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A religion not honoring God the Father of all—not relying upon the person, mission, and death of the Word Incarnate—not inspired, cherished, animated, and inflamed by the Holy Spirit dwelling in my soul, is a cheat, a base counterfeit.

A God that we can comprehend is an idol—a thing unworthy of adoration.

The “Christian Religion” confesses one “divine nature” and “three persons—the Father, the Word and the Holy Spirit.”

As every cursory reader of Alexander Campbell knows, the esteemed Reformer wanted to represent biblical ideas with biblical terms. Consequently, he rejected the use of terms such as “Trinity,” “Trinitarian,” “Triune God,” “Eternal Generation,” “Eternal Procession,” as “metaphysical jargon.” 
 He never wanted to engage in what he called “metaphysical abstractions”
 or “abstract speculation.”
 Nevertheless, by the late 1830s Campbell was concerned about the relationship between his reforming movement and the Unitarians of the New England Christian Connexion. In the 1840s this blossomed into a clear renunciation of the theological core of Unitarianism and the embrace, despite his avoidance of scholastic language, of some quite explicit Trinitarian perspectives.
Campbell’s concern, of course, began with his relationship with Barton W. Stone and the Western Christians. In an opening dialogue with Barton W. Stone in 1827, Campbell described his confession of the one God as involving “three beings” (accommodative language in his mind—“I shall call them”) or “persons.” These three, “the Father, the Word, and the Holy Spirit,” are “each and together one God, the same in substance, equal in power and glory.”
 Campbell is willing to “conscientiously and devoutly pray to the Lord Jesus Christ as though there was no other God in the universe than he.”
 Campbell is willing to do this because Jesus participates in the one divine nature that is Jehovah. In this initial literary exchange between the two, Campbell worries that the Stoneite Christians are characterized by “Arian or Unitarian” understandings of the person of Christ and that they hold “some peculiar views of atonement.” By so doing, Campbell fears, they will become yet another sect among many and the name “Christian” will become as “sectarian” as “Lutheran, Methodist, or Presbyterian.”

While Campbell relunctantly accepted the “merger” between the Campbellite Reformers and the Stoneite Christians in the early 1830s, by the end of the decade Campbell is quite concerned about the latter’s Christology. The Eastern embrace of Unitarianism generated concern that the Western Christians would settle into this theology if not the name. The “Unitarianism” that Campbell “repudiate[d] denie[d] both the divine nature of [the] Redeemer, and the necessity of his death as a sin-offering in order to remission.”
 Trinitarians affirm this and thus, on this substance, he sides with the Trinitarians over against the Unitarians. 
Surely, then, those professors that annihilate the sufferings of Christ as an atoning sacrifice, and reduce him to a mere man, or a mere angel, or some other kind of creature than the Word that was God and became incarnate, are propagating views more fatal to God’s corner stone, than the opinion that circumcision and the law of carnal ordinances ought to be superadded to the gospel to the Gentiles as a proper introduction to the Christian church.

The emergence of Campbell’s strong Trinitarian language is directly correlate with the union with the Stone Movement in the 1830s and the movement of the Christian Connexion toward explicit Unitarianism in the 1840s. Apparently Campbell saw some confusion within his own Reformation Movement. Unfortunately, in Campbell’s eyes, Stone’s theology was fundamentally Unitarian—he denied that Jesus was a sin-offering and denied the full deity of the Son. It was in this atmosphere that Campbell invited Stone to discuss the atonement in the Millennial Harbinger.
 This discussion began in the summer of 1840 ended in the Fall of 1841.
 In his debate with Campbell in 1844, the Presbyterian Rice pointed out that Barton W. Stone neither believed in the eternal character of the person who became incarnate nor in the efficacious nature of his death regarding sin.
 Campbell responded that he did not agree with Stone but that he believed the Reformation’s forbearance with Stone and like-minded individuals was a “redeeming policy.”
 Campbell was also concerned about some disciples who, though they might have been called Unitarians or even called themselves Unitarians, “believe in the death of Christ as a sin-offering” but reject Trinitarianism with its “barbarous phraseology” (e.g., “eternal son,” “second person,” “consubstantial,” “co-equal,” “very God of very God,” “Supreme Deity,” etc.) yet nevetheless believe the one who became flesh is no mere human being.
 
It is in this context that Campbell published his Christian System in 1839.
 Most of the material published in his book had also been printed in his 1836 Christianity Restored in 1836.
 The major difference between the two books is the substitution of the essay “Christian System” for the essay entitled “Principles of Interpretation.” Why did Campbell make this substitution, especially since he regarded biblical hermeneutics as the critical tool for his restoration agenda? The persistent presence of Unitarian Christology among the united community of Christians and Reformers provided the occasion for his essay whose focus is not simply to summarize the Christian faith but to overturn Unitarian Christology.
Several particulars demonstrate this. First, the discussion of sin-offering consumes fifteen of the essay’s ninety-five pages.
 Second, the triune flavor of the essay seeks to demonstrate that the “operation of three divine participants, of one self-existent, independent, incommunicable nature” is “necessary” and “fundamental” to “all rational and sanctifying views of religion.”
 Indeed, Campbell’s summary of the Christian System’s facts is ordered in triune fashion—one paragraph each on the Father, Son and Spirit.
 Third, the publication of the Christian System apparently precipitated the Stone-Campbell discussion on atonement as some questioned his “style as too Trinitarian.”

Economic Structure of the Christian System
Campbell’s theological system operates with the distinction between the immanent and economic Trinity, though—of course—he does not use that language. But his distinction does not exactly correspond with traditional uses of those terms. For Campbell, immanent means the relations within God before the incarnation while economic means the relationship within God after the incarnation. The immanent Trinity, the relations within God before the incarnation, “was God, the word of God, and the Spirit of God. But now, in the development of the Christian scheme, it is “the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit.”
 I will develop the significance of this distinction between Word and Son in the next section, but it is important to recognize that it is the “Christian” scheme that involves the relation of Father, Son and Holy Spirit since the Word did not become Son until the incarnation in Campbell’s thought. Whether immanent or economic, however, Campbell’s fundamental principle in thinking about God is that the “modus of Divine existence, as well as the modus of Divine operations in creation, providence, and redemption” are “inscruptable and incomprehensible” to “our finite minds.” Consequently, we must root our theological reasoning in the reality of divine work and never “stretch our inquiries beyond the terra firma of revelation.”

Given this use of immanent and economic, Campbell both structures and limits his theology to the explicit facts and language of revelation. Campbell’s structure is “creation, providence, and redemption.” He sometimes calls them nature (creation), government (providence), and redemption which corresponds with God’s role as “Creator, Lawgiver and Redeemer.”
 The “ather, Son and Spirit” each “has its own peculiar work and glory in the three great works of Creation, Government, and Redemption.”
 His summary of the facts of the Christian System in chapter twenty-seven describe the “peculiar work and glory” of each of the three.

It is in the “economy of redemption” where the Son and the Spirit are subordinate and where Jehovah is “revealed in the names of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit.”
 These “names” represent relations only within the economy of redemption and do not refer to the relations of the three divine participants in creation and providence or “before time.”
 They reveal the relation of the Father, Son and Spirit to each other in terms of their mode of existence and operation within the economy of redemption. In other words, the names Father, Son and Holy Spirit are redemptive—Christian—terms. The work of creation and providence belongs to the immanent Trinity—God, Word of God, and Spirit of God. 
Given his structuring, it is apparent that the relations of Father, Son and Holy Spirit are essential for the understanding and practice of the Christian religion, according to Campbell. The conclusion of chapter five on “The Spirit of God”—which comes after chapter three on “God” and chapter four on “The Son of God”—summarizes the significance of these three chapters as the foundation of the whole of the Christian System.
 The divine doctrine of these holy and incomprehensible relations in the Divinity, is so inwrought and incorporated with all the parts of the sacred books—so identified with all the dispensations of religion, and so essential to the mediatorship of Christ, that it is impossible to make any real and divine proficiency in the true knowledge of God—of man—of reconciliation—or remission of sins—of eternal life—or in the piety and divine life of Christ’s religion—without a clear and distinct perception of it, as well as a firm and unshaken faith and confidence in it, as we trust still to make more evident in the sequel.

Trinitarian Theology
Despite his railings against the metaphysical abstractions of Trinitarian systems, he nevertheless maintains that it is necessary to “abstract nature and person” when we are thinking about “divinity or godhead” in order to “understand the remedial system.”
 The nature of the godhead is “essentially and necessarily singular,” but the “personal manifestations” are “certainly plural.” Campbell neither “believe[s] in one supreme god, or more.” Instead he thinks the term “Jehovah is itself indicative of the supreme.” It identifies the divine nature itself—a name for the divine nature. There are no “degrees of comparison” within the human or divine nature. “If any being be human, he is human; if he be divine, he is divine.”
 Thus, the “Father, Son and Holy Spirit” are “equally divine” but “personally distinct from each other.” The “one God, one Lord, one Holy Spirit,” though three, nevertheless are “equally possessed of one and of the same divine nature.”
 God, then, is the eternal ontological ground of unity-in-diversity—“there is, and was, and evermore will be, society in God himself, a plurality as well as unity in the Divine nature.”
 God is “unity in plurality” and “plurality in unity.”

The “conception of divine unity and plurality of person” forms “the whole Bible” and “without” it “a remedial scheme could not possibly have been introduced.”
 The impossibility lies in the reality that a “human…but created” Savior “has no salvation for” humanity. Without a divine Savior where “divine nature” is connected with “distinct personality,” there is “no possibility of a remedial dispensation.” The “divine nature” of the Son is the critical question upon which the remedial system depends. 
 Campbell argues that there are three natures within the cosmos: divine, angelic and human. Jesus is the name assumed in the “incarnation but it is not the name of that which became incarnate.” It was “the person called the Word” that was made flesh. Prior to taking on human nature, this person existed in another nature. It was not the angelic nature since the angels worship the one who became Son through the incarnation. Consequently, the one who became flesh was one who possessed a divine nature—“God manifest in the flesh.”
 When the Word became incarnate he was named Jesus and appointed the Messiah.
What is impressive about Campbell’s Trinitarian thought is the emphasis on the social dimension of the divine life. The divine nature exists in three “relations” (or “modes of existences”). Rather than thinking in mathematical terms as if God were a “mathematical unit,” Campbell draws on the analogy of “relations in human plurality.” Though all humans share the same nature, they do not share the same relations. Human relations are defined by three relations of “derivation and modes of existence”—Adam as the original creation, Eve as derived from Adam, and children as born of the two. “While Eve proceeded from Adam in one mode, and Cain proceeded from Adam and Eve in another, all the residue of human nature is participated without any new relation or mode of impartation.” 
 
We can find something analogous to Trinitarianism in human nature; for human nature exists in three personal relations, and in but three essential personal relations. There was Adam possessing all human nature in one form in himself. There was Eve, emanating from him, and possessing all his nature, without abstracting any thing from him, leaving Adam in full possession of both a person and a nature. He had still a nature common with Eve, and a person peculiar to himself. Again, there was a child emanating from both these, but from neither of them alone, possessing all the nature of Adam and all the nature of Eve; possessing, indeed, all human nature, and yet a person distinct from both Adam and Eve. Here, then, are three persons possessing one nature—three personal relations in one common nature.

Given that humanity is created in the image of God, the analogy—though the transcendent God cannot be contained by any such analogies drawn from created reality—means we should conceive God “as having plurality, relation, and society in himself.” In the context of historical theology, we might see Campbell affirming some kind of social trinitarianism. There is a “plurality of personal manifestations in the divine nature.” 
 This is not a matter of “inference only” since the economic revelation of God in “the name of the Father, and the Son and the Holy Spirit” is the “revealed relation of three persons.” It is on this “principle”—“I send thee,” “I and thou send him,” and “Jehovah and his Spirit has sent me”—that the “Christian economy is arranged and developed.”
 Just as it “was not good for man to be alone,” so also “God never was alone.”

The Unitarian Henry Grew located the image of God in the fact that humanity was made “rational, intelligent, and holy.”
 He excluded the social or relational dimension from the nature of the image. But Campbell thought it is fundamental to the image to think in terms of society and plurality. The image of God is at least in part reflected in the divine society creating a human society. Humanity was created not in the image of “one strict personal unity, but in the image and in the likeness of one nature in three persons.” Quoting Genesis 1:26—“Let us make man in our image, after our likeness, and let them (man) have dominion”—Campbell stressed that social plurality is the nature of humanity and that “such society was there in Jehovah” when he created us in his image.
 Elohim includes “God, the Word of God, and the Spirit of God” just as “man means Adam, Eve, and their offspring.”

According to Campbell, “the phrase ‘Son of God’ denotes a temporal relation, the phrase ‘the word of God’ denotes an eternal, unoriginate relation.” The Logos became flesh and thereby became Son. Thus, Campbell denies the eternal generation of the Son. Campbell was not unique in this. The London Puritan theologian Thomas Ridgeley (1667-1734) objected to it and identified the sonship of Jesus with his incarnation.
 Nathaniel Emmons (1745-1840), a student of Samuel Hopkins in New England, believed that the eternal generation of the Son degraded the full deity of the Son.
 Moses Stuart (1780-1852), the contemporary whom Campbell admired greatly, also held this viewpoint.
 And, most interestingly, Charles Hodge (1797-1878), the famous Princeton theologian a few years younger than Campbell, denied eternal generation.
 The contemporary Stone-Campbell theologian Jack Cottrell continues Campbell’s emphasis on this point.
 Consequently, Campbell does not appears as much out of the mainstream as might first appear on this point.
 Nevertheless, it would be a mistake to think that Campbell thereby denies the eternal and distinct personal manifestation of the Logos antecedent to creation and incarnation. Prior to “the relation of Father, Son and Holy Spirit,” he “existed before the universe” and “his rank in the divine nature was the WORD OF GOD.” Consequently, “God was never without his word, nor was his word without him.”

But what exactly does this mean for Campbell? It is a matter of different relations and not a matter of different nature except that the Son has added another nature to himself—he became flesh (human). The relation of the Son to the Father was a subordinate one as a son is to a father. But the relation of the Logos to God was “perfectly intimate, equal and glorious.”
 To give this eternal relation the title of “Eternal Son” is to denigrate the glorious and equal nature of the Logos with God in eternity. His glory from eternity surpasses the glory of a Son and therefore Campbell believed that he gives more honor and glory to the Logos than traditional Trinitarians do. “They are as far below his real glory,” Campbell judged, “as the Arians are in their judgment.”
 Campbell believed his understanding of Logos means that he looks down “upon the Calvinistic ideas of ‘eternal filiation,’ ‘eternal Generation,’ ‘eternal Son,’ as midway betwixt us and Arians.”
 And further down would be the Socinians (adoptionists) who treat Jesus as a “mere man.”
 Campbell believed that he balances the so-called Arian texts with the so-called Trinitarian texts. Generally, Arian texts speak of the temporal generation of the Son while Trinitarian texts speak of oneness of the divine nature.
 Campbell can do both with a denial of the eternal generation of the Son.
So, what is the relation between the Logos and God from eternity? It is an “unoriginated relation” that is “co-etaneous, or of the same age or antiquity” (thus eternal) but “nevertheless distinct from each other.”
 They are as intimately related as a word (Logos) and its idea (God). They are distinct but inseparable. Logos and God are “co-eternal. Just as “from eternity God was manifest in and by ‘The Word,’ so now God is manifest in the flesh” as Son. Just as there is “one self-existent, independent, unoriginated, eternal God”
 or “one infinite, eternal, unoriginated, all-comprehending, and incomprehensible Jehovah,”
 the relation between God and his Word is “unoriginated,” that is, it had no beginning and it is eternal.
 The relation has always existed—eternal but distinct. 
For Campbell, the one “God is Jehovah.”
 This is the name of God which bears no relation to any other creature or being. “I am know no relation to any creature, or being”—he is self-contained, “self-existent.” This is an affirmation of the aseity of God.
 Nevertheless, within this oneness—within the one Jehovah himself—there is a social plurality. There is “society in Jehovah.”
 Given that humanity was created in his image, it is unimaginable that Jehovah would be a “solitary, eternal unit, without society and plurality within himself!”
 The one God, Jehovah, who is “immutable and eternal,” “was, and is, and evermore shall be society and plurality—a literal I, and thou, and he—a we, and our, and us, in one divine nature.” The divine nature itself is “I, and thou, and he.” 

Trinitarian Theology as “Necessary” Fact
Campbell had more problem with the Arian, Unitarian, and Socinian Christology than he did the Trinitarian since (1) the Trinitarians do not deny the eternal and thus fully divine relation of the God and his Word and (2) the efficacy of the death of a Jesus who is less than divine can do nothing more than any other human. Campbell coulc be neither Arian nor Socinian because the death of Jesus becomes the death of one whose person is less than divine.
 Since a creature “owes life” and everything else to the Creator, “if my Redeemer,” Campbell argued, “was never more than a creature, he never could do more than pay his own debts.” If he is not divine, then if he does not share in the society of the divine nature, and therefore no one owes “but a few cents more to Jesus Christ than to any of the ancient martyrs.”
 Unitarianism, Arianism and Socinianism “undeify the second Adam” and thus deny the gospel. It cannot, therefore, be a “gospel of the grace of God.” “Divinity, absolute Divinity,” Campbell writes, “in all its grandeur, dwelt in him, and shall forever dwell in him.”
 This is a necessary fact for the Christian System if it is to be redemptive.

In his debate with Rice, Campbell insisted that there were “but two grand principles in Christianity—two laws revealed and developed” that are the “divine constitution of remedial mercy.” These “two ideas” envelope “the person of the Messiah and his office.” To confess that Jesus is the Messiah, the Son of the living God encompasses these two ideas and constitutes the “full confession of the christian faith.” Indeed, “a clear perception, and a cordial belief of these two facts will make any man a christian.” 
 It is the “central truth of the Christian system.”
 It is the “fundamental fact” of the Christianity.
 At the heart of this confession is the deity of the person whose death is a sacrifical sin-offering. The divine character of the person is the root fact that grounds the efficacy of the sin-offering. 

The importance of this for Campbell is seen in his dialogue with the Western Christian Connexion who were in discussions with the American Unitarian Association of Boston in 1845-1846. Campbell insisted that “agreement in the doctrine concerning Christ, or a declaration of our faith in the person, mission, and character of Jesus Christ” was “essential to Christian union.” Unity must be founded “who” and “what” Jesus is.
 When Campbell engages Unitarianism his primary problem with Unitarian theology is that they do not esteem the person of Jesus highly enough and consequently do not esteem his work highly either. He extensively quoted the views of Unitarians on the person and work of the Son.
 “Any theory,” Campbell wrote, “that degrades my Redeemer to the rank of any mere creature, and his death to that of a distinguished martyr, expresses opinions more subversive of the Christian faith than those which Paul notices as making Christ of none effect.”

What is essential for Campbell is that one affirm the “true and proper divinity or godhead of my Lord Messiah, and the real sin-expiating value and efficacy of his death, and of his death alone, based upon his peerless worth and divine majesty” which are, for Campbell, “the rock of my salvation—the basis of all my hopes of immortality—the very anchor of my soul.”
 The function of Campbell’s Trinitarian theology is to secure the theological meaning of the empirical fact of Jesus’ death. As a death for sin, motivated by the love of the Father, it secures the expiation of sin only on the ground that the death of Jesus was the death of the divine Son of God. Thomas Campbell raised this very point with Barton W. Stone in 1833: “is there not a greater difference between the intrinsic worth, the personal dignity of the Son of, God, and sinful creatures, than between any created objects we can imagine?”
 
Alexander Campbell’s rejection of Unitarianism was a function of his Trinitarian theology. His response to Unitarianism in 1846 is similar to that of Trinitarians whom he finds “incomparably more rational and intelligible” than the Unitarians.
 The Unitarians 
“have one personal God—no personal word of God—no personal Spirit of God. They have, therefore, no society, no plurality in the divine nature. Nay, they have no divine nature at all, for with them God is one person! They have a conception of human nature and a plurality of persons….but they have no divine nature, and consequently no participants of it. Thus, then, God is, with them, a mere person—one being.”
 
This, according to Campbell, denies the very essence of Christian baptism as we are baptized into the “three names of three persons” so that there is “as much personal name, glory, and honor in any one of these three as in another.” This is what we confess in baptism. We confess one God in three relations—“three distinct persons entitled to the honor and reverence of every Christian convert.”

The critical question of the Christian faith, then, is, “What think you of the Messiah?” Whatever one thinks of the Messiah will affect not only our views of “sin, righteousness, holiness, and redemption,” but also “our views of God and our ourselves.” It will shape our conception of the “whole remedial dispensation, indeed, of the gospel of God.”
 His plea for the unity of Christians begins “here” with “the person, and office, and character of the Lord Messiah.” He is the “only foundation on which God’s temple stands” and “any error here is radical in the superlative degree.”
 Christian fellowship and unity is based on whether a person will “ascribe to Jesus all Bible attributes, names, works, and worship.” If anyone does not “ascribe to him every thing that the first Christians ascribed, and worship and adore him as the first Christians didd, we will reject him, not because of his private opinions, but because he refuses to honor Jesus as the first converts did, and withholds from him the titles and honors which God and his apostles have bestowed upon him.”

Conclusion

Campbell’s Christian System has a Trinitarian structure. His understanding of the Trinity is eminently orthodox except for his denial of eternal sonship. Even in this, however, he denies it because he believes that it implies an ontological subordination of the Son to the Father within the immanent Trinity. Campbell wants to ascribe to the Logos (and Spirit) a deity equal to God (economically the Father) as the three share the same divine nature and thus are equally divine. The danger in this construct is tritheism but Campbell seeks to avoid that by the close relationship between God (idea) and his Word.
Though Campbell is fundamentally Trinitarian, he does not permit that theology to thoroughly shape every aspect of his theology. It is significant that the Trinitarian “Summary” (chapter 23) in the Christian System precedes his discussion of ecclesiology and ministry, which are: “Body of Christ” (chapter 24), “Christian Ministry (chapter 25), “Christian Discipline” (chapter 26), “Expediency” (chapter 27), and “Heresy” (chapter 28). Ecclesiology is essentially tacked onto the “remedial system” as a structure built on the remedial foundation but constructed without Trinitarian principles. Ecclesiology, then, operates on its own theological and hermeneutical principles essentially unaffected by Trinitarian theology. This tends to generate an emphasis on form rather than relation as the theological ontology is focused on legal boundaries and prescriptions rather than relationality and communion. Stan Grenz offered a similar observation in noting that our ecclesiology is too “Christocentric” and needs a more robust Trinitarian flavor.

In his rejection of Unitarianism in 1846, however, Campbell shows hints of applying a Trinitarian theology to the kind of relation God would have with humanity. Humanity was created to have “communion and society with God.” God and humanity “first dwelt together in a terrestrial heaven,” but humanity rebelled and was excluded from Paradise. While in creation God dwelt with humanity, in redemption God “dwells in” humanity so that the redeemed may be “brought back to live in God.” This sounds teasingly close to the kind of mystical mutual indwelling of the Eastern church, but in Campbell’s mind it more probably fits with the factuality of God’s relationship with us as drawn from the Gospel of John. Eschatologically, Campbell believed God will dwell “in and with” humanity in a “celestial Paradise.”
 The tease however is that humanity participates and communes with the society of God. In some manner, Campbell believed humanity dwells in God and God dwells in them in such a way that they share the same society. This is not an ontological union, but a communion between divine and human persons. It is this kind of Trinitarian thinking that is needed to shape the whole of our theology rather than simply our Christology.
But it is Christology that is Campbell’s concern and legitimately so in his context. His battle with Unitarianism demanded some clear and explicit Trinitarian theology that focused on the divine Savior who offered himself for our sin. Consequently, Campbell who refused to talk like a Trinitarian sure walked like one.
A religion without a Saviour whose pre-existence is beyond doubt, without a high priest, an altar, a victim, a sacrifice, an expiation, an atonement, is no religion for fallen, ruined, guilty man. A religion without a Holy Spirit, different from his gifts and graces; without an advocate, a counselor, and a comforter, is not suited to the genius of human nature, nor to the conditions of our present existence. But a religion which demonstrates alike the justice, the mercy, and the grace of God in gift of his only begotten and well beloved Son, and of his Holy Spirit, which reveals to us a glorious immortality, founded upon the resurrection of the Messiah, and his death as a sin offering, gives glory to God in the highest, establishes peace on earth, and prompts good will to every human being. May the Lord guide us into all truth!

APPENDIX
CHAPTER XXIII.

SUMMARY OF THE CHRISTIAN SYSTEM OF FACTS.

   I. God alone is self-existent and eternal. Before earth and time were born he operated by his WORD and his SPIRIT. GOD, THE WORD OF GOD, and THE SPIRIT OF GOD, participants of one and the same nature, are the foundations of Nature, Providence, and Redemption. In Nature and Providence, it is GOD, the WORD, and the SPIRIT. In Grace, it is the FATHER, the SON, and the HOLY SPIRIT. All creations, providences, and remedial arrangements display to us the co-operation of THREE DIVINE PARTICIPANTS, of one self-existent, independent, incommunicable nature. These are fundamental conceptions of all the revelations and developments of the Divinity, and necessary to all rational and sanctifying views of religion.

   II. In the Law and in the Gospel these sacred and mysterious relations and personal manifestations of God are presupposed and assumed as the basis of the whole procedure. "God created all things by Jesus Christ, and for him." "The Word was in the beginning with God," "before all things," and "by him all things consist." "God created man upright." Man sinned: all became mortal: our nature became susceptible of evil. It is in this respect fallen and depraved. "There is none righteous--no, not one." God the Father has chosen men in Christ to salvation "through the sanctification of the Spirit unto obedience, and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus;" and "promised," to such, "eternal life before the foundation of the world."

   III. Therefore, in "the fulness of time"--"in due time, God sent forth his Son, made of a woman"--for "the WORD became flesh, and dwelt among us; and we beheld his glory, the glory as of an only begotten of the Father, full of grace and truth." "He showed us the Father." He died as a sin-offering--was buried, rose again the third day--ascended to heaven--presented his offering in the true Holy Place--made expiation for our sins--"forever sat down on the right hand of the Supreme Majesty in the heavens"--sent down his Holy Spirit--inspired his Apostles, who "preached with the Holy Spirit sent down from heaven"--persuaded many Jews and Gentiles that he was made "the author of an eternal salvation to all who obeyed him." He commanded faith, repentance, and baptism to be preached in his name for remission of sins to every nation and people under heaven.

   IV. All who "believe in him are justified from all things;" because this faith is living, active, operative, and perfected by "obeying from the heart that mould of doctrine delivered to us." Hence such persons repent of their sins, and obey the gospel. They receive the Spirit of God, and the promise of eternal life--walk in the Spirit, and are sanctified to God, and constituted heirs of God and joint heirs with Christ. They shall be raised from the dead incorruptible, immortal, and shall live forever with the Lord; while those "who know not God, and obey not the gospel of his Son, shall perish with an everlasting destruction from the presence of the Lord and from the glory of his power."
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