | cannot enter upon a
review of the state of our Churches this month. Praying that 1861 may be a year of gospel peace
and of spiritual prosperity, I subscribe myself again the Churches willing servant,

Charles Waters Barks.
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EPISTLES TO THEOPHILUS. THE SONSHIP OF THE SAVIOUR. No. IV E.V.
Jan. 1861 page 19-21

My Good Theophilus. We now proceed with our argument, namely, that the Saviour is nowhere
in all the Bible called the Son of God apart from his complexity. I must just: remind you of an
oversight in my last upon the 45th Psalm. | have spoken as though he was in this 45th Psalm called
the Son of God, whereas the words there are, “Thy throne, O God, is forever and ever.” But we
see in Hebrews the 1st that the person (complex as | have shewn) there addressed is the Son of
God, so that this oversight of mine makes neither for nor against our argument. The question which
| put, in my second letter to you, was not, “where do we read in all the Bible that Christ is in the
bosom of the Father?”” But “where in all the Bible do we read that Christ lay in the bosom of the
Father?” But that scripture will in due time come under our notice. Now before | attend to the 8th
of Proverbs, | will attend to the 30th of Proverbs, and to Isaiah 9th; and we must go on carefully
and soberly, and not be moved by angry men, imputing deceitful motives to us, nor by their being
shocked at our calling their notions a fable; nor be moved because we do not feel at liberty to
receive their explanation of the modus existi of the Eternal Three. You, my good Theophilus,
believe that there are Three Co-equal Persons in the Godhead: Father, Word, and Holy Ghost, and
that these Three are One. We stand second to none in our decision for the truth of a Trinity in
Unity, and Unity in Trinity; nor do we cavil about mere words: we should not have the slightest
objection whatever to the words eternal generation, if the doctrine those words convey were
found in the Bible, though the words eternal generation were not in the Bible; for we could
neither pray, nor preach, nor write, nor converse with any freedom it we were always
confined to the precise words of the Holy Scriptures. But we hold that everyone has, in these
solemn matters, a right to judge for himself; and no man ought to receive any doctrine only
as he can receive it honestly, and from conviction, and so let everyone be fully persuaded in
his own mind; every one ought to speak freely and fearlessly, but no one has a right, without
clear reasons for so doing, to impute deceptive motives to his opponent. With these views and
feelings I proceed as conscientiously and as much in the sight of God, as any one of my opponents
themselves can do. Nor would | be too severe upon them for some ebullition of passion and
prejudice, seeing | myself am compassed with infirmity, but it is nevertheless good to remember
that the “wrath of man worketh not the righteous-of God.”

| will, then, my good Theophilus, show my opinion of the words of Agur in the 30th of Proverbs,
simply because it seems to be a favourite scripture with our eternal generation friends. “What is
his name, or what is his son’s name, if thou canst tell?”” They use these words generally with such
a smiling countenance, or else with such forbidding frown that you would think their victory over
you was complete. Ah, say they, “What is his name, or what is his son’s name, if thou can’st tell”
his generation? Who can tell? Ah, yes, it is eternal generation, ah, say they, it is a mystery far too
deep for human reason. Well, in their conclusion | agree, for (eternal generation) is indeed too
deep for human reason, and what is more, it is a mystery too deep for the Bible itself, and so the
Bible very wisely avoids it, and not only does not attempt to explain it, but does not even mention
it. And I think it would be a good thing for eternal generationists if they were to do as the Bible
does, that is have nothing to do with it, and so be content with what the Bible does contain, and
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own the great truth declared, that Immanuel is God with us; and that that Holy Thing born in
Bethlehem was, and is, the Son of God.

But now, my good Theophilus, to the words of Agur. And what will you say when | tell you that
the words of Agur (which they quote) have no direct reference whatever to God, or to Christ? |
know what you will say, it will be this, that their partially to their favourite doctrine of eternal
generation hath led them astray, and so they darken counsel with words without knowledge. 1 will,
to make matters clear, just transcribe the words of Agur from the 2nd down to the 6th verse. “Surely
| am more brutish than any man, and have not the understanding of a man. | neither learned
wisdom, nor have the knowledge of the holy. Who hath ascended up into heaven, or descended?
who hath gathered the wind in his fists? who hath bound the waters in a garment? who hath
established the ends of the earth? What is his name, or what is his son’s name, if thou canst tell?
Every word of God is pure; he is a shield unto them that put their trust in him. Add thou not unto
his words lest he reprove thee, and thou be found a liar.”

Now, my good Theophilus, note here, first, that Agur describeth what he himself is; he is more
brutish, &c. The description he gives of himself is just what everyone who is taught of God sees
and feels himself to be. Now Agur, after thus confessing what he himself was, he then takes a
survey of men at large, and asks who among them all hath done the things he here describes; thus
implying that all men like himself were helpless in matters of that wisdom and holiness of which
he speaks in the second verse; and so, like the questions put by the Lord himself to Job, they could
be answered only in the negative. Now if any man hath done these things described here in this
30th of Proverbs by Agur, if any man have done these things, then Agur would like to know who
he is; and if he could not know who the man himself was who had done these things, then, as a
kind of clue to the same, he would like to know who the son is of such a man; but such man could
not be found among men. No son could boast of such a father; thus, would Agur cease from man,
and put his trust in the Lord. And so, he goes on to say, “every word of God is pure. He is a shield
unto them that put their trust in him.” | have given the pronoun nominative in small capitals; to
mark more emphatically the contrast here intended between men and God; men cannot help us,
but God can and doth help and defend all them that put their trust in him. Would you, my good
Theophilus, suppose such a thing, that nearly all the eternal generationists bring this scripture into
their service, and they make it work hard too, for they nearly all of them employ it. But was it
intended by the Holy Spirit for such service? I trow?* not. Now just look at it and see if it be at all
suited for such services. “What is his name, or what is his son’s name?”” Now here are two persons
mentioned, father and son. Now then, surely, even eternal generationists will not contend that God
the Father ascended and descended. Well then, if it were not the Father it must be the Son who did
ascend and descend. What, then, is his name? Well, his name is Immanuel, God with us, and “what
is his son's name/” Ah, we confess we cannot tell, because this makes Immanuel to have some
special or particular son, in distinction from all his brethren. Well then, as God the Father did not
ascend or descend, it must, | say, be the Saviour. But then Agur wants to know what his (the
Saviour’s) son’s name is. How then can this scripture refer to the mystery of the Saviour’s name;
without holding the blasphemous notion, that Christ himself has some special son of his own?

24 1n other words, “I think not”
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Now, my good Theophilus, take this view, and then you will clearly understand it, namely, that
Agur just describes what he himself was in his own eyes; secondly, that he describes by implication
what all men are, as not one can be found to do the things he describes; thirdly, he flies to God for
refuge; fourthly, he gives a word of solemn admonition to handle the word of God carefully, lest
we have our portion with liars; and fifthly, he presents that prayer which all Christians admire, but
one part of which perhaps hardly any, if they could help it, would practice. We mean the part which
saith nor riches; yet riches have done Christians more harm than poverty ever did. Lazarus, with
all his wants and woes, was better off than Solomon, with all his riches. No doubt the poverty and
affliction of Lazarus were very trying, but Solomon’s riches were the means of piercing him
through with sorrows which Lazarus never felt.

But my good Theophilus, let us suppose only one person spoken of in this 30th of Proverbs, even
then what refuge would it be for the eternal generationists? Why none at all, because in answer to
his assertion that he who here ascended and descended has an inexplicable name, the answer, |
say, to this assertion is, who and what was it ascended and descended? Was it not Christ who
ascended, but who first descended into the lower parts of the earth? (Ephesians 4:9.) who shall
descend into the deep? that is to bring up Christ again from the dead. Is, then, this descending and
ascending person God, and God only? Is this person a Son abstractedly Divine? What! his eternal
Divinity brought up again from the dead? Talk of fallen reason; I think it must be fallen reason
with a vengeance to receive such a doctrine as this; and yet this is the doctrine contained in the
view the eternal generationists takes of these words of Agur. For it is beyond all dispute that it was
Christ that descended by death, and that ascended by resurrection and exaltation to God’s right
hand; and yet eternal generationists want to persuade us that he who descended and ascended was
purely and abstractedly Divine; that he was not a complex person. As well, just as well, may they
try to persuade us that he was mere man when he descended and ascended; as well, | say, may they
try to persuade us that he was God abstractedly. We know he was God and man when he died, and
God and man when he rose; and as Mr. Cozens has well observed in his unanswerable work upon
the Sonship of the Saviour, “the human nature of Christ never was an abstract, it never existed
apart from his Godhead.” Nor do | dare to use the repulsive vulgarisms that some eternal
generationists have brought upon this holy ground.

Thus, then, Theophilus, though you are but a young disciple, yet | think you will clearly see what
is the general drift and meaning of the words of Agur; and that you can hardly imagine anything
more absurd than bringing such a scripture to favour that to which it bears no reference; and if it
did bear direct reference to the Saviour, even then, as | have shewn, it could say nothing in favour
of eternal generation, seeing that he that descended and ascended was the same that died and rose
again. But their perversion of this scripture is like many more perversions which eternal
generationism necessitate. For instance, one says, “common sense tells us that an everlasting
Father implies an everlasting Son.” Now Christ is declared (Isaiah 9th) to be an everlasting Father,
ergo, he has according to this reasoning an everlasting Son somewhere. “Behold a troop cometh.”
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Where shall we get to next? especially if led by the eternal generationism, which is certainly a
dangerous doctrine.?,?® So believes,

A Little One.

“ALITTLE ONE” EXAMINED. E.V. Jan. 1861 Pages 21-23

Dear Sir, In the “Vessel” for November there is a letter to Theophilus, signed “A Little One,” on
the Sonship of Christ; but the subject which he attempts to handle is above the capacity of “A Little
One.” “A Little One” makes many assertions, but demonstrates none by the word of God, as
applied to the second Person in the Trinity. | would ask, where do we find the phrases Trinity in a
Unity; or, Unity in a Trinity, or, where do we find the word satisfaction in the doctrine of expiation

25 A. The Prologue (30:2—-6) Agur begins with a humble confession. He is incapable of understanding the mind of a
human being, so how much less would he presume to comprehend the mind of God. All of his study of wisdom has
made him feel that he lacked wisdom. If he could not profess to be an expert in wisdom, how much less could he
pretend to be an expert on the knowledge of God? The more he learned about God, the less he really knew God.
For Agur God was the “Holy One.” The basic idea in the concept of holiness is “separateness.” Morally God
transcends man to such a degree that no mortal can fully understand him (30:2-3).

Agur raises a series of five questions which point to the impossibility of any person having perfect knowledge of
God (cf. Job 38). First, “Who has ascended up into heaven and descended?” To fully understand God one would
have to ascend into heaven. No person had done this. None had descended from heaven at this time save God
himself (Gen 11:7; Exod 19:18).

Second, “Who has gathered the wind in his fists?” Obviously man cannot gather up the invisible wind so as to
restrain it or to release it at his pleasure. That is an act of God (Amos 4:13; Ps 135:7). Third, “Who has bound the
waters in his garment?” This question is clarified by Job 26:8, “He [God] binds up the waters in his thick clouds.”
God stores up waters to provide the rain without which existence on earth is impossible. Obviously man cannot do
this. Fourth, “Who has established all the ends of the earth?” The reference is to the fixing of the boundaries of the
earth as the habitation of the human race, across which the ocean does not trespass. Obviously man had nothing
to do with this. The answer to the first four questions is the same: Almighty God!

Fifth, “What is his name, and what is his son’s name, if you know?” If someone asserts that any person possesses
these qualifications, then he should name that person. Obviously the question is sarcastic. If such a person
existed at any time in the past, then what is the name of his son or descendant? (30:4).

Philosophy cannot lead to the creator. Ultimately, man must be satisfied with that which God has revealed to man
in his word. Every word of God is “tried,” i.e., tested and proved to be true. This sentence uses two words which
are found nowhere else in Proverbs: “word” ('imrah) and “God” (‘eloah). The reference is to the declarations of
God in the inspired record, the Torah. Those who take refuge in the God of the Bible find him to be a shield against
assaults by the unbelieving. Thus the second half of the verse indicates a second way in which the knowledge of
God is obtained, viz., through the experiences of those who trust in the Lord (30:5).

Beyond that word, man dare not tread with speculation about the heavenly mysteries which baffle human
comprehension. “Do not add unto his words.” No attempt should be made to supplement the divine revelation
with one’s own ideas (cf. Deut 4:2). God’s will, as announced in revelation, is to be simply accepted and acted
upon, not watered down, not over strained. The one who is guilty of this faces “rebuke” in the form of some
misfortune which would reveal the divine displeasure. Events would prove the pretender to be a “liar,” i.e., the
falsity of his unfounded opinion would be made obvious (30:6). Smith, J. E. (1996). The wisdom literature and
Psalms (pp. 672—673). College Press Pub. Co.

26 The above commentary backs up what James Wells is teaching. There are, however, many commentators,
especially older ones who take it in the eternal sonship way.
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of sin, and atonement made for it? or where do we find the phrase in scripture, a Triune Jehovah
in one essence? Yet each of those phrases has been made use of by sound divines in all ages. Words
and phrases, though not literally expressed in scripture, yet if what is meant by them is to be found
there, may be lawfully made use of.

| will endeavour first to prove that Christ was the Son of God before his incarnation, yea, before
the creation of the world, and consequently before time, and consequently from all eternity.
Secondly, that Christ is the Son of God by eternal generation.

1st. Christ existed as the Son of God before his incarnation.

1st. John the Baptist speaking of Christ as the Son of God, says, John 1:15, 18: (compare with
verse 30 and 34.) “This was he of whom | spoke. He that cometh after me is preferred before me.”
In this verse John the Baptist speaks of Christ in his two-fold nature, as man he was after John, as
God he was before him, see verse 18. “No man hath seen God at any time, the only begotten Son,
which is in the bosom of the Father, he had declared him. There again John emphatically declares
that he who was in the person of the Father, was his only begotten Son, and this only begotten Son
was there from all eternity. Hence Christ said, “I came forth from the Father,” i.e. from the bosom
of his Father, “and am come into the world” as the Son of God to be made manifest to the world.
“Again, | leave the world and go the Father,” verse 30 and 34.

John the Baptist then differs from the “Little One.” The former says the son of God was made
manifest in the flesh; not made the Son of God by assuming our nature.

2nd. Christ as the Son of God was before Moses. Hebrews 3:5, 6; “Moses verily was faithful in all
his house as a servant, for a testimony of those things which were to be spoken after. But Christ as
a Son over his own house, which is the church, (compare with Numbers 7:7.) “My servant Moses
is not so, who is faithful in all mine house.” The Son of God is speaking here of Moses his faithful
servant, which the holy apostle explains in the above cited passages: that Christ as the son of God
was over the church at the same time that Moses was a servant of it.

3rd. Christ as the son of God existed before the creation of the world. This I prove from Hebrews
1:1, 2, 3; compared with John. John declares that all things were made by the Word, and without
him was not anything made that was made. The “Little One" says, that it was not the Son of God;
but the apostle Paul positively declares that it was the Son of God. Let us hear what the apostle
says, “God hath in these last days spoken unto us by his Son, whom he hath made heir of all things,
by whom,” i.e. by his Son, “also he made the worlds.” Which is the same with the Word spoken
of by John. God the Father created the world by his Son; not as an instrument but as the efficient
cause, who is co-equal with his Father. “I and my Father are one.”

4th. The existence of the Son of God before the creation of the world. | prove it from John 5:17
and 19. “My Father worketh hitherto, and | work;” or in like manner i.e., hitherto my Father hath
wrought from the creation, and I in like manner do the same. “Then Jesus answered and said unto
them, verily | say unto you, the Son can do nothing of himself, but what he seeth the Father do.
For what things soever he doeth, these also doeth the Son likewise.” As if Christ should say, “My
Father works, and |1 who am his Son.”
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5th. Melchisedec was a type of the eternal Sonship of Christ, Hebrews 7:3. Melchisedec was
without father, without mother, without descent, neither beginning of days, nor end of life, but
made like unto the Son of God.” The Holy Ghost is silent about Melchisedec’s father and mother,
his birth and death, that he might be a fit type of the eternal Sonship of Christ; what Melchisedec
was. in shadow, Christ was in substance. The anti-type must be before the type. The Little One
may here object by saying, that the apostle draws the parallel there, not to prove the eternity of the
Son of God, but his kingly and priestly office. To this I reply, the reason Christ was invested in the
above offices was because, he was the Son of God from all eternity. Had Eleazer not been Aaron’s
own son he would not have been invested with the sacerdotal office, neither had Solomon been
king had, he not been David’s own son; The enjoyment of their offices was by reason of their;
sonship. Thus, it was with Christ if he had not been the Son of God from all eternity he could not
have been the eternal King, nor eternal Priest.

6th. The Son of God existed as such before the prophets; this I prove from Romans 1:2, 3, 4.
“Which he had promised afore by his prophets in the holy Scriptures, concerning his Son Jesus
Christ our Lord, which was made of the seed of David;” Now mark the words: “According to the
flesh, and declared” i.e. determined or made manifest, “to be the Son of God with power, according
to the spirit of holiness,” or according to his divine nature, “by the resurrection from1 the dead.”
Christ in his divine nature was the Son of God and as such he was declared by his resurrection.

7th. As the apostle in the foregoing passages makes mention of the promises made to the prophets
respecting the Son of God; let us see what they say. 1st. Psalm 2:7. “Thou art my Son this day
have | begotten thee.” A son implies a father, and a father is a relative term, which implies a son.
The day here means eternity; hence Christ is called the “Ancient of days,” Dan. 7:9 compare with
Micah 5:2. “Whose goings forth have been from of old, from everlasting;” or, from the days of
eternity. With God there is no yesterday, or to-morrow. As God was always God, so always a
Father, therefore his Son was always a Son. The apostle applying this text to the resurrection of
Christ, confirms his Sonship by eternal generation. He was declared at his resurrection to be what
he was from all eternity. Sec Acts 13:32, 33, Romans 1:3. 1 John 1:1. John; 14. 1 Timothy 3:16. 1
John 3:8. 2nd. Agur speaks of the existence of the Son of God. Proverbs 30:4. 3rd. Isaiah also
speaks of the Son in chapter 9:6. “To us a child is born, a Son is given.” Mark, not a Son born, but
a Son given. Compare this passage with John 3:16. “For God so loved the world that he gave his
only begotten Son”, the same Son of whom the prophet speaks. 4th. The Son of God existed in the
time of Daniel, chapter 3:25. “Do! | see four men loose, walking in the midst of the fire, and they
have no hurt, and the form of the fourth is like the Son of God.” How could Nebuchadnezzar have
had a knowledge of the Son of God; except he was informed by Daniel or others? The Son of God
came to comfort his children in the furnace. Thus I have proved the existence of the Son of God
as a Son from all eternity in opposition to the Little One’s unscriptural assertions, and I defy the
Little One to overturn my arguments.

In another letter (D.V.) I will endeavor to prove that Christ is the Son of God by eternal generation.
E. Samuel. 1 Moliere Terrace, Lower Broughton, Manchester.
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[This communication from our brother Samuel was written in November; and was designed for
the December number, but for want of space was omitted.] Ed.?’

EPISTLES TO THEOPHILUS
THE SONSHIP OF THE SAVIOUR. No. V. E.V. Feb. 1861 pages 39-41

My Good Theophilus, Having shewn in my last, that that part of Proverbs 30:4, “What is his name,
and what is his son’s name, if thou can’st tell?”” Having shewn that these words have no direct
reference, either, to God or Christ, but are merely a summary of the preceding parts of the verse,
implying the helplessness and worthlessness of all men in matters pertaining to God.

We have now to go on still in a straight line, to show that the Saviour is never called the Son of
God apart from his complexity; and not only so, but that it is positively declared that that holy
thing which should be born should be called the Son of God. Now if eternal generationists could
bring one scripture to prove that Jesus Ghrist, even as God is nothing more than the Son of God,
could they bring one scripture clear against his absolute Godhead, making it a generated Sonship;
could they bring one scripture as clear to lower his Godhead, as the above scripture is clear to the
exaltation of his Manhood, then they may, at least, have a standing place; but as it is they have
none. “That holy thing that shall be born of thee shall be called the Son of God” Again Psalm
89:19, “I have exalted one chosen out of the people.” Thus, his manhood by oneness with Godhead
exalted, while Godhead is not altered or lowered: he is God manifest in the flesh. Mind this, my
good Theophilus, that it is nowhere in all the Bible said, that the Son was manifested in the flesh.
“God manifest in the flesh,” not the Son of God, for the human nature was the actual Sonship. And
there is no actual Sonship without it', as to what is said of the person of the Saviour in Isaiah 9th,
it is so clear that | need scarcely to make any remark upon it. Here is a child born, and a Son given,
and so “God spared not his own son, but delivered him up for us all: and the centurion bare
testimony and said, truly this was the Son of God,” yet men contradict this and say, that the Son
given means his Godhead, but the prophet, with unerring consistency, declares him to be, not only
a child born and Son given, but something more than this, even the mighty God. Thus, we get here
his birth, his Sonship, and hie Godhead. But the next clause ought to puzzle eternal generationists,
to despair of ever establishing their doctrine, “the everlasting Father.” Why, this clause robs the
eternal generationists of all his strength, for their main argument is, that an everlasting Father
implies an everlasting Son; but here their reasoning is burnt to ashes, for | am not aware that any
of them have gone so far as to assert that Christ, being an everlasting Father, proves that he has
somewhere a son, who is co-eternal with himself: yet to be consistent, this is what they ought to
maintain. But my good Theophilus, you know how to understand it, namely, that the people of
God are the spiritual offspring of the Saviour, that he is a Father to the inhabitants of Jerusalem,
and to the house of Judah, and will be so forever, and therefore an everlasting Father. But, my
good Theophilus, be very careful here, for this is not all | have to say to you of Christ as an

27 Whether purposely or not including it here gives the impression that James Wells never answered nor could
answer the questions when in fact he already answered many of them. | find this unfortunate. It would have been
much fairer of Banks to bring this out in his own note.



61

everlasting Father; for | am not sure that he is not a Father, not only to everlasting but also from
everlasting; and if so what a remarkable thing that he should nowhere be said to be a Son from
everlasting, yet that he should be declared to be a Father from everlasting. | am, | say, strongly
inclined to think that he is declared to be a Father from, everlasting. See Isaiah 63:16. “Thou art
our Father, O Jehovah, our Redeemer, thy name is from everlasting.” Now there can be no dispute
as to who is the “Redeemer”, and it seems to be the same person, who in the same verse, is called
a Father, and if the name be a name of relationship, then he is a Father from everlasting, but if the
term Father here means the Saviour, and if a Father from everlasting implies, as the eternal
generationists say it does, a Son from everlasting, we ask where is this redeemer, this father’s son
from everlasting? What is his name, if you like, if thou can tell? Now after getting from Isaiah the
birth of the Saviour, his Sonship, his Godhead, and his eternal paternity; all this indicating the
great truth, that the mercy of the Lord is from everlasting to everlasting. But where in all this have
we the least hint of one Divine person being by another Divine person begotten into Sonship? The
farther | pursue this subject the more | feel its importance; and | think you will begin to see that
this eternal generation doctrine is a greater error, and a more serious matter than you have hitherto
thought it to be.

We will now come to the New Testament, and see if we can find one scripture wherein he is
declared, apart from his complexity, the Son of God, and if he be not called apart from his
complexity the Son of God, I ask, in all solemnity, by what authority men call upon us to believe
in a generated Divinity: generated did | say? | ought to have said Regenerated Divinity: for it
certainly, were such a step possible, would be a downward step, for a person absolutely God to
become in the same nature only the Son of God. But to manhood it was an upward step to be the
Son of God. “I have,” saith the Lord, “exalted One chosen out of the people.”?®

We will now come to the New Testament. Now who is that who is in the bosom of the Father?
Favour and familiarity are the two chief meanings of his being in the bosom of the Father? Was it
infinite Divinity, abstractedly considered, in the bosom of the Father? John carefully shews that
the person of whom he is there speaking is a complex person. “The Word was made flesh.” Thus,
John spoke, “He that cometh after me;” there is his manhood as it was six months after John. “He
is preferred before me;” here is his pre-eminence of position; for he was before me, here is his
Godhead. Now that holy thing, called the Son of God, is now increased in wisdom and in stature,
is strong in Spirit, is filled with wisdom and the grace of God is upon him; and he walks with God,
and all things he learns of the Father he shews unto the disciples. Here, then, as man, or which is
the same thing, as the Son of God, he is in the bosom of the Father; and such an extent of revelation
was made to him as was never made to any man; for God gave not the Spirit by measure unto him.
But was this holy thing called the Son of God, and of course rightly called, did this holy thing,
called the Son of God, dwell actually in the bosom of the Father from all eternity? I trow not. He
in his birth came from the Father. John is said to be a man sent from God; not that John had pre-
existed, but he was of God, and therefore, said to be sent from God. Now the conception and birth
of the Saviour were of God, and so he came from God and went to God; not that his human nature
pre-existed, for he existed only as God. But, not as yet as the Son of God, except that he stood in
new covenant relation to the church from everlasting: so, the goings forth of the Divine Word, who
was God, were from everlasting; so that John the Baptist, you, my good Theophilus, and I, are
perfectly one in this matter.

28 psalm 89:18
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But before I go on with any more scriptures, it will be needful for me to give you a little cautionary
counsel; for you will perceive that the doctrine of eternal generation, that doctrine which makes
Christ, even as God, to be only the Son of God, you will perceive that this doctrine of theirs is
altogether inferential; that those scriptures which simply and clearly indicate the Godhead and
covenant relationship of the Saviour, are made use of by them to uphold their doctrine of eternal
generation. But now | wish, whatever you do, to see that your inferences (for none of us can
do without inferences) accord entirely with the premises to which those inferences belong;
otherwise, you will pervert the holy scriptures; for instance, in relation to the question we have
now in hand. When you come to a scripture, which beyond all possible dispute sets forth the
complexity of Christ, you must see that your inference accords with that complexity; mere words
will, if you do not look well to their meaning, lead you astray: and you must judge of their
meaning by the subject to which the said words belong. For want of this kind of care men are
everlastingly speaking and writing the veriest absurdities. Take for example Hebrews 1:2, “He
hath in these last days spoken to us by his Son, by whom also he made the worlds.” Now this, as
far as words are concerned, is the most feasible scripture which eternal generationists have on their
side, and they very naturally infer, if God made the worlds by his Son, then there must have been
a Son there to make the worlds by. This appears to be the natural inference to which the words
lead. But the subject to which the words belong, determines, decides, and settles the matter
quite in another way. Now the subject to which the words belong are the complex person and
sacrificial work of Christ: our inference must accord with this. First, here is a person appointed
heir of all things; can this be Christ as the mighty God? | trow not. As well may we talk of God
the Father being appointed possessor of all things. Now this person (the Saviour) had, when the
apostle thus wrote, by himself purged our sins. If then, God made the worlds by him, what are we
to infer? Shall we infer that he was that holy thing, the Son of God, born of Mary before all worlds?
Shall we infer that he purged our sins actually before the world was? Yes, this is the inference
which the eternal generationist to be consistent with himself must draw. But this, of course, they
dare not do. Wherein, then, lies the truth of the declaration, that God made the worlds by him who
had purged our sins? Now there is but one inference which the subject to which the words belong
will bear. Will it bear the inference that, as God, he was by eternal generation the Son of God?
Well, just take this to be the meaning, then you at once deny that Sonship which the Holy Ghost
hath declared that holy thing which shall be born of thee, shall be called the Son of God. Also, you
deny his work; for his work could be performed no more without manhood than without Divinity.
Well, then, as this scripture will not bear the eternal generation inference, what is the inference
that it will bear? It will bear this, and only this, that if God made the worlds by his Son, then
his Son is something more than a Son, (for that holy thing called the Son of God did not exist
when worlds were made,) he is God, the mighty God. Also, he was relatively, not merely
officially, but the covenantly constituted Redeemer from everlasting. So the apostle, if men
would but listen unto their Maker’s interpretation of his own word, explains the matter thus, “And
thou, Lord, in the beginning hast laid the foundations of the earth, and the heavens are the works
of thy hands; thou remainest; thou art the same; thy years shall not fail.” So is this Person who is
now a Son something more than a Son. “Thy throne, O God is forever.” Now, my good Theophilus,
which will, you take the doctrine of degenerated Divinity? into Sonship, or the exaltation of
manhood into Sonship; or so take the doctrine of complexity of Christ, and rejoice that he who is
now the Son of God is God also; or it would not be true that God made the worlds by him; and
thus this scripture (Hebrews 1:2,) which the apostle intended, as he clearly explains farther on in
this chapter, as an indication of the Godhead of Christ, is made use of by men to deny and put
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down that which the apostle in this same chapter asserts and sets up. Space forbids my trespassing
farther this month but think not that | have yet done with this subject.

Pray then, my good Theophilus, for grace to keep you close to the complexity of Christ, to the
work of Christ, and to the new covenant in its eternity and certainty, and you will have fellowship
with the Father, and his Son, Jesus Christ.

So, believes,

A Little One.

“THEOPHILUS” HIMSELF. E.V. Feb. 1861 Pg. 41

Mr. Editor, May the Lord preserve us and all His dear people from presumptuous sins: for the
riches of the full assurance of understanding is to acknowledge the mystery of God, and of the
Father, and of Christ. To comprehend it is impossible; but we are to hold the mystery of faith in a
pure conscience.

About the year 1762, there were many disputes about the eternity of the Sonship of Christ, as
appears by a book which was published and sold by Dilly, in the Poultry; and Mr. Romaine, at that
time, appears to have considered the names of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost as covenant offices;
but, afterwards, as he advanced in years, he said he once thought he understood many things when
he did not know his A B C! And | am sure, as a Greek scholar and a faithful servant, he never,
towards the close of his life, supposed, much less believed, that the God of Truth would assume
characters or names which were not true; for hypocrisy is a Greek word, and signifies an assumed
character! Are not these sad disputes evidences of the Sardian state of the Church? When the Son
of man cometh, shall he find faith on the earth? It will be as in the days of Noah.

Theophilus.

DR. CARSON ON THE SONSHIP OF THE SAVIOUR. E.V. Feb. 1861 Pages 41-
42

“The doctrine of the eternal Sonship has been much disputed by those, who, on both sides have
the same views of the character of the Son of God. The common doctrine is, that Sonship with
reference to Christ, expresses a relation in Deity, which consequently must be eternal. Some,
however, who would view with the utmost horror anything that they should consider as tending to
lower the character of our Lord, consider the phrase, Son of God, as applicable to Christ, only as
he is God incarnate”.

“When, in vindication of the Deity of our Lord Jesus Christ, | wrote my reply to Dr. Drummond,
| faltered on this point; and from excessive caution, | appeared not unwilling to give up the
common doctrine as to the Sonship of Christ. Though | do not intend in this place to assign my
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reasons at length, yet I think it my duty publicly to announce that 1 now accede to the common
doctrine. | cannot find any sufficient ground to hesitate on this question. The insuperable
difficulties that some find in the supposition of the eternity of a relation which, as applied to men,
implies precedency in time, of the one with respect to the other, are of no weight with me. It may
be so with men, but the relation may not imply this with respect to God. We cannot grapple with
the idea of eternity at all. The phrase “eternal decrees” is as great a mystery to me as the phrase
“the eternal Son of God.” | can no more think of decrees or counsels without reference to time,
than I can think of Sonship without the same reference. | can think of nothing as thought or done
by God from eternity. It is alleged that the relation is never expressed in Scripture as being eternal.
It is the Son of God, not the eternal Son of God. But this has no force. When Jesus is called God,
we may know that he is eternal, without his being called the eternal God. If the term Son of God
is used in its proper sense, there is no need of the epithet eternal to express the eternity of the
relation.”

“But there is one thing that, to my mind, brings irresistible conviction of the eternity of this relation,
which | will state for the consideration of my fellow-Christians who have espoused the opposite
doctrine on this point. The Holy Spirit is said to be the Spirit of the Father, and the Spirit of the
Son. He has the same relation to each of these divine persons, as being the Spirit of each. Now this
surely is an eternal relation, for the Holy Spirit did not become incarnate. But if the relation of the
Holy Spirit to the Father and the Son is an eternal relation, why is not the relation of the Father to
the Son, and of the Son to the Father, an eternal relation? Can we understand how the Holy Spirit
is the Spirit of the Father, or of the Son, more than we can understand how the Father is the Father
of the Son, or the Son is the Son of the Father? It is certainly not in a figurative sense that the Holy
Spirit is the Spirit of God. But how the Father and the Son can have a Spirit personally distinct |
from themselves, is as far beyond comprehension, as how the Father and Son can be Father and
Son from eternity. Nothing can be more clear than that there is a characteristic distinction in the
persons of the Godhead, and a mutual relation to each other. The relation of Father and Son is not
more difficult to be understood, than the relation of the Spirit as the Spirit of Father and Son. This
decides the question in my mind. | have every respect for some who have avowed their opposition
to the doctrine which I here defend. But if | can lead them to view; the matter in the light in which
I now view it, I am convinced it will be for their comfort and advantage. One thing | will press on
them, with an earnestness to which I set no bounds. Whatever may be their conviction with respect
to the nature of the relation here referred to, let them beware of speaking of the phrase Son of God
as not implying Deity?°. When | faltered on this doctrine, | was as clear as | am now that the phrase
in question implies Godhead. In the reply referred to, this I think | may say, | have proved with
irrefragable evidence, even while I hesitated to avow the doctrine of eternal Sonship. I will venture
to risk the whole defense of the Deity of Christ on the Scripture use of this single phrase. Those;
persons then, who decline employing this phrase in proof of the Deity of Christ, may boast of
candour in argument, but it is candid ignorance.”

“This relation in Godhead is revealed to us, not for the gratification of our curiosity, or for barren
speculation, but because of its connection with our relation to God in his Son. By our union with
Christ, we become the sons of God. “Because we are sons, God has sent forth the Spirit of his Son
into our hearts, crying “Abba, Father.” The Spirit of the Father and of the Son dwells in us as

29 As far as | can see such a statement as this, has no relevance whatsoever in regard to this controversy at this
time. That was at no time questioned by anyone involved.



65

united to God. Every part of the character of God, as he is revealed in his Son, has a relation to
something in our salvation. Redemption, instead of being an afterthought to make the best of a
defeat sustained from Satan, was the eternal purpose of Jehovah, to manifest his glorious
character.”

Mr. Editor, A great controversy is now raging among good men, regarding “the Sonship of the
Saviour.” With a desire to pour a little oil on the troubled waters, | have copied an excellent article,
written by the late learned Dr. Carson, in his work entitled, “The Knowledge of Jesus the most
Excellent of the Sciences,” a work published in the year 1839, but which is now out of print.
Expecting that you will give a place in your columns to this piece, and praying that we may all be
led by the Spirit to love one another, | am, yours’s truly,

Coleraine. T. W. Mediturst.

Jan. 4th, 1861.

MR. CROWTHER DEFENDED, E.V. Feb 1861 pages 42-44

[We were in Yorkshire some time since; and were there most painfully convinced again of the
deadly, cruel, and deeply injurious spirit which is walking through our churches; and is withering,
the spirits of poor Zion to a fearful extent. Under the influence of the pain we then experienced,
we promised to insert the following epistle; because we are fully persuaded Mr. Crowther is an
honourable gentleman; a sincere Christian; and a valuable minister of the gospel. Falsely to stab
his reputation; to misrepresent his meaning; and thus to limit his usefulness, is dangerous work,
let who will be employed in it; we. may differ from, him in some things; but purely, simply, and
solely upon the ground of brotherly love and charity, we must not be silent spectators of the dark
designs of Satan to scatter and wound the sheep. We are determined not to be partial toward the
brethren in this controversy. We shall abide by our own convictions, shall, by God’s help, speak
the truth as revealed in our own souls; and aim at the restoration of Christian unity and brotherly
affection. Ed.]

Me. Editor. By inserting the following remarks you will oblige a friend.

A controversy which is more than a thousand years old, has been brought upon the platform again,
with its fierce and sturdy combatants, concerning the “Eternal generation of the Son of God.” In
former ages the antagonists fought until they wounded and wearied one another and then fell on
sleep, and the controversy with them has also slumbered in many places; but only to awake again
and arouse new combatants to fight the same battle over again, and then fall asleep as their
predecessors have done before them.

It is right and proper that we should “contend earnestly for the faith once delivered to the saints.”
But when they contend angrily and bitterly, as popes and tyrants one against another (especially
with brethren) to wound, defame, and as it were to slaughter one another, we know that such
wisdom is from beneath and not from above. It is the finest sport the devil has upon earth, to see
brethren fight and wound one another to the quick It is one of his wiles, to divide, and then destroy;
and if he cannot destroy eternal life in the saints of God, he will sometimes destroy their present
comforts and peace one with another. Brethren, this is not of the Spirit of God. It is among the



66

works of darkness “For he that hateth his brother, is in darkness, and walketh in darkness, and
knoweth not whither he goeth, because that darkness hath blinded his eyes.” But he that loveth his
brother abideth in light, and there is no occasion of stumbling in him.

Controversy, if carried on in brotherly love, and among one another, for edification and with
a view to the helping one another’s faith, is profitable; but when only striving for the mastery,
or to have dominion over one another’s faith, in an arbitrary way, it is popish and
contemptible. We are instructed to call no man master over our faith and conscience, for one is
our Master even Christ, and it is to our own Master we stand or fall. He has promised to hold us
up, and | had rather look to him for his helping hand, than to any one of the great master parsons
of the day who would sit as little minion popes in their different circles, saying (in effect) Look on
Me, hear My words, and obey My authority; if not, your name will be erased from the wrapper of
my periodical, and then you know the consequence.

Now, because our worthy friend and beloved brother C-----r cannot believe, and dare not preach
the creeds of men, Mr. P------ t, rather than debating the matter with his friend in a Christian spirit,
comes upon the platform with his Herculean club in hand to knock him down at one blow, or
flourishing his pen dipped in gall, to influence a certain circle with the same; who for fear of
consequences keep their eyes-on him, without daring to search the word of God, and think for
themselves.

Could we believe Mr. C------ r to be an Arian or Socinian, as Mr. P------ t apparently would
insinuate, we should be amongst the first to oppose those errors, and to contend with him earnestly
for the faith once delivered to the saints: but it is certain that he holds no such erroneous notions.
He ably and faithfully preaches what he firmly believes; viz. The eternal unity of the in-
comprehensible essence or nature of Jehovah, without presuming to explain or describe the mode
of his divine eternal existence, which neither angels or men will ever comprehend, either in this
world or in that which is to come; for in this respect God will be “past finding out” to all eternity;
and all those who have attempted to do it, have only “darkened counsel by words without
knowledge,” confounded themselves, and left others in confusion. What Mr. C. contends for is
simply this, that he cannot believe in, and dare not preach, a derived or begotten God. Who
can, and who dare? Whoever does so, they must receive it from the precepts and creeds of
men, and not from the scriptures of truth, the only unpolluted fountain of wisdom, truth,
and knowledge.

We do believe that the incomprehensible THREE ARE ONE in the Divine eternal essence; from
everlasting to everlasting God; One Lord, without attempting to explain the mode of his eternal
subsistence; yet in the opening and developing of the everlasting covenant of grace to ruined man,
each Person is spoken of as GOD; essentially GOD; and in the human nature of Christ, born of the
Virgin, became visible to man in One Lord Jesus Christ, in whom dwelleth all the fulness of the
Godhead bodily. Beyond the covenant we dare not venture; behind it we would not intrude, and
those who do, trespass upon forbidden ground, and perpetrate an act of daring speculation, and
awful presumption. Dendrometry 29:29.

It is both unfair and cruel of Mr. P. to charge Mr. C. withholding and preaching notions which his
soul loathes and abhors; and willfully to wrest and twist his words into that which everybody well
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knows he never intended; to represent him as an Arian, or a heretic amongst the little circle of tiny-
minded men, who seem to be looking more to Mr. P. than to the Lord Jesus Christ, the Spirit, and
the word of God.

Nevertheless, there are some amongst Mr. P’s. own fraternity, who greatly respect him, (we
amongst them) who cannot, and will not be hoodwinked, to become servile panderers to him in all
that he says as law, like the Papists, who believe and receive the canon laws of their Pope, without
searching the scriptures for themselves. But some others, who may be under great fears of his
frowns and disapprobation, appear to have given up themselves to, and received their faith from
him, saying, “My views are in unison with Mr. P. as expressed in the Gospel Standard of this
month, (June, 1860); but I was quite ignorant of the doctrine until it was opened up in his able
review of Mr. C’s. sermon, and his article on the letter by J. A. Jones.” Here you perceive that Mr.
P. is an oracle to some minds, who, when conversing upon the disputed point, are kindly asked to
take up the Bible and read certain portions, angrily push that sacred book aside, and declare “It is
no use, | believe as Mr. P. believes.” We believe as Mr. P. believes upon most points, but really
cannot either believe or receive all that he has written in his contradictory reviews on the subject
of eternal generation. Hear now the pompous expressions of one of his little-minded men against
Mr. C., who confesses that he was ignorant of the subject until he had read Mr. P’s. review: by the
strength of which he instantly became such a champion, that he says, “I challenge Mr. C., and all
the fraternity in single combat.” “I have had three hours engagement with him; | have stormed the
citadel, with its stronghold, Mr. C., and now I think all the rest of the little fry I may leave.” There
is a champion for you! But that is not all: it is a sorry thing that Mr. F. could not leave Mr. C.
without a cowardly blow, affirming that Mr. C. had said to him that “the Holy Ghost begat the
Divine nature, or Godhead of the Lord Jesus Christ in the womb of the Virgin, and that she actually
was the mother of God” a statement Mr. F. well knows to be utterly false, for Mr. C. believes no
such absurd popish dogma. The statement was a silly inference drawn by Mr. F. himself in
conversation, and then he has the meanness to attempt to father it upon Mr. C., who he well knows
indignantly and instantly repudiated it.

O what a lamentable thing it is that those who would be great men, and leaders of the people, cause
them to err by making strife and divisions among the churches and people of God, when there is
no real cause for it, unless it be in the pride, envy, and jealousy of the great men, who make the
divisions, and then cry out “Oh what a sad state the churches are in.” “Only by pride cometh
contention.”

Our solemn advice to both ministers and churches is to look less to great men and more to
the Lord and his holy word, for wisdom, instruction, and comfort. “Trust ye not in a friend;
put no confidence in a guide; therefore, | will look unto the Lord, | will wait for the God of my
salvation.”

Aug. 6th 1860. J. Verity.

THE PROPOSITION OF MR. JAMES WELLS. E.V. Feb. 1861 Page 46
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Dear Mr. Editor, Conscious that the churches owe much to your labours in conducting the Earthen
Vessel, | felt, as some more have felt, that without being to any one any material expense, a
hundred pounds or guineas, may, by the united kindness of the readers of the Vessel, be got up and
presented as an encouragement to you. | hoped it would, ere this, have been taken up, but perhaps
| was wrong in not signing my name. | had but two reasons for not signing my name. One was that
I did not wish to be thought the proposer of such a present to you, as | could, as | thought, work
better anonymously, as | should not in that case appear to stand before any of the brethren who
may help in so good a work; and the next reason is that as so many are prejudiced against me (for
what precise reasons | must leave such to judge), my name would hinder more than help; but, upon
consideration, | think it is best to say that | am in just the same mind as last month, when 1 signed
myself Nobody and my proper name is

James Wells.

Jan. 23, 1861.

[We feel bound to state that this proposition has come from our brother, James Wells, without the
least thought, hint, or suggestion on our part. We sincerely thank him for his kindness. Some
suggestions have been forwarded. One before us now is to this effect: That public meetings be
holden in different parts where pastors and people are favourable, and that the Editor there give a
full history of the rise and present position of the Vessel; and that all contributions be placed in the
hands of Mr. James Wells, until the period can be fixed for the accomplishment of the proposition.”
We only announce the suggestion. A preliminary meeting will be holden in Unicorn Yard Chapel,
on Tuesday, Feb. 12, to which all friends are invited. Tea at 5. Ed]

EPISTLES TO THEOPHILUS.
THE SONSHIP OF THE SAVIOUR. No. VI. E.V. 1860 March pages 62-64

My Good Theophilus,

Having received from the Editor of the Vessel a hint that this controversy is unprofitable to the
readers of the Vessel, and as the Vessel ought to be under the entire control of its Editor, who for
so many years has so successfully conducted the same, and has thus so well established the fact of
his ability as Editor, | hold that those who write therein, after having had reasonable opportunity
to speak, ought not either to be offended or complain if the Editor step in and change the subject.
There are two things at which every writer ought to aim, the good of the souls of men, and the
prosperity of the Vessel. “Whenever, therefore, in the judgment of the Editor, impediments to these
ends are unnecessarily thrown in, it is for the Editor to use his authority; and that the Editor of the
Vessel has been and is to the uttermost liberal to us all we cannot deny; and if he (as he often does)
sometimes submit to us against his own feeling, we must also, as a matter of right, sometimes
quietly submit to him. I had much more to say, my good Theophilus, to you upon the Sonship of
the Saviour, and thought | should go quietly on and have my say out, but have no right to claim
space in the Vessel for that which readers do not profit by, as there are plenty of other ways of
sending forth the same truths; so this letter, | suppose, will close, at least in this form, my remarks
upon the Sonship of the Saviour. | can say that the more | search the Scriptures, the further I am
removed from the heathen fable of eternal generation. Was there ever under heaven such a piece
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of consummate delusion as is contained in a piece in Feb. Vessel, by the late Dr. Carson, and sent
to the Vessel by Mr. Medhurst? Just look at it. It is this: that if the Holy Spirit be the Spirit of the
Son, then that relation must be eternal. Was ever anything by any learned Doctor more
preposterous than such reasoning. The Holy Spirit was given to the Son of God, and so there was
when the Holy Spirit was not given, and yet the Doctor says that relation is eternal. If the Doctor
had said the eternal three Divine Persons are essentially and eternally one, we could have
understood him, but when he confounds essential existence with gospel relationship, we are
deluded. The Holy Spirit could not be given to Christ as God, but only as the Son of God. “This is
my beloved Son,” said the Father at Jordan, and at which time the Holy Spirit, in visible form,
rested upon God’s beloved Son. But, says the doctor, was not the Holy Spirit’s relation to the
Father eternal? Well, good doctor, what do you mean? If you mean God the Father in his essential
essence as God, we answer, without hesitation, that the eternal three are essentially and originally
one, but if you mean the Father as the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, then we answer that this
relation of the Holy Spirit to the Father is eternal only in the same sense that the human nature of
Christ is eternal, namely, in God’s eternal purpose and counsel as the Lamb who was verily fore-
ordained before the foundation of the world. Beware, my good Theophilus, though | may not speak
to you again upon this subject, beware of this piece of heathenism, this eternal generation system.
It is the spirit of error, it is a denial both of the proper Sonship and of the Godhead of Christ.

| cannot close this short letter without just a word upon the opening address of the Gospel Standard
of this year 1861. The question (says that address, page 10), now really is whether Jesus Christ be
the Son of God or not. So says the said address. | could hardly believe my own eyes. What, said |
to myself, is the Editor of the Standard so utterly unacquainted with the sentiments of his opponents
as to charge them with questioning whether Jesus Christ be the Son of God? or does he delight in
deluding his followers by wholesale? or is his cause so bad that he is obliged, in order to gain the
victory, to resort to a wicked and willful falsehood? or does he not mean all he says? or was that
sentence an oversight? | must leave it and see if he treat us a little more kindly as he goes on. Ah,
no, worse and worse. O you poor deluded men who dare to read the Vessel, or anything else besides
the Standard, and think for yourselves, hear what the Standard saith: “We,” not editorial we merely,
but the whole of the believing family, that is, | suppose, the whole family of eternal generation
believers, “we have life, and blessedness, and fellowship; we can see the truth,” &c., &c.; but you
who dare to believe that God, not the Son of God, but God, was manifested in the flesh, and that
that holy thing born at Bethlehem was the Son of God; that he who was baptized in Jordan was the
Son of God; that he who was transfigured was the Son of Ged; and was transfigured was the Son

of God; and | truly this was the Son of God, and that that the Centurion was right when he said,
truly this was the Son of God, and that we have an high priest entered into the heavens, even Jesus,
the Son of God, you who believe this, the Standard (dare you question such authority?) assures
you that you are walking in darkness and error; that you know not that only begotten Son who is
full of grace and truth; that you have no life; that you are blind, and of a bad and bitter spirit. Well,
now, | think, my good Theophilus, it was time | left off writing, for you see the Standard sets us
down as unconverted men; so, of course, as the Standard believing family have all the life, and
light, and truth, and power, on their side, they are, of course, planting churches all over the land,
raising up especially among the teeming populations of the north of England large churches,
thousands being plucked as brands from the burning. It must be heaven, to hear one of their
ministers preach; their success everywhere must be astounding! Would that | knew where it was,
I would go and see; only, alas, the Standard assures us that we cannot see where they are. Well,
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there may be some truth in this, but they can see where we are. Well, then, as they have all the
savour, and the life, and the light, we hope they will pray for us, unless they deem that we are too
far gone. Well, now, as | have hinted, it is quite time for dead things to leave off talking; and |
hope we are not taking false comfort from the notion (ah, notion again) that the Standard people
are throughout the land doing immense good, and when 1 see this | will believe every word they
say about their superior light, and savour, and power, and fellowship; yet I will not positively
promise to believe that all the Vessel readers, and that all the Herald readers are dead in trespasses
and in sins. | will say | have met with some good Christians among the Standard people, and |
have met with some good Christians among those who do not subscribe to the Standard. This may
seem impossible, but it is a truth. But | forget | am blind and unable to judge. This, of course, is
very galling, and so saith the above address of the Standard that its remarks are to be galling to its
opponents. Why, of course, they are. Is it not galling to be cut off from all hope and help? Why,
of course, it is galling to be so put down that one dares hardly to sign oneself even,

A Little One.

REVIEWS E.V. March 1861 pages 67-68

“The Reviewer Reviewed Again; or, Strictures on Mr. Philpot and the Doctrine of Christ’s Sonship
by Eternal Generation,”® &o. By W. Palmer, Homerton. London; Houlston and Wright, 65,
Paternoster row. 1860.”

How beautiful that exhortation of Paul to the Ephesians, “Grieve not the Holy Spirit of God,
whereby ye are sealed unto the day of redemption. Let all bitterness, and wrath, and anger, and
clamor, and evil speaking, be put away from you with all malice; and be ye kind one to another;
tender-hearted; forgiving one another, even as God, for Christ’s sake, hath forgiven you.” Yes,
that is most delightful! And when the Church of Christ, and the ministers of Christ, and all true
believers in Christ, get as far into Paul’s epistle to the Ephesians as the end of this fourth chapter
which we have quoted, then will the exclamation break out: again, “How good and how pleasant
it is for brethren to dwell together in unity!” Then will the daughter of Zion verify the oft-repeated,
prophetic anthem, “How beautiful upon the mountains are the feet of him that bringeth good
tidings; that publisheth peace; that bringeth good tidings of good; that publisheth salvation; that
saith unto Zion, Thy God reigneth!”

This excellent and very large prophecy of the exalted estate unto which the gospel, ministry shall
arrive, stands in great contrast to all we at present see and hear of the men who are reckoned as
leaders of the dispensation in which we live! The very existence of such a book as this “Reviewer
Reviewed Again” leads us at once to a double conviction of a most painful kind: 1. That the
ministers of Christ are fearfully at variance; they are not like a company of horses in Pharaoh’s
chariot; they are not striving together; but they are rending and tearing poor Zion into a thousand
divisions and doing ill service to their Master. 2. It is also evident that they are reaching after some
degree of supposed pre-eminency in Divine mysteries which, in their imperfect state, they will not
attain unto.

30 please see Appendix VI for a copy of the full review.
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Is not some strange spirit hereby diverting them from their one great mission, even that of
preaching the Gospel? Instead of their eyes, their hearts and their consecrated powers all being
turned towards their follow-men, as was Paul’s when he said, “If ty any means | may save some,”
they are occupying their present time, and their given talents, to the publication of one another’s
infirmities, unhappy tendencies, and unbecoming partialities. Oh! that we had the power to put an
end to this strife and debate, and of instrumentally uniting the living servants’ of the Lord in one
grand gospel union, all-aiming at one great object, the increase and consummation of the building
of the house of mercy!

We are determined to condemn neither Mr. Philpot nor Mr. William Palmer: they are fathers in
the Christian Church in this day; they are ministers of Christ’s gospel; they are among those to
whom, by and bye (we hope and must believe), the Lord will say, “Well done, good and faithful
servants they have been a blessing to Zion in their different spheres; they are men of considerable
mental and’ ministerial powers; yea, they are brethren in Christ, and in Him by faith they live, for
Him they labour, to Him they go in earnest prayers, and with Hm they expect to dwell forever and
forever. They have their different makes, their opposite modes, their varied manners; but, in all
the essential glories of the gospel, we must think their minds are one. How noble it would be if
this dignified J. C. Philpot, this giant-minded William Palmer, with the elastic and energetic James
Wells, the sober-minded; long-headed William Crowther, and others whom we might name, if
they could all be formed into one united army, all merging petty differences, and all concentrating
their bountiful gifts in one work, the unfolding the way of life to their dying fellow-men! Aye, it
would be a high and happy day indeed could this be seen; but the poet’s words will press
themselves upon us here,

“God mores in a mysterious way
His wonders' to perform;

He plants his footsteps in the sea,
And rides upon the storm.

Deep in unfathomable mines

Of never-failing skill,

He treasures up his bright designs,
And works his sovereign will.”

“The Reviewer Reviewed Again” is, beyond all question, a powerful pamphlet. The brains and the
books of ages and of generations have been searched and sifted, and sentences suited to the
author’s views have been extracted. The thoughts and the testimonies of many of the Lord’s
servants, of both ancient and modern times, are given; Mr. Philpot’s reviews have undergone the
severest examination; and a pamphlet, of some seventy-two pages®., as full of argument and of
reasoning as an egg is full of meat, is the result.

31 As noted at the beginning of this review please see Appendix VI for the full document.
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We have no doubt but that this book will shake the faith of many who are unstable, and
whose souls are not vitally united to Jesus Christ,*? of whom Moses spake when he said, “The
Eternal God is thy refuge, and underneath arc the everlasting arms” (upon which beautiful words
Trapp gives the Hebrew thus: “The God of Antiquity, that Ancient of Days, that Rock of Ages,
who is before all things, and by whom all things consist; who is the first and the last, and beside
whom there is no God”. But our firm conviction is, that where God the Holy Ghost hath revealed
the Person of Gon’s Eternal Son in the wounded heart and quickened soul of an elect vessel of
mercy, not all the arguments nor reasonings in this world can ever remove from such a soul that
Jesus Christ is the King Eternal, immortal: (in His Deity and Eternity) invisible, the only wise God,
to whom be honour and glory for ever and ever. Amen. Mr. William Palmer has certainly bestowed
great pains upon this work, and as a talented critique, it is masterly and full of information; but we
are grieved that such a book should exist at all, not that we fear the light, but because we know
neither Mr. Philpot nor Mr. Palmer can define this mystery. We must here close for the present.

A LETTER ADDRESSED TO MR. JOHN KERSHAW BY THE BAPTIST
CHURCH AT ZOAB CHAPEL, LONDON, AND MR. KERSHAW’S
SUBSEQUENT DISSOLUTION OF THAT CHURCH. E.V. June 1861 Pages
145-147

TO THE EDITOR OF THE EARTHEN VESSEL.

Dear Brother, As the Vessel is the only periodical commanding a large circulation amongst the
churches of truth to which we have access, may we, being a portion of the Church at Zoar Chapel,
beg the favour of your publishing the following letter addressed to Mr. Kershaw by us, previous
to his commencing to supply our pulpit this month, with a few of the particulars of our last Church-
meeting: “London, April 30th, 1861.

“Dear Friend and Brother, At our Church-meeting, held on Wednesday evening, April 17th, it was
proposed, after we had vainly attempted to settle the business then before the Church, that the
meeting be adjourned to Wednesday. May 8th, and that you be desired by the Deacons to preside
at the adjourned meeting; but we, whose names are hereunto attached (twenty- four members and
one Deacon), think that previous to your coming, we as members of the Church at Zoar, ought to
give you an outline of the business that will be brought before you, and the position in which we
are placed by the unchristian conduct and overbearing spirit of Mr. Lake when conducting the
business of the Church.

32 |If C.W. Banks really had reviewed this short book, and | must presume that he did, then several facts become
evident. First, he was totally closed to any interpretation of Scripture that in any way threated his own personal
understanding. Second, he was unfit to deal with this controversy as an editor of a major Christian publication. To
refer to such a God glorifying, edifying, scripturally accurate work in such a way without any quotations or real
acknowledgement is inexcusable. It’s interesting the Banks allows a second review, again by someone opposed to
Mr. Palmer. | quote further below in its proper order. So much for fairness and openness!!
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“We will, in the first place, give you a few particulars of the three last Church meetings we have
held, for your consideration. The first, on Dec. 11th, when brother Gladwin, ‘a private member,’
proposed the resolution, since sent you by Mr. Lake, and published in the Gospel Standard, but the
Church not being aware of his intentions, were taken by surprise, and there being no time allowed
to discuss its merit, it was carried, thirty voting for it, and only two against it; the others remaining
neutral. It was then proposed that a copy of the resolution containing their newly adopted views of
faith, should be sent to each of the ministers supplying our pulpit, but to no one else; and instead
of complying with their own arrangement, not to make it public, two of the Deacons, Messrs. Lake
and Marnack had a quantity printed, and placed them in the pews and galleries of the chapel, for
the use of the congregation, thereby inviting them to discuss the business of the Church. As we do
not approve of their newly adopted faith, nor Mr. Lake’s violation of the privilege of his office,
we issued a printed document, containing our views of faith, and which we believe to be in
accordance with the revealed word of God and the experience of his family, a copy of which we
now enclose for your perusal.

On January 11th, our quarterly Church meeting was held, when it was proposed to confirm the
proceedings of the former one, held on the 11th Dec., and for that purpose Mr. Lake had thirteen
letters from different ministers, which he read, to confirm them in their new views, and by
intimidating the members by compelling each that were opposed to them to give their names,
refusing to take a show of hands, and making use of the denunciations of Mr. Gladwin, he
positively asserting that they were trampling underfoot the Son of God, committing blasphemy,
and denying the Holy Ghost, daring them at their peril to hold up their hands against it. They
succeeded, and gained a majority of eight, twenty-nine voting for, and twenty-one against the re-
solution; many being so grieved with the treatment they received, that they quietly walked out
without voting. “On the 17th of this month our usual quarterly meeting was held, when it was
proposed by Mr. Gladwin and sanctioned by the two Deacons before-named, that the twenty-one
members who voted against their faith should be immediately withdrawn from, and that they be
not allowed to have a vote or permitted to raise their voice against such a flagrant act of injustice,
notwithstanding they have enjoyed every privilege of Church membership until the present time.

“In opposition to Mr. Gladwin’s proposition, it was proposed in the shape of an amendment, that
for the future the Church and not the Deacons exclusively, should have the choice of all ministers
to supply the pulpit, and that Mr. Crowther be desired to fulfil his engagement, and that he be
invited to fill the next vacancy. Now, brother Kershaw, you know that amendments take
precedence over an original motion; but Mr. Lake, being chairman, refused to put it to the meeting,
and we objected to their motion being put first; consequently, the meeting was adjourned, as before
stated, until you come. We are willing to stand or fall by our amendment, and all we want you to
do is to preside and act impartially in the fear of God between both parties, seeing justice done to
both.

“We now wish to give you a brief outline of our objections to their new views, that you may have
some idea of the ground we stand upon. First, it was not according to Church order for a private
member to bring a proposition into the Church to alter any views of faith, or reverse the rules of
the Church, without the consent of the deacons, thereby taking the Church by surprise and
introducing a new faith to the Church which has not a ‘Thus saith the Lord’ for its authority.
Secondly, we consider it a great presumption and a violation of the office of deacon for Mr. Lake
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to circulate such a document as their proposition amongst the congregation, in opposition to the
express wishes of the Church. Thirdly, Mr. Gladwin said it is revealed to their souls by the Holy
Ghost and in the written word of God, but he has not told us where to find it in the written word,
neither has he told us where it is recorded in the word of truth that our glorious Christ ever was the
Internal Son of God in his Divine nature, independent of his bride, the Church; but we believe
Mr. Philpot’s Gospel Standard was the bright luminary that enlightened his mind, and not
the unerring word of divine truth. If the Sonship of our dear Almighty Lord stands in his Divine
nature as the only true and proper Son, exclusive of his human nature, does it not make him beneath
the Father, instead of equal with him as self-existent in the one incomprehensible Jehovah? But
we believe him to be self-existent and eternal, equal with the Father and the Holy Ghost; and that
he was the first-born head and representative of his Church in the eternal covenant of grace, and
that all the endearing names and characters that he bears is for the comfort and encouragement of
his dear people ; but the incarnate mystery of our dear Lord we wish to leave with our gracious
God, to whom it belongs; but Mr. Gladwin, borrowing the language of Dr. Watts, says that our
precious Christ sits at his Father’s right hand, clothed in a body like our own; but the word of
eternal truth says that our bodies shall be changed like unto his glorious body, and that by the
mighty power of our God. Our glorious Christ has been made too endearingly precious to our souls
for us to speak lightly of him and his precious person, and we believe he has made you too tender
in his fear to sell us for thirty pieces of silver, to please the fancies of a would-be oracle in the
position of an editor. Hoping you will give this your prayerful consideration, and that the dear
Lord may guide you by his fear to act in accordance with his revealed truth, “We remain, dear
Brother,

“Yours’s in the bonds of the gospel,”
“A Past of the Church at Zoar Chapel, London.”

[The foregoing letter was received by Mr. Kershaw with twenty-five signatures.]

On Friday evening, May 10th, the Church meeting was held, Mr. Kershaw not being able to attend
on the Wednesday evening, as was agreed at the meeting held on the 17th of April. On this occasion
Mr. Kershaw presided and commenced the business by an address to the Church, directing his
remarks most pointedly at us, comparing us to several parties who had at different times left the
Church, asserting that none had ever prospered. He then read portions of several hymns and two
or three portions of God’s word, commenting as he read, and putting his own constructions so as
to suit the views of our opponents, and which we did not consider in accordance with our views as
recorded in the unerring word of truth. It was then proposed by Mr. Brown, a private member, one
of our opponents, that no minister be allowed to enter the pulpit at Zoar, and that no deacon hold
office in the Church, nor any person be allowed to remain a member, that did not entirely agree
with the proposition as it was published in the Gospel Standard in January last. In opposition to
that we proposed as an amendment, that the pulpit be kept open to all the ministers that had
supplied for us, and that Mr. Crowther be desired to fulfil his engagement, and that he be invited
to supply us in turn with all the other ministers, and that no reference be made to the controversy,
so that none should be excluded on that ground, that peace may be restored, and the controversy
cease amongst us. Our amendment was read to the Church three times by desire of Mr. Kershaw,
when he called for a show of hands, and when counted forty-four were held up for us out of
seventy-three members present, giving us a majority of fifteen. Mr. Kershaw, seeing the majority
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was against him, told us we did not know what we were doing, when one and all of us, male and
female, assured him we did; but he persisted that we did not. We then called upon him to put their
proposition, but instead of doing so he shouted out that all was done wrong, and that as Chairman
he would dissolve the Church. Against such a violent act of injustice we strongly protested and
being in the majority we expected to be listened to, when we were told by Mr. Brown that if we
had double the number on our side, it would avail us nothing, for if we did not choose to submit
to their proposition the doors would be locked against us. One more circumstance we wish to name
is this. An influential female friend that gave us great encouragement at the commencement of the
controversy, promising us to stand by us, telling us that the chapel should not be taken from us, at
the same time expressing a hope that the Lord would be with us; she was asked by one of the
deacons for a note from her to read to the Church, expressing what we have stated above, she
replied, “A verbal message is sufficient,” at the same time stating that if Mr. Crowther was not
admitted into that pulpit, if he came to London, she would hear him elsewhere. Two witnesses
were present, members of the Church, who heard the message given to the deacon to convey to
the Church, but she now denies ever giving the message; consequently, the deacon named is
branded as a liar by the opposing party. This contention and confusion has been introduced
amongst us through the doctrine of Eternal Generation, advocated in The Gospel Standard
(and not from the Bible), and for our opposing it we are now unceremoniously turned out of
the Church where some of us have been members for twenty years. We now believe the same
as we always have believed, in the Eternal Deity of our glorious Christ, believing him to be the
Son of God; and for this we are persecuted, called servants and vipers, and falsely accused of
wishing to introduce Arianism and Socinianism to the Church, Mr. Kershaw declaring we wanted
a fresh system of things. We hope that every Particular Baptist Minister in the kingdom, and the
deacons of Baptist Churches, will peruse these lines, and communicate to you, dear Editor, their
views of the treatment we have received from Mr. Kershaw, assisted by the minority of the friends
at Zoar, for we believe there is not another Baptist Minister in the kingdom that professes to preach
a Free Grace Gospel, would act as he has done. On Lord’s-day last, Mr. Kershaw announced from
the pulpit, that those that had left had withdrawn themselves, which statement is in direct
opposition to his assertion at the Church meeting, when he declared the Church dissolved, thereby
turning us all out.

Signed on behalf of our brethren and sisters,

Samuel Mills, Deacon,
Abraham Frey, Member.
Samuel Bayley, Member.
S. Bayley, Member.
William Payment, Member.
John Clarke.

Thomas Cooper.

London, May 24th, 1861.

[We cannot but express the deep regret we feel at the most unscriptural and unwarrantable conduct
as related above. For many years we have loved and esteemed Mr. Kershaw; but how he could
lend himself to an act so cruel and un-Christlike we cannot understand but upon one principle. We
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always feel bound to take the side of the oppressed and injured;*® therefore, to call up the
sympathies and prayers of the real Christian people in our Churches on behalf of the persecuted
out-casts from Zoar, we give the above this month. Fuller particulars and comments in our next.
Ed.]

(In relation to the above: July 1861 page 190)

ZOAR CHAPEL,
GREAT ALIE STREET.

We have received a letter “Signed on behalf, and by the authority, of the Deacons,” by “D.
Gladwin, Secretary,” giving another account of the unhappy circumstances connected with the
dissolution, and re-formation of the church in that place. The letter is too long and came too late
to be inserted this month; but there are one or two plain facts which we are bound to give; that the
whole letter should appear in our pages appears to us, at the present, unnecessary; but we shall not
shrink from rendering to the present church all that is honourable, righteous, and just.

One painful feature in the account, is the turbulent and disorderly spirit exhibited by many of the
members at the different church meetings. This evidently led to the necessity for such a course as
otherwise might have been avoided. It is due to Mr. Kershaw to state, that at the meeting of Friday
evening, May 10th, he (as stated in the letter before us) “addressed them as a father would his
children” but, instead of peace and harmony resulting, such confusion followed, as led to thirty-
nine members (out of seventy- three present) voting for the dissolution of the church. The names
of those thirty-nine are now in writing before us; consequently, it was by a majority of the members
present that the church was dissolved. This is a great fact hitherto unknown to us. The church has
been dissolved; the members who have left have opened another place, they have commenced
another cause: the members who remained in Zoar have been formed into a new church. It has
been a most solemn and painful sundering of hearts and connections; but is it Christ-like or comely
now to be railing one against another? Certainly not. We would say to each party, remember your
position, your profession, and that very soon your earthly pilgrimage, with all its cares and sorrows,
will come to an end. Let each party, each church, seek most earnestly to maintain the truth as it is
in Jesus, to live and to love as brethren, and instrumentally aim to extend the kingdom of Him
whom to know is life eternal®*.

Since the above was written, we have had interviews with several persons on both sides; and letters
have been received from individuals who are deeply interested. We are not frightened by any
threat, nor do we desire, for one moment, to countenance any erroneous spirit in anyone. We are
not the organ of either party. We have simply allowed the friends who are separated, to state their
case; and we only have further to add, that the majority, by shew of hands, was declared to be on
the side of Mr. Mills, and those he represented. After this the matter, we think, should have closed.
Mr. Mills, as one deacon of the church, protested against all that was afterwards done, as being
illegal. A paper is now before us, containing the names of forty-four persons, with their addresses;
and the number of years they had been members of Zoar; forty-one of these forty-four formed part

33| do not see how this can be true in fact. Banks is always really for peace at any cost, even at the cost of the
truth.
34 This can of course only be done by adhering to the truth and not by watering down the truth.
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of those who were present on that unhappy evening. These forty-four came from Zoar, and now
form the new church at Zetland-hall, Goodman’s Fields, to whom Mr. Crowther preached on
Sunday, June 16th, 1861. Others are seeking union with them. We again say, let neither party
manifest an unbecoming spirit. Old Zoar Chapel has been the birth-place and the banqueting-house
of many precious souls. God has been in her midst. Surely, then, each party have great cause to be
humbled down at the footstool of mercy, seeking to know why this painful event hath befallen
them. We have no motive, but to defend and to declare the truth®®, as instruments in the hands of
a just and righteous God.

The Reviewer Reviewed Again. By W. Palmer, of Homerton. London: Houlston
and Wright. By Thomas S.%®

Such is the title of a recent work by the fertile pen of Mr. Palmer, of Homerton.

Looking at this production of Mr. Palmer’s as a whole, it is a learned and masterly performance.
He is like a viper fastening upon Mr. Philpot’s strictures on the eternal Sonship; and if Mr. Philpot
can shake off this viper without harm, as easily as Paul did that which fastened upon his hand, he
will do well; hut that | fear is impossible. Mr. Philpot has used argument, logic, and reason in
support of his hypothesis; and Mr. Palmer follows him through the whole of his reasoning,
dissecting and anatomizing it, step by step, and bit by bit, till he makes both Mr. Philpot and his
theory, look perfectly ridiculous. All previous writers on this subject are thrown quite into the
shade by this learned and masterly performance; and we should certainly say, if the subject could
be elucidated and defeated by logic, Mr. Palmer has by this last and crowning work of his, set that
matter for ever at rest.

It would be useless for either Mr. Philpot or any other man to follow Mr. Palmer, to prove his logic
incorrect. But, admitting this, the point at issue stands just as it did before all these reverend divines
meddled with it. My faith is not in the least shaken by what Mr. Palmer, or any other man has
written upon the subject, which is simply this, that Jesus Christ was the Son of God; not in purpose
and covenant only, but actually and really, before he took upon him the human nature in the womb
of the virgin. He was God’s true and proper Son before his Father sent him into the world; how,
when, and by what means we have nothing to do with. It is not the province of logic to be employed
upon this mysterious, incomprehensible subject. And Mr. Palmer’s work, if it accomplished
nothing more, must certainly convince Mr. Philpot that he was wrong, decidedly wrong (not in
holding the doctrine of eternal Sonship), but in employing logic and human reason to explain and
enforce what can never be explained and elucidated by it. Mr. Philpot’s tenet is still believed by
thousands and tens of thousands of God’s simple children; but his long chain of argument upon it,
and his severe reflections upon those who do not see with him, are not, and cannot be so universally

35 As he has made abundantly clear, not as an unbiased neutral but as one firmly on the side of Philpot.
36 As in a previous footnote | again bring to the reader’s attention the just how biased Banks continued to be on
this subject.



78

approved of. It is these which have done so much mischief, and led to such fearful results; as we
have one instance, out of many, in the recent Zoar Case.

It appears from the work of Mr. Palmer, that the doctrine of Divine Sonship, is most profound and
incomprehensible; that good and great men, such as Goodwin, Owen, Gill, and Hawker, have
materially differed in their views, and expositions of this great subject; differed not only from each
other, but each from himself; and that Mr. Philpot in endeavoring to explain what they left a
mystery, has mystified himself; and, strange to say, has said and unsaid®’.

This is a most sarcastic and cutting book of Mr. Palmer’s; and we should pity the man who comes
under such severe criticisms;® but when good and useful men leave their ordinary and peaceful
employ of feeding the sheep, to cut, and maim, and reproach those who do not come up to their
standard, or see with their eyes, it is no wonder that others, and especially those who have formerly
felt the force of their lash, should turn round upon them with such severity of criticism and asperity
of prejudice, as is but too manifest in the “Reviewer Reviewed.” In conclusion: let us who are little
folk, be glad of our lowly position and attainments; let us learn from all these volley of shot flying
over our heads, that it is better to be an humble spirit with the lowly, than to divide the spoil with
the proud; and that we exemplify true Christianity far more by loving all who love our Lord Jesus
Christ in sincerity, than by biting and devouring one another.%

Thomas S.
Trowbridge.
June 12th, 1861.

THE SONSHIP OF CHRIST AND MR. WELLS.

TO THE EDITOR OF THE EARTHEN VESSEL. Nov. 1, 1861 pages 277-279

[Editor Note: It is with some reluctance that | include this absolute nonsense from “NEMO.”
Who apparently is ashamed to reveal his identity. From what he writes he appears to be some
sort on non-Christian intellectual. Its insertion in the VVessel at so late a date is inexcusable.
Especially so after James Wells was so much earlier denied the right to defend himself.
However, as Banks has forced it into public prominence, | feel compelled to add it in this
document. Richard C. Schadle]

Sir, Having seen the controversy on the Sonship of Christ in your pages, and believing that Mr.
Wells has not yet understood revealed truth on this question, | under-take to reply to his Epistles
to Theophilus on this subject. | agree with one statement he made in your number for October,
1860. It is this: “To suppress all discussion, and all controversy upon the subject, is to take things

37 Thereby ignoring the clear scriptural doctrines Palmer expounded.

38 Placing Palmers book on one side and Philpot’s “book” on the other it is clear that Philpot’s is by far and away
the most un-Christian like possible. Palmer in return is most gracious and fair.

3% Would that he had told Philpot this in the first place!
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for granted, whether we are convinced of their truthfulness or not. Truth never shrinks from
investigation.” In keeping with these sentiments, | investigate what he has written against what is
termed the doctrine of the eternal Sonship of Christ. Strictly speaking, that phrase is not sufficiently
expressive of what is meant, because something may be eternal without being divine, though
eternity before time is sought to be conveyed. But many phrases of this description, which have
come into common use among theologians, relate more to human conceptions of things than to the
nature of the things themselves. In a strict sense, there is no such abstract entity as eternity,
independent of animate or spiritual existences. It is a relative term. It is true of God essentially,
that a thousand years is as one day to him. The philosophy of the mode, the HOW, of such a fact,
is not known. The real subject of controversy is, whether Christ is related to God the Father, as a
Son, in an essential sense, as God; whether his Sonship belongs to the mode of his being in the
Godhead; and that he would have been a Son in this sense, had there been no creation, no
providence, no redemption.

The mode of investigating this question, which is consistent with the infallibility of the Bible as
the revealed mind of God, is to find out what that book states about the question. And if it makes
a statement of a fact, which is apparently contradictory, it is the duty of a finite intellect to believe
it, if it is clearly understood, according to the acknowledged laws of interpretation. It is the practice
of Socinians and infidels to raise objections against the truth, from some self-contradiction which
human reason imagines it to contain. In that very way, the doctrine of the Trinity, and the
incarnation of Christ, are repudiated by Socinians; and the miracles of Christ by infidels. And in
this way Mr. Wells rejects the Divine Sonship of Christ. And as he has partly appealed to the laws
of Biblical interpretation, and partly to the reason of things in themselves, | will moot his
arguments in those two senses. He says, in the number already alluded to, “Here lies the mighty
difference between these two doctrines; the one making an original difference between the Three
Persons: there is, according to this doctrine, a natural and original difference in the Persons of the
Godhead; but the other teaches that there is no original difference in the Persons of the Godhead.”
If we look at the meaning of these words by the fair rules of syllogism*°,4, we find Mr. Wells a
disbeliever in the doctrine of the Trinity*?. For that doctrine involves “a natural and original”
personal “difference” in the Godhead. The doctrine that there is no such difference in God is
Unitarianism. And if the doctrine of the Trinity necessarily involves the personal difference, in the
sense that one person is naturally and originally not the other person; then it follows that that
difference, for aught we know by any process of reasoning to the contrary, may involve the other
difference, that the Father is Father naturally and originally, and is thus different from his Son,
who is also Son naturally and originally. Thus, the reasoning of Mr. Wells is absurd and self-
contradictory, except as a Socinian logic. In your number for last November, he says that the
doctrine of the essential Sonship of Christ, “carries in it a self-contradiction, and an impossibility
in the nature of things.” Before he can avow this as a fact, he must know the nature of things, by
such a minute analysis that no philosopher has ever assumed to have made. Dr. Odling, the

40 The Merriam-webster online dictionary give three meaning for this word:

1 : a deductive scheme of a formal argument consisting of a major and a minor premise and a conclusion (as in
"every virtue is laudable; kindness is a virtue; therefore kindness is laudable")

2 :a subtle, specious, or crafty argument

3 : deductive reasoning

41 Notes the “technical” way this person attacks Wells: anything but the scriptures first!

42 This is of course patently absurd and only in this author’s warped mind.
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professor of chemistry in Guy’s Hospital, a few weeks ago, in a philosophical lecture which he
delivered there, stated that what were called the laws of nature were only the theories of men’s
conceptions. No man has ever understood the nature of things per se. And if this is true of the
nature of creation, how much more must it be true of the nature of God? And yet Mr. Wells asserts
the eternal Sonship of Christ to be an impossibility. | hesitate not to call this a presumption which
is totally inconsistent with reason, and with revelation in its declarations concerning the
incomprehensibility of God. “Canst thou, by searching, find out God?” Mr. Wells says: “If the
Sonship were begotten, then there was when he was not begotten.” Mark, Christian reader; this is
human reasoning; and if it is intended to cast a doubt upon a revealed truth, it involves a disbelief
in that truth. But what is it as a piece of reasoning? It implies a belief that God is subject, like man,
to the law of past, present, and future; and that the term begotten therefore cannot apply to anything
essential in the order of the Trinity. Time is absolutely related to creation. It is an adjunct of created
causes and sequences. God’s eternity is a NOW to him. If then, the argument of Mr. Wells has no
force, by making God’s eternity a matter that is identical with the time of creation, it can have no
force in reference to anything that is proper to God essentially. Moreover, it is well known that the
word begotten is used in a variety of senses. The apostle Paul says that he begat the Corinthians
by the gospel. In Job, it is asked, “Hath the rain a father, or who hath begotten the drops of dew.”
“Of his own will begat he us,” &c. The term begotten is to be understood according to the nature
of the thing or being about which, it is used. The begetting of the dew, for instance, must be
understood, as to the modus operandi, according to the nature of the dew. And in this case, the
thing produced was in existence before it was begotten. The begetting has to do only with a new
form of what was before. Neither can it he said that the word begotten is used figuratively in this
case, any more than in human generation; as everyone who is acquainted with the verb yeppou,
both in its original meaning and its usus loquendi, must know. For aught that anyone can prove to
the contrary, the word may be more figurative in its application to human generation than to many
other cases. This verb in its application to the Godhead is to be understood, the same as in other
instances, according to the nature of his being. Indeed, there is no word in existence, by which God
is described, which can be understood otherwise, properly. All his attributes, as they are revealed
to us, are only relative. They are not abstract, but concrete. Omnipresence is a term that derives its
meaning from created existences. For if they did not exist, the Godhead would not be present
among them all. Every word that is used to describe God is taken from something that is said, or
conceived, about his creatures. We could not know God in any other way. The most expressive
language concerning God is of this nature. Such as “higher than the heavens, deeper than hell,”
&c. The magnitude of such a language concerning God arises from our conception of the height
of heaven, and the depth of hell, &c. In like manner, it may be said that God reveals himself to us
as Three Persons in one God, and as the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. The word Person in this
sense is not applied to God anywhere in the Bible. The word vrootécemc®®, in Hebrews 1:3,
translated Person, does not mean person in the sense of the Trinity of divine Persons. From the use
of personal pronouns, I, thou, he, by the Three Persons, respecting one another, and from the
display of attributes peculiar to persons, in the very manner that we understand human personality
(for no other being is known to us as to its modus existendi), we believe that there are Three Persons

43 2. Hebrews. The other three instances of hypdstasis are all in Hebrews. The usage is simplest in 1:3, where the
term is parallel to doxa and relates to God’s essence. “Transcendent reality” is perhaps closest to what is meant.
Christ as Son reflects God’s glory and bears the impress of this reality (Kittel, G., Friedrich, G., & Bromiley, G. W.
(1985). In Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, Abridged in One Volume (pp. 1238-1239). W.B.
Eerdmans.)
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in the Godhead. HOW, we do not know. Indeed, we do not know how the personality of the soul
exists apart from the body in the world of spirits. HOW begetting and begotten may be proper to
Father and Son in the Trinity, we can no more tell, than how Three proper Persons can be in one
God, especially as the accepted definition of a person is, a thinking self existing being, acting of
itself, independent of any other. And if we disbelieve the doctrine of Divine begetting and
begotten”™ because that our reason cannot see how it can be in God, in the same manner we must
reject the doctrine of the Trinity. Our duty is simply to find out whether these doctrines are actually
revealed in the Bible. That revelation is totally independent of whether we can see the doctrine
self-contradictory or not; because, if we deny the Bible the liberty to state anything, except
according to what we shall deem reasonable, we make it to be no better than the Delphic Oracle,
to say what we please ; but that makes it a book of words, into which we might throw any thoughts
and meaning we please. God has given us definite meanings. Let us find them out, and believe
them, however above, or contrary to our reason they may appear to be. In the face of this,
everything that Mr. Wells says about a doctrine being self-contradictory, goes for nothing. Such
an argument as his might do for an infidel like Hume, or for the authors of '“Essays and Reviews,”
but not for those who believe in the inspiration of the Bible. Let us see how Mr. Wells explains
this book on the doctrine in question. On the passage (Luke 1:35), “That holy thing which shall be
born of thee,” he says, “In his manhood is he here declared to be the Son of God; formed by the
creative power of the Holy Ghost.” According to this explanation, he is the Son of the Holy Ghost!
And if so, the Holy Ghost is the same Person as the Father. And when Christ said that he would
pray the Father to send another Comforter, he must mean that he would send himself! According
to this, the doctrine of the Trinity cannot be true. | am sorry to see that Mr. Wells, to strengthen
his own argument, has misquoted, or wrongly paraphrased, a portion of an important text (John
1:14). He says, “Then we behold the glory of the only begotten of the Father.” See the difference
between that and the text itself.** “We beheld HIS glory, the glory AS of the only begotten of the
Father,” avtod and mg in the original, agreeing with HIS and AS. Why did Mr. Wells leave these
words out? HIS is a personal pronoun. It is one of the pronouns, by the use of which we find that
there is a Trinity in the Godhead. It is applied to the Person of the Son of God “as” such. His
personality exclusively belongs to his Divine nature, or else he is Two Persons, Divine and human.
The apostle says, that AS the Son of God, they had beheld HIS glory. If the term Son of God
applied only to his humanity, as he says in his remarks upon Luke 1:35, we have only to substitute
'Son of man’, and we will see at once the absurdity of his notion. “And we beheld his glory as the
Son of man!” What glory was in him as man?*® As such, was he not in a state of the lowest
humiliation? It is no use for Mr. Wells to say, as he does afterwards, that he may be styled the Son
of God by reason of, what he calls, his complexity; for the complexity involves his divinity; and if
he is the Son of God in that sense, it must be right to say that he is so, not merely because he was
born a man. If he applies Divine Sonship to Christ in a sense which does not belong to his Divine
personality, then he does it in the same sense as the Unitarians themselves. In his remarks on Acts
13:33, “Thou art my Son; this day | have begotten thee,” he says that the day mentioned was the

4 In context James Wells is correctly paraphrasing the verse, he does not quote it verbatim. He said: “He, (John) in
his first chapter does not call the Saviour the Son of God, until he views him as man, as well as God. Hence, “in the
beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God;” he does not say the Word was the
Son of God, but that “the Word was God.” Then when the Word is made flesh, then we behold the glory of the
only begotten of the Father; no eternal generation here.”

% As in every case he simply reads out any idea of complexity as God and Man and just as Philpot does splits the
two as far apart as possible!
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New Testament dispensation, when Christ was “begotten from the dead.” According to his
argument, Christ was not the Son of God before that day. And yet, in another letter, he says that
he was the Son of God at his birth. He blames those who believe in his eternal Sonship, for saying
that he was a son before he was born in Bethlehem. He is guilty of doing this himself by calling
him the Son of God thirty-three years before he was begotten from the dead. According to his own
theory, God has two Sons—one born of Mary, the other begotten from the dead!

This is the kind of labyrinthine self-contradiction which belongs to such heresies as the denial of
the eternal Sonship of Christ, when men attempt to be wise above that which is written.

In my next, | will expose other absurdities in the logic of Mr. Wells.

| remain, yours, &c.

Nemo.

FOOTNOTE TO THE ABOVE

Charles Walter Banks, it seems, could not stop posting documents that supported his own views
while at the same time were against his opponents. Because of his editorship practices | must give
the following quotation. As far as | can see (at least in 1862), he never gave “Nemo” space to
replay a second time. He did, however, allow this underhanded attack on Mr. Crowther in the
November 1862 issue. In fact, he not only allowed it but highly praised and recommended it. In
appendix 11 I have provided some sermons by Mr. Crowther that pertain to the subject of Christ’s
sonship. These, however, were preached in the same time period and reflect his views clearly.
Unfortunately, | do have access to the sermon under review. As Banks gives us no information in
the 1862 volume and I do not wish to add to this already lengthy essay this will be my last quotation
on this subject from the Earthen Vessel at this time.

THE SON OF GOD, OUR SAVIOUR, A REVIEW OF MR. CROWTHER'S
SERMON BY DIXON BURN

[The Editor holds back his own review for the present to make way for Mr. Dixon Burn, whose
Christian spirit and effective argument claim for him a careful hearing.]

ALLOW me, dear Sir, to give you a short review*® of Mr. Crowther's sermon on the “Word Made
Flesh.”

Mr. Crowther and his party who deny that Jesus is the Son of God, in his relation to the Father as
a Divine person, are on their trial; they are judged of men, and already are condemned by many.
Mr. Crowther, as a leader, is not the aggressor in this controversy; but, being judged as a man of
error, he has spoken and written to defend himself and his party from misrepresentation. But there
are many persons (to their shame be it spoken), like the infatuated Jews who condemned our Lord,
have no patience to hear a man's defence. With one voice they cry, “Away with him-away with
him!” as if either the laws of God or men condemned a man before they have heard him.

6 As can be clearly seen this is anything but a “short” review!
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Now, in matters of controversy amongst us, when any difficulty arises, we have no recognized
appeal to decide our questions. The press is the only judgment-seat where we can hope for an
impartial trial*’. Hence Mr. Crowther, in his appeal from the press, calls us to hear and judge;
and if we cast aside his words, we do him as great injustice as if he were called before a jury and
condemned without a hearing. In this manner was our Lord condemned: in this manner were all
our holy martyrs condemned: and by reason of this, many good men of our days have their good
name taken away; they have their usefulness blighted by an evil report; they wear out their lives
in pain, in vexation, in obscurity, and neglect, because men judge and condemn them without a.
hearing. This is cruel and murderous.

It should be known that Mr. Crowther did not commence this controversy. He was judged and
condemned by others; and was obliged to lie under the imputation of lamentable error, or to come
forward and defend himself. He has chosen the latter; and, certainly, if hitherto he has failed to
establish his innocence*, he deserves credit for a manly, calm, simple, and forcible defence,
which demands an impartial and very careful-hearing before we can fix upon him the blot of a
dangerous mistake, much less before we can condemn him for holding a damnable error.

Consider, ye zealots, does Mr. Crowther speak like a man that hath a devil? Then, why do you puff
at him, as if his words were the poison of a serpent that you dare not approach? If you devour him,
take heed lest you be devoured. If you judge him, will not God judge you with the same judgment?
If we show no mercy, neither will God shew us mercy. For with the same judgment that we mete
to others shall we be judged. Have we no fear of God? Have we no jealousy over ourselves? lest
when we are judged by him whose judgment is just, he lay folly to our charge, because we have
condemned the innocent without cause, and judged those who were more righteous than we.

Let me tell you, Sir, that | have no sympathy with those who will not hear any man. who does not
speak exactly what corresponds with their views. By so doing, we can neither do justice to others
nor ourselves. Does the brook refuse to mingle with other waters because they are muddy? On the
same principle the river may refuse the waters of the brook. So should it be cut off from all its
sources of life and egress and become a stagnant pool. Does not all running water possess in itself
a. principle of purification? So does the mind of man. But if we be so straightened as to cut
ourselves off from all communication with others, lest we be defiled by their errors, we cut
ourselves off from all sources of renewing our knowledge, and so run dry like the brooks of
summer, or become like stagnant pools that stink and breed infection, for want of a current stream.

One thing Mr. Crowther has certainly made clear beyond dispute, for which he deserves credit and
our gratitude. Indeed, we may always learn, if we will, something to our profit from those who
fairly reason and honestly communicate their thoughts, though in many things they err. He has
certainly not proved that Jesus is not the Son of God in his relation to the Falher as a Divine
person; but he has proved, beyond a question, that he was called the Son of God, because he was
formed in the womb of the virgin by the power of the Holy Ghost.

47 What nonsense is this? It is in no way at all scriptural or Christian.
48 Again, he is pre-judged but false judges, just as our Lord was.
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But here lies the mystery and difficulty of all questions relating to our holy faith. We are apt to
hold one truth in opposition to another. If we believe there is one God, we do well; but if we hold
this truth in opposition to the other, that there are three persons in one God, we grievously error.
If we believe that Jesus the Son was a man, we receive God's testimony. But if we deny that he is
God, we hold not the mystery of the truth. So, in like manner, if we believe that Jesus was made
God's first born, that he was appointed heir of all things, and that he was called the Son of God by
him that said unto him, “I will be to him a Father, and he shall be to me a Son” we believe God's
testimony. But if we hold this truth in opposition to the other, that he was the Son of God that made
the worlds, independent of his being made God's Son in the flesh; that he was the possessor of all
things, independent of his being appointed heir of all things as a man; that he was the Son of God
before he came into the world, independent of his being called the Son of God when he came in
the flesh, we deny the great mystery of godliness: God manifest in the flesh. One truth almost
always seems to clash with another. Hence its great mystery. And when men with their un-
hallowed wit cannot reconcile these seeming contradictions, they err from the records of God*.
Do not err, my beloved brethren. We do well to reason, and to contend earnestly for the truth. But
let us remember that we tread on hallowed ground.

The substance of Mr. Crowther's sermon tends to show that Jesus, as the Word, existed from
everlasting; as the Word he made all things; as the Word he himself was made flesh, and, according
to the flesh, he was called the Son of God. But he denies that as a Son he actually existed before
he ea.me in the flesh.>® Now, this I deem not only a gross mistake, but a dangerous error. Yet not
such, I think, as to warrant us to anathematize Mr. Crowther, to separate him from our communion,
or to call him “a man of error.” This is cruel and murderous. We may err much and not be men of
error. Alas! who does not err very much? But | forbear, lest my zeal break forth into wrath against
some as their wrath has been kindled against Mr. Crowther.

If Mr. Crowther believes that Jesus as the Word existed from everlasting in his relation to the
Father as a Divi.ne person, he holds the essential truth of our most holy faith, though he seems to
deny it, and in word does deny it, when he says, that as the Son of God, he did not exist save in
purpose with the Father before all things. But we should always in judgment search out a man ‘o
meaning rather than condemn him for the mere sound of his words.

He that believes that the Word was made flesh, whether in words he says it or not, believes that
the Son of God was made flesh, and it is just as orthodox and Scriptural to say that | believe that
Jesus is the Word, as that Jesus is the Son of God; the two different terms being used by the sacred
writers to set forth the same idea. But it appears that Mr. Crowther does not conceive that the
sacred writers make use of these two terms, the Word and the Son indifferently, to signify the same
thing.

It is a remarkable fact, that none of the apostles, save John, calls Jesus “the Word.” Now, if this
name only be essential to his deity, to shew his relation to the Father as a Divine person, it would
appear very singular, if the name of the Son of God be merely a name that belongs to him as man,

4 This is of course what he himself is doing and that without doubt! No wonder Banks likes him so much as he
does exactly what Banks does: without true scriptural backing he clings to his own ideas on the sonship.

50 These are gross misstatements of the truth as it ignores the complexity of Christs person and what Mr.
Crowther, Well &etc. really taught.
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and one which he receives from the Father as a dignity upon his human nature, that none of the
sacred writers, save John, should call him by that name which shews his Divine glory. The
presumption rather seems to favour the view, that as all the sacred writers when they speak of who
the Son of man is, invalfably call him the Son of God, that this is the name of his glory as well as
the other a name that no man can have a name that is essential to Jesus only as a Divine person, in
his relation to the Father. Even we, who are favoured with precious faith, it is given us to be called
the sons of God. But to which of the angels said he at any time, “Thou art my son?” The angels of
heaven were made by the power of God. Our first parents came immediately from the hands of
God, and so were called the sons of God. But there is a mighty chasm between being called the
sons of God, and being the Son of God, as much as God is high above his creatures.

Now, let us see how the sacred writers make use of these two words, the Son and the Word, to
exhibit the same truth. John says, “In the beginning”, was the Word, and the Word was with God,
and the Word was God. All things were made by him, and without him was not anything made
that was made.” Paul says, “God hath in these last days spoken to us by his Son, whom he hath
appointed heir of all things, by whom also he made the worlds.” Here we see that the one says that
all things were wade by the Word, and the other by the Son. What conclusion can we come to more
naturally, than that these two. different. words signify one and the same thing, and that as the one
shews the essential. glory of Jesus, so does the other?

Again, John says, “The Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us.” Paul, on the other hand,
declares the same truth in different words. Thus, he says, “Jesus, the Son of God, was made of the
seed of David, according to the flesh.” I know not how to understand this, unless I conclude that
“the Son of God” and “the Word” convey to us the same idea. Again, John names the three Divine
persons, and calls them the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost. Matthew, when he names them,
calls them the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost. Now, can it be thought possible that there
should be such a difference in these inspired men, that the one should, when naming the Holy
Ones, call Jesus by a name that shews his Divine glory, and the other by a name that was
communicated to him? It is absurd and unnatural to think so. The name of the Father stands without
a relation if we take away the name of the Son. The name of the Father and the name of the Spirit
no doubt, are covenant names. Does anyone deny it? But are they not names which shew essential
deity as well as covenant relationship? Is not the Father the beginner, the author, and father of all
things? Thus, we see that this name shews his essential deity, and that it belongs to him
independent of any covenant relationship. So likewise, the Spirit. Does he not give life and breath
to all things, independent of that relationship in which he is the life and spirit of his people? Then
this name shews his essential deity. Now, can we suppose that the Father and the Spirit have a
name which shews their essential deity, and that the Son of God only is without such a name? And
if he have a name that shows his glory as a Divine person, what name is so natural, so scriptural,
as the Son of God? Say it is the Word. Then, as the Word, he must be in the Father's counsel; if in
his counsel, he must be in his bosom. But, if he be in the Father's bosom to know all his counsels,
he must have existed before there were anything made, yea from everlasting, for the counsels of
the Father were from everlasting. This shews that “the Word” is a name essential to his deity, as
the name of the Father and the Spirit. But is not the Son said to be in the bosom of the Father? And
if he be in the Faither's bosom, privy to his counsels, as a Son he existed with the Father from
everlasting; so that this to me shews forth hie glory as a Divine person. It is written, the Father
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doth nothing without the Son. But if the Father existed before the Son, he must have done all things
before he was actually brought forth. The two words evidently lead one into the other.

See how the apostle John brings both these terms to meet in one sentence. He says, “No man hath
seen God at any time; the only begotten Son, he hath declared him.” Now, it does as well
correspond with the sentence to say the begotten Word as the begotten Son; because as the Word
he more properly declares the Father. But whether we say the Word or the Son, it is all one®*. For
as the Son knowing all things, he declares the Father's counsels and as the Word, he expresses the
image of the Father.

If there be a difficulty with respect to the name of the Son, to conceive how he could exist as the
Son from everlasting, there is the same difficulty with respect to the name of the Word, how he
could exist as the Word from everlasting. According to all our notions of things®?, a father exists
before his son. So, according to all our ideas of things, our thoughts and counsels exit before our
words. Every word is conceived in our hearts before they are brought forth into words. \Words are
but thoughts expressed. They are begotten and conceived in the heart before they are brought forth:
just as a son is begotten and conceived before he is brought forth into birth. And as a true word
expresses exactly the image of our hearts, so does the Son express the exact image of the Father.

Hence we see that by calling Jesus the Word instead of the Son, we do not disentangle ourselves
from the difficulties of his wonderful name. The Word is begotten as well as the Son and the word
is preceded by the thought just as a father goes before a son®,

To such things we can only say, let God be true; he hath said it, and who may make him a liar?
“This is my Son.” Do not these words imply far more than that he is called his Son, as if it were
merely an honour put upon him? Do they not imply more than that he is called the Son of God,
because he was miraculously conceived?®* .A. mere man might be miraculously conceived and be
called the son of God. But when God says, " This is my Son,” it implies that he is the mighty God.

It is written, “Whosoever shall confess that Jesus is the Son of God, God dwelleth in him.” But it~
according to Mr. Crowther, he is only the Son of God by being miraculously conceived in the
womb of the virgin, then all that these words imply is, that whosoever believes that Jesus was
miraculously conceived by the power of the Holy Ghost, God dwelleth in him. But is this believing
in the name of the Son of God? A mere man, | say, might be thus conceived, and be called the son
of God. But to believe that Jesus is the Son of God, carries us up to his Deity, and sets us upon the
rock of ages. To this agree the following Scriptures:

“Every spirit that confesses that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is of God. In this was manifest
the love of God; because tha.t God sent his only begotten Son into the world. We have seen and
do testify that the Father sent the Son to be the Saviour of the world. And we know that the Son of

51 This is sinful human logic! It is a demonstrated fact that the complex person of Christ the God-man is what the
Holy Spirit is teaching here. Some of what he says is heresy.

52 Here he lays bare his heart: humanism.

53 Again, and again human logic placed over the very Word of God.

54 Of course, they do and that is not that point in dispute!
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God has come, and hath given us an understanding that we may know him that is true; and we are
in him that is true even in his Son Jesus Christ. This is the true God, and eternal life.”

Look at these words attentively®®. The first Scripture evidently implies that it was God that came
in the flesh. The second, that the person who came into the world, or in the flesh, was the Son of
God. The third, that he existed with the Father, as a Son, before the Father sent him to be the
Saviour of the world, The fourth, that it was the Son of God that came into the world, and that this
Son was the true God. Hence to believe that Jesus is the Son of God, is to believe that he is related
to the Father as a Divine person. DIXON BURN Oct. 3rd, 1862.

APPENDIX I Philpot’s remarks 1859

Editor’s Note: What exactly motivated Philpot to embark on such a vicious attack is unknown
to me. Something, however, can be known from the remarks of some who replied to this. He
was, at least to a fair degree, if not much more so, attacking very godly saints of Christ who
disagreed with him on this subject. Some he must have known intimately as far as their walk
with God is concerned. Many were in his own denomination.

It is very necessary, especially for those who read the titles and not too much else, to bring out an
important fact here at the outset. This was no “REVIEW” at all! It was a pure excuse to name
drop others for Philpot own purposes. I see no mention of Wallin and only the preface of Owen’s
word is quoted with no other references.

55 This is exactly what Philpot did: forcing the Word of God into a predefined human understanding.
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REVIEW 1 Philpot restarts the old controversy®

The Scripture Doctrine of Christ's Sonship. By Benjamin Wallin 1771.

Vindicice Evangelical; or the Mystery of the Gospel Vindicated. By Dr. Owen. Owen's Works,
Vol. VIII. 1823,

THE language of complaint put by the Lord into the mouth of one of his prophets of old, was,
“Truth is fallen in the street, and equity cannot enter; yea, truth faileth.” (Isaiah 59:14,15.) May
not the same or similar language issue from the lips of his faithful servants now, when they look
around and see the reception that truth, for the most part, meets with in our day and generation?
As regards the general mass of what is called “the religious world,” may we not justly say, “Truth
is fallen in the street” despised and trampled underfoot as a worthless thing? And as regards
churches and ministers of clearer views and a sounder creed, in too many who once held and
preached it, “truth faileth,” either in purity of doctrine, power of experience, or godliness in life.

And yet, what possession can be so dear to the church of God as the truth? To her it is committed
by the Lord himself as a most sacred and precious deposit. (John 17: 8; Galatians 1:8, 9; Ephesians
3:10, 4:11-16, 5:25-27; Colossians 1:18-24, 2:6-10; 1 Thessalonians 2:4; 1 Timothy 3:15;
Revelation 3: 22.)*%® Her very standing as a witness for God upon earth, (Isaiah 53:10; Acts 1:8;
Hebrews 12:1,) as well as all her present and future blessedness, are involved in her maintenance
of it. Men may despise the truth from ignorance of its worth and value and may hate it from the
natural enmity of the carnal mind, and from its arraying itself against their sins and errors; but it is
the only really valuable thing on earth, since sin defaced the image of God in man. Lest, therefore,
it be lost out of the earth, the Lord has lodged it in two safe repositories the Scriptures of truth, and
the hearts of his saints. The Scriptures, it is true, are in the hands of every man; but to understand
them, believe them, to be saved and sanctified by them, is the peculiar privilege of the church of
God. Therefore, her liberty, her sanctification, her position as the pure and unsullied bride of the
Lord the Lamb, nay, her salvation itself are all involved in her knowing and maintaining the truth
as it is in Jesus. Do we say this at a venture, or in harmony with the oracles of the living God? “Ye
shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you free.” (John 8:32.) Then without knowing the
truth there is no gospel liberty. “Sanctify them through thy truth; thy word is truth.” (John 17:17.)
Then without the application of the truth to the heart there can be no sanctification. “I have
espoused you to one husband, that I may present you as a chaste virgin to Christ.” (2 Corinthians
11: 2.) Then another Jesus, another spirit, and another gospel than the truth corrupt the mind from
the simplicity that is in Christ and seduce the bride from her rightful Head and Husband. (2
Corinthians 11:3, 4.) “And with all deceivableness of unrighteousness in them that perish; because
they received not the love of the truth, that they might be saved. And for this cause God shall send
them strong delusion that they should believe a lie; that they all might be damned who believed
not the truth but had pleasure in unrighteousness.” (2 Thessalonians 2:10-12.) Then without
receiving the love of the truth there is no salvation. Thus, we see that without a vital, experimental
knowledge of the truth there is no liberty of spirit, no sanctification of heart, no union with Christ,

6 Gospel Standard: March 1859 Pages 88-98

57 Please see my editor’s not above.

58 * Our space does not admit of our opening up and working out the above scriptures; but they all deserve the
most attentive examination and consideration, as witnessing to the above declaration.
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and no salvation of the soul. And what is a religion worth when all these divine blessings are taken
out of it? What the salt is worth when it has lost its savor; what the chaff is worth when the grain
is severed from it; what the tares are worth when the wheat is gathered into the garner. How
necessary then it is for churches and ministers to hold the truth with a firm, unyielding hand, and
to give no place to error, no, not for an hour! Remember this, churches and ministers, deacons, and
members, and all ye that fear God in the assemblies of the saints, that there can be no little errors.
How would you, ye husbands, admit of a little unfaithfulness in your wives? Is Jesus less tender,
less jealous over his bride than you! Satan never introduces little errors; all, all are full of deadly
poison. There was no great quantity of arsenic in the Bradford lozenges; not much strychnine in
Palmer's doses; but there was death and destruction in both; or where not death, disease and
suffering for life. Error in itself is deadly. In this sense, the tongue of error is “full of deadly
poison;” (James 3:8;) and of all erroneous men we may say, “with their tongues they have used
deceit, the poison of asps is under their lips.” (Romans 3:13.) “Their wine,” with which they
intoxicate themselves and others, “is the poison of dragons and the cruel venom of asps”
(Deuteronomy 32:33.) The patient may vomit up the poison, but it is poison not the less. Do not
try, then, the strength of your stomach or presume upon the soundness of your constitution. When
you have tested the error by the unerring word of truth, label it, POISON; and “touch not, taste
not, handle not,” but put it away on the highest shelf, out of the reach of children and servants, lest
any of the family drink and die.*

We are grieved to see an old error now brought forward, and, we fear, spreading, which,
however speciously covered up, is really nothing less than denying the Son of God.5° The error
we mean is the denial of the eternal Sonship of the Lord Jesus Christ, as the only begotten of the
Father, and resolving it into a name, a title, or an office. If the Lord has done anything for us by
his Spirit and grace, he has wrought in our heart two things, a love to his truth, and a love to his
people. By both of these principles we feel, therefore, constrained to lift up our voice for truth and
against error. Many of the saints of God are weak in judgment and open to the snares of Satan.
They would not willingly, willfully embrace error; but being simple, or not well rooted and
established in the truth, they cannot discern false doctrine when speciously wrapped up in a cloud
of words, and backed with arguments and an array of texts the meaning of which is perverted and
distorted. For their sakes' therefore, as well as for the glory of God and the profit, we trust, of his
people generally, we feel led to combat this error, and to open up, elucidate, and defend, as far as
we can, the truth on this most important point. Let none think that this is a matter of little import,
that we are plunging into a controversy about mere words, and troubling the churches with tithes
of mint, anise, and cumin, and omitting the weightier matters of judgment, mercy, and faith.
Examine the Scriptures for yourselves, especially the first epistle of John, and then say whether
the true Sonship of Christ is a matter of little importance. This must be our justification, not only
for bringing the subject prominently forward, but for devoting to it a considerable space, as we
shall doubtless require more than one Number for its due consideration. And as we hope, with
God's help and blessing, to examine the subject prayerfully and carefully, in the light of his
teaching, and as revealed in his Sacred Scripture, we call upon our spiritual readers, not merely to
give a passing glance to the testimonies that we shall bring forward, but to weigh them well in the
balances of the sanctuary, and see for themselves whether we are contending earnestly for the faith

59 All of the above is more or less superfluous. Any Christian would agree to it all.
60 As elsewhere in this document all emphasis is my own.
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which was once delivered unto the saints, or, laying aside the commandment of God, are holding
the tradition of men.

We lay it down, then, at the very outset, that to a believing saint of the Most High, that Jesus
Christ is the Son of God, and that a belief in him as such is essential to salvation, is beyond
all doubt and all controversy®®. A few scriptures will decide this; the main difficulty being, where
there are so many, which to fix upon for that purpose; but examine carefully and prayerfully the
following. The first shall be the noble testimony of Peter. “When Jesus came into the coasts of
Caesarea Philippi, he asked his disciples, saying, Whom do men say that I, the Son of man, am?
And they said, Some say that thou art John the Baptist; some, Elias; and others, Jeremias, or one
of the prophets. He saith unto them, But whom say ye that I am? And Simon Peter answered and
said, Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God.” (Matthew 16:13-10.) And what said Jesus to
this noble confession of Simon Peter? “And Jesus said unto him, Blessed art thou, Simon Barjona;
for flesh and blood hath not revealed it unto thee, but my Father which is in heaven.” (Matthew
16:17.) Do not these words of the blessed Lord clearly show that it was by divine revelation Peter
knew and believed Jesus was the Son of the living God? And are not all “blessed” with faithful
Peter, to whom the Father has revealed the same divine mystery, who believe as he believed, and
confess as he confessed? But if the Father has not revealed it to their heart, need we wonder that
men neither know, believe, nor confess it, but stumble at the stumbling-stone laid in Zion? Again,
“The Father loveth the Son, and hath given all things into his hand. He that believeth on the Son
hath everlasting life; and he that believeth not the Son shall not see life, but the wrath of God
abideth on him.” (John 3:35-36.) Helv clearly is believing on the Son of God made the test of life
and salvation; how needful, then, to know who the Son of God is, that we may have a right faith
in his divine Person, and not make a mistake in a matter of life and death. You may think that you
believe on the Son of God, but may be looking to a name, a title, or an office instead of the Son of
the Father in truth and love. Take another testimony: “Whosoever denieth the Son, the same hath
not the Father.” (1 John 2:20.) Do you deny the eternal Sonship of Christ? Are you, as far as lies
in your power, destroying that intimate and ineffable relationship which he bears to the Father as
the only begotten Son of God? O what dangerous ground are you treading! Beware lest you deny
the Son, and so have not God as your Father and Friend but fall into his hands as a consuming fire.
Are not these testimonies enough? But on a matter of such importance take as one more witness
that most comprehensive of declarations proclaiming, as in a voice of thunder, those who have and
those who have not life: “If we receive the witness of men, the witness of God is greater; for this
is the witness of God which he hath testified of his Son. He that believeth on the Son of God hath
the witness in himself; he that believeth not God hath made him a liar, because he believeth not
the record that God gave of his Son. And this is the record, that God hath given to us eternal life,
and this life is in his Son. He that hath the Son hath life; and he that hath not the Son of God hath
not life.” (1 John 5:9-12.)

Any observations of ours would but weaken the force of the testimonies that we have brought
forward from the word of truth. You that “tremble at God's word,” (Isaiah 66:2,) and “hide it in

51 This is a very ambiguous statement. To my knowledge as | demonstrate in this document, all parties in the
controversy believe this statement and more importantly the scriptures. Any attempt on either side to say
otherwise is unjust and false. The point of controversy is about exactly what “The Son of God” means. Is Christ
such as a result of his complex person (God and man) or of his very nature apart from his humanity. Philpot as
will become clear takes the latter view and that emphatically so.
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your heart” that you may cleanse your way by taking heed thereto, and not sin against the Lord,
(Psalms 119:9, 11,) weigh these scriptures well, for they are the faithful and true sayings of God,
(Revelation 22:6,) the testimony of him who cannot lie.

But it will be said that we are drawing nice and needless distinctions, and that all who profess to
believe in the Trinity, the Deity and atoning blood of Jesus Christ, and the other leading truths of
the gospel, believe in and acknowledge the Sonship of Christ. Yes, in lip; for they dare not in so
many words deny so cardinal and fundamental a doctrine; but many who think and call
themselves believers in the Son of God do all they can to nullify and explain away that very
Sonship which they profess to believe.

But as it is necessary to point out and overthrow error before we can lay down and build up truth,
we shall, as briefly as the subject allows, first show the different modes in which this fundamental
doctrine of our most holy faith has been perverted or denied.

There are four leading ways in which erroneous men have, at different periods of the church's
history, sought to nullify the vital doctrine of the eternal Sonship of Jesus.

1. Some place the Sonship of Christ in his incarnation, as if he was not the Son of God before he
assumed our nature in the womb of the Virgin. The main prop of this erroneous view is the
language of the angel to the Virgin Mary: “The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, and the power
of the Highest shall overshadow thee: therefore, also that holy thing which shall be born of thee
shall be called the Son of God.” (Luke 1:35.) But these words refer not to the actual but to the
manifested Sonship of Jesus. His human nature never was called the Son of God, nor can a single
passage of scripture be produced where the pure humanity of Jesus, as distinct from his divine
nature, is spoken of under that name. As wearing our nature, he is called “the Son of man” again
and again, but never the Son of God; but as none but he had a human nature begotten of the Holy
Ghost, and as his being miraculously conceived in the womb of the Virgin was the fulfilment of
prophecy, (Isaiah 7:14; 9:6,) he who were that nature was called the Son of God. This pure
humanity®? was called “that holy thing,” for two reasons, 1. to show that it was not a person but a
nature, which had no subsistence in itself distinct from the Person of the Son of God; and, 2. to
show that it was intrinsically and essentially holy not involved in the fall of Adam, nor corrupted
by the taint of original sin, but, though of the flesh of the Virgin, sanctified by the Holy Ghost at
the moment of its conception, under his overshadowing operation and influence. These two natures
are distinctly named and kept separate in that memorable passage of the great apostle that mighty
bulwark against the floods of error and heresy: “Concerning his Son Jesus Christ our Lord, which
was made of the seed 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 from the dead.” (Romans 1:3, 4.)
There Jesus Christ is declared to be “God's Son,” and yet “made of the seed of David according to
the flesh;” therefore the Son of God before so made, and not becoming so by being made, and
“declared” (margin, “determined”*%%) “to be the Son of God with power by the resurrection from
the dead.”

52 Philpot, both here and by what follows is stating his own doctrinal beliefs: i.e., that Christ’s humanity has nothing
whatsoever to do with his being “the Son of God”. To Philpot, as expressed here the sonship lies wholly with his
divine nature from all eternity.

83 * The literal meaning of the Greek word is, “distinctly marked out,” or “clearly defined.”
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Besides which were Jesus the Son of God by virtue of his miraculous conception, he might rather
be called the Son of the Holy Ghost, which is a thought shocking to every spiritual mind.

Nothing can be more plainly revealed in the word of truth than that the Lord Jesus existed as the
Son of God before his assuming flesh. The testimonies to this are so numerous and so plain that
the difficulty is, which to name and which to omit; but take the following: “God so loved the world
that he gave his only-begotten Son,” &c. (John 3:16.) Then he existed as his Son before he gave
him. “He that spared not his own Son, but delivered him up for us all,” &c. (Romans 8:32.) Then
he was his own Son before he spared him not but delivered him up out of his own bosom. “In this
was manifested the love of God toward us, because that God sent his only-begotten Son into the
world, that we might live through him.” (1 John 4:9.) Then he was his only-begotten Son before.
God sent him into the world. Sending him into the world no more made him God's Son than, to
speak with all reverence, my sending my son to school makes him my son.

2. Another error on this important point is that the Lord Jesus is the Son of God by the resurrection
from the dead. The main prop of this view is what we read in Acts 8:32, 33: “And we declare unto
you glad tidings, how that the promise which was made unto the fathers, God hath fulfilled the
same unto us their children, in that he hath raised up Jesus again; as it is also written in the second
Psalm, Thou art my Son, this day have | begotten thee.” But the meaning of the apostle is
abundantly clear from the passage already quoted, Romans 1:4. His resurrection did not make him
but manifest him to be the Son of God. Did not the Father, before the resurrection, twice with a
voice from heaven proclaim, “This is my beloved Son”? (Matthew 3:17; 17:5.) Will any man then
lift up his voice against the Majesty of heaven, and say that Christ was not the Son of God before
his resurrection, which he clearly was not, if the resurrection made him such? Why, the Roman
centurion, who stood at the cross, had a better faith than this when he said, “Truly this was the Son
of God.” (Matthew17:54.) Nay, the very devils themselves were forced to cry out, before his
sufferings and death, “Thou art Christ, the Son of God.” (Luke 4:41.) We may be sure, therefore,
that none but a heretic of the deepest dye could assert that the Blessed Lord was made the Son of
God by the resurrection.

3. Another erroneous view of the Sonship of Christ is that he is so by virtue of his exaltation to the
right hand of God. This view is founded upon a mistaken interpretation of Hebrews 1:4: “Being
made so much better than the angels, as he hath by inheritance obtained a more excellent name
than they.” Christ was made so much better than the angels, not as the Son of God, because as that
he was better than they already, being indeed their Maker and Creator. (John 1:3; Colossians 1:16.)
Nor did he become God's Son by being “appointed heir of all things,”” and “obtaining by inheritance
a more excellent name” than all the angelic host. If I have an only son, and he inherits my property,
his being my heir does not make him my son, but his being my son makes him my heir. So, the
blessed Jesus is God's heir because he is God's Son, not God's Son because he is God's heir. But
the beauty and blessedness, the grace and glory, the joy and consolation of his being “the heir of
all things,” lie in this, that he is such in our nature, that the same blessed Immanuel who groaned
and wept, suffered and bled here below, is now at the right hand of the Father as our High Priest,
Mediator, Advocate, Representative, and Intercessor; that all power is given unto him in heaven
and earth as the God-man; (Matthew 28:18;) and that the Father hath “set him at his own right
hand in the heavenly places, far above all principality and power, and might and dominion, and
every name that is named, not only in this world but also in that which is to come.” (Ephesians 1:
20, 21.) But he has all this preeminence and glory not to make him the Son of God, but because he
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who, as the Son of God, “thought it not robbery to be equal with God, made himself of no
reputation, and took upon him the form of a servant, and being found in fashion as a man, he
humbled himself and became obedient unto death, even the death of the cross. Wherefore God also
hath highly exalted him, and given him a name which is above every name; that at the name of
Jesus every knee should bow, of things in heaven, and things in earth, and things under the earth;
and that every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord to the glory of God the Father.”
(Philippians 2: 7-11.) The joy of heaven above, the delight of the saints here below, their only hope
and help, strength and wisdom, spring from this, that the Son of God is exalted to the right hand
of the Father in the very nature which he assumed in the womb of the Virgin. But if he were made
the Son of God by this exaltation, it sinks his Deity by merging it into his humanity and constitutes
him a made God which is not God at all, but an idol.

In fact, these three views, which we have endeavored to strip bare out of their party-colored dress,
are all of them either open or disguised Socinianism, and their whole object and aim are to over-
throw the Deity of the Lord Jesus, by overthrowing his divine Sonship. The enemies of the Lord
Jesus know well that the Scriptures declare beyond all doubt and controversy that he is the Son of
God. This mountain of brass they may kick at but can never kick down. But they know also that if
they can by any means nullify and explain away his Sonship, they have taken a great stride to
nullify and explain away his Deity®*. Beware, then, simple-hearted child of God, lest any of these
heretics entangle your feet in their net. Hold by this as your sheet-anchor, that Jesus Christ is the
Son of the living God in his divine nature, as his eternal and only-begotten Son. Faith in him as
such will enable you to ride through many a storm and bear you up amidst the terrible indignation
which will fall upon his enemies, when he shall break them with a rod of iron and dash them in
pieces like a potter's vessel.

4. But there is another way in which erroneous men seek to explain, and by explaining deny, the
eternal Sonship of the Lord Jesus, and that is, by asserting that he is a Son by office. These men
do not deny his essential and eternal Deity, nor do they seek to overthrow the Trinity. On these
points they are professedly sound we say “professedly,” for we fully believe that the Deity of
Christ and the very doctrine of the Trinity itself are so involved in the eternal Sonship of Jesus,
that they stand or fall with it. This, however, they do not or will not see, and call themselves
believers in the Trinity of Persons and the Unity of essence in the great and glorious self-existent
Jehovah. But they do not believe that Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are essentially and eternally
such, and neither are, were, or could be otherwise, but that these are covenant offices and titles
which they have assumed, and by which they have made themselves known to the sons of men.
Thus, they do not believe that Christ is the Son of the Father by eternal generation, his only-
begotten Son, as being eternally of his essence®, but that the three distinct Persons in the Trinity
covenanted among themselves, the Father to be the Father, the Son to be the Son, and the Holy
Ghost to be the Holy Ghost, and that chiefly for man's redemption.

Monstrous figment! God-dishonoring error! which needs only to be stated to be reprobated by
every believer in the Son of God as a deadly blow against each Person in the Trinity, and destroying
that intercommunion of nature and essence, without which they are three distinct Gods, and not

64 Explaining or defending his own view is one thing, defaming the righteous in this gross manner is another
altogether.
55 Yet again he is clearly defining his own position.
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three distinct Persons in one undivided Godhead. Truly Satan introduces no little errors into the
church; truly all his machinations are to overthrow vital truths, and to poison the spring at the very
fountain head.

We bless God that there is a Covenant a covenant of grace, “ordered in all things and sure;” we
adore his gracious Majesty that in this everlasting Covenant the Father, the Son, and the Holy
Ghost sustain certain relationships to the Church of God; but we most thoroughly deny that these
relationships made them to be Father, Son, and Holy Ghost; and that separate from them the Father
is not really and truly Father to the Son, nor the Son really and truly Son to the Father, but only
nominally so. For who does not see that if this be true, the Father might have been the Son, and
the Son might have been the Father, and the Holy Ghost either the Father or the Son? for certainly
if they are so, not by essence and nature but by office, and are three equal, independent Persons,
at liberty to choose their several titles, there appears to be no reason why they should not have
chosen otherwise than they did. We see, therefore, into what confusion men get when they forsake
the simple statements of Scripture, and what perilous weapons they hold in their hands when they
directly or indirectly sap the very throne of the Most High. But to clear up this point a little further,
let us illustrate it by a simple figure. Suppose, then, that three friends of equal rank and station,
were to go on a journey, say a foreign tour; they might say to one another before they started, “Let
us severally choose the three departments which we shall each attend to. | will take this part if you
and you will take that and that.” Now why might they not, as three friends of equal station, without
any tie of kindred, choose different departments from what they actually selected, for there was no
anterior binding necessity that they should have chosen the exact offices which they fulfil? The
same reasoning applies to the three co-equal Persons of the Trinity, if Father, Son, and Holy Ghost
be but mere covenant names, titles, and offices, and not their very mode of existence. But it will
be said by such men, “You carnalize the subject by your figure.” Not so, we have too much
reverence, we trust, for the things of God to carnalize them; but we use the figure to meet you on
your own ground, and to show you by a simple argument the absurdity and folly, not to say the
impiety of your views. We admit, nay more, we rejoice to believe that Father, Son, and Holy Ghost
sustain each their relationships in the everlasting Covenant; but these relationships are not arbitrary
offices, which they might or might not have severally chosen, but are intrinsically and necessarily
connected with, and flow out of their very subsistence, their very mode of existence. So that to
talk, as some have done, that “the three Persons in the Alehim” (to use their barbarous Hebrew)
“covenanted among themselves to be Father, Son, and Holy Ghost,” is an abominable error, and
tantamount to declaring that but for the Covenant, the Father would not have been the Father, nor
the Son the Son, nor the Holy Ghost the Holy Ghost. Where is there one Scripture for such an
assertion? When the blessed Jesus, in that sacred, heart-moving prayer, “lifted up his eyes to
heaven and said, Father the hour is come; glorify thy Son, that thy Son also may glorify thee,”
(John 17:1,) was there no other relationship, no more intimate and eternal tie than being his Son
by assuming an office? We cannot express what we have seen and felt in that most blessed and
sacred chapter, perhaps the most solemn in the whole word of God; but there is that tender
intimacy, that holy, filial communion with his heavenly Father breathing through it which conveys
to a believing heart the fullest assurance that he is the eternal Son of God as being of the very
essence of the Father.

But as we cannot convey to erroneous men our faith, we must meet them on the solid ground of
argument. Nothing then can be more evident than that the one great and glorious Jehovah existed
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in a Trinity of Persons before the Covenant. What then were those three Persons before the
Covenant was entered into? Did that Covenant alter their mutual relationship to each other so as
to introduce a new affinity between them? You might just as well say that the Covenant made them
a Trinity of Persons, or called them into being, as to say that the Covenant made them Father, Son,
and Holy Ghost; for if these be but Covenant titles, had there been no Covenant they most certainly,
according to your own showing, would not have been Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. This is indeed
overthrowing the Trinity with a witness, and making the distinct, eternal subsistence of three
Persons in the Godhead depend upon a Covenant made on behalf of man. For remember this, that
you cannot touch one Person of the Godhead without touching all; and if you say that the Son of
God is a Son only by office, you say with the same breath that the Father is only a Father by office,
and the Holy Ghost only a Holy Ghost by office.

But let us further ask, What do you mean by saying that the Son of God is so only by office, or as
a name or title? Has the Son of God, his only-begotten Son, no more real, intimate, and necessary
relationship to his Father than calling himself his Son, when he is not really his Son, but only so
by office? Do you think you clearly understand what it is to be a Son by office? for persons often
use words of which they have never accurately examined the meaning. The Lord Jesus, by
becoming man, became the Father's servant by office, but if you make him a Son by office, you
strip him of all his glory. His glory is this, that though he was a Son by nature, he became a servant
by office, as the Apostle says “Though he was (not “became”) a Son, yet learned he obedience by
the things that he suffered.” (Hebrews 5:8.) In this we see his unparalleled condescension, his
infinite love, and boundless depths of grace, that though, by nature and essence, the Son of God,
and as such co-equal with the Father, he stooped to become a servant. But apart from all Scripture
revelation, it is an absurdity, an insult to common sense, to make the Lord Jesus Christ a Son by
office. There are but two ways by which anyone can become a son; 1. by generation, 2, by
adoption. In the first case, he is the father's son, his true, proper, and real son; in the other, his
made, or adopted son. No office or service, no law or title, no covenant or agreement can make a
son if he be not a real or an adopted one. A servant by office may become a son by adoption, as
Abram complained that “one born in his house (as a servant) was his heir,” and as Moses became
the son of Pharaoh's daughter; (Exodus 2:10;) and a son by nature may become a servant by office;
but a son by office is an absurdity, both in nature and grace. Thus, on every ground we reject as a
gross error, a vile heresy, the doctrine that the blessed Son of God is only a Son by office or by
virtue of the Covenant and shall attempt in our next Number to show what is the Scripture doctrine
on this important point, and to prove that he is the eternal only-begotten Son of God, by nature,
being, and essence.

We give an extract from the Preface to the work of Dr. Owen's mentioned at the head of the present
article, and think it full of that sound wisdom and vital, practical godliness which is so marked a
characteristic of the Doctor's writings:

Diligent, constant, serious reading, studying, meditating on the Scriptures, with the
assistance and directions of all the rules and advantages for the right understanding
of them, which, by the observation and diligence of many worthies, we are
furnished withal, accompanied with continual attendance on the throne of grace for
the presence of the Spirit of truth with us to lead us into all truth, and to increase
his anointing of day by day, shining into our hearts to give us the 'knowledge of the



glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ," is, as for all other things in the course of
our pilgrimage and walking with God, so for our preservation against these
abominations, and the enabling of us to discover their madness and answer their
objections, of indispensable necessity. Apollos, who was mighty in the Scriptures,
(Acts 18:24,) did mightily convince the gainsaying Jews, (verse 28.) Neither in
dealing with these men is there any better course in the world than, in a good order
and method, to multiply testimonies against them to the same purpose.

Let us then labor to have our senses abundantly exercised in the word, that we may
discern between good and evil, and that not by studying the places themselves
which are controverted, but by a diligent search into the whole mind and will of
God, as revealed in the word, wherein the sense is given in to humble souls, with
more life, power, evidence of truth, and is more effectual for the begetting of faith
and love to the truth, than in a curious search after the annotations of men upon
particular places. And truly I must needs say that 1 know not a more deplorable
mistake in the studies of divines, both preachers and others, than their diversion
from an immediate, direct study of the Scriptures themselves unto the studying of
commentators, critics, scholiasts, annotators, and the like helps, which God, in his
good providence, making use of the abilities, and sometimes the ambition and ends
of men, hath furnished us withal. Not that | condemn the use and study of them,
which I wish men were more diligent in, but desire pardon if I mistake, and do only
surmise by the experience of my own folly for many years, that many who seriously
study the things of God do yet rather make it their business to inquire after the sense
of other men on the Scriptures than to search studiously into them themselves.

That direction in this kind, which with me is instar omninm, is, for a diligent
endeavor to have the power of the truths professed and contended for abiding upon
our hearts, that we may not contend for notions, but that we have a practical
acquaintance within our own souls. When the heart is cast indeed, into the mold of
the doctrine that the mind embraceth; when the evidence and necessity of the truth
abides in us; when not the sense of the words only is in our heads, but the sense of
the things abides in our hearts; when we have communion with God in the doctrine
we contend for; then shall we be garrisoned by the grace of God against all the
assaults of men. And without this, all our contending is, as to ourselves, of no value.
What am | the better if | can dispute that Christ is God, but have no sense or
sweetness in my heart from hence that he is a God in covenant with my soul? What
will it avail me to evince, by testimonies and arguments, that he hath made
satisfaction for sin if, through my unbelief, the wrath of God abides on me, and |
have no experience of my own being made the righteousness of God in him? If |
find not in my standing before God the excellency of having my sins imputed to
him, and his righteousness imputed to me, will it be any advantage to me in the
issue to profess and dispute that God works the conversion of a sinner by the
irresistible grace of his Spirit, if 1 was never acquainted experimentally with the
deadness and utter impotency to good, that opposition to the law of God which is
in my own soul by nature, with the efficacy of the exceeding greatness of the power
of God in quickening, enlightening, and bringing forth of obedience in me? It is the
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power of truth in the heart alone that will make us cleave unto it indeed, in an hour
of temptation. Let us, then, not think that we are anything the better for our
conviction of the truth of the great doctrines of the gospel, for which we contend
with these men, unless we find the power of the truths abiding in our own hearts
and have a continual experience of their necessity and excellence in our standing
before God and our communion with him.

Do not look upon these things as things afar off, wherein you are little concerned.
The evil is at the door; there is not a city, a town, scarce a village in England,
wherein some of this poison is not poured forth. Are not the doctrines of free will,
universal redemption, apostacy from grace, mutability of God, of denying the
resurrection of the dead, with all the foolish conceits of many about God and Christ
in this nation, ready to gather to this head? Let us not deceive ourselves. Satan is a
crafty enemy; he yet hovers up and down in the lubricous, vain imaginations of a
confused multitude, whose tongues are so divided that they understand not one the
other. | dare boldly say that if ever he settle to a stated opposition to the gospel, it
will be in Socinianism. The Lord rebuke him. He is busy in and by many where
little notice is taken of him.®

REVIEW: continued from page 98¢

THERE are two things which every child of God has the greatest reason to dread; the one is evil,
the other is error. Both are originally from Satan; both have a congenial home in the human mind;
both are in their nature deadly and destructive; both have slain their thousands and tens of
thousands; and under one or the other, or under both combined, all everlastingly perish but the
redeemed family of God. Evil by which we mean sin in its more open and gross form, is, in some
respects, less to be dreaded than error, that is, error on vital, fundamental points, and for the
following reasons. The unmistakable voice of conscience, the universal testimony of God's
children, the expressed reprobation of the world itself, all bear a loud witness against gross acts of
immorality. Thus, though the carnal mind is ever lusting after evil, thorns, and briers much hedge
up the road toward its actual commission; and if, by the power of sin and temptation, they be
unhappily broken through, the return into the narrow way, though difficult, is not wholly shut out.
David, Peter, and the incestuous Corinthian fell into open evil, but they never fell into deadly error,
and were not only recoverable, but, by superabounding grace, were recovered. But error upon the
grand, fundamental doctrines of our most holy faith is not only in its nature destructive, but usually
destroys all who embrace it.

As, however, we wish to move cautiously upon this tender ground, let us carefully distinguish
between what we may perhaps call voluntary and involuntary error. To explain our meaning more
distinctly, take the two following cases of involuntary error by way of illustration. A person may
be born of Socinian parents and may have imbibed their views from the force of birth and

66 Again, any true Christian would agree, certainly those who Philpot accuses would. So far, we have had nothing of
a “Review” of either work. The only purpose | can see of his thus quoting Owen is to indirectly accuse his
opponents of being Socinian. Thereby giving the unsupported assumption that Owen himself opposes them.
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education. Is this person irrecoverable? Certainly not. The grace of God may reach his heart, and
deliver him from his errors, just as much as it may touch the conscience of a man living in all
manner of iniquity and save him from his sins. Or a child of God, one manifestly so by regenerating
grace, may be tempted by the seducing spirit of error breathed into his carnal mind by a heretic, or
by an erroneous book, and may for a time be so stupefied by the smoke of the bottomless pit as to
reel and stagger on the very brink, and yet not fall in. Most of us have known something of these
blasts of hell, so that we could say with Asaph, “My feet were almost gone, my steps had well-
nigh slipped;” but they have only rooted us more firmly in the truth. These are cases of what we
may call involuntary error. But there is voluntary error when a man willfully and deliberately turns
away from truth to embrace falsehood; when he is given up to strong delusions to believe a lie;
when he gives heed to seducing spirits and doctrines of devils and seeks to spread and propagate
them with all his power. These cases are usually irrecoverable, for such men generally wax worse
and worse, deceiving and being deceived; error so blinds their eyes and hardens their hearts, that
they cannot or will not see anything but what seems to favor their views, and at last they either
sink into a general state of unbelief and infidelity, or die confirmed in their deceptions. It is scarcely
possible to read the Epistles of the New Testament, especially those of Paul to Timothy and Titus,
and those of Peter, John, and Jude without being struck by the strong denunciations which those
inspired men of God launched, as so many burning thunderbolts, against error and erroneous men.
Any approach to their strong language, even in opposing the most deadly error, would in our day
be considered positively unbearable, and the grossest want of charity. It is with most an
unpardonable offence to draw any strong and marked lines between sinner and saint, professor and
possessor, error, and truth. The ancient landmarks which the word of truth has laid down have,
almost by common consent, been removed, and a kind of right of common has become established,
by means of which truth and error have been thrown together into one wide field, where any may
roam and feed at will, and still be considered as sheep of Christ. It was not so in the days of Luther,
of John Knox, and of Rutherford; but in our day there is such a general laxity of principle as regards
truth and falsehood, that the corruption of the world seems to have tainted the church. There was
a time in this country when, if there was roguery in the market, it was not tolerated in the counting-
house; if there was blasphemy in the street, it was not allowed in the senate; if there was infidelity
in the debating-room, it was not suffered in the pulpit. But now bankers and merchants cheat and
lie like coster-mongers; Jew, Papist, and infidel sit side by side in the House of Commons; and
negative theology and German divinity are enthroned in Independent chapels. It would almost
seem that Paul, Peter, John, and Jude were needlessly harsh and severe in their denunciations of
errors and erroneous men, that Luther, John Knox, and Rutherford were narrow-minded bigots,
and that it matters little what a man believes if he be “a truly pious man”, a member of a church, a
preacher, or a professor. Old Mrs. Bigotry is dead and buried; her funeral sermon has been
preached to a crowded congregation; and this is the inscription put, by general consent, upon her
tombstone:

“For modes of faith let graceless bigots fight;
He can't be wrong whose life is in the right.”

But if to contend earnestly for the faith once delivered to the saints be bigotry, let us be bigots still;
and if it be a bad spirit to condemn error, let us bear the reproach rather than call evil good and
good evil, put darkness for light and light for darkness, bitter for sweet and sweet for bitter.
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Here, then, we resume our subject, hoping, with God's help and blessing, whilst we contend
faithfully for the truth as it is in Jesus, to advance nothing that may be in the least inconsistent with
his sacred word, and desiring his glory and the good of his people. But as Abraham, when he went
up the mount with Isaac, left the young men and the ass at the foot; as Moses put off his shoes, at
God's command, when he stood on holy ground; so must we leave carnal reasoning at the foot of
the mount where the Lord is seen, (Genesis 12:14,) and lay aside the shoes of sense and nature
when we look at the bush burning with fire and not consumed. Four things are absolutely necessary
to be experimentally known and felt before we can arrive at any saving or sanctifying knowledge
of the truth as it is in Jesus: 1, divine light in the understanding; 2, spiritual faith in the heart; 3,
godly fear in the conscience; 4, heavenly love in the affections. Without light we cannot see;
without faith we cannot believe; without godly fear we cannot reverentially adore; without love
we cannot embrace him who is “the truth,” as well as “the way and the life.” Here all heretics and
erroneous men stumble and fall. The mysteries of our most holy faith are not to be apprehended
by uninspired men. Spiritual truths are for spiritual men; as the Apostle beautifully says, “Eye hath
not seen, nor ear heard, neither have entered into the heart of man, the things which God hath
prepared for them that love him. But God hath revealed them unto us by his Spirit; for the Spirit
searcheth all things, yea, the deep things of God.” (1 Corinthians 2:9-10.) It is, therefore, utterly
impossible for men who are “sensual, having not the Spirit,” to understand any branch of saving
truth, much more the deep mysteries of godliness. We must be taught of God and receive the
kingdom of heaven as a little child, or we shall never enter therein; and it is for those who have
been so led and taught that we mainly write.

We attempted to show in our last Number the various ways in which erroneous men have sought
at different times to overthrow the eternal Sonship of Jesus. If we have succeeded, with God's help
and blessing, in refuting what is false, we have advanced a good way in proving what is true; for
in grace, as in nature, the conviction of falsehood is the establishment of truth. Before, then, we
proceed any further, let us fix our foot firmly on the ground that we have thus far made good, and
not run backwards and forwards in confusion as though we had proved nothing. What is proved is
proved; and as each successive step in an argument is clearly and firmly laid, it forms, as in a
building, a basis to support a fresh layer of proof. These points, then, we consider in our last
Number to have been fully established from the word of truth: 1, that Jesus Christ is the Son of
God; 2, that he is not the Son of God by the assumption of human nature, or by the resurrection,
or by sitting at God's right hand, or by virtue of any covenant name, title, or office; 3, that he was
the Son of God before he came into the world; and, 4, that consequently, he is the Son of God in
his divine nature. The pre-existerian dreams and delusions we need not say we utterly discard as
full of deadly error, and therefore need not stop to show that he is not the Son of God by virtue of
a human soul created before all time and united to his body in the womb of the Virgin, at the
incarnation. Here, then, we take our firm stand, that Jesus is the Son of God in his divine nature;
and if that divine nature is truly and properly God, as the words necessarily imply, and as such is
co-equal and co-eternal with the Father, then he must be the eternal Son of the Father. No sophistry
can elude this conclusion. Forsaking the Scriptures and the guiding light of divine revelation, you
may reason and argue on natural grounds, and cavil at the words, “an eternal Son,” and “eternal
generation,” as expressing or implying ideas naturally inconsistent, not to say impossible. But we
shall not follow you on such boggy ground. If you will do so, lose yourself there, and, led by the
ignis fatuus of reason, flounder from swamp to swamp, till you sink to rise no more; but we shall,
with the Lord's help, abide on the firm ground of God's own inspired testimony, and draw all our
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proofs from that sacred source of all knowledge and instruction. But though we shall confine
ourselves to the inspired testimony in opening up this subject, we shall endeavor to proceed step
by step, carefully and prayerfully, in the hope that our pen may move in strict harmony with the
truth of God in a matter so mysterious and yet so blessed. Follow us, spiritual reader, with the
Scriptures in your hand and with faith and love in your heart, that we, as taught and blessed of
God, may be able to set our seal to those words, “He that believeth on the Son of God hath the
witness in himself.” If we have not this, what witness have we worth having?

1. First, then, we lay it down as undeniable Scripture truth, that the Lord Jesus Christ is the Son of
God as God. This is the express testimony of the Father himself, “But to the Son he saith, Thy
throne, O God, is forever and ever.” (Hebrews 1:8.) Is it not clear from this express declaration
from the Father's own lips that the Son is God, and God because he is the Son? How else is he “the
brightness of God's glory, and the express image of his person”? (Hebrews 1:3.) The human nature
of Jesus was not “the brightness of God's glory,” for how could a created, finite nature represent
the brightness of the glory of the infinite, self-existent | AM? Nor could the nature assumed in the
womb of the Virgin be “the express image of God's person.” The person of God must necessarily
be divine, and the express image of it must be necessarily also divine®®.

2. Secondly, we assert that when the Scripture speaks of Jesus as the only-begotten Son of God, it
speaks of him as such in his divine nature. Thus, when John says, “And we beheld his glory, the
glory as of the only-begotten of the Father,” (John 1:14,) that glory was the glory of Christ's divine
nature; for how could his human nature, which was marred more than the sons of men, shine forth
with the glory of his divine? This “glory of the only-begotten of the Father” is most evidently the
same glory as that of which Jesus speaks in those touching words, (John 17:5,) “And now, O
Father, glorify thou me with thine own self, with the glory which I had with thee before the world
was.” But this must be the glory of his divine nature, for his human nature he had not then assumed.
Then “the glory of the only-begotten of the Father” must be the same “glory as he had with him
before the world was,” and that could be none other than his divine. Thus, we are brought in the
clearest and most indubitable manner to this point, that Jesus is the only-begotten Son of God as
God. The two passages that we have quoted bring us to this conclusion with all the clearness, force,
and distinctness of a mathematical problem.%® Examine one by one the links of this argument and
see if they are not firm and good. Jesus is the only begotten of the Father; this is the first step. As
the only-begotten of the Father, he has a peculiar glory; this is the second step. This glory he had
with the Father before the world was; this is the third step. As he could only possess this glory in
his divine nature, for his human did not then exist, he is the only-begotten Son of God as God,; this
is the fourth step, and establishes the conclusion that he is the eternal Son of the Father, and that
by eternal generation. You may object to the term, “eternal generation;”’° but how else can you
explain the words, “the only-begotten of the Father?” If you say that this refers to the human nature
of Jesus, how can you interpret in that sense the passage, “the only-begotten Son who is in the
bosom of the Father”? (John 1:18.) Surely you will not say that the human nature of Jesus was in
the bosom of the Father from all eternity. How was he ever in the bosom of the Father but as his

58 Here as in what follows Philpot grossly minimizes the uniqueness of the God-man mediator

59 |n so saying he makes Robert Hawker (on this subject) to be a heretic even though Philpot erroneously he says
Hawker agrees with him. Many in this controversy came to the same conclusion as Hawker and many other Godly
saints from all ages.

70 This is a human devised expression, and it is not found in the Bible.
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only-begotten Son, and if he lay there from all eternity as his only-begotten Son, what is this but
eternal generation?

But we have by no means exhausted our quiver. “Thine arrows,” we read, “are sharp in the heart
of the King's enemies; whereby the people fall under thee.” (Psalms 45:5.) The Lord fill our quiver
full of them; then shall we not be ashamed but shall speak with his enemies in the gate. Look at
the following testimony: “God so loved the world that he gave his only-begotten Son, that
whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have everlasting life.” (John 3:16.) Does not
Jesus himself here declare that the Father “gave his only-begotten Son”? Was he not, then, his
only-begotten Son before he gave him? If language mean anything, the words positively declare
that God had a Son, an only-begotten Son, and that he so loved poor fallen man that he freely and
voluntarily gave this only-begotten Son for his redemption. But when did God love the world?
Before or after Jesus came in the flesh? Of course, before love moved him to give his only-begotten
Son. Where, then, was his only-begotten Son when God loved the world? In heaven, with God.
And what was he in heaven, with God? His only-begotten Son. Then he was his only-begotten Son
in his divine nature, for his human nature never was in heaven till after the resurrection. And if his
only-begotten Son in his divine nature, and if he existed as such from all eternity, what is this but
eternal generation? Surely Jesus knew the mystery of his own generation; and if he call him-self
God's only-begotten Son, is it not our wisdom and mercy to believe what he says, even if our
reason cannot penetrate into so high and sublime a mystery?

“Where reason fails, with all her powers,
There faith prevails, and love adores.”’*

But you will say, “We do not deny that Jesus is God's only-begotten Son in his divine nature, but
he is so by virtue of the everlasting covenant.” But how could a covenant beget him? Begetting
implies an origin, not a compact; and to be begotten implies a nature, a mode of existence, not a
covenant. The two ideas are essentially incompatible; for begetting implies a relationship in which
there can be no covenant, whereas a covenant implies the existence of the covenanting parties.

But another may say, “I believe that Jesus is the Son of God, but neither by virtue of his divine
nor of his human nature viewed separately, but of his complex Person as God-man
Mediator.” But was his complex Person in heaven before the incarnation? Surely not. But that the
Son of God was in heaven before his incarnation we have already abundantly proved. It is evident,
then, that he is not the Son of God by virtue of his complex Person, for he was so before he took
our nature into union with his divine. He must be the Son of God either as God or as man. We
have shown over and over again that he is not the Son of God as man. What then remains but that
he is the Son of God as God, and therefore anterior to his assumption of our nature in the womb
of the Virgin, and therefore anterior to his becoming God-man? The Lord at the same time
declared, “He that believeth on him is not condemned; but he that believeth not is condemned
already, because he hath not believed in the name of the only-begotten Son of God.” Do you
believe in the name of the only-begotten Son of God? How can you if you deny that he is the
eternal Son of the Father? For we have already proved from Scripture that he is the only-begotten

"1 This is true, YES, but only where we are truly guided by the Holy Spirit into these mysteries.
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Son of God in his divine nature; and he who denies that most certainly believes not “in his name,”"2
by which is meant his very being and nature, Person and work, as revealed to the sons of men.

But as the matter is so important, let us now examine another testimony: “And we know that the
Son of God is come, and hath given us an understanding that we may know him that is true, and
we are in him that is true, even in his Son Jesus Christ. This is the true God, and eternal life.” (1
John 5:20.) Carefully examine the mind and meaning of the Holy Ghost in this remarkable
declaration, for it is well worth weighing word by word. “We know,” says holy John, “that the Son
of God is come.” But how do we know that the Son of God is come? By the personal, inward, and
experimental manifestation of him as the Son of God to the soul. But if not so manifested, not
known. And who understand and “know him that is true”? Those to whom he hath given an
understanding. Then where no such understanding is given, there “he that is true” is not understood
or known. “And we are in him that is true, even in his Son Jesus Christ.” Then if not in union with
the Son, not in him that is true, and therefore necessarily in him that is false. “This is the true God.”
Who? The Son. And why? Because he is the Son. “And eternal life.” Then out of him is eternal
death. Why? Because only in union with him is eternal life. Look at the chain as thus drawn out
from beginning to end; weigh it well, link by link. “The Son of God is come.” That is link the first.
“We know that he is come.” That is link the second. “He hath given us an understanding that we
may know him that is true.” That is link the third. “We are in him that is true, even his Son Jesus
Christ.” That is link the fourth. “This is the true God, and eternal life.” That is link the fifth. And
may we not, with holy John, add another link to close the chain? “Little children, keep yourselves
from idols;” and amongst them, from the idol of a Son by office, for such is not “the true God nor
eternal life.”

4. But now let us advance a step further in our line of argument and show that Jesus is not only the
Son of God in his divine nature, but as being “the only-begotten of the Father,” is God's own pro-
per, true, and eternal Son. Take the following testimonies by way of proof of this assertion: “For
what the law could not do, in that it was weak through the flesh, God sending his own Son in the
likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh.” (Romans 8:3.) Here the Holy
Ghost declares that “God sent his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh.” Have you ever carefully
weighed the meaning of the words, “his own Son?” If you are a father, does not your own son
widely differ from an adopted son? The word means literally his “proper” and “peculiar” Son his
own in a sense specially distinct from any other. But let us examine this passage a little more
closely. A certain work was to be done which the law could not do, for “it was weak through the
flesh.” The law was strong enough in itself, for it had all the authority of God to back it; but it was
weak through man's infirmity the flesh not being able to keep or obey it. God, then, sent his own
Son to do what the law could not do. If words have any meaning, if the Blessed Spirit choose
suitable expressions to convey instruction, what can we understand by the term, “God's own Son”
but that Jesus is God's true and proper Son by his very mode of existence? This is the grand and
blessed revelation of these last days, as made known to the apostles and prophets, and embodied
in the inspired pages of the New Testament. What, for instance, is the foundation of the first chapter
of the Epistle to the Hebrews, and indeed of the whole Epistle, but that the Son of God has a
relation to the Father not only of a dignity but of a nature which he alone possesses? How clear
and emphatic the language in which the apostle opens that weighty epistle, “God, who at sundry
times and in divers manners spoke in time past unto the fathers by the prophets, hath in these last

72 Again and again, he condemns his fellow believers because they disagree with his interpretations.
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days spoken unto us by his Son, whom he hath appointed heir of all things, by whom also he made
the worlds.” (Hebrews 1:1,2.) View the Son thus spoken of as a Son merely by office or by
covenant title, and the whole force and beauty of the words are lost. But see in the Son the true
and real Son of the Father, then the love and mercy of God, as speaking in and by him in these last
days, shine forth in all their unparalleled luster. So, in the words just quoted from Romans 8:3, the
whole foundation of redemption is laid on this rock, that God sent his own Son. Can language be
more plain or more positive? If Jesus be not God's own Son, his true, real, and proper Son, what
do the words mean? We say it with all reverence, that if Jesus be a Son only by office, such words
as “his own Son,” would but mock and deceive us, and lead us to believe a lie. If | were to point
to a son of mine, and say to a neighbor or a stranger, “This is my own son,” and a few days after
the person learnt that he was not my own son, but an adopted child whom | was accustomed to call
my son when he was no such relation, should I stand clear of deception in the matter? If God, then,
declares that Jesus is “his own Son,” am | to believe that he is his Son by nature, by eternal
generation, and thus his true and proper Son, or to make him a liar? It seems to us that holy John
has already decided the matter: “He that believeth not God, hath made him a liar, because he
believeth not the record that God gave of his Son.” This is just your case, if you say that Jesus is
not God's own Son, which you must certainly do if you say that he is not his Son by nature but by
office. You do not believe God because you believe not the record (or testimony) that God gave
of his Son, when he said from heaven, “This is my beloved Son.” And what is the consequence?
“You make God a liar.” And is not that an awful position for a worm of earth to stand in? But such
is ever the result of listening to natural reasoning and argument in- stead of believing the testimony
of God.

But again, have you ever looked at the word “sent,” in the passage that we are now considering?
There is a singular beauty and propriety in a Father sending a Son, which is completely lost if the
second Person is so far independent of the Father as to be a Son merely by office. As such he might
certainly covenant to come but could hardly covenant to be sent. But view him as the Father's own
Son, and then the love of the Father in sending him, and his own love in consenting to come, (“Lo!
| come,”) are beautiful beyond expression.

But this is by no means the only passage in which Jesus is spoken of as God's “own Son.” Look at
those words in the same blessed chapter, (Romans 8,) which has comforted thousands of sorrowful
hearts, “He that spared not his own Son, but delivered him up for us all, how shall he not with him
also freely give us all things?” Can words be more expressive, “He that spared not his own Son?”
Believing soul, you that desire to know God's truth for yourself, who would not hold error for a
thousand worlds, and are looking up for that wisdom which cometh from God, consider well the
words; they are full of truth and blessedness. Do not the words, then, clearly declare that the love
of God was so great to the church that there being no other way by which she could be saved, God
the Father spared not his own true and proper Son? Make Jesus a Son by office, and the whole
force, not to say the meaning, of the passage is gone in a moment. It would be, so to speak, like
plucking away the whole love of God to his people. If Jesus be not God's own proper and true Son,
where is the compassion of the Father's heart overcoming, so to speak, all his reluctance to keep
him back? Where is the depth of the Father's love in delivering him up for us all? The moment that
you deny the eternal Sonship of Jesus, you deny the Father's love to him as his own Son, and with
that you deny also the peculiar love that God has to his people. Thus, you destroy at a stoke the
unutterable love and complacency that the Father has to the Son as his own Son, and the
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compassion and love displayed to the church in giving him up as a sacrifice for her sins. The only
foundation of our being sons of God (1 John 3:12) is, that Jesus, our Head and elder Brother, was
the Son of God. Therefore, he said to Mary Magdalene after the resurrection, “Go to my brethren,
and say unto them, | ascend unto my Father and your Father, and to my God and your God.” (John
20:17.) Why “your 'Father?” Because “my Father.” Why “your God?” Because “my God.”
“Because ye are sons, God hath sent forth the Spirit of his Son into your hearts, crying, Abba,
Father.” (Galatians 4 6.) Why sons? Because Christ is the Son of God. Why the Spirit of his Son?
Because the Holy Spirit proceedeth from the Father and the Son, as his mode of subsistence. In
removing these ancient landmarks of truth, men little think what havoc they make, we were going
to say, in heaven and in earth. In heaven, by destroying the very essence and mode of existence of
the three Persons in the sacred Godhead; in earth, by destroying the foundations on which the
church is built. If you destroy the peculiar and unutterable love of God to the church, what do you
leave us? And this you most certainly destroy if you deny the eternal Sonship of Jesus, for the love
of the Father to the church is the same as his love to the Son: “And hast loved them as thou hast
loved me.” (John 17:23.) O the depth of God's love! To carry out this love, in a sense, both Father
and Son made a sacrifice. The sacrifice that the Father made, out of his love to the church, was,
that he gave out of his own bosom his darling Son and spared him not the sorrows and agonies of
the cross, but delivered him up to the curse of the law, the temptations of the devil, the malice of
men, and the burning indignation of Justice arresting him as a transgressor. The sacrifice that the
Son made was to leave his Father's bosom and be delivered up to a life of suffering and a death of
agony. How much is contained in that expression, “He that spared not his own Son!” But does not
all its force and meaning consist in this, that Jesus is the true and real Son of God? But if you still
are in doubt about the meaning of God's “not sparing his own Son,” look at an almost parallel
expression, “I will spare them as a man spareth his own son that serveth him.” (Malachi 3:17.) In
reading that passage, what meaning do you attach to the expression of “a man sparing his own
son?” Is the own son spoken of there the man's real, true, and proper son, or an adopted one, or
one calling himself so when he is not? You answer, and that well. “Why, the whole force of the
passage depends on the person spared being the man's own son.” Then why interpret this passage
in that sense, which, indeed, you cannot help doing, and explain what is said about God's own Son
in a manner quite different? But you say, “l cannot understand this eternal generation. It seems to
me so inconsistent, so self-contradictory, that | cannot receive it.” Do you mean, then, to receive
nothing which you cannot understand, and which appears self-contradictory? Then you must on
those grounds reject the two greatest mysteries of our most holy faith, the Trinity and the
Incarnation. We do not call upon you to understand it. But if you love your own soul, we counsel
you not to deny it, lest you be found amongst those who “deny the Son, and so have not the Father.”
(1 John 2:23.)

But again, if Jesus be not the true, proper, and real Son of God, how can we understand the parable
of the vineyard and the husband men, given us by three evangelists? We need not go through the
whole parable, but simply take what is said about the householder sending his son: “Having yet,
therefore, one son, his well-beloved, he sent him also last unto them, saying, They will reverence
my son.” (Mark 12:6.) Now, it is most plain that the whole force and beauty of the parable consist
in this, that after the owner of the vineyard had sent servant after servant to the husbandmen, and
they had beaten some and killed others, last of all, “having yet one son, his well-beloved,” he sent
him. Two things, then, this parable most certainly establishes: 1. That his coming into the world
did not make Jesus to be the Son of God, for surely none would be so foolish and ignorant as to
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say that the son spoken of in the parable became the householder's son by being sent to the
husbandmen. It was because he was his son already that he was sent to them as the father's last
messenger. 2. That Jesus bears the same relationship to the Father that the son bore to the
householder, or the parable has neither force nor meaning. Look closely at this matter, for the
Lord's parables are not idle tales, but though wrapped up in figures, are words of truth and
righteousness. If Jesus, then, be not the true, proper, and real Son of God, what is the meaning of
the parable? No one would accept this interpretation, that it was not the real son of the householder
that was sent, but a neighbor or a friend who personated a son, who assumed the office and took
the title when he was not his son at all. Do you not see, as a general rule of Scripture interpretation,
that whilst you hold the truth all is simple and harmonious, and passage after passage confirm and
corroborate each other; but the moment that error is set up all is confusion, and you cannot by any
possible means get one passage of Scripture to harmonize with the other? So, with this parable as
harmonizing with the true and real Sonship of Jesus. The moment you see and believe that Jesus
is the true Son of the Father, and that by nature and essence, the whole parable is full of exquisite
truth, pathos, and beauty; but abandon that view, and the parable at once falls to the ground as
devoid of all sense or significancy.

It is with the eternal Sonship of Christ as with the Trinity, the Deity of Jesus, the Personality of
the Holy Ghost, &c. It does not so much rest on isolated texts as on the general drift of God's in-
spired word what the Apostle calls “the proportion (or analogy) of faith.” (Romans 11:6.) And it
is an infinite mercy for the church of God that the Holy Spirit has so ordered it; for single texts,
however clear, may be disputed, but the grand current of truth, like a mighty river, not only bears
down all opposition, but flows on in a pure, perennial stream, to slake the thirst of the saints of the
Most High.™

But take another testimony to the same grand truth, and that from God's own mouth. Twice did
God himself declare, with an audible voice from heaven, “This is my beloved Son, in whom | am
well pleased.” (Matthew 3:17; 17:5.) Surely when God speaks from heaven those who fear his
great name will by his grace listen, believe, and obey. If Jesus 'received from God the Father
honour and glory, when that voice came to him from the excellent glory, This is my beloved Son,
in whom | am well pleased,” (2 Peter, 1-17,) we who desire to honour and glorify him should feel
a solemn pleasure in obeying the Father's voice: “Hear ye him.” Blessed Jesus, we do desire to
hear thee, for thy sheep hear thy voice, and thy mouth is most sweet; yea, thou art altogether lovely.
When sin distresses our conscience, or error assails our mind, may we ever feel and say, “Lord, to
whom shall we go? thou hast the words of eternal life. And we believe and are sure that thou art
that Christ, the Son of the living God.” (John 6:68, 69.) But if Jesus be the Son of God merely by
office or covenant title, where is the blessedness of that voice from heaven, proclaiming him the
beloved Son of the Father? It would but deceive and mislead us were it but a name not a reality, a
title implying a relationship which did not actually exist. If words so plain and so expressive mean
anything, (and who dare say that God's words mean nothing?) they most certainly declare an
intimacy of divine relationship between the Father and the Son, peculiar and ineffable, deeply
mysterious but inexpressibly blessed. No name or title can give an essential relationship. My son

73 This is an interesting and important paragraph. Philpot in this essay uses an immense number of scripture
references. In almost every case, if not every case he treats each as a “proof” text for his own personal views. Yet
here he admits that many of them could bear a different interpretation, other than his view. Hence his necessity to
bolster his humanistic, perhaps academic would be a better word, use of reasoning to carry his point.
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is called my son because he is my son; and if he were not so, no calling could make him so. In the
same or an analogous manner, the covenant, however blessed, however ordered in all things and
sure, could not make the Word to be the Son of God were he not so by eternal essence. Besides
which, if Jesus be not the Son of God by his very mode of subsistence, there would be, at least as
far as we can see, no peculiar significancy in his becoming so by the covenant. It does not at all
touch the efficacy of redemption, which depends on the Redeemer being God as well as man. If
then, the second Person of the Trinity be not the Son of God by nature and essence anterior to and
independent of the covenant of grace, there appears to be no reason why he should assume that
particular title for the purpose of Redemption rather than any other. As this, however, is a point
involving many other considerations, we shall not further press it, though it has a weight with our
own mind.

Thus, in whatever point of view we examine it, we see error and confusion stamped upon every
explanation of the Sonship of Jesus, but that which has always been the faith of the Church of God,
that he is the Son of the Father in truth and love. (2 John 3.) As such we, in sweet union with
prophets, apostles, and martyrs, with the glorified spirits in heavenly bliss, and the suffering saints
in this vale of tears, worship, adore, and love him, and crown him Lord of all.

(To be continued.)

REVIEW 1: Concluded from page 13174

WHETHER we set forth truth or whether we expose error, and we can scarcely do the one without
at the same time performing the other, the word of God must ever be the grand armory whence we
take the weapons of our spiritual warfare. This is both apostolic precept and apostolic practice.
“Take the sword of the Spirit, which is the word of God.” (Ephesians 6:17.) “If any man speak, let
him speak as the oracles of God.” (1 Peter 4:11.) “The weapons of our warfare are not carnal, but
mighty through God to the pulling down of strongholds.” (2 Corinthians 10:4.) In this spirit, as
obeying this precept, and walking after this example, have we thus far attempted to overthrow that
grievous error of denying the eternal Sonship of Christ, and to set forth that vital, fundamental
truth of his being the Son of the Father in truth and love, which has formed the subject of our two
last Reviews; and following the same rule of guidance, we hope in our present Number to bring it
to a conclusion. In so doing, we have little hope of convincing those who have drunk deeply into
the spirit of error. The poison is already in their veins, vitiating in them all that once seemed like
truth and simplicity. As infidelity, when once it has got full possession of the mind, rejects the
clearest evidences from positive inability to credit them, so error, when once it has poisoned the
heart, renders it forever afterwards, in the great majority of instances, utterly incapable of receiving
the truth. Against every text that may be brought forward in support of truth an objection is started,
a false interpretation offered, a counter statement made, an opposing passage quoted, the object
evidently being not to bow down to truth, but to make truth bow down to error; not to submit the
heart to the word of God, but to make the word of God itself bend and yield to the determined
obstinacy of a mind prejudiced to its lowest depths. O what a state of mind to be in! How careful,
then, should we be, how watchful, how prayerful, lest we also, “being led away with the error of

74 Gospel Standard May, 1859: pages 155-163
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the wicked, fall from our own steadfastness.” (2 Peter 3:18.) A tender conscience, a believing
heart, a prayerful spirit, a watchful eye, a wary ear, a guarded tongue, and a cautious foot, will,
with God's blessing, be great preservatives against error of every kind. But to see light in God's
light, to feel life in his life, to have sweet fellowship and sacred communion with the Father and
the Son, to walk before God in the beams of his favor, to find his word our meat and drink, and to
be ever approaching him through the Son of his love, pleading with him for his promised teaching,
this is the true and only way to learn his truth, to believe it, to love it, and to live it. No heretic, no
erroneous man, no unbeliever ever stood on this holy ground. That childlike spirit, without which
there is no entering into the kingdom of heaven; that godly jealousy for the Lord's honour which
makes error abhorred and truth beloved; that tender fear of his great and glorious name which leads
the soul to desire his approbation and to dread his displeasure; that holy liberty which an
experimental knowledge of the truth communicates to a citizen of Zion; that enlargement of heart
which draws up the affections to those things which are above, where Jesus sits at God's right
band; these, and all such similar fruits of divine teaching as specially distinguish the living saint
of God, are not to be found in that bosom where error has erected its throne of darkness and death.
On the contrary, a vain confident, self-righteous, contentious, quarrelsome spirit, breathing enmity
and hatred against all who oppose their favorite dogmas, and thrust down their darling idols, are
usually marks stamped upon all who are deeply imbued with heresy and error”. They may be very
confident in the soundness of their views, or in the firmness of their own standing, but God rejects
their “confidences, and they shall not prosper in them.” (Jerimiah 2:37.)

In resuming, then, our subject, we cannot but express our conviction that as we are enabled to read
the Scriptures of the New Testament with a more enlightened understanding, and to receive them
more feelingly into a believing heart, we become more and more forcibly struck with these two
leading features in them: 1. The clear revelation made therein that Jesus Christ is the Son of God;
and 2. The amazing weight and importance attached by the Holy Ghost to a faith in him as such,
and to a profession corresponding to that faith. It is not one or two passages, however plain and
clear, but the whole current of revelation that carries such conviction to a believing heart. The
eternal Sonship of Christ is, as it were, the central Sun of the New Testament, to remove which is
to blot out all light from the sky, and to cast the church into darkness and the shadow of death. The
manifestation of the Son of God is the sum and substance of the whole wondrous scheme of love
which has brought heaven down to earth in the incarnation of Christ, and taken earth up to heaven
in his resurrection and ascension to the right hand of the Father, agreeably to that testimony of
holy John which may be called an epitome of the gospel: “In this was manifested the love of God
toward us, because that God sent his only-begotten Son into the world that we might live through
him. Herein is love, not that we loved God, but that he loved us, and sent his Son to be the
propitiation for our sins.” (1 John 4:9, 10.) To believe in him as the Son of God, and to confess
him as such before men, this, in the New Testament, is the distinguishing mark of the disciples of
Jesus. That in believing him to be the Son of God, they believed him to be equal with God, which
he could only be by being eternally of the same essence, is plain from the very language of the
unbelieving Jews: “Therefore the Jews sought the more to kill him, because he not only had broken
the Sabbath, but said also that God was his Father, making himself equal with God.” (John 5:18.)

7> This is another telling sentence. As a “self-confession” of Philpot’s own conduct throughout this statement could
not be bettered. Just compare his spirit compared to his adversaries within his own denomination throughout this
document.
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We have already quoted two memorable instances of Peter's faith and confession as witnessing to
Jesus being “the Son of the living God.” (Matthew 16:16; John 6:69.) We will now, with God's
help and blessing, examine some others of a similar kind, and amongst them we will first take
Paul's belief in, and testimony unto the same vital truth. “Straightway he preached Christ in the
synagogues, that he is the Son of God.” (Acts 9:20.) Carefully examine, spiritual reader, and
prayerfully consider the words that we have just quoted. What a marvel is here! We see the once
persecuting Saul called by sovereign grace, made a believer in that Jesus whose name he had so
abhorred, and whose people he would fain have swept off the face of the earth, and preaching him
boldly as the Son of God in the very synagogues where he intended, in his blind rage and head-
long fury, to compel the saints at Damascus to blaspheme. (Acts 26:11.) What did his heart so
firmly believe, what did his mouth so boldly preach but this vital truth, that Jesus is the true and
real Son of God? His simple, child-like, new-born faith knew nothing of those crafty perversions,
those subtle distinctions whereby truth is now denied under the pretense of being explained. Rising
up by power divine into a spiritual apprehension of, and a living faith in, the Son of God, whose
voice he had heard, and whose glory he had seen, he knew no such dishonoring views of God's
only-begotten Son as that he was not his Son by nature and eternal subsistence, but by office, by
virtue of the covenant, by a pre-existing human soul, by his complex person, or by any such other
fallacious interpretation as erroneous men have since invented to darken counsel by words without
knowledge, and sully the pure revelation of God. When God revealed his Son in Paul's heart,
(Galatians 1:16,) it was to show him his glory, the glory as of the only-begotten of the Father, full
of grace and truth; and this glory was the glory in which he eternally subsisted as the true and real
Son of God. Paul, therefore, from the revelation that he had of him in his own soul, believed that
he was the Son of God by eternal essence and original subsistence, that true and real Son of the
Father in whom the Old Testament church believed as the promised Messiah, and for whose advent
it was waiting in faith and hope. A few words upon the faith of the Old Testament saints may here
not be out of place; for it may explain why Nathanael, Paul, the Eunuch, and others so implicitly
and instantaneously received Jesus as the Son of God, when once they believed in him as the
promised Messiah. There was no doubt in the mind of the believing Israelite that the true, real, and
proper Son of God was to come. The clear language of the second Psalm, and the express
declaration of prophecy, (Isaiah 9:6,) had already firmly laid that as the foundation of the faith of
the Old Testament church. The question with the elect remnant when Christ came in the flesh was,
whether Jesus of Nazareth were he. Immediately, therefore, that Jesus was revealed to a God-
fearing Jew as the promised Messiah, faith flowed out toward him as the Son of God for whose
coming he was looking. Such believing Israelites were Simeon, Anna, Zacharias, Elizabeth,
Nathanael, and other godly men and women “who were looking for redemption in Jerusalem.”
(Luke 2:38.) In a similar way, the high priest “adjured Jesus by the living God to tell them whether
he was the Christ, the Son of God.” The very chief priests, and elders, and all the council did not
doubt that the true and real Son of God was to come, for that was the faith of the Old Testament
church; but they disbelieved that Jesus who stood before them was he; and they crucified him as a
blasphemer, not as doubting that when Messiah did come, he would be the eternal Son of God, but
as rejecting the claims of Jesus of Nazareth to be such. Thus, not only believers but unbelievers
concur in exposing the ignorance and refuting the errors of those who in our day deny the eternal
Sonship of Jesus.
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But now look with the same spiritual eye at the faith and confession of the Eunuch. (Acts 8:37.)
Philip, who had preached unto him Jesus, and no doubt “6in so doing had declared to him his true
and proper Sonship, refused to baptize him till he was assured of his faith. In answer to that appeal
what was his confession? “I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God.” (Acts 8:35-37.) Now, can
we for a moment think that this believer in the Son of God viewed him as such by office, or by
covenant, or by any such crafty invention of subsequent days as erroneous men have sought out
whereby to obscure truth too bright, too dazzling for their dim eyes?’’” Or do we not rather believe
that his faith rose up at once to embrace the sublime mystery that Jesus of Nazareth whom Philip
preached was the true and real Son of God? It is a sound and safe rule of interpretation that the
simple, literal meaning of a passage is that which the Holy Ghost intends’®. Apply that rule to
those passages where Jesus is spoken of as the Son of God, and it at once follows that his true and'
literal Sonship is meant by the expression. The scriptures are written for the plain, simple-hearted,
believing family of God, who receive the truth from his lips in the same unreasoning faith as a
child listens to the teaching of its mother. (Psalms 131:2; Isaiah 28:9.) Now where would be the
childlike faith of all these simple-hearted believers if the blessed Jesus were not really and truly
the Son of God, but only so by some mysterious explanation which denies the plain letter of truth?
Spiritual reader, avoid mystical, forced, fanciful, strained explanations, and receive in the
simplicity of faith the plain language of the Holy Ghost. It will preserve thy feet from the traps and
snares spread for them by crafty men who by fair speeches deceive the hearts of the simple. Seek
rather to know and feel the power of truth in thy own soul, and to experience that inward
blessedness and sacred liberty which the Son of God gives to those who believe in his name,
according to his own words’ words of solemn import against the servants of sin and error, but full
of blessedness to those who kiss the Son in faith and affection. (Psalms 2:12.) “And the servant
abideth not in the house forever; but the Son abideth ever. If the Son therefore shall make you free,
ye shall be free indeed.” (John 8:35, 36.)

Having viewed the testimony borne to the Sonship of Christ by individuals, we will now, though
not in strict chronological order, look at the united voice of all the disciples. We read that after
witnessing the miracle of Peter's walking on the sea and the ceasing of the wind when Jesus came
into the ship, “then they that were in the ship came and worshipped him, saying, Of a truth thou
art the Son of God.” (Matthew 14:33.) It was not that they had doubts before, but they were so
overwhelmed with the greatness of the miracle, and so awed by the power and presence of the
Lord then in their midst, that their hearts bowed down before him in holy adoration and believing
love, as the very Son of the eternal Father, and as such possessed of all the power and glory of the
Godhead. Can we suppose that their minds were taken up with speculations such as daring men
have since invented to deny and dishonor both Father and Son, or did their simple, child-like, and
divinely inspired faith at once embrace the blessedness of the mystery that the Jesus whom they
then saw, and at whose feet they fell was the Son of the Father in truth and love?

76 Here as in so many cases he imposes his own per-conceived concepts into the various scriptures.

77 It’s never what we “think”; it’s what the Holy Spirit reveals when and how He pleases. It’s as Paul said “a
mystery” revealed by God alone.

78 This is an obvious dumbing down of the scriptures to give the human mind superiority. It's a well-known fact
that what is a simple and literal meaning to one may mean something very different to another even if both are
truly saved. Scripture uses many various techniques to teach us the truth. Like so much of what Philpot says this is
a half-truth or rather part of the truth.



110

But it is needless to multiply testimonies of this nature. It must be evident to all who read the New
Testament with an enlightened eye that faith in the Son of God is put forward again and again as
the grand distinctive feature of those who are born and taught of God.

We shall therefore now pass on to show the way in which this blessed truth is intimately and
inseparably connected with the experience of every living soul, for that is the grand mark and test
of doctrine being of God; and in so doing we shall, as before, keep as closely as possible to the
Scriptures of truth. The eternal Sonship of Christ is no dry doctrine, but a fountain of life to the
church of God; and as its vital streams flow into the soul, they become springs of happiness and
holiness, purging the conscience and purifying the heart, and giving and maintaining communion
with God.

1. A life of faith is the grand distinguishing mark of a saint of God here below. But this faith must
have a living Object, and such a one as can maintain it in daily exercise. “Because | live, ye shall
live also,” was the Lord's own most gracious promise. (John 14:19.) Now, let us see what was
Paul's experience on this point. “I am crucified with Christ, nevertheless I live; yet not I, but Christ
liveth in me; and the life which I now live in the flesh, I live by the faith of the Son of God, who
loved me and gave himself for me.” (Galatians 2:20.) The life which Paul lived in the flesh was
“by the faith of the Son of God.” This was his life of faith, looking unto, believing in, hanging
upon the Son of God, and receiving out of his fulness supplies for all his need. (John 1:16:
Philippians 4:13, 19.) Now, how is it possible for any man to live a similar life of faith unless he
believe in the same way in the Sun of God? and how can he believe that he is the Son of God if he
deny his true and real Sonship? His grace and glory, his Person and work, his blood and
righteousness, his suitability and all-sufficiency, his beauty and blessedness, his love and
sympathy, his headship and dominion, his advocacy and intercession as the great High Priest over
the house of God, in the knowledge, faith, and experience of which the very life of a believer is
bound up, are all so intimately connected with, all so directly and immediately flow from his
eternal Sonship, that they cannot be separated from it. Thus, if there be no faith in the Sonship of
Christ, there can be no true faith in the Son of God; and if there be no true faith in the Son of God,
what is a man, with all his profession, but one who has a name to live and is dead?

2. Communion with God, that rich, that unspeakable blessing, whereby a worm of earth is admitted
into holy converse with the Three-One Jehovah, is intimately, indeed necessarily connected with
the life of faith of which we have just been treating. But there can be no communion with the
Father and the Son where there is no “acknowledgment of the mystery of God, and of the Father,
and of Christ.” (Colossians 2:2.) In other words, there must be a living faith in and a sincere
confession of the Father as the Father, and a living faith in and a sincere confession of the Son as
the Son, before there can be any sacred fellowship with the Father and the Son. This is John's
testimony: “That which we have seen and heard declare we unto you, that ye also may have
fellowship with us, and truly our fellowship is with the Father, and with his Son Jesus Christ.” (1
John 1:3.)° How, then, can any have fellowship (that is, communion) with the Father and his Son
Jesus Christ if they deny both Father and Son, which they most certainly do if they reject the eternal
Sonship of Jesus? Well may God say to such, “If | be a Father, where is mine honor?”” (Malachi
1:6.) You may call me your Father. I reject your claim, for you deny my dear Son, and “whosoever

79 Just to take this single scripture as an example: What was it that the apostle saw and heard? Whether we take
Philpot’s rule (the obvious and natural meaning) or not they saw and heard the God-man mediator.
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denieth the Son the same hath not the Father.” (1 John 2:23.) There may be a notional Christ
presented to the imagination, a letter Christ conceived by the natural understanding, a Christ upon
the cross, as in pictures and on the Romish crucifix, painted upon the eye of sense; and by a strong
effort of the mind, there may be, with all these representations, a something like faith and feeling
which may be thought by poor, deceived, deluded creatures a saving knowledge of Jesus Christ.
But if there be no spiritual faith in his Sonship there can be no spiritual communion with him. It is
only as the soul is blessed and favored with discoveries of him as the Son of God that faith goes
out toward him, hope anchors in him, and love flows forth after him; and where these three graces
of the Spirit are, there and there only is there a saving knowledge of his Person, a blessed
experience of his grace, and a sacred fellowship of his presence.

3. Nor can there be, as it appears to us from John's testimony, any walking in the light of God's
countenance, any fellowship with the family of God here below, or any saving knowledge of the
cleansing blood of the Lamb where Christ's eternal Sonship is denied. And what is a religion worth
when these three blessings are severed from it? Consider, in the light of the Spirit, the following
testimony: “But if we walk in the light as he is in the light, we have fellowship one with another,
and the blood of Jesus Christ his Son cleanses us from all sin.” (I John 1:7.) Look at the three
blessings spoken of in this verse: 1. Walking in the light as God is in the light; 2. Having fellowship
with one another; 3. An experience of the blood of Jesus Christ his Son as cleansing from all sin.
And observe how the whole stress of the verse lies upon the words, “Jesus Christ his Son.” Take
away his true and real Sonship, for light there is darkness, for fellowship with the saints there is
separation from them, and for the cleansing blood there is a guilty conscience and a sin-avenging
God.

4. As there is no communion with Father and Son without a living faith in the eternal Sonship of
Jesus, and no walking in the light, no fellowship with the saints, and no knowledge of atoning
blood, so there is no indwelling of God without such a faith and confession. “Whosoever shall
confess that Jesus is the Son of God, God dwelleth in him and he in God.” (1 John 4:15.) To be a
saving confession there must first be a believing heart; (Romans 10:10;) and wherever the one
precedes, the other certainly follows. (2 Corinthians 5:13.) If then, there be no true faith there can
be no true confession, but a heart which believes aright will ever manifest itself by a confessing
tongue. It is for this reason that John pronounces such a blessing on “whosoever confesseth that
Jesus is the Son of God.” But do those confess him who deny his true and proper Sonship? No; he
only confesses him whose eyes have been anointed to see his beauty and glory as the only-begotten
of the Father, and whose faith embraces him as having been eternally such. In his happy soul “God
dwelleth”, by his Spirit and grace, for in receiving the Son of God as such into his heart, he has
received the Father also; (1 John 2:23;) and “he dwelleth in God,” for by dwelling by faith in the
Son of his love he dwelleth also in the Father. Then how can he who denies the eternal Sonship of
Jesus have any part or lot in a blessing like this?

5. Another rich blessing connected with faith in the true and real Sonship of Christ is, victory over
the world. “Who is he that over cometh the world but he that believeth that Jesus is the Son of
God?” (1 John 5:5.) A man must either overcome the world or be overcome by it. To overcome
the world is to be saved; to be overcome by it is to be lost. He, then, who does not believe that
Jesus is the Son of G6d does not and cannot overcome the world, for he has not the faith of God's
elect; he is not born of God; there is no divine life in his soul; and he has therefore no power to
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resist the allurements, endure the scorn, or rise superior to the frowns and smiles of the world, but
is entangled, carried captive, and destroyed by it. Where the world is loved the heart is necessarily
overcome by it; for in the love of the world, as in the love of sin, is all the strength of the world.
Now unless the love of Christ in the soul be stronger than the love of the world, the weaker must
give way to the stronger. Unbelief, heresy, and error cannot overcome the world, for such are utter
strangers to the faith which purifies the heart from the lust of it, to the hope which rises above it,
and to the love which lifts up the soul beyond it.

6. Again, it cannot be doubted that of all the blessings which God can bestow in feeling experience,
few surpass a knowledge of the possession of eternal life. But this rich blessing is intimately
connected with faith in the Sonship of Jesus. This is John's testimony: “These things have | written
unto you that believe on the name of the Son of God, that ye may know that ye have eternal life.”
(1 John 5:13.) To whom does John write? To those that “believe in the name of the Son of God,”
They alone can receive and believe his testimony, for they alone possess the inward teaching and
witness of the Blessed Spirit to the truth of his word. He does not write to heretics, to erroneous
men, to disbelievers in, to deniers of the eternal Sonship of Jesus. As these have not the Son of
God they have not life; (5:12;) and John writes not to the dead but the living. For their sakes, and
to confirm their faith and hope, he writes that, from the witness of the Spirit, they may know in
their own hearts and consciences that they have eternal life; and this they have because they have
the Son. If this be true, none can know that they have eternal life but those who believe in the name
of the Son of God. And how can we think that those believe in that name who deny his true and
real Sonship, to set up in its place an idol, a figment of their own vain mind; and because they
cannot understand the mystery of an eternal Son, or make it square with their natural ideas of
generation, renounce it altogether, or explain it utterly away?

Nor, as it appears to us, can the fundamental doctrine of the Trinity be maintained except by
holding the eternal Sonship of Christ. There are two errors of an opposite nature as regards the
doctrine of the Trinity: 1. One is Tritheism, or setting up three distinct Gods; the other, 2.
Sabellianism, which holds that there is but one God under three different names. Each of these
errors destroys the Trinity in Unity, the first by denying the Unity of the Essence, the second by
denying the Trinity of the Persons. The true and scriptural doctrine of the Trinity steers between
these two erroneous extremes and holds a Trinity of Persons in a Unity of Essence. Now, the Lord
Jesus, as the eternal Son of the Father, is distinct from him as his Son, and yet necessarily one with
him as partaking of the same Essence; and the Holy Ghost, as proceeding from the Father and the
Son, is distinct also from those Persons of the Trinity, and yet, as eternally proceeding from both,
partakes of their Essence likewise. Thus, we have a Trinity of Persons but a Unity of Essence one
God, but eternally subsisting as Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. Eternal Sonship gives to the Son a
Unity of Essence with the Father, and yet a distinctness of Person; thus as the Son he is one with
the Father, (John 10:30,) and yet as the Son he is distinct from the Father. So eternal procession
from the Father and the Son gives to the Holy Ghost Unity of Essence with the Father and the Son,
and yet a distinct Personality. Upon this firm basis the Trinity stands. But if you remove the eternal
Sonship of Christ, you also must take away the eternal procession of the Holy Ghost; and by so
doing you destroy the Unity of Essence and intercommunion of nature of Israel's Trinne God. If
the denial of the eternal Sonship of Jesus involve such consequences, well may we tremble at such
an error as removes the very foundations of revealed truth. All other views of the Sonship of Christ
lower his essential and eternal dignity, and however craftily disguised, tend to and usually end in
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Arianism. If his Sonship be not his eternal mode of subsistence, it must, in some way or other, be
created Sonship, and what is this but Arian doctrine in its very root and essence? How the Son can
be eternally begotten, and how the Holy Ghost can eternally proceed is a mystery which we cannot
understand, much less explain; but we receive it by faith, in the same way as we receive the “great
mystery of godliness, God manifest in the flesh.” If once we begin to reason on these matters, we
are lost at the very threshold of our inquiry. To believe, not to speculate to receive the testimony
that God has given of his Son, not to doubt, argue, and cavil, is the only sure path, as well as the
peculiar blessedness of a child of God.

In this spirit have we sought to handle the weighty matter which has occupied our thoughts during
our last three Numbers. The subject has grown almost insensibly under our pen, and yet we feel
that we have scarcely grazed the surface, much less laid bare the depths of this vital truth. We shall
not, however, detain our readers any longer upon it, as it is rather in our mind to publish a small
tract on the subject, recasting the whole; and whilst we preserve the chief arguments that we have
brought forward, we shall endeavor to give the whole a more exact and complete form than its
present fugitive shape, and thus make it, with the Lord's help and blessing, more worthy of
acceptance with the church of God.

Erratum. In our last Number, page 128, second line from the bottom, instead of “all his reluctance
to keep him back,” read, “all his reluctance to give him up.”

Editor’s Note: If shear verbiage and constant repetition of the same two ideas (Only Philpot
correctly understands the scriptures on this subject: all those who reject his teaching are heretics
and unsaved) then Philpot must surely be right. As far as this “Review”, which is as | said no
review at all, he stand or falls by his use of scripture and his attitude to all who disagree with him.

REVIEW 28081

The True Signification of the English Adjective, “Mortal” and the Awfully Erroneous
Consequences of the Application of that Term, to the Ever Immortal Body of Jesus Christ, briefly
Considered. By Henry Cole. London.

IN that wondrous prayer which the Lord Jesus Christ, as the great High Priest over the house of
God, offered up to his heavenly Father on the eve of his sufferings and death, there is a declaration
which demands of all who fear God the deepest and most attentive consideration. It is this: “And
this is life eternal, that they might know thee, the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast
sent.”*82 (John 17: 3.) In the preceding verse the blessed Lord had told his heavenly Father that he

80 Gospel Standard October, 1859 Pages 312-323

81 | would like to point out the fact that there is a great deal of truth and blessedness in what Philpot teaches here.
82 * These words are often incorrectly quoted, by which much of their force and meaning is lost, “And this is life
eternal, to know thee,” &c. But the Lord's words are, “that they might know thee.” In the original the article stands
before “life eternal,” so that the meaning of the whole passage is, “And this is the life eternal which he has to give,
that they whom thou hast given him may know thee,” &c. He thus explains what this eternal life is, and that it is
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had “given him power over all flesh,” for this express purpose, “that he should give eternal life to
as many as God had given him.” But for the instruction of the church of God for all time, that she
might clearly understand and know what this eternal life is which he has to bestow, and that on a
matter so vital, so essential, no mistake might be made, he graciously adds the explanation to which
we have already referred. By this plain and decisive declaration, he would forever show that the
eternal life which he has to give is no visionary, imaginary, dim, and dreamy heaven; no mere
deliverance at death from illness, pain, and suffering; no narrow escape from hell, just at the last
gasp; no reward of merit, or purchase of a death-bed repentance; no fruit of juggling ceremonies
or absolving priests, got in the very article of dissolution, by a drop of oil or a little bread and wine;
no entrance for unregenerate souls into a paradise of unknown bliss, of which on earth there had
been no foretaste, and for which no previous meetness or spiritual preparedness had been inwardly
wrought. All such carnal views of heaven, all such natural notions of a state of happiness after
death of deceivers and deceived, the blessed Lord at once and forever cast out by declaring with
his own lips of truth and grace that the eternal life which he had to bestow consisted in two things:
1. The knowledge of the only true God; and, 2. The knowledge of himself as the sent of the Father.

The importance and significancy of this declaration it is impossible to overstate. Its infinite weight
is determined by eternal life being laid in the opposite scale; its immeasurable breadth by the
commencement of heaven dating from a life on earth. For eternal life begins below, to be
consummated above; is sown in grace, to be harvested in glory. Thus, Enoch walked with God
before he was translated; Abraham was the friend of God; and Moses saw the Lord face to face.
These and all the Old Testament saints “desired a heavenly country” before they reached it.
(Hebrews 11:16.) But how could they desire a country of which they had no knowledge, foretaste,
or enjoyment? Can we desire that of which we know nothing, feel nothing, taste nothing, enjoy
nothing? “Whom have I in heaven but thee? and there is none upon earth that desire beside thee,”
is the experience of every soul that by the letting down of heaven upon earth finds earth itself the
very portal of heaven. But how can it know there is a God in heaven, unless it has found that God
on earth; or desire none beside him even here below, unless here below it has felt and known his
love?

But it is not our purpose to open or enlarge upon this declaration of the blessed Lord in its general
bearings, or as comprehending the whole of the important truth couched therein. The part which
rests with weight upon our own mind at this present moment is that which places the knowledge
of the Lord Jesus Christ on the same level with the knowledge of the only true God. How deep,
then, how mysterious, and yet how blessed must that knowledge be to obtain, to possess, to enjoy
which is to be put into possession, whilst here below, of life everlasting. Science, learning,
knowledge, general or special, mental ability, mechanical skill, political wisdom, intellectual
refinement, and every attainment which, in a state of high civilization, elevates men above the
slaves of drunkenness and debauchery, are well for time. Who can despise such a wonder of
science and skill as the Great Eastern, though he that fears God and trembles at his word may call
to mind the woes denounced against ancient Tyre for her riches and her pride, (Ezekiel 26, 27, 28,)
and may see with fear that what she was England is, and that the same sins may call down the same
doom. But what are all the attainments of science, all the wonders of art, all the triumphs of
engineering skill for eternity? Yes, were all the science and art, all the skill, wealth, and power,

given to the objects of his Father's love and choice, that they, and they only, might have the inward and unfailing
possession of it in time and for eternity.
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now divided among thousands, concentrated in one individual, what would the whole collective
array be compared with one grain of grace, one ray of divine teaching, one drop of atoning blood
in the conscience, or one gleam of the love of God shed abroad in the heart by the Holy Ghost? If,
then, this spiritual and saving knowledge of Jesus Christ whom God hath sent is a free gift, and
yet is only bestowed upon those whom the Father has given to his dear Son, how precious the
possession, but O how exclusive the boon! How as with a two-edged sword this word out of the
mouth of the Son of God (Revelation 1:16) cuts both ways; how, as a key worn on his shoulder
and wielded by his divine hand, it shuts as well as opens; how, whilst with one hand it raises
millions to hope and heaven, with the other it sinks millions into despair and hell. As a healing
word from the Lord's lips, it brings rest and peace to prayerful hearts, wounded consciences, and
contrite spirits; but, as a word of truth and righteousness, it forever seals the doom of the ignorant
and unbelieving, the self-confident and the self-righteous, the dead in sin and the dead in
profession.

As all true Christians believe that the Lord Jesus Christ is God and man, this spiritual, saving
knowledge of his Person and work, his love and grace, his blood and righteousness, divides itself
into two branches: 1. A gracious acquaintance with his Deity as the eternal Son of God; 2. A
gracious knowledge of his humanity as the Son of man.

In some of our late Numbers we ventured to lay before our spiritual readers some of those scriptural
views of the eternal Sonship of our blessed Lord which we have seen and felt in our own soul as
the solemn truth of God. And as we have reason to believe that what we were enabled to write
upon that subject has been received with a measure of acceptance by those who know and love the
truth as it is in Jesus,*®3 we have felt encouraged now to bring before them some reflections on the
sacred humanity of the blessed Redeemer. To know him as God, to know him as man, to know
him as God-man, and this by a divine revelation of his glorious Person, blood, and love, to our
souls this is indeed to have eternal life in our breasts. Nor can he be savingly known in any other
way but by divine and special revelation, “For no man knoweth the Son but the Father; neither
knoweth anyone the Father save the Son, and he to whomsoever the Son will reveal him.”
(Matthew 11:27.) The Apostle, therefore, prays for the saints at Ephesus, that “the God and Father
of our Lord Jesus Christ would give unto them the Spirit of wisdom and revelation in the
knowledge of Christ, the eyes of their understanding being enlightened.” (Ephesians 1:17, 18.) He
prayed for the same blessing for them as he had enjoyed for himself, as he speaks, “But when it
pleased God, who separated me from my mother's womb and called me by his grace, to reveal his
Son in me.” (Galatians 1:15, 16.) He knew, therefore, in himself, in his own blessed and happy
experience, what it was to be “filled with the knowledge of God's will in all wisdom and spiritual
understanding;” (Colossians 1:9;) and to be blessed with “all riches of the full assurance of
understanding to the acknowledgment (or knowledge) of the mystery of God, and of the Father,
and of Christ; in whom are hid all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge.” (Colossians 2:2, 3.)
Thus, he travailed in birth again for the Galatians until “Christ was formed in them;” (Galatians

83 * We hinted our intention to publish those papers, if the Lord enabled, in a more complete form. This we still
hope, with his blessing, to do; but continued absence from home, through ministerial engagements, has at present
prevented us from carrying our purpose into execution. To write on so deep and important a subject, especially in
the face of the opposition which those papers have called forth, demands much meditation, prayer, searching the
Scriptures, and a seeking of wisdom and unction from above, all which are best obtained and maintained in the
quiet of one's own home, and in comparative rest from ministerial engagements in other places.
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4:19;) and prayed for the Ephesians, that “Christ might dwell in their heart by faith.” (Ephesians
3:17.) He speaks also of their having “learned Christ,” “heard of Christ,” and “been taught of
Christ,” (Ephesians 4:20, 21,) all which expressions point to a divine discovery of his Person and
work to the heart. The blessed Lord also assured his sorrowing disciples that he would “come to
them,” and that they should “see” him, and “live” upon him; that they should “know that he was
in them,” and that he would “manifest himself to them and make his abode with them.” (John
14:18-23.) Nor were these blessings and favors limited to the Lord's own immediate disciples. As
“the precious ointment which was poured upon the head” of our great High Priest “went down to
the skirts of his garments,” (Psalms 133:2,) so there is “an anointing which teacheth” the lowest
and least of the members of the mystical body of Christ “of all things, and is truth, and no lie.” (1
John 2:27.) By this unction from above everyone that hath heard and hath learned of the Father
cometh unto Christ; (John 6:45;) and knoweth for “himself that the Son of God is come, and hath
given us an understanding, that we may know him that is true.” (1 John 5:20.) If then, we are
favored with this teaching, and “a man can receive nothing unless it be given him from heaven,”
(John 3:27,) we shall see by the eyes of our enlightened understanding “the great mystery of
godliness, God manifest in the flesh,” and what we thus see we shall believe, love, and adore.

Should we not, then, with all holy awe and godly reverence, seek to approach this mystery of
wisdom, power, and love? for all salvation and all happiness, as well as all grace and glory are
wrapped up in it. Right views are indispensable to a right faith, and a right faith is indispensable
to salvation. To stumble at the foundation, is, concerning faith, to make shipwreck altogether; for
as Immanuel, God with us, is the grand Object of faith, to err in views of his eternal Deity, or to
err in views of his sacred humanity, is alike destructive. There are points of truth which are not
fundamental, though erroneous views on any one point must lead to God-dishonoring
consequences in strict proportion to its importance and magnitude; but there are certain
foundation truths to err concerning which is to insure for the erroneous and the unbelieving
the blackness of darkness forever.

In opening up, therefore, according to our ability, this blessed subject, the sacred humanity of the
Lord Jesus, we shall arrange our thoughts under four distinct heads.

I. The wisdom, love, and grace of God as revealed in the incarnation of his dear Son.

I1. The nature of that sacred humanity which the blessed Lord assumed in the execution of this
wondrous plan.

I11. The work accomplished in that sacred humanity whilst here on earth, in its state of humiliation
and suffering.

IV. The exaltation of that sacred humanity to the right hand of the Father in heaven; and what it
involves for the present and for the future.

On a subject so deep and so important, yet so full of grace and truth, it may well behoove us to
seek wisdom from above, and to take especial heed that our pen may drop no word that may be
inconsistent with the oracles of God or sully the purity of the doctrine which is according to
godliness.
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I. To glorify his dear Son has from all eternity been the purpose of the Father; and both in the plan
and in the execution has he manifested the depths of his infinite wisdom, power, and love. That
the eternal Son of God should take into intimate and indissoluble union with his divine Person the
flesh and the blood of the children, that in that nature he might manifest the riches of the sovereign
grace, the heights and depths of the everlasting love, and the fulness of the uncreated glory of a
Trinne Jehovah, has been from all eternity the determinate counsel and purpose of the great and
glorious self-existent I AM; and all creation, all providence, and all events and circumstances of
time and space were originally and definitely arranged to carry into execution this original plan.
Creation, with all its wonders of power and wisdom, was not necessary either for the happiness or
the glory of the self-existent Jehovah. Father, Son, and Holy Ghost had, from all eternity, that holy,
intimate union and intercommunion with each other, that mutual love and ineffable fellowship of
three distinct Persons and yet but one God, which creation could neither augment nor impair. Time,
with all its incidents, is but a moment; space, with all its dimensions, is but a speck, compared with
the existence of a God who inhabiteth eternity, and therefore filleth all time and all space. That a
self-existent God should be amply sufficient for his own happiness and his own glory is a truth as
self-evident to a believing heart as the very existence of God himself. But it pleased the sacred
Trinne Jehovah that there should be an external manifestation of his heavenly glory; and this was
to be accomplished by the incarnation of the Son of God, the second Person of the holy Trinity.
The Father, therefore, prepared him a body, which in due time he should assume. Thus, addressing
his heavenly Father, he says, “A body hast thou prepared me.” (Hebrews 10:5.) That he should
take this prepared body into union with his divine Person was the eternal will of God; so that when
the appointed time arrived for the decree to be accomplished, the eternal Son could and did come
forth from the bosom of the Father with these words upon his lips, “Lo, | come; in the volume of
the book it is written of me, (the volume of God's eternal decrees,) to do thy will, O God.”
(Hebrews 10:7.)

Now, the word of truth declares that “God manifest in the flesh” is “the great mystery of
godliness.” (1 Timothy 3:16.) Therefore, without an experimental knowledge of this great mystery
there can be no godliness in heart, lip, or life; and if no godliness no salvation, unless we mean to
open the gates of bliss to the ungodly, who “shall not stand in the judgment;” (Psalms 1:5;) and to
count for nothing that “ungodliness “ against which “the wrath of God is revealed from heaven.”
(Romans 1:18.) It is the truth, “the truth as it is in Jesus,” which alone “maketh free;” and it is the
truth, “the truth as it is in Jesus,” which alone sanctifies as well as liberates: “Sanctify them through
thy truth; thy word is truth.” (John 17:17.) How important, then, how all-essential to know the
truth for ourselves, in our own hearts and consciences, by divine teaching and divine testimony,
that, set free from bondage, darkness, ignorance, and error, liberated into the blessed enjoyment of
the love and mercy of God, and sanctified by his Spirit and grace, we may walk before him in the
light of his countenance. And as in the Person of the incarnate Son of God “are hid all the treasures
of wisdom and knowledge,” how blessed is it to look up by faith to him at the right hand of the
Father, and to receive out of his fulness those communications of wisdom and grace which not
only enlighten us with the light of the living, but cause us to be partakers of his holiness, and thus
make us meet for the inheritance of the saints in light.

As thus taught and blessed, we desire to approach this solemn subject, and to look with the eyes
of an enlightened understanding and of a believing heart at the mystery of an incarnate God. And
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if Moses at God's command put off his shoes from off his feet, when he looked at the burning bush,
for the place whereon he stood was holy ground, (Exodus 3:5,) much more should we, when we
look on the mystery of God made manifest in the flesh, of which the burning bush was but a type,
put off the shoes of carnal reason from off our feet.

I1. The sacred humanity of the blessed Lord consists of a perfect human body and a perfect human
soul, taken at one and the same instant in the womb of the Virgin Mary, under the overshadowing
operation and influence of the Holy Ghost. This is very evident from the language of the angel to
the Virgin: “The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, and the power of the Highest shall overshadow
thee; therefore, also, that holy thing which shall be born of thee shall be called the Son of God.”
(Luke 1:35.)

i. The first thing to be borne in mind is that it was a real and substantial human nature, consisting
of a real human body and a real human soul, both of which were assumed at one and the same
instant in the womb of the Virgin. It was necessary that the same nature should be taken which had
sinned, or there could have been no redemption or reconciliation of that nature, or of those that
were that nature. Thus the apostle argues, “For verily he took not on him the nature of angels; but
he took on him the seed of Abraham;” (Hebrews 2:16;) implying, that if fallen angels had to be
redeemed and reconciled, the Son of God must have taken angelic nature; but as man had to be
redeemed, he assumed human nature. It was not, then, a shadowy form which the son of God
assumed in the womb of the Virgin, as he had appeared in human shape before his incarnation to
Abraham, Jacob, Gideon, Manoah and his wife, but a real human nature, as real and as substantial
as our own.

Thus, the Son of God “took upon him the form of a servant, and was made in the likeness of men;”
(Philippians 2:7;) “The Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us;” (John 1:14;) “God sent his
own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh;” (Romans 8:3;) “Forasmuch as the children are partakers
of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same.” (Hebrews 2:11) These Scripture
testimonies abundantly show that the Son of God assumed a real human nature but not a fallen,
peccable, mortal nature. He was “made flash” therefore real flesh; “in the likeness of sinful flesh,”
therefore not in the reality of sinful flesh. He took flesh of the Virgin, or he could not have been
the promised “seed of the woman,” which was to bruise the serpent's head; (Genesis 3:15;) or of
“the seed of Abraham,” to which the promise was especially made, (Galatians 3:16,) and from
whom the Virgin Mary was lineally descended. And this nature he so assumed, or to use a
scriptural expression, so “took hold of,” (Hebrews 2:16, marg,) that it became his own nature as
much as his divine nature is his own. It was not assumed, as a garment, to be laid aside after
redemption’'s work was done, but was taken into indissoluble union with his divine Person. Nor
did his death on the cross dissolve this union, for though body and soul were parted, and his
immortal, incorruptible body lay in the grave, his soul was in paradise, in indissoluble union with
his Deity. Thus, as each of us is really and truly man, by human nature being so personally and
individually appropriated by us as our own subsistence, that it is as much ours as if there were no
other partaker of it on earth but ourselves; so the Son of God, by assuming that nature which is
common to all men, (therefore called “the flesh and blood of the children,”)® made it his own as
much as ours is our own nature. He is, therefore, really and truly “the man Christ Jesus.” (1
Timothy 2:5.)

84 No bible verse is given here because this phrase in not in the Bible. It is in various confessions of faith.
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ii. The next thing to be believed in and held fast is that this humanity was not a person, but
a nature.®

This point may not seem at the first glance of deep and signal importance; but as all God's ways
and works are stamped with infinite wisdom, it will be seen, on deeper reflection, that it involves
matters of the greatest magnitude of the richest grace and the highest glory. For look at the
consequences which would necessarily follow, were the sacred humanity of our blessed Lord a
person and not a nature. Were it a person, the Lord Jesus Christ would be two Persons, one
Person as God, and another Person as man, and thus would be two distinct individuals.2¢,27

85 Some care should be taken in understanding what Philpot is teaching. The problem is that he over stresses the
divine nature of God and seeks to minimize his human nature. In effect he seeks to push the idea that Christ is the
“Son of God” only by his divine nature; his human nature being necessary for our salvation but having nothing to
do with him being the “Son of God” as such. This comes out in a clearer manner as he continues his discourse. |
have added extensive footnotes to help both myself and my readers to better understand what the Holy Spirit
teaching us on this matter in the Bible. With this caveat there is a great deal of good in his teaching as | mentioned
earlier in the Appendix.

8 The First London Baptist Confession of Faith (1646) in article 16 specially speaks of Christ as a human person
when it states: That He might be a prophet every way complete, it was necessary He should be God, and also that
He should be man; For unless He had been God, He could never have perfectly understood the will of God; and
unless He had been man, He could not suitably have unfolded it in His own person to men. John 1:18; Acts 3:22;
Deut. 18:15; Heb. 1:1.

It further elaborates on this in two notes under that article: That Jesus Christ is God is wonderfully and clearly
expressed in the Scriptures. He is called the mighty God, Isa. 9:6. That Word was God, John 1:1. Christ, who is God
over all, Rom 9:5. God manifested in the flesh, 1 Tim. 3:16. The same is very God, 1 John 5:20. He is the first, Rev.
1:8. He gives being to all things, and without Him was nothing made, John 1:2. He forgiveth sins, Matt. 9:6. He is
before Abraham, John 8:58. He was and is, and ever will be the same, Heb. 13:8. He is always with His to the end of
the world, Matt. 28:20. Which could not be said of Jesus Christ, if He were not God. And to the Sone He saith, Thy
throne, O God, is forever and ever, Heb. 1:8, John 1:18.

Also, Christ is not only perfectly God, but perfect man, made of a woman, Gal. 4:4. Made of the seed of David, Rom
1:3. Coming out of the loins of David, Acts 2:30. Of Jesse and Judah, Acts 13:23. In that the children were partakers
of flesh and blood He Himself likewise took part with them, Heb. 2:14. He took not on Him the nature of angels,
but the seed of Abraham, verse 16. So that we are bone of His bone, and flesh of His flesh, Eph. 5:30. So that He
that sanctifieth, and they that are sanctified are all of one, Heb.2:11. See Acts 3:22, Deut. 18:15; Heb. 1:1.

87 Hypostatic union (from the Greek: Umtdotaoctc hypdstasis, "person, subsistence") is a technical term in Christian
theology employed in mainstream Christology to describe the union of Christ's humanity and divinity in one
hypostasis, or individual personhood.[1] Ref. 1 - Lewis Sperry Chafer, Systematic Theology. 1947, reprinted 1993;
ISBN 0-8254-2340-6. Chapter XXVI ("God the Son: The Hypostatic Union"), pp. 382—384. (Google Books) Cited from:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hypostatic_union

88 The hypostatic union is the term used to describe how God the Son, Jesus Christ, took on a human nature, yet
remained fully God at the same time. Jesus always had been God (John 8:58, 10:30), but at the incarnation Jesus
became a human being (John 1:14). The addition of the human nature to the divine nature is Jesus, the God-man.
This is the hypostatic union, Jesus Christ, one Person, fully God and fully man.

Jesus’ two natures, human and divine, are inseparable. Jesus will forever be the God-man, fully God and fully
human, two distinct natures in one Person. Jesus’ humanity and divinity are not mixed, but are united without
loss of separate identity. Jesus sometimes operated with the limitations of humanity (John 4:6, 19:28) and other
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But being a nature, which had of itself no distinct individuality, but was assumed at the very
instant of its conception into union with his divine Person, the Lord Jesus is still but one Person,
though he possesses two distinct natures. The angel, therefore, called it “that holy thing;” i.e., that
holy nature, that holy flesh, that holy substance a “thing,” because it had a real substance®®, « holy,”

times in the power of His deity (John 11:43; Matthew 14:18-21). In both, Jesus’ actions were from His one
Person. Jesus had two natures, but only one personality.

The doctrine of the hypostatic union is an attempt to explain how Jesus could be both God and man at the same
time. It is ultimately, though, a doctrine we are incapable of fully understanding. It is impossible for us to fully
understand how God works. We, as human beings with finite minds, should not expect to totally comprehend an
infinite God. Jesus is God’s Son in that He was conceived by the Holy Spirit (Luke 1:35). But that does not mean
Jesus did not exist before He was conceived. Jesus has always existed (John 8:58, 10:30). When Jesus was
conceived, He became a human being in addition to being God (John 1:1, 14).

Jesus is both God and man. Jesus has always been God, but He did not become a human being until He was
conceived in Mary. Jesus became a human being in order to identify with us in our struggles (Hebrews 2:17) and,
more importantly, so that He could die on the cross to pay the penalty for our sins (Philippians 2:5-11). In
summary, the hypostatic union teaches that Jesus is both fully human and fully divine, that there is no mixture or
dilution of either nature, and that He is one united Person, forever. Cited from:
https://www.gotquestions.org/hypostatic-union.html

8 This is a super simplistic understanding that 1. Is not even true of the Greek word translated in the KJV as “thing”
and 2. Does not do justice to what the angel said to Mary in the context. Frist than to the Greek: | am not a Greek
scholar, therefore | am not speaking here dogmatically. This is just my impression. | believe the King James
translators used the word “thing” to stress the idea that this passage is not talking about two personalities. As |
show below Robert Hawker was happy with that translation. My point here is just to show what the literal Greek
is.

1080. yevvaw génnad, ghen-nah’-o; from a var. of 1085; to procreate (prop. of the father, but by extens. of the
mother); fig. to regenerate:— bear, beget, be born, bring forth, conceive, be delivered of, gender, make, spring.
(Strong, J. (1996). In The New Strong’s Dictionary of Hebrew and Greek Words. Thomas Nelson.)

1080 yevvdw [gennao /ghen-nah-o/] v. From a variation of 1085; TDNT 1:665; TDNTA 114; GK 1164; 97
occurrences; AV translates as “begat” 49 times, “be born” 39 times, “bear” twice, “gender” twice, “bring forth”
once, “be delivered” once, and translated miscellaneously three times. 1 of men who fathered children. 1A to be
born. 1B to be begotten. 1B1 of women giving birth to children. 2 metaph. 2A to engender, cause to arise, excite.
2B in a Jewish sense, of one who brings others over to his way of life, to convert someone. 2C of God making
Christ his son. 2D of God making men his sons through faith in Christ’s work. (Strong, J. (1995). In Enhanced
Strong’s Lexicon. Woodside Bible Fellowship.)

For reference the NASB95 translates the work as “child”.
Secondly to the context:

Shall overshadow thee (émiokiaoel [episkiasei]). A figure of a cloud coming upon her. Common in
ancient Greek in the sense of obscuring and with accusative as of Peter’s shadow in Acts 5:15.
But we have seen it used of the shining bright cloud at the Transfiguration of Jesus (Matt.
17:5=Mark 9:7=Luke 9:34). Here it is like the Shekinah glory which suggests it (Ex. 40:38) where
the cloud of glory represents the presence and power of God. Holy, the Son of God (aytov uiog
Beovu [Hagion huios theoul]). Here again the absence of the article makes it possible for it to mean
“Son of God.” See Matt. 5:9. But this title, like the Son of Man (6 viog Tou avBpwmnou [Ho huios
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tou anthropou]) was a recognized designation of the Messiah. Jesus did not often call himself Son
of God (Matt. 27:43), but it is assumed in his frequent use of the Father, the Son (Matt. 11:27;
Luke 10:21; John 5:19ff.). It is the title used by the Father at the baptism (Luke 3:22) and on the
Mount of Transfiguration (Luke 9:35). The wonder of Mary would increase at these words. The
Miraculous Conception or Virgin Birth of Jesus is thus plainly set forth in Luke as in Matthew. The
fact that Luke was a physician gives added interest to his report. (Robertson, A. T. (1933). Word
Pictures in the New Testament (Lk 1:35). Broadman Press.)

As | have shown elsewhere Philpot tried to use Robert Hawker as a support for his understanding of this subject
even though Hawker differed from him widely. Hawker’s commentary of Luke 1:35 is so important | am giving it
here in full. He says:

I have, in my Poor Man's Commentary, on the first chapter of Matthew, ver. 18. stated,
somewhat largely, my views, according to scripture testimony, on the miraculous conception.
But, as the subject is infinitely important, and the Church of GOD cannot be too clearly, nor fully
established, in the most perfect conviction of this fundamental truth of our most holy faith; |
would very earnestly beg the Reader's indulgence, taking advantage, from the long contents
concerning it, in this chapter, to consider it yet a little more particularly. And | am free to confess,
that an anxiety, for the rising generation in this kingdom, on the momentous doctrines of the
Gospel, prompt me the more earnestly to this service. Never, in my view, was there a day since
the Reformation, when the only principles, which make the glorious Gospel of the ever blessed
GOD truly blessed, were in equal danger to be frittered away, by the carelessness of some, and
the artfulness of others, who affect to call themselves rational Christians. | humbly beg to bear
my testimony to the truth, as it is in JESUS, to this fundamental article of the real Christian's
creed, in the evidences of the miraculous conception. And when | have stated in order, the
scriptural account of this momentous doctrine, | shall leave the whole to the Reader's own mind,
that he may compare spiritual things with spiritual: and that, under the teaching of GOD the
HOLY GHOST, his faith may be found, not to rest in the wisdom of man, but in the power of GOD.

And first: | beg him to observe with me, that with the Promise, which came in with the Fall; it was
said, the seed of the Woman should bruise the Serpent's head. And in conformity to this, when,
in the after age of the Church, the LORD entered into covenant with Abraham; the tenor of this
covenant was conveyed in terms agreeably to this promise; that in his seed should all families of
the earth be blessed. Genesis 12:3. Now, saith the HOLY GHOST by Paul, when explaining both
those Scriptures, and shewing their connection; now to Abraham, and his seed were the
promises made: he saith not, and to seeds, as of many, but as of One, and to thy seed which is
CHRIST. Galatians 3:16. Words, as plain these, as language can furnish, in proof that the human
nature, which the SON of GOD should take into union with him, thereby forming one Person,
even CHRIST, should be the seed of the woman. Peter, in his sermon, on the day of Pentecost,
guotes a passage from one of the prophetical Psalms of David, in confirmation. He first shews
that David king of Israel could not possibly mean himself; and then saith, that David being a
prophet, knew that GOD had sworn with an oath to him, that of the fruit of his body according to
the flesh, he would raise up CHRIST to sit upon his throne. Acts 2:30. compared with Psalm
132:11. and Luke 1:31,32. And these scriptures most plainly shew, that CHRIST, after the flesh,
should be of the seed of the woman.

The next point to be attended to, in forming suitable and becoming apprehensions of this great
mystery, is, to examine into what the holy scriptures taught, concerning the Incarnation of the
SON of GOD. And here we discover the Prophets, commissioned by the HOLY GHOST, informing
the Church, that the event should be altogether new, and mysterious; such as never had taken
place in the annals of the world. One of them cried aloud to the Church, saying: that the LORD



himself would give them a sign. Behold, (said he,) a virgin shall conceive, and bear a Son, and
shall call his name Immanuel. Which (saith an Evangelist in after days, under the same authority)
being interpreted, is GOD with us. Compare Isaiah 7:14. with Matthew 1:23. Another Prophet, in
allusion to the same blessed promise, declared, that the LORD hath created a new thing in the
earth; A woman shall compass a man. Jeremiah 31:22. And the LORD JESUS himself by the spirit
of prophecy, confirms them both, in what he had long before delivered to the Church; when in
that precious Psalm, which principally means himself, he had said; For thou hast possessed my
reins: thou hast covered me in my mother's womb. | will praise thee; for | am fearfully and
wonderfully made: marvelous are thy works, and that my soul knoweth right well. My substance
was not hid from thee, when | was made in secret, and curiously wrought, in the lowest parts of
the earth. Psalm 139:13-15. Fearfully and wonderfully made indeed, when considered with an
eye to CHRIST, by the sovereign agency of GOD, in the womb of the Virgin; here called, in
prophetical language, the lowest parts of the earth. But the terms are by no means applicable to
the universal generation of mankind. Great as the LORD'S power is, in all his works of creation;
yet the stated order of the LORD, in those acts of his appointment, do away the expressions of
fear and wonder. Now, these scriptures taught the Church to expect the birth of Him, whom they
refer to, as coming out of the ordinary course of nature; and in a way, such as the Incarnation of
the SON of GOD, by the miraculous conception only, can explain.

From hence we go on to what the Evangelist hath recorded in this chapter. An angel is sent to
the virgin Mary, to announce the wonderful event. His salutation implied somewhat of infinite
moment. Hail thou that art highly favored! Highly favored indeed! And not simply, in the grace
imparted to her, of GOD'S everlasting love; personally considered in redeeming mercy, as
distinguished in calling her, with an holy calling, from the Adam state of nature, in which she was
born; for this blessing she had in common with all the children of GOD; but highly favored, in this
singular instance of grace, which never could be enjoyed by any other; in being chosen, as the
woman, whose seed should bruise the serpent's head. Concerning the chastity of Mary, in
respect to her virgin state, none but unblushing infidels could for a moment question. For unless
it could be supposed, that GOD the HOLY GHOST, for more than seven hundred years before the
event was to take place, should have caused such a prophecy to be made, as that of the
conception of a virgin; and then, be regardless of the accomplishment: unless this could be
supposed, which is impossible, we cannot but suppose, that the LORD watched over his own
promise, and made all due arrangement, that it should come to pass.

Assuming this point also granted, and still prosecuting the mysterious subject, we next have to
consider another branch, requiring explanation. The Virgin Mary, though in herself in perfect
chastity, yet certainly derived from the Adam-nature, in which she was born, taints of the same
corruption from that race of fallen man, of whom it is said, by the testimony of the HOLY GHOST
himself, there is none holy, no not one. It therefore becomes necessary to enquire, how He,
who was conceived in the Virgin's womb, by the miraculous power of GOD, was preserved free
from that contagion; so as to be, as he is blessedly described, holy, harmless, undefiled,
separate from sinners, and made higher than the heavens? Hebrews 7:26. This question
becomes exceedingly momentous. And blessed be GOD we have, in scripture, the most
satisfying answer to it.

The word of GOD teacheth, that all the persons of the GODHEAD were engaged in the formation
of the human nature of CHRIST. Concerning GOD the FATHER, it was said by CHRIST, under the
spirit of prophecy, ages before his incarnation: A body hast thou prepared me. Compare Psalm
40:6. with Hebrews 10:5. And that GOD the SON had a hand in it is evident, for the HOLY GHOST
by Paul saith; that He took not on him the nature of angels, but the seed of Abraham. And again,
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He took of flesh and blood. Hebrews 2:14&16. And in this Chapter we have the wonderful
relation of the part which GOD the HOLY GHOST had in the work, in his overshadowing power.

When the Reader hath duly pondered these sublime considerations, | would beg of him to be
very attentive to what the Evangelist hath recorded in this Chapter. The angel answered the
modest enquiry of Mary, how the thing he spoke of should be; by saying, The HOLY GHOST
shall come upon thee: and the power of the Highest shall overshadow thee. By which we
plainly learn, that this overshadowing power became the sole act of generation. And this is in
exact correspondence to what was said by the angel to Joseph. For that (said he) which is
conceived in her, is of the HOLY GHOST. Matthew 1:20. Here then, the whole is explained. The
act of conception from the HOLY GHOST must be holy; because it is solely from, and wrought by,
the LORD himself, who is holy. Had there been the intervention of an human father, no doubt,
that in this case, defilement must have followed; for it is by this corruption is derived in all
generations, from father to son. But in this instance, GOD the HOLY GHOST is the agent; and
therefore, as the angel said, that holy thing which shall be born of thee, shall be called the SON
of GOD. This then was the tabernacle which GOD pitched, and not man. Hebrews 8:2. This the
stone cut out without hands: that is, without human hands. Daniel 2:45.

And | beg the Reader to observe with me, yet further, in confirmation of this most blessed, and
wonderful truth; how the HOLY GHOST hath been pleased to word the mysterious subject. A
virgin shall conceive. Yes! But not by man! She shall bring forth a son. Yes! But not by human
begetting. The HOLY GHOST shall overshadow her. THEREFORE, (that is, his Almighty agency
being the sole cause) THAT HOLY THING (not that holy person, for then there would have been
two persons in one CHRIST; but that holy thing) shall be called the SON of GOD. Oh! how
precious is this discovery! And further: When GOD sends forth his SON, he is said to be made of a
woman; not begotten, but made: and which, though made of the substance of the seed of the
woman; yet being made by the HOLY GHOST, cannot but be holy. So that as nothing is derived by
generation, from the impurity of our nature, the sole agency being of GOD; that holy thing is in
nature holy, and of consequence the SON of GOD.

Now Reader, pause over the wonderful subject! Put the whole together in one collected point of
view. Behold, how very full and clear the several terms made use of, in representing this great
truth, are; that the Church might have all suitable, and becoming apprehensions (as far as our
capacities at present are capable in apprehending) of so great a mystery. Call to mind the vast
preparations made for this one purpose: the union of GOD and man in one person, through a
long succession of generations, from the fall of man to the coming of CHRIST. Yea, before the
earth was formed, or JEHOVAH, in his threefold character of person, went forth in acts of
creation. Then CHRIST was set up, as the head of his body the Church, from everlasting.
Proverbs 8:22,23. And from the first promise in the Bible, concerning the seed of the woman,
until we behold it fulfilled in the uncreated word being made flesh, and dwelling among us; we
trace the whole scope of scripture, pointing and directing, like so many rays of light, converging
to this one centre. Had the human nature of CHRIST been formed out of nothing, or from the
dust of the earth, as Adam was; where would have been his relationship to his people? Or, had
the human nature of CHRIST been taken from any part of man, as Eve was, from the rib of Adam;
this would have been a relationship no doubt, but nothing more mysterious than the former
instance. But, to form the Human Nature of CHRIST from the seed of the woman, by conception,
without man, and wholly by the power of GOD; this was a sign indeed, from GOD: this was a new
thing in the earth; and a mystery, surpassing all human foresight and contrivance. Well might the
Apostle, in the contemplation, exclaim: Great is the mystery of godliness: GOD was manifest in
the flesh. 1 Timothy 3:16. Largely as | have trespassed, | must not dismiss the vast subject before
that | have first called the Reader to remark with me, and to remark it in terms suited to its
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because not begotten by natural generation, but sanctified in the moment of conception by the Holy
Ghost, so as to be intrinsically holy, impeccable, immortal capable of dying, but not tainted with
the seeds of sickness or death. It was not a body like ours, “shapen in iniquity and conceived in
sin,” (Psalms 51:5;) but was begotten by a divine and supernatural operation of the Holy Ghost,
and was therefore “holy,” not relatively, and partially, as we, but really, thoroughly, and
intrinsically holy; “harmless,” or as the word might be rendered “free from all ill;” “undefiled”
with any taint of corruption in body or soul, original or actual, in any seed, inclination, desire,
feeling, or movement of or toward it; “separate from sinners” in its conception and formation, in
every thought, word, or deed, so that it was as separate from sin, and sin as separate from it, when
on earth as it is now in the presence of God; “and made higher than the heavens,” by the exaltation
of that human nature to the throne of glory; higher than the visible heavens, for what is the glory
of sun, moon, or stars to the glory of the sacred humanity of Christ in the courts of heaven? and
higher too than the invisible heavens, for in his human nature as the God-man, he is exalted far
above all principality, and power, and might, and dominion, and every name that is named, not
only in this world, but also in that which is to come. (Hebrews 7:26; Ephesians 1:20-22.)

Among the heresies and errors which pestered the early church, was the Nestorian heresy, which
asserted that Christ's human nature was a Person, and thus made two persons in the Lord, and the
Eutychian, which declared that there was but one nature, the humanity of Christ being absorbed
into his divinity. Against both these errors the Athanasian Creed, that sound and admirable
compendinm and bulwark of divine truth, draws its two-edged sword. “Who, although he be God
and man, yet he is not two, but one Christ; one not by conversion of the Godhead into flesh, but
by taking the Manhood into God; one altogether, not by confusion of substance, but by unity of
Person; for as the reasonable soul and flesh is one man, so God and man is one Christ.” The
Nestorian heresy is cut to pieces by the declaration that “he is not two, (i.e., persons,) but one
Christ; and the Eutychian by the words, “one altogether, not by confusion of substance, but by
unity of person.”

But consider the blessings that are connected with and flow out of this heavenly truth. The glory
and beauty of this mystery, it is true, can only be seen and known by faith; for faith, as “the sub-
stance of things hoped for, and the evidence of things not seen,” alone gives to these divine realities
a substantial existence in the believer's heart. But looking by faith into this heavenly mystery, we

infinite importance, the very blessed doctrine connected with it, of the atonement. For, the
miraculous conception, once confirmed, brings up after it, the evident intention from it, of
CHRIST'S sacrifice. The SON of GOD becoming incarnate, implied the design, of making his soul an
offering for sin. This one act preached more fully than ten thousand sacrifices on Jewish altars;
that without shedding of blood, there was no remission. Surely, all the branches of revelation,
concerning GOD, might have been accomplished, (as far as revelation was necessary,) without
such an event as the miraculous conception. But if CHRIST, and CHRIST only, can do away sin, by
the sacrifice of himself, a body must be given him. Psalm 40:6-8. Blessedly doth GOD the HOLY
GHOST bear testimony to this, by his servant the Apostle: In all things (said he) it behoved him to
be made like unto his brethren, that he might be a merciful, and faithful High Priest, in things
pertaining to GOD, to make reconciliation, for the sins of the people. Hebrews 2:17. See the
Commentary there. (Hawker, R. (n.d.). Poor Mans Commentary New Test. Hawker.)
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may see in the two points we have thus far touched upon signal beauty and blessedness. The human
nature which the blessed Lord assumed into union with his divine Person hungered, thirsted, was
weary, wept, sighed, groaned, sweat drops of blood, agonized in the garden and on the cross, was
tried, deserted, tempted, buffeted, spit upon, crucified, and, by a voluntary act, died. Had it not
been a real human nature, the sufferings and sorrows of the holy soul, the pains and agonies of the
sacred body, the obedience rendered, the blood shed, the sacrifice offered, the life laid down would
not have been real, at least not really endured and offered in that very nature which was to be
redeemed and reconciled. This is beautifully unfolded by the apostle: “Wherefore in all things it
behooved him to be made like unto his brethren, that he might be a merciful and faithful High
Priest in things pertaining to God, to make reconciliation for the sins of the people. For in that he
himself hath suffered being tempted, he is able to succor them that are tempted.” (Hebrews 2:17,
18.)

But again; were the human nature of our blessed Lord a Person, its acts would have been personally
distinct, and the virtue and validity of Deity would not have been stamped upon them. We may
thus illustrate the distinction between a nature and a person. Man and wife are mystically by
marriage one flesh, but they still remain two distinct persons. Their acts, therefore, as persons, are
individually distinct, and each is morally and really responsible for his or her individual actions.
But were they so incorporated, like a grafted tree, as to become two natures and only one person,
then the acts of the weaker nature, assuming for the moment that the female is the weaker, being
the acts of one and the same person, would be stamped with all the strength and power of the
stronger. Thus, it is with the two natures of our blessed Lord. The human nature, though essentially
and intrinsically holy, impeccable, incorruptible, and immortal, being the weaker and inferior
nature, yet becomes stamped with all the worth, virtue, and validity of the divine nature, because
though there are two natures there is but one Person. Thus, the grand, vital truth of the two natures
yet but one Person of the glorious Immanuel is no mere dry or abstract doctrine, no speculative
theory spun out of the brains of ancient fathers and learned theologians, but a blessed revelation
of the wisdom and grace of God.

iii. But much beauty and heavenly glory are wrapped up in the way in which that humanity was
assumed. In the forming of this holy humanity, we see the three Persons of the blessed Trinity
engaged. The Father prepared the body, the Son assumed it, the Holy Ghost formed it. By the
preparation of the body, as the act of the Father, we understand not its actual forming or framing
in the womb of the Virgin, but its eternal designation, its preparation in the council, wisdom, and
love of the Father. “A body hast thou prepared me;” (Hebrews 10:5;) margin, “thou hast fitted
me,” literally, “put together joint by joint.” To design, to contrive, to put together in his own eternal
mind, not merely the framework of the Lord's body and the constitution of his soul, but so to
prepare it that, conceived in the womb of a sinful Virgin, it should not partake of her sin, of her
fall, of her sickness, of her corruptibility, this was a greater wonder to appear in heaven than what
holy John saw in vision. (Revelation 12:1.) This body, thus prepared, the eternal Son of God
assumed. By its assumption by the Son we understand not a creating act, as if the Son of God
himself created the body to be assumed, but that ineffable act of condescension and grace whereby
he took at one and the same instant of its formation, that sacred humanity, consisting of a perfect
human body and a perfect human soul, into union with his divine Person. We say “at one and the
same instant,” for we reject with abhorrence that vain figment, that idle tale, that pestilential and
dangerous error of the pre-existence of the human soul of the Lord Jesus. He was made in all things
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like unto his brethren, sin only excepted; (Hebrews 2:17; 4:15;) and unless it can be proved that
our soul was created before our body, and pre-existed ages before it, it cannot be shown that the
human soul of the Lord Jesus had any such pre-existence. This human nature, prepared by God the
Father, and assumed by God the Son, God the Holy Ghost formed. By the forming of that sacred
humanity by the Holy Ghost we understand that act of miraculous power whereby he
overshadowed the Virgin by his operations and influence, and created, of her flesh, a holy human
nature, which he sanctified and filled with grace in the very instant of its conception.

iv. But this leads us onward to a fourth point, not less full of truth and blessedness. And we may
put it in the form of a solemn question. How was it possible that in a nature so prepared, so
assumed, and created, there could be any taint of sin, corruption, disease, or mortality? The Father
contemplated that human nature which he had prepared for his dear Son from all eternity with
ineffable complacency and delight. Could he who made man in his original creation so pure and
innocent, creating him in his own image, after his own likeness, have prepared for his own Son,
his only-begotten, eternal Son, a body fallen, tainted, and corruptible, or even capable of corruption
and decay? Could the Son, who is “the brightness of his Father's glory, and the express image of
his Person,” assume into union with his eternal Godhead any other but a pure, holy, immortal, and
incorruptible nature? It was not a body to decay with sickness and die of disease, and then be thrust
away out of sight as the food of corruption but taken into intimate union with Deity itself, as its
immortal and incorruptible companion. Could the Holy Ghost form anything but a holy nature for
the Son of God to assume into a union so close, intimate, and indissoluble?

But it may not be unprofitable to examine these points of divine truth a little more closely.

1. And first, as to the intrinsic holiness and purity of the Lord's human nature. It was essentially a
nature impeccable, that is, not only not tainted with sin, but absolutely incapable, of being so
tainted. As we read of its being “impossible for God to lie,” (Hebrews 6:18,) so we may say of the
sacred humanity of the blessed Lord, it was impossible it could sin. The testimonies in the word
of truth are most full and clear to the impeccability of the human nature of the blessed Lord. “He
hath made him to be sin for us who knew no sin.” (2 Corinthians 5:21.) He knew no sin; that is, in
his own Person, in its taint or defilement, or in any approach thereunto. “The prince of this world
cometh, and hath nothing in me.” (John 14:30.) Satan, the prince of this world, came to tempt and
to assail him; but he had nothing in him, as he has in us; that is, no internal material on which to
work. If we may use such a figure, he had no ground within the walls on which to plant his infernal
artillery. He might assault the blessed Lord from without, for “in all points he was tempted like as
we are, yet without sin,” which had neither birth nor being, root nor stem, nor the possibility of
any, in the sacred humanity of the adorable Redeemer.

The late Dr. Cole, in the work before us, published many years ago, has exposed, in the most clear
and forcible manner, the awful blasphemies of the once popular Edward Irving on this point. Well
may we call them “awful blasphemies,” for Dr. Cole declares that he heard with his own ears this
poor, miserable, ranting orator, for he called his own sermons “Orations,” term, the holy humanity
of the blessed Lord “that sinful substance.” The sacred beauty, the ineffable blessedness of that
holy humanity mainly consisted in the Lord's being “a lamb without blemish and without spot.” (1
Peter 1:19,) as was typified by the paschal lamb, (Exodus 7:5,) and indeed by every other
ceremonial sacrifice. (Leviticus 22:19-24; Deuteronomy 15:21.) We must never lose sight of the
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peculiar nature of the blessed Lord's humanity. The nature of Adam was peccable, that is, capable
of sinning, because, though created pure, it was not generated by any supernatural operation of the
Holy Ghost. It was a pure, created nature, but not a holy begotten nature. The two things are
essentially distinct. Besides which, the humanity of Adam was a person, and therefore could fall;
but the humanity of Jesus is a nature taken into union with his divine Person, and therefore could
no more sin or fall away from Godhead than his Godhead could sin or fall off from his manhood.

2. It was therefore, as Dr. Cole has well shown, incorruptible. The body of the blessed Redeemer
lay three days and nights, according to the Jewish mode of calculation, in the sepulcher, but it
knew no corruption. As the apostle expressly declares, “He whom God raised again saw no
corruption” (Acts 13:37.) The sacred humanity of the Lord Jesus had no seeds in it of decay.
Though a real body, like our own, though it ate and drank and slept as we do, not being under the
original curse, nor involved in the Adam fall, it was not subject to sickness or corruption, as our
body is. The voluntary death of the blessed Lord severed for a while body and soul; but the body
was no more tainted with corruption in the sepulcher than the soul was tainted with sin in paradise.

3. This sacred humanity of the adorable Lord was therefore essentially immortal. Dr. Cole, in his
letter on the subject, has admirably shown this. The body of the Lord was capable of death; indeed,
as dying was the main part of every sacrifice, it was taken that it might die. It did not die from
inherent necessity, as our bodies die, which are essentially mortal, because involved in Adam's
transgression; but it died by a voluntary act. This is most plain from the Lord's own words,
“Therefore doth my Father love me, because | lay down my life, that | may take it again. No man
taketh it from me, but I lay it down of myself. | have power to lay it down, and | have power to
take it again. This commandment have | received of my Father.” (John 10:17, 18.) It was not the
pain of the cross, the nails driven through the hands and feet, the exhaustion of nature, or the agony
of soul that killed, so to speak, the Lord Jesus. When he had finished the work which his Father
gave him to do, so that he could say, “It is finished,” “he bowed his head” the head did not decline
of itself, weighed down by death, but he himself, full of life and immortality, bowed it; and then,
by a voluntary act, “gave up the ghost,” or breathed out his life.

As in our next Number we hope, with God's help and blessing, to dwell more fully on this part of
the subject, in our remarks on the sacred humanity of our blessed Lord in its state of humiliation,
we shall enlarge no further upon it at present, but conclude with an extract from Dr. Cole's book:

The awful and inevitable consequences of applying this term 'mortal’ to the body of Christ.

1. If the body of Christ was 'mortal’ in the unalterable meaning of that term, his
death, as we have already hinted, was not voluntary but of necessity. He did not
die of his own free will, but died, because, being a personal sinner, (tremble my
soul at the thought!) he could not save himself from death! He had no power to
'lay down' his life, but was compelled to yield it up, because he had forfeited it by
his own sins! He did not give his life a ransom for many; but the just judgments of
God took it from him for his own transgressions: 'The soul that sinneth it shall die.'
(Ezekiel 18:4.) But is this the truth as it is in Jesus Christ? Is this the doctrine
concerning the adorable Person of the Son of God that is revealed in the Word? Is
this the instruction which the Holy and Blessed Spirit seals upon the heart of the
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redeemed? No, no! The scriptures declare, and those that have been brought to
experience the benefits of the death of Christ know and believe that his death was
not of necessity, but a, free and voluntary gift. How plainly does he declare, and
how expressively describe this himself: ‘1 am the good shepherd. The good
shepherd giveth his life for the sheep. I lay down my life that | may take it again.
No man taketh it from me, but I lay it down of myself. | have power to lay it down,
and | have power to take it again.' (John. 16:11.; 17:18.) His sacrifice is
everywhere called 'a sacrifice of himself, a voluntary gift.' 'He offered up himself;’
(Hebrews 7:27;) 'By the sacrifice, of himself;' (Hebrews 9:20;) 'Who gave himself
a ransom.' (1 Timothy 2:6.) And so universally. But all these scriptures are flatly
contradicted, all this cloud of testimonies is utterly nullified, if the body of Christ
was 'mortal’.

REVIEW 2 (Continued from page 323)%

IN approaching the solemn subject of the sacred humanity of our blessed Lord, as engaged in the
work of redemption when here below, we desire to do so under the special teaching and unction
of the Holy Ghost, not only that nothing erroneous, inconsistent, or unbecoming may escape our
pen, and that what we write may be in the strictest harmony with the oracles of God and the
experience of his saints, but that life, and power, and savor may attend our reflections to those
believing hearts which may desire to walk with us in these fields of heavenly meditation. To guide
into all truth, to take of the things of Christ and to show them to his disciples, and thus glorify
Jesus, is the especial work of the Holy Ghost, (John 16:13-15.) To have this divine teaching is to
have “an unction from the Holy One whereby we know all things;” (1 John 2:20;) and is to be
blessed with that anointing which “teacheth of all things, and is truth, and is no lie.” (1 John 2:27.)
Prayer and supplication, reverent thoughts and feelings toward the sacred Majesty of heaven,
inward prostration of spirit before his throne, submission of mind to the word of truth, faith in
living exercise upon the Person and work of the Son of God, hope anchoring within the veil, and
love flowing forth to the adorable Redeemer, will all accompany this heavenly anointing. So
unspeakably holy, so great, and so perfect is that true tabernacle which the Lord pitched, and not
man; one not made with hands, as the tabernacle in the wilderness, but prepared by God the Father,
assumed by God the Son, and sanctified by God the Holy Ghost, that we should as much dread to
drop any word derogatory to, or inconsistent with its grace and glory as the high priest under the
law would have trembled to carry swine's blood, or the broth of abominable things into the most
holy place.

The sacred humanity of his dear Son, as the temple of his God-head, and as irradiated with the
beams of his eternal glory, the eyes of the Father ever contemplate with ineffable complacency
and delight. Nor was this tabernacle less glorious in his holy eyes who sees things as they really
are, not as they appear to man, even in Jesus's deepest humiliation and shame, when he was “a
worm, and no man, a reproach of men, and despised of the people.” When dogs compassed him,
when the assembly of the wicked enclosed him, when they pierced his hands and feet, when he
could tell all his bones as they hung stripped on the cross, when his enemies looked and stared
upon him, parted his garments among them, and cast lots upon his vesture, (Psalms 22:8, 16-18,)

9 Gospel Standard Nov. 1859 pages 348-356
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he was as much delighted in by the Father, and was as glorious in his eyes as he now is at the right
hand of his throne. He ever was from the hour of his incarnation, he ever will be the same Jesus
Christ, the same yesterday, when he hung upon the cross, today as he sits at the right hand of God,
and forever in the eternity of his kingdom, power, and glory. May we, then, who believe in his
name, and cleave to him with purpose of heart, as beholding the light of the knowledge of the glory
of God in the face of Jesus Christ, feel such a sacred communion with him in his suffering
humanity that we may be able to say, with holy John, in the flowing forth of faith and affection,
“And truly our fellowship is with the Father and with his Son Jesus Christ.” (1 John 1:3.)

The foundation of this sacred mystery was laid in the eternal purposes of God and determined by
a covenant ordered in all things and sure. The creation of this lower world, and indeed we may
say, of the higher world of bright, angelic beings, was but a first step to the bringing to light of
these hidden purposes of Jehovah. When he formed man in his own likeness, it was not merely
after his moral image, (Ephesians 4:24; Colossians 3:10,) but after the likeness of that man who
was set up in the mind of God from everlasting, or ever the earth was. (Proverbs 8:23.) It was
utterly impossible that a holy God could create a sinful man. He, therefore, made man upright, but
able to fall. During the period of man's innocence the promises of the covenant of grace, so to
speak, slept. They were in the bosom of the covenant, ready to appear, but were not yet needed.
But immediately that man sinned and fell, as soon as Justice, which, as the revelation of the
intrinsic holiness of Jehovah, had the first claim to speak, had pronounced sentence on the head of
the guilty criminals, Mercy, as already laid up in the Covenant of grace, stepped in with the first
promise which issued from the lips of a sin-pardoning God, that the seed of the woman should
bruise the serpent's head. Here was the first intimation of the manifestation of the Son of God to
destroy the works of the devil. The bruiser of the serpent's head was to be of the seed of the woman;
and the sufferings of the sacred humanity to be assumed of the woman were at the same moment
foreshadowed in the declaration that the seed of the serpent should bruise his heel. As a further
development of the sacred mystery of the slaughtered Lamb, the gracious Lord then instituted
worship by sacrifice; for it is evident from Abel's offering “of the firstlings of his flock and of the
fat thereof,” which he doubtless burned on the altar, in strict accordance with the Mosaic ritual
afterwards appointed, (Numbers 18: 17,) that the Lord then instituted the rite of sacrifice, and
himself clothed our first parents with the skins of the sacrificed victims as emblematic of the
righteousness of the slain Lamb of God, who was thus revealed to their faith. Let us not think that
these solemn transactions in the garden of Eden were a sudden thought in the mind of God an
expedient then and there for the first time devised to patch up the fall. The Covenant of grace
between the three Persons of the sacred Trinity was entered into with a fore-view of the fall; and
therefore, the blessed Lord is called “the Lamb slain from the foundation of the world.” (Revelation
8: 8.) Itis, indeed, derogatory to the character of him who “declareth the end from the beginning,”
(Isaiah 46:10,) who “looketh to the ends of the earth, and seeth under the whole heaven,” (Job
18:24,) to think that the Adam fall took him, so to speak, by surprise, was an unlooked for,
unexpected event, of which there had been no foresight, and for which there had been made no
provision. Far from our mind be such low, groveling thoughts of the great and glorious self-existent
I AM. Such views would root up the very foundations of our faith in his omniscience and
omnipotence. If God did not foresee® the fall, an event charged with the eternal destiny of
millions, what minor circumstance can he foresee now? If God did not provide a remedy for the
fall as foreseen, where is his wisdom as, well as his prescience of the circumstances whereby we

91 He uses a very weak “foresee”. Foreordained by God’s decree seems better.
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are at present surrounded? Such a blind God groping, as it were, for a remedy amidst the ruins of
the fall, which he never foresaw, is worse than a heathen idol. At any rate it is not the God of the
Bible it is not the God whom living souls believe in, worship, and adore. They admire with holy
reverence his eternal foresight and bow with submission before his fixed decrees; they adore his
sovereignty in the election of the vessels of mercy and the rejection of the vessels of wrath; and
when favored with a sip of his love, bless his holy name for having loved them with an everlasting
love from before the foundation of the world. If these foundations of our moat holy faith be
destroyed, what can the righteous do? (Psalms 11:3.) But blessed be God, his prescience and his
providence, his wisdom and his grace, his mercy and his love, are all from everlasting to
everlasting, secured by a covenant ordered in all things and sure, fixed by firm decree and ratified
by his word and by his oath, two immutable things in which it was impossible for God to lie.
(Hebrews 6:18.) In this everlasting covenant it was appointed that the Son of God, the second
Person in the glorious God-head, should take our nature into union with his own divine
Person, that he might offer it as a sacrifice for the sins of his elect people, and thus redeem
them from all the consequences of the fall, and reconcile them unto God.%

I11. We have already shown that this sacred humanity of our adorable Lord was a real human body,
and a real human soul, taken at one and the same instant into union with the divine Person of the
Son of God, and that it was essentially impeccable and immortal. We have, with God's blessing,
in pursuance of our sacred theme, and as a further opening up of “the great mystery of godliness,
God manifest in the flesh,” to show the work accomplished in that sacred humanity whilst here on
earth in its state of humiliation and suffering.

I The first consideration is what he became by this voluntary act of taking our nature into
union with his divine Person. In opening up this part of our subject we shall tread closely in the
footsteps of that portion of holy writ where the apostle Paul unfolds the sacred mystery of the
humiliation of the blessed Lord. (Philippians 2:5-8.)

1. He emptied himself of all those outward adjuncts of his glorious Person wherewith he
had forever shone as the eternal Son of the Father in the courts of heaven. We use the word
“emptied himself,” as being the literal translation of the word rendered in our version, “made
himself of no reputation;” but we do not mean thereby that he deprived himself of any one of the
perfections of the divine nature. Not a single essential attribute of Deity was, or indeed could be
in the least degree diminished by his assumption of our nature, for he could no more cease to be
all that God is than he could cease to be God. But he emptied himself of them before the eyes of
men by laying aside their outward and visible manifestation. As an earthly king may lay aside for
a while his regal state, and yet not cease to be a king, so the Son of God laid aside for a season
those bright beams of his glory which would otherwise have shone forth too brightly and gloriously
for human eyes to look upon; for no man can see God and live. (Exodus 33:20.) Besides which,
there was a secret purpose in the mind of God, whose glory it is to conceal a thing as well as to
reveal it, (Proverbs 25:2,) that the glorious person of his dear Son should be veiled from all eyes
but those of faith. As, then, the sun is sometimes veiled in a mist, or by passing clouds, through
which his light shines and his orb appears, though dimmed and shorn of those rays which the
human eye cannot bear, so the Son of God veiled his divine glory by the tabernacle of the sacred
humanity in which he dwelt. He is therefore said to have “tabernacled among us,” as the word

92 |s there a limiting of Christ’s complexity here?
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“dwelt ' (John 1:14) literally means; for as the Shechinah, or divine presence, dwelt in a cloud of
glory, upon the mercy-seat, in the tabernacle erected in the wilderness, (Leviticus 16:2,) so that
the most holy place needed not the light of the golden candlestick which illuminated the outer
sanctuary, and yet was veiled by the curtains of the tabernacle, (2 Samuel 7:2,) so the sacred
humanity of the blessed Lord was as a tabernacle to his divine nature, veiling it from the eyes of
men, and yet by its indwelling presence filled with grace and glory. Thus, to common eyes, he had
no form nor comeliness, was as a root out of a dry ground, was despised and rejected of men, and
when they saw him there was no beauty in him that they should desire him. (Isaiah 53:2.) It is true
that sparkles of his eternal Sonship and glorious Godhead shone through the veil of his
humanity to believing eyes and hearts, for John says, “And the Word was made flesh, and dwelt
among us, and we beheld his glory, the glory as of the only-begotten of the Father, full of grace
and truth.” (John 1:14.) And the Father not only outwardly, with a voice from heaven, twice
declared that he was his beloved Son, (Matthew 3:17; 17: 5,) but revealed him inwardly as such to
the heart of his disciples, according to the Lord's own testimony in the case of Peter. (Matthew
16:16, 17.) As long as he was in the world, he was the light of the world, (John 1:9; 8:12; 9:5,) as
the sun, however veiled by clouds, is still the light of the earth. Though rejected and abhorred of
men, he could, therefore, still look up to his heavenly Father, in the lowest depths of his
humiliation, and speak in the language of filial love confidence, “Though Israel be not gathered,
yet shall | be glorious in the eyes of the Lord, and my God shall be my strength." (Isaiah 59:5.)

2. The second act of humiliation of the eternal Son of God in assuming our nature was to take upon
him the form of a servant. Some are born servants, as Abraham had three hundred and eighteen
trained servants born in his house; (Genesis 14:14;) and some are made servants by others, either
taken captive in war, (Deuteronomy 21:10,) or bought with money. (Leviticus 25:44-46.) But the
blessed Son of God took upon him the form of a servant, as a voluntary act of grace; and not only
the form, but the reality, for the word form respects not only his outward appearance whilst here
below, but his inward subjection of soul to God. Therefore, the Father said of him, in the language
of prophecy, “Behold my servant, whom | uphold; mine elect, in whom my soul delighteth;”
(Isaiah 52:1;) and unto him, “Thou art my servant, O Israel, in whom | will be glorified.” (Isaiah
49:3.) He was formed from the womb to be God's servant; (Isaiah 49:5;) so that he became a
servant at the very instant that he took our nature into union with his own divine Person in the
womb of the Virgin. Thus, the apostle, quoting the words of Psalms 40:6, “Mine ears hast thou
opened,” (marg. “digged,”) that is, “Hast made me thy willing servant,” in allusion to Ex. 21:6,
renders them, “A body hast thou prepared me;” for by taking the prepared body he became the
willing servant of the Father, according to his own words, “I delight to do thy will, O my God.”
(Psalms 40:8.)

3 By taking this prepared body, he was therefore made in the likeness of men, and was found in
fashion as a man, that is, though his sacred humanity was intrinsically different from ours, as being
holy, harmless, undefiled, and separate from sinners, impeccable, and immortal, yet, in outward
form and appearance, as in reality and truth, it perfectly resembled man's. It ate, it drank, it slept,
was weary, sweat drops of blood, endured pain of body and travail of soul. The early church was
much pestered with what is called the Gnostic heresy, which, under the plausible assumption that
real flesh was too gross and material a substance for the Son of God to assume, asserted that he
took a shadowy, aerial form, in which there was no real flesh or blood, but only the appearance. It
is against this heresy that holy John draws his sword, when he declares that “the Word was made
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flesh,” and gives this as a test of saving truth and damnable error: “Hereby know ye the Spirit of
God. Every spirit that confesseth that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is of God, and every spirit
that confesseth not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is not of God; and this is that spirit of
antichrist whereof ye have heard that it should come, and even now already is it in the world.” (1
John 4:2, 3.) We must hold fast, then, to this vital truth, that it was real flesh and blood, though
holy flesh and blood, that the Son of God assumed in the womb and offered on the tree.

4 Having, then, thus voluntarily assumed the form of a servant, the blessed Lord took that in
which the very essence of servitude consists, viz., obedience, and that not only to the word, but to
the will of his heavenly Father.

As this obedience forms our justifying righteousness and is a part of his finished work, it claims at
our hands the most attentive, prayerful, and meditative consideration. Not, however, to dwell too
long on this part of our subject, we may briefly name these five particulars as most marked and
blessed features of the obedience of Jesus, whilst here in this state of humiliation. It was voluntary
delighted in perfect vicarious and meritorious.

1. It was voluntary. “Lo! | come (in the volume of the book it is written of me) to do thy
will, O God/' (Hebrews 10:7,) were, so to speak, the words in his heart and mouth when he came
out of the bosom of the Father to take flesh in the womb of the Virgin. There was no compulsion
to bring him down from heaven to earth but the compulsion of love. As the love of Christ is said
to constrain us not to live unto ourselves, but unto him who died for us and rose again, (2
Corinthians 5:14,) so, in a sense, we may say that the love of his people constrained him to live
and die for them. They were his inheritance, the portion given him by his Father when he appointed
him heir of all things, (Hebrews 1:2,) that they might be his eternal possession. (Deuteronomy
32:9; Psalms 2:8.) “Thine they were,” he therefore meekly reminds his Father, “and thou gavest
them me,” adding, to show the unity of mind, will, purpose, and possession in the Father and the
Son, “And all mine are thine, and thine are mine, and | am glorified in them.” (John 17:6, 10.) He,
therefore, loved the church as his own bride, the spouse of his heart, whom he had betrothed unto
himself as the gift of the Father before time was. (Jerimiah 31:3; Hosea 2:19, 20.) Yes; before the
mountains were settled; while as yet he had not made the earth, nor the fields, nor the highest part
of the dust of the world, even then was he rejoicing in the habitable part of his earth that part which
his saints should inhabit, and his delights were with the sons of men. (Proverbs 8:25, 26, 31.)
When, then, in and by the fall, the church had become defiled and polluted beyond all thought and
expression, when sunk beyond all other help and hope, the image of God in which she had been
created marred and defaced, she an enemy and an alien by wicked works, the willing captive of
sin and Satan, with hell opening its mouth to swallow her up in the same gulf of eternal woe where
the fallen angels were already weltering, then, even then, O miracle of grace! O wonder of
unutterable love! the Son of God, by a purely voluntary act, yet in accordance with the will and
counsel of the Father and the Holy Ghost, gave himself for her. This free, voluntary gift of himself,
with all its blessed fruits and consequences, is beautifully unfolded by the apostle in that striking
passage, “Husbands, love your wives, even as Christ also loved the church and gave himself for
it; that he might sanctify and cleanse it with the washing of water by the word, that he might present
it to himself a glorious church, not having spot or wrinkle, or any such thing, but that it should be
holy and without blemish.” (Ephesians v. 25-27.) The forlorn, abject, helpless, and hopeless state
of the church by the fall, and the pitiful compassion of the blessed Lord as her covenant Head and
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Husband are beautifully set forth by the prophet Ezekiel, where he compares her to a poor,
deserted, abandoned infant, cast out in the open field to the loathing of its person in the day that it
was born. No eye pitied it, no hand was stretched forth to do it any necessary office, or give it
food, warmth, or shelter. Abandoned to die. had not he who is “very pitiful and of tender mercy”
pitied her, (James 5:11,) had not he whose love passeth knowledge loved her, into what an
unfathomable depth of everlasting woe must she not have sunk! But in this very hour of need he
passed by, and the time was the time of love, for he spread his skirt over her, and swore unto her,
entered into a covenant with her, and she became his. But before she could pass into his arms, he
had himself to wash away all her filth in the fountain of his own blood, to anoint her with the oil
of his grace, and the regenerating, sanctifying influences of the Blessed Spirit, and to clothe her
with broidered work, even the righteousness that he wrought for her by his own active and
suffering obedience, the three blessings of which the apostle speaks as the present portion of the
saints of God: “And such were some of you; but ye are washed, but ye are sanctified, but ye are
justified in the name of the Lord Jesus, and by the Spirit of our God.” (Ezekiel 16:5-10; 1
Corinthians 6:11.)

2. It was an obedience that the blessed Lord delighted in. His own words, in the language
of prophecy, as if in holy anticipation of his coming from heaven to earth, a thousand years before
the incarnation, were, “I delight to do thy will, O my God.” (Psalms 40:8.) Thus he could say,
when faint and weary at Samaria's well, his love and delight in doing the will of God absorbing all
feeling of the natural wants of the body, “My meat is to do the will of him that sent me, and to
finish his work.” (John 4:34.) In this spirit also he said, a year before his actual sufferings and
death, “But | have a baptism to be baptized with,” and O what a baptism of suffering and blood!
of what agonies of body, and of what travail of soul! “and how am | straitened till it be
accomplished!” (Luke 12:50,) as though his holy soul panted with intense desires for the over-
whelming baptism of garden sorrows, and pressed forward to meet it, and the sufferings of the
cross, as the fulfilment of his Father's will. So on his last journey out of Galilee toward Judea, “he
went before,” as if he would exceed his usual pace, and outstrip his lagging disciples, “ascending
up to Jerusalem,” where the will of his Father was to be obeyed, and the atoning sacrifice to be
offered. (Luke 13:3; 19:28.) Blessed Lord! would that we could follow thee in this holy example,
and delight to do thy will as thou didst delight to do thy Father's will. And such surely would be
our desire and delight were we more conformed to thy suffering image, and more molded after the
pattern of thine obedience. (Romans 8:1, 2.) Animated by the same holy delight, he said to his
disciples, on the eve of his sufferings and death, “With desire | have desired to eat this Passover
with you before | suffer.” (Luke 12:15.) And when the solemn hour drew nigh when the waters
came in unto his soul, when he sank in deep mire where there was no standing, when he came into
deep waters where the floods overflowed him, (Psalms 69:1, 2,)*% in the gloomy garden, when he
had to drink of the cup of wrath put into his hand, what meek submission, what holy resignation
he showed to his Father's will! Where can we look to see such sorrows? But where can we look to
find such holy obedience, such meek submission, such patient endurance of them?

3. Again. It was a perfect obedience. Every thought, every word, and every act of that holy
and sacred humanity were perfect, not only as proceeding from a nature intrinsically pure, but as
filled with all the gifts and graces of the Holy Ghost, that glorious Person in the undivided Godhead

9 * |t is in the Psalms, especially Psalms 22, 40, and 69, that the inward experience of the Messed Lord as a man of
sorrows is set forth.
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who not only begot by a divine operation the sacred humanity of our blessed Lord in the womb of
the Virgin, but filled it with all his gifts and graces, descending upon him more visibly at his
baptism, and anointing him as Prophet, Priest, and King, (Isaiah 61:1; Luke 3:22; 4:1; John 3:34;
Acts 10:38; Hebrews 1:9,) but abiding in him in till his fulness during the whole of his ministry,
sufferings, and death. The Law demanded a perfect obedience; it could, indeed, from its very
nature, accept no other; and this obedience must be unwavering, flowing on in one uninterrupted
stream from the heart, and that stream, like Jordan, all the time of harvest, overflowing all its banks
with love to God and man. As the Lord promised that rivers of living water should flow out of the
belly (or heart) of him that believed in his name, so the rivers of living obedience flowed from his
own heart and lips, as he himself believed in God and did his will from the heart.

4. The obedience of Jesus to the Father's will was vicarious, that is, rendered on behalf of
his church, and imputed to her for righteousness. He stood in her place and stead as her Surety and
Representative. She owed a debt which she could not pay, an obedience to the Law which she
could not render. The Father accepted his Son's, and thus his obedience became hers. Thus, as by
one man's disobedience many were made sinners, so, by the obedience of one, many are made
righteous; (Romans 5:19;) for God made the Lord Jesus to be sin for us who knew no sin, that we
might be made the righteousness of God in him. (2 Corinthians 5:21.)

5. This obedience was meritorious. Here we see the beauty, grace, and glory of the
incarnation of the Son of God. As God, he could not suffer; as man he could not merit; but as God-
man he could suffer as man, and merit as God. And as though he has two natures, he has but one
Person, his doing and dying, his sufferings and obedience, his blood and righteousness, are
stamped with all the value and invested with all the validity of Godhead, because he who obeyed
and suffered as man is truly and verily God.

Here, then, is “the great mystery of godliness, God manifest in the flesh.” Here flow through this
consecrated channel pardon and peace. Here God can be just and yet the justifier of him who
believes in Jesus. Here every attribute of God is harmonized, the law magnified, the gospel
revealed, the sinner saved, and God glorified.

But here we must abruptly pause. The subject opens too wide a field for our present limits. The
Lord enable us in the next number to dwell upon these and other points, in such a way as may
edify his saints and glorify his own great and holy name.

(To be continued.)

REVIEW 2 (Concluded from page 356)%

WELL might the apostle, as if in a burst of holy admiration, cry aloud, as with trumpet voice, that
heaven and earth might hear, “Great is the mystery of godliness; God was manifest in the flesh.”
(1 Timothy 3:16.) A mystery indeed it is, a great, a deep, an unfathomable mystery; for who can
rightly understand how the divine Word, the eternal Son of God, was made flesh, and dwelt
among us? “Who shall declare his generation?” (Isaiah 53:8;) either that eternal generation
whereby he is the only-begotten Son of God, or the generation of his sacred humanity in the

9 Gospel Standard Dec. 1859 pages 372-382
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womb of the Virgin, when the Holy Ghost came upon her, and the power of the Highest
overshadowed her? These are the things “which the angels desire to look into;” which they cannot
understand, but reverently adore. And well may we imitate their adoring admiration, not
attempting to understand, but believe, love, and revere; for well has it been said,

“Where reason fails, with all her powers,
There faith believes, and love adores.”

Nor, if rightly taught and spiritually led, shall we find this a barren, dry, or unprofitable subject. It
is “the great mystery of godliness;” therefore all godliness is contained in it and flows out of it.
There never was, there never will or can be a truly godly thought, feeling, or desire, no, not
one godly word or work, a godly heart or a godly life which does not arise out of, and is not
sustained by, the great mystery of an incarnate God. There may be, indeed frequently is, a
legal holiness, a fleshly piety, a tithing of mint, anise, and cummin, and a profusion of good
works, so called, independent of the grace that dwells in the Lord the Lamb; but godliness,
as consisting in a new and heavenly birth, with all its attendant fruits and graces, can only
flow from the fulness of a covenant Head, communicating life to the members of his mystical
body. And this covenant Head, we know, is the Son of God, once manifest in the flesh and
now exalted to the right hand of the Father. How clear on this point, that all life is in him and
out of him, are his own words of grace and truth: “Because | live, ye shall live also;” “I am the
way, and the truth, and the life; no man cometh unto the Father but by me;” “Except ye eat the
flesh of the Son of man and drink his blood, ye have no life in you;” “I am the vine, ye are the
branches. He that abideth in me, and I in him, the same bringeth forth much fruit; for without me
ye can do nothing.” If, then, our hearts, as touched with an unction from above, are bent after
godliness, as a felt blessing; if, as made daily more and more sensible of our miserable emptiness
and destitution, and the drying up of all creature springs of happiness and holiness, we long more
and more to realize the inward possession of that promised well of water, springing up into ever-
lasting life, we shall desire to look more and more into this heavenly mystery, and to have its
transforming power and efficacy more feelingly and experimentally made known to our souls. “If
any man thirst,” said the blessed Lord, “let him come unto me and drink;” and to show that not
only should he drink for his own soul's happiness, but for the benefit of others, he graciously added,
“He that believeth on me, as the scripture hath said, out of his belly (or heart) shall flow rivers of
living water.” (John 7:38.) The whole of God's grace, mercy, and truth is laid up in, is revealed
through, is manifested by, the Son of his love; for “it pleased the Father that in him should all
fulness dwell;” (Colossians 1:19;) and this as Immanuel, God with us. Thus his sacred humanity,
in union with his Divine Person, is the channel of communication through which all the love and
mercy of God flow down to poor, guilty, miserable sinners, who believe in the name of the only-
begotten Son of God. If blessed then with faith in living exercise, we may draw near and behold
the great mystery of godliness. To tread by faith upon this holy ground is to come “unto Mount
Sion, and unto the city of the living God, the heavenly Jerusalem, and to an innumerable company
of angels, to the general assembly and church of the firstborn which are written in heaven, and to
God, the Judge of all, and to the spirits of just men made perfect, and to Jesus, the Mediator of the
new covenant, and to the blood of sprinkling, that speaks better things than the blood of Abel;”
(Hebrews 12:22-24;) for every blessing of the new covenant, if we are but favored with a living
faith in an incarnate God, is then experimentally as well as eternally ours.
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If then, we dwell at a little further length on the heavenly mystery of the human nature of our
blessed Lord, we trust we shall not be found wearisome to our spiritual readers. We freely confess
that the more we look into it, the more the subject opens to our view. We feel it, therefore,
impossible to limit ourselves to a few hurried thoughts and brief sentences. Our chief cause of
lamentation is that we cannot adequately set it forth, nor even fully and clearly express what we
have seen in it ourselves.

In our last paper we stopped abruptly short at the very threshold of the last acts of the suffering
obedience of our adorable Redeemer as couched in the words of the apostle, “And became obedient
unto death, even the death of the cross” (Philippians 2:8.) The death of Christ was the fulfilment
of the purpose for which he came into the world, which was, “to give himself for us an offering
and a sacrifice to God for a sweet-smelling savor.” (Ephesians 5:2.) “Now once in the end of the
world hath he appeared, to put away sin by the sacrifice of himself.” (Hebrews 11:26.) The
sufferings, blood shedding, and death of the Lord Jesus Christ were a sacrifice offered for sin, and
are therefore spoken of as a propitiation (Romans 3:25; 1 John 2:2; 4:10) and an atonement.
(Romans 5:11.) But in a sacrifice two things are absolutely necessary; 1. That the blood of the
victim should be shed, for “without shedding of blood is no remission:” “It is the blood that maketh
an atonement for the soul;” (Leviticus 17:11;) and 2. That the victim should die; for death being
the penalty of disobedience, (Genesis 2:17; Ezekiel 18:4,) the sacrifice offered as an atonement for
sin cannot be complete without the death of the victim. In the sacrifice of himself, offering up his
sacred humanity on the altar of his Deity, the blessed Lord accomplished these two essentials of a
propitiatory offering. 1. His blood was shed upon the cross, the actual living blood of his sacred
humanity. It is therefore called “the precious blood of Christ as of a lamb without blemish and
without spot,” (1 Peter 1:19,) and his own blood.” (Acts 20:28; Hebrews 9:12.) It was precious as
flowing from his sacred humanity; precious, as stamped with all the validity and merit of Deity;
precious in the sight of God as a sweet-smelling savor; and precious in the hearts of his people as
cleansing them from all sin. Sin is an evil so dreadful, so hateful and abhorrent to his righteous
character, so provoking to his justice and holiness, that God could not pardon it unless an
atonement were made adequate to its fearful magnitude. Thousands of rams and ten thousands of
rivers of oil could not atone for sin. Did all men consent to give their firstborn for their
transgression, the fruit of their body for the sin of their soul, (Micah 6:7,) all could not suffice to
outweigh the magnitude of sin. Lebanon is not sufficient for a burnt offering. Nothing short of the
blood of the only-begotten Son of God could be an atonement of sufficient worth, of equivalent
value. 2. But the death of the victim was also required. He who freely and voluntarily stood in the
sinner's place must die in his room, or the substitution could not be effectual. Here, then, we see
the mystery of the death of Jesus. There was no natural mortality** in that sacred humanity which

9 * Though we have in our preceding Numbers used the word “immortal* as applicable to the sacred humanity of
the blessed Lord, we are well aware that it is a term not fully appropriate; for the word immortal strictly means not
capable of death and is in this sense applied to the soul of man as not only not dying with the body, but not
capable of dying.

In this sense, the humanity of the blessed Lord was not immortal, for it could and did die. If such a word were
admissible, “unmortal” or “non-mortal” would be a preferable term denying that it was mortal, and yet not
asserting that it could not die. The main difficulty arises from the inherent defect of human language as applied to
heavenly mysteries. The mind naturally contemplates only two states of existence, 1. What must necessarily die;
and 2. “What cannot possibly die. The first it terms “mortal,” the second it calls “immortal.” A third idea, viz., that
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the Lord assumed in the womb of the Virgin. And yet he took a nature which could die by a
voluntary act. The whole of his obedience in his state of humiliation was voluntary. Therefore, the
last act of it was as voluntary as the first the death on the cross as much as the assumption in the
Virgin. The Lord's own words are decisive here: “Therefore doth my Father love me, because | lay
down my life that | may take it again. No man taketh it from me, but I lay it down of myself. |
have power to lay it down, and | have power to take it again. This commandment have | received
of my Father.” (John 10:17, 18.) The very merit of his obedience unto death whereby it became
capable of being imputed for righteousness to the church of God consisted mainly in two things,
1. The dignity of the obedient Sufferer; 2. The voluntariness of the sacrifice as an act of obedience
to the will of God. Had our blessed Lord not been God, and that as the eternal Son of God,
there would have been no merit in his sufferings, blood shedding, and death. As the brightness
of God's glory and the express image of his Person, as his co-eternal Son, he thought it not robbery
no unhallowed, disallowable claim, to be equal with God; (Philippians 2:6;) and therefore the very
infinity of Deity itself attached to his words and works, so as to stamp efficacious merit upon them.
It was not because his humanity was perfect that it was meritorious. Had his humanity been as
perfect as it was, if Deity were not in conjunction with it, no merit could have been attached to it
any more than there was merit in the obedience of Adam, or in that of an angel. But being God as
well as man, the merit of Deity was stamped upon all the acts of the obedient suffering humanity,
so that, as we have sometimes said, Godhead was in every drop of his precious blood. Again, if
the life of the blessed Lord had been violently taken away, contrary to his will, where would have
been the obedience unto death? Had he been killed, so to speak, by the cross had died because he
could not help dying, had his life been violently torn from him, where would have been the laying
down of his life as the last act of his voluntary obedience? What power could man have had over
him? Had he so willed, he could have freed himself from the hands of his enemies. Therefore, he
said unto Pilate, “Thou couldest have no power at all against me except it were given thee from
above.” (John 19:11.) And again, “Thinkest thou that I cannot pray to my Father, and he shall
presently give me more than twelve legions of angels?” (Mathew 16:53.) When then, the band of
men and officers from the chief priests came to take him with lanterns, and torches, and weapons,
he freely “went forth” to yield himself up; but when he said, “I am he,” or rather, as the words
literally mean, “I AM,” the glory of his eternal Deity so flashed forth, that “they went backward,
and fell to the ground.” (John 18:3-6.)

Thus, truly was he “brought as a lamb to the slaughter, and as a sheep before her shearers is dumb,
so opened he not his mouth.” (Isaiah 53:7.) What heart can conceive, what tongue express what
his holy soul endured when “the Lord laid upon him the iniquities of us all?” In the garden of
Gethsemane, what a load of guilt, what a weight of sin, what an intolerable burden of the wrath of
God did that sacred humanity endure, until the pressure of sorrow and woe forced the drops of
blood to fall as sweat from his brow. The human nature, in its weakness recoiled, as it were, from
the cup of anguish put into his hand. His body could scarce bear the load that pressed him down;
his soul, under the waves and billows of God's wrath, sank in deep mire where there was no
standing, and came into deep waters where the floods overflowed him, (Psalms 69:1,2) And how
could it be otherwise when that sacred humanity was enduring all the wrath of God, suffering the
very pangs of hell, and wading in all the depths of guilt and terror? When the blessed Lord was
made sin (or a sin-offering) for us, he endured in his holy soul all the pangs of distress, horror,

of a body which does not necessarily die, and yet is capable of dying, as being a conception lying out of its reach, it
has invented no word properly to express.



138

alarm, misery, and guilt that the elect would have felt in hell forever; and not only as any one of
them would have felt, but as the collective whole would have experienced under the outpouring of
the everlasting wrath of God. The anguish, the distress, the darkness, the condemnation, the shame,
the guilt, the unutterable horror, that any or all of his quickened family have ever experienced
under a sense of God's wrath, the curse of the law, and the terrors of hell, are only faint, feeble
reflections of what the Lord felt in the garden and on the cross; for there were attendant
circumstances in his case which are not, and indeed cannot be in theirs, and which made the distress
and agony of his holy soul, both in nature and degree, such as none but he could feel or know. He
as the eternal Son of God, who had lain in his bosom before all worlds, had known all the
blessedness and happiness of the love and favor of the Father his own Father, shining upon him,
for he was “by him as one brought up with him, and was daily his delight, rejoicing always before
him.” (Proverbs 8:30.) When, then, instead of love he felt his displeasure, instead of the beams of
his favor he experienced the frowns and terrors of his wrath, instead of the light or his countenance
he tasted the darkness and gloom of desertion, what heart can conceive, what tongue express the
bitter anguish which must have wrung the soul of our suffering Surety under this agonizing
experience?**® A few drops of the wrath of God let down into the conscience of a child of God
have made many a living soul cry out, “While I suffer thy terrors | am distracted; thy fierce wrath
goeth over me; thy terrors have cut me off.” (Psalms 88:15, 16.) But what is all that Job, Heman,
Jeremiah, or Jonah experienced, compared with the floods of anguish and terror which all but over-
whelmed the soul of our blessed Lord? We therefore read of him in the garden, when the first
pangs of his agony came on, that he “began to be sore amazed, and to be very heavy;” and this
made him say to his three disciples, who were to be eyewitnesses of his sufferings, (1 Peter 5:1,)
“My soul is exceeding sorrowful, even unto death.” (Mark 14:33, 34.) So great was that load that
his human nature must have sunk beneath the weight his body and soul been rent asunder, but for
four sustaining props: 1. The power of his Deity, for though that purposely did not display its
strength, it remained in firm union with his sacred humanity; 2. The help and support of the Holy
Ghost sustaining his human nature under the load laid upon it; 3. The joy set before him, which
enabled him in the prospect to endure the cross, despising the shame; (Hebrews 12:2;) and, 4. The
strengthening of the ministering angel sent from heaven. (Luke 22:43.) Thus supported and
sustained, our gracious Redeemer sank not in the deep waters, but, as our great High Priest,
“offered up prayers and supplications, with strong crying and tears, unto him that was able to save
him from death, and was heard in that he feared”” (Hebrews 5:7) not as some have foolishly thought
and said, fearing the miscarrying of his undertaking, or that he should sink into hell, but because
he feared his heavenly Father with the reverence of a Son,*%’ for filial fear, with every other grace,
was in the heart of Jesus as his treasure. (Isaiah 11:2, 3.) Let us ever bear in mind that the sufferings
of the holy soul of Jesus were as real, that is, as really felt, as the sufferings of his sacred body,
and a thousand times more intense and intolerable. Though beyond description painful and

% * Those who deny the eternal Sonship of Jesus rob him of his grace as well as of his glory, by diminishing his
sufferings, and thus really strip away the greatness, and consequently much of the merit of his sacrifice. It was
because he was God's own true and proper Son he so deeply, so keenly felt his wrathful displeasure. A Son by
office, by mere name, without any filial relationship but a bare title which might have been any other, could not
feel towards his adopted Father what the true, the proper, the only-begotten Son of God felt to his heavenly
Father. One error always lets in another, and thus we see that the denial of the eternal Sonship of Christ lowers
and disparages the greatness, and consequently the merit of the atonement. Let the deniers of the eternal
Sonship look to this.

97 * The margin reads, “for his piety,” but the truer and more literal meaning is, “on account of his reverential
fear.” “Had God in honor.” Luther.
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agonizing, the sufferings of the body were light indeed compared with the sufferings of the soul.
It is so with the saints of God themselves, when the Lord lays judgment to the line and
righteousness to the plummet in their conscience and lets down a sense of his anger and displeasure
into their soul. What is all bodily suffering compared to a sense of God's displeasure and the arrows
of his wrath sticking in the conscience? So it was with our great High Priest, when both as sacrificer
and sacrificed, alike priest and victim, he was bound with the cords of love and obedience to the
horns of the altar. (Psalms 118:27.) Surely never was there such a pang since the foundations of
the earth were laid as that which rent and tore the soul of the Redeemer when the last drop of agony
was poured into the already overflowing cup, and he cried out, “My God, my God, why hast thou
forsaken me? Nature herself sympathized®® with his sorrow, and was moved at his cry, for the
earth shook, the sun withdrew his light, and the graves yielded up their dead. Yet thus was
redemption’'s work accomplished, sin atoned for and blotted out, the wrath of God appeased,
everlasting righteousness brought in, and the church forever reconciled and saved. When, then, the
Lord had been fully baptized with his baptism of suffering and blood, when he had drunk the cup
of sorrow and anguish to its last dregs, and had rendered all the obedience which the law demanded
and the will of God required, he cried out with a loud voice that heaven and earth might hear, “It
is finished!” and then, and not till then, he meekly bowed his head, laid down his life, as the last
act of his voluntary, suffering obedience, and gave up the ghost.

We might now pass on to the consideration of that sacred humanity as taken down from the cross
and laid in the tomb, where it lay in all its innate purity, sanctity, and incorruptibility, perfuming
the grave, and consecrating the tomb as the sleeping-place of those who die in the Lord. Thence
we might pass to the resurrection of that incorruptible body, whereby he was declared to be the
Son of God with power; (Roans 1:4;) thence to the continuance of the blessed Lord upon earth
during the forty days of his tarrying here below; thence to his ascension on high when he led
captivity captive; thence to his sitting at the right hand of God in our nature; and thence to his
second coming at the great day. All these successive steps are full of blessedness to believing
hearts, when they can meditate upon them, and through faith, hope, and love in them, rise up into
sweet union and communion with their most gracious and glorious Lord, as their once suffering
but now risen and exalted Head. We purposed briefly to look at these gracious features of our
Lord's sacred humanity; but they are subjects of such deep importance, and so full of grace and
glory, that we feel we cannot thus lightly pass over them. We have, indeed already much exceeded
our intended limits when we sat down to meditate on this fruitful theme. We are, then, in a strait,
whether abruptly to close this subject with the departing year, or embrace the opportunity of
resuming it in a different form in the opening season; and we have decided, if spared to see a
returning year, to devote a few pages to these divine realities; not, however, as the continuation of
the Review which we shall finish with this Number, but as a series of distinct, independent papers.

But as we are still at the cross of our suffering Lord, we cannot leave that sacred spot without
dwelling for a few moments on several points most intimately connected with it. Three at this
present moment offer themselves to our mind.

I. The work accomplished by the sufferings, blood shedding, obedience, and death of the
Lord Jesus Christ, and the benefits and blessings which spring out of it. It was a finished work.
Here is all our salvation and here is all our hope. When were such words ever uttered on this earth

% What an extraordinarily thing for Philpot to say: What does he think “nature” is?
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as those which his gracious lips spoke from the cross, “It is finished?”” Well may we cry, in the
language of our sweet Christian Psalmist,

“Holy Ghost, repeat the word,
There's salvation in it.”

Standing, then, at the cross of our adorable Lord, and hearing these gracious words from the lips
of him who cannot lie, if blessed with living faith, we may see the law thoroughly fulfilled, its
curse fully endured, its penalties wholly removed, sin eternally put away, the justice of God amply
satisfied, all his perfections gloriously harmonized, his holy will perfectly obeyed, reconciliation
completely effected, redemption graciously accomplished, and the church everlastingly saved.
Here we see sin in its blackest colors, and holiness in its fairest beauties. Here we see the love of
God in its tenderest form, and the anger of God in its deepest expression. Here we see the sacred
humanity of the blessed Redeemer lifted up, as it were between heaven and earth, to show to angels
and to men the spectacle of redeeming love, and to declare at one and the same moment, and by
one and the same act of the suffering obedience and bleeding sacrifice of the Son of God, the
eternal and unalterable displeasure of the Almighty against sin, and the rigid demands of his
inflexible justice, and yet the tender compassion and boundless love of his heart to the election of
grace. Here, and here alone, are obtained pardon and peace; here, and here alone, penitential grief
and godly sorrow flow from heart and eyes; here, and here alone, is sin subdued and mortified,
holiness communicated, death vanquished, Satan put to flight, and happiness and heaven begun in
the soul. O what heavenly blessings, what present grace, as well as what future glory flow through
the sacred humanity of the Son of God! What a holy meeting-place for repenting sinners and a sin-
pardoning God! What a healing-place for guilty yet repenting and returning backsliders; what a
door of hope in the valley of Achor for the self-condemned and self-abhorred; what a safe spot for
seeking souls; and what a blessed resorting-place for the whole family of God in this vale of grief
and sorrow!

2. Another most blessed fruit of the sacred humanity of our adorable Redeemer is that in
that nature he learnt the experimental reality of temptation and suffering’, and thus became able to
sympathize with his tempted and afflicted people. It was necessary under the law that the high
priest “should have compassion on the ignorant and on them that are out of the way, for that he
himself also was compassed with infirmity.” (Hebrews 5:2.) Our great High Priest was not
compassed with infirmity, like the high priest under the law, and therefore had no need to offer
sacrifice for his own sins, (Hebrews v. 3;) but that he might be “a merciful” as well as “faithful”
high priest faithful to God and merciful to man, it behoved him in all things to be made like unto
his brethren, for in that he himself hath suffered being tempted, he might be able to succor them
that are tempted.” (Hebrews ii. 17, 18.) “We have not, therefore, a high priest which cannot be
touched with the feeling of our infirmities, but one who was in all points tempted like as we are,
yet without sin.” (Hebrews iv. 15.) Here we see the wisdom and grace of the Father in preparing,
and the love and pity of the Son in assuming a nature like our own, sin only except that he might
have a real experience of every form of suffering and of temptation. Those only can feel for others
in trouble and sorrow who themselves have walked in the path of tribulation; nor can anyone really
sympathize with the tempted but those who have themselves been in the furnace of temptation.
Thus our blessed Lord became a man of sorrows and acquainted with grief; hid not his face from
shame and spitting; endured poverty, hunger, thirst, and nakedness; was betrayed by one disciple,
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denied by another, and forsaken by all; was oppressed and was afflicted, not only as a part of his
meritorious, suffering obedience, but that by a personal experience in his holy humanity of sorrow
and affliction he might sympathize with his mourning, afflicted people. And as with affliction, so
with temptation; the gracious Redeemer endured every sort of temptation which Satan could
present to his holy soul, for “in all points he was tempted like as we are, yet without sin,” (Hebrews
4:15,) that he might feel for and sympathize with the tempted.

But this was not all. The blessed Redeemer had not only to sympathize with the sorrows and
temptations, but experimentally to learn the graces of his believing people. He had therefore to
learn obedience in the same way that they learn it, for “he learnt obedience by the things which he
suffered;” (Hebrews 5:8;) was taught in the school of affliction the inward experience of
submission to God's will, meekness under injury and oppression, and lowliness of heart as a
heavenly grace. Therefore, he could say, “Learn of me, for I am meek and lowly in heart.”
(Matthew 11:29.) Let us not think that the blessed Lord had no inward experience in his holy soul
of spiritual graces, or that his divine nature supplied to his human the grace of the Holy Ghost. On
the contrary, the Holy Spirit that was given him without measure, (John 3:34,) who not only
anointed him as Prophet, Priest, and King, but dwelt in him in all his fulness, bestowed upon him
every spiritual grace, as faith, trust, hope, love, prayer and supplication, patience, long-suffering,
zeal for the glory of God, and with all spiritual wisdom and understanding, all counsel and might,
all heavenly knowledge and the fear of the Lord. (Isaiah 11:1, 2.) All these gifts and graces dwelt
in his sacred humanity,**° and were drawn into exercise by the Holy Ghost, so that the blessed
Lord believed, hoped, and loved; prayed, sighed, and groaned; trust- ed in God and lived a life of
faith in him, just in the same manner and by the same Spirit and power, though in an infinitely
higher degree, and wholly unmixed with sin, as his believing people do now. So that just in the
same way as his sacred body was fed and nourished by the same food as ours, so was his holy soul
sustained by the same communications of grace and strength as maintain in life the souls of his
people now. Thus he learnt experimentally not only their trials and temptations, their griefs and
sorrows, both natural and spiritual, but their joys and deliverances, their manifestations, their
waiting hope, their trusting confidence, their patient expectation, their obedient submission, and
in a word the whole compass of their experience.+1% If any think it is derogatory to the Deity of
our blessed Lord, to believe that he had a spiritual experience of the same graces that his people
have, for being God, they might argue he could not need them, let them explain why his body
needed human food, or why his soul had an experience of sorrow and temptation. Could not his
divine nature, as in the wilderness, have supported the human without food? And is it not equally
derogatory to say that the blessed Lord had an experience of affliction and tem