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THE MARITIME PRESBYTERIAN.

DECLINE OF AMERICAN UNITARI-
ANISM.

The rise of Theodore Parker into promi-
nence marked an era of deep significance
in the history of the Unitarian body on
this continent, Prior to that date, the
discussions with New England orthodoxy,
the personal opinivns and mtuence of
Channing and his confreres, and the still
remaining volume of religious experience
that had survived through all the theo-
logical aberrations of the preceding genera-
tion or two, had given to Awmerican
Unitavianisn & large increase of both
positivencss and unity. But with Parker
appeared the beginnings of a divergence
which has gradually divided the denonma-
tion into two main sectivns, widely unlike
in belief, and largely antagomsticin spirit
and in tendency, The tirst, and unhappily
now much the smaller of these sections,
still held to many of the doctrines of the
Gospel, so far as this was pussible in con-
junction with its denial or questioning of
the divinity of Christ. It s*3l received
and revered the Scriptures, enforced
spiritual obligations, recognized the autho-
rity and worth of the Church—still be-
lieved, in a word, in religion, in the
biblical sense of that term.

The other section, under the leadership
of Parker, gradually developed wider and
wider antagonism with most that ortho-
doxy regards as essential to the Christian
faith. Loose notions of inspiration camne
in, with their natural consequence in the
practical rejection of some portions of the
Bible, and in weakening the supreme
authoritativeness which belongs to the
whole Bible as a divine Book. While the
language of Christianity was largely re-
tained, the real meaning of its most sacred
terms, such as atonement and regenera-
tion, was gradually reduced and exhaled,
until they meant almost nothing to those
who still professed in somne sense to receive
them. It was a popular trick in dis.
coursed and elsewhere, to quote from Con-
fucius and Plato, as if they were of equal
authority with Christ. By degrees the
name Unitarian came less and less to
represent anything distinctively Christian,
and even before the death of its brilliant
but erratic leader, Unitarianism of this
type had not only parted company with
orthodoxy once for all, but had even
scvered itself in clmost everything but
the name, from that better Unitarianism

to which we have referred, and to whose
most spivitual representatives we can, as
orthodox men, refer only in terms of
deepest respect.

This downward movement is painful to
contemplate.  Unitarians of the Parker
type, as they swung away from their
original position, have sought afliliations
with almost every wild notion that has
taken root in our prolifie scil.  Forawhile
they coltivated an intimacy with the older
type of Universalism, albeit this still ad-
hertd to the belief that Jesus was a
divine Saviour. Then it struck hands
with the Restorationists, and maintained
the dogma that all men will be brought
back ¢ holiness, if not here, then here-
afler—if not through Christ, then through
their own revources. It established
fellowship with the Positive Religionists,
and e zn to count Christianity a natural
faith-—one of the two great religions dis-
covered by Freeman Clarke. It developed
aflinitics with the pantheistic philosophy,
and with scientific materialism, and re-
joiced in a cunception of evolution, which
practically retired Goa as a Being from the
universe which He had made. And at
last we find one of its conventions hesi-
tating about the passage of a resolution
declaring belief in a personal God to be
an essential article of religion. Wider
and wider have these latitudinarian and
destructive tendencies become, weaker
and weaker have been the doctrinal affirm-
ations, more aud more indeterminate the
theolagical position, until now ro man can
safely define the term Unitarian, or defin~
itely describe the tenets, convictions, ex-
periences of the incongruous body that
bears it.

1t is quite apparent that the only hope
of what we have characterized as the het-
ter, more spiritual type of Unitarianism
in this country, lies in the drawing of
more distinct lines between it and this
wildly erratic and dangerous section.
There can be but little aftinity between
parties so opposite, as there can be no
communion between Parkerism and evan-
aelical Christianity. Is there a‘personal
God, or no? JIs the Bible an inspired
Book, or no? Are the great doctrines of
providence and of moral government real-
ities, or no? Was Christ the one peerless
Teacher and Example for mankind, or no?
Do His teachings comprehend and sum up
the religious beliefs obligatory upon men,
orno? Ina word, is Christianity in a1y



