THE BIBLE CHRISTIAN.

REMARKS
ON .

TIIL TWO NATURES IN CIIRIST.
¢ Ny FATHER 18 GREATER THaN [*? said
our Saviour. (John xiv. 28.)  And again he
says, ¢ My FATIER 18 GREATER TILAN ALL.>
(John x. 29.)  To the same effeet also is the
language of the great Apostle of the Gentiles ;
« But £ would huve you know, that the head
of every man is Christ; and the head of the
woman is the man 3 and rne HEAD or ChrisT
1s Gon.”* (1 Cor, x1. 3.) Of a zimiliur iaport
isa laree class of passages in the Bible.
Their meaning is obvious,—it cannot he mis-
taker. Thcy‘tc:cch the subordination of the
Sou to the Father § they teach the subordina-

dion of Christ to Gud.

We are very well aware, however, by
what means it is songht to evade the foree of
sueh plain and powerful testimony of our
Saviour and his Apoestles.  We are very well
aware how it is xonght to make their words
have no meaning inthe controversy concern-
ing Christ’s supreme Deity. Itis by avery
in::rcnions deviee, bat a most unwarrantable
one. 1t is assumed that Christ had fico na-
tures ; and by @ dexterous employment of
thiz assmmption, the advoeates of the triune
theory of the Godhead seck to nullify every
plain statement of the Seriptares regarding
the supremacy of the Father aud the sub-
ordinwtion of the Son. But the assumption
is enlirely graluilous, adopted solely with a
view to mect the pressing exizeney before
us, It is a pure fallicy—a mere logical
antifice 3 and yet, without it, the Trinitarian
ground could ot be naimtained one moment.

It is assumed that Cluist had two natures,—
one divine and the other human ;—that he
was petfeet God and perfeet man mysterious-
Iy combined. And then it is thought the
force of the dircet statements which teach
his subordination isturned aside by asserting
that such things were aflirned of, and by,
our Lord, in reference to his human nature
only. This is o mournful way of dealing
with the obvious teachings of the Word of
God. '~ That it meets with so zeneral a recep-
{ion affords lamentable proolof the readiness
of men to adopt any method of explanation
which will enable them to cling to thelr
favorite notions.  Awain we siy, this distine-
tion of two natures in Christ is o mere
gratuitous sumption, adopted to meot the |
¢mereeney of the case, Sueh a distinetion !
js nowhere made in the Bible.  Nowhere is
it suid € this is spoken of, or by, Christ in
reference to his huunau nature,” or “this, in
reference to his divine nature.” W look in
vain for the statement of such a doetrine as
that of the ‘two nutares” in the Scriptures,
Nowhere i3 it said in the Saered Records
that four Saviowr had two naturez.  Such
an expression is not to be fuund from the
beainuing of Genesis to the end of Revela-
tion.  Well hath it been styled “u mere
luman invention, to bolster up a haman
Cl‘l‘Ol‘.”
in thos stading with such great plainness our
opinion concerning the common doctrine of
the two natares in Christ, we are not insensi-
ble to the fact, that to mmany minds soine of
our expressions nay appear abrupt, unan-
thorized, and dogmatical.  We confess we
have not endeavoured to trim, or goflen, or
smooth our plirase in this matter. We be-
lieve the theory of the two natares to be
fallacious, nned we have said zo very plainty.,
We have styled it @ mere assumiption, be-
canse it directly rests upon @ mere assamp-
tion. It ishightime that people should look
to this—it is hizh time that the attention of
the enquirer should be fairly directed to it—
for on it really depends for support the
doctrine of the Trinity. Il this prop be un-
sound the whole strocture of the triune
theory of the Godhiead must topple and fall.
And it s unsoundl. Let us look at the
mode of proof by which it is sought to be es-
tablished. Two Seripture phrases (or classes
or phrases) are proeduced, in one of which it
is said Christ’s supreme Deity is taught, and
in the other his subordinate na nre, Both, it
is urged, must be admitted in the sense at-
tached to them, and from this it is urged that
Christ had two natures. The theory thus
constructed is then employed to defend the
doctring of Clirist’s supremacy against the
overwhelining evidence of Seripture, tench-
ing his subordination,jwhich can be arrayed
against it. Now we ask the careful reader
to mark the fallacy. Isit not plain that in
the first instance—in constructing the theory
of the two natures—the real point in contro-
versy (Christ’s supreme Deity) is gratuitons-
ly .asswmned, or taken for granted, without

proof ? And then the theory thus fullaciously
constructed is employed to protect the very
doctrine which was gratuilously assumed for
the purpose of construcling if.  Isnot the fal-
lacy obvious 7 Christ’s supreme Deity must
be sutisfuctorily proved before the doctrine
of the two natures can be established.  And
this just brings us back to the primary ques-
tion.

We say then, without any hesitation, that
it is impossible to construet the theory of the
two natures without resorting to the fallacy
of ¢ begging the question,? or assuming that
to be true which is the very pointin dispute.
Nothing short of a distinet Seriptural state-
went could warrant its adoption by the
Seriptural Christian,  Aud thix, as we have
already said, is nowhere to be found.

There is great danger to be apprehended
from the ndmission of pratuitous assumptions
into the interpretation of Scripture.  With
such a liberty, men might prove almost any
thing from the sacred volume, and find
means to evade the foree of any argument,
howevercogent and precise. Let us illustrate
by an exanple.  Christianity is universally
held 1o be w relizion of peace ; our Saviour
inculeated peacelul prineiples ; his own life
corresponded  with his  precepts—it wuas
eminently peacelul : # Peace onearth * was
the strin which ushered hinyinto the world,
and * peace ? was the legacy he bequeath-
od to bis dizeiples on his departure from it.
But suppose a scet should avize, claiming to
be his followers, who should ert that
Christinuity was w werfuring veligion ; that,
in faet, it was a Christinn duty to prosecute
war, fir and wide 3 and this not merely de-
fenzsive war, but agoressive war,—a war
which =bould lead thewm to invade unotlend-
ine wnd defeneele=s forelan nations, murder
their people, destroy their property, and
dezolate their homes.  Suppose we were to
euter on an argunent witlsueh persons, in
order toshoew them how utterly opposite their
views of Christinnity were to the whole
teaching and spirit o the religion as repre-
sented i the New Testament, snd, in doing
s0, we shonld cite pussage after passage al-
fording the clearest proot that Christ was a
teacher of peace. Suppose all this done;
and our warfaring Chriztinns should reply,
“ Al you huve wged we fully admit 5 butit
does not atfeet the guestion at issue.  The
passages you cite huve reference merely to
Clirist in his charncter as a peacemaleer, but
do not bear against his character us a war-
Jurer.  Remewber how he said, ‘1 came
not to send peace butwsword 3 *=—you do not
seem to understand that he is to be viewed
in two distinet lights ;—you do not seem to
apprehicnd that he was both a peacemaker
and awarfurer’?  Tothis very strange reply
we should naturally answer, * Your distine-
tion of two characters in Christ is a pure
assnption—~—it has no proper fonndation ;
and we put it to you, as candid aud con-
seientious people, will you avail yourselves
of such anutitice to maintain your position,
and to evade the prevalent teaching of the
Seriptures against vou.”  We are then met
by the rejoinder, tlai il i3 necessary to make
the assunption of the two-told eluwacter of
our Loxd, in order to interpretsucha passage
as that wherein he says he ¢ came 1o send
a sword,” in harmouy with the other teach~
ings of the Sceriptures coucemning Lim.
Now the anadozy is obvious between this
case and that which is more puriicularly un-
der review. In both cuses, the general
teaching of the Seriptures is plain, powertul,
precise, und not to be misanderzivod j but,.
in both cuges, there are a few texts o be
fotnd which elash, apparently, with the
aenceral teaching,  Rightly understeod, they
will be found 10 involve no contradiction.
1t is our business, then, to endeavour to un-
derstand them, and 1w discover how they
may be interpreled in harmony with the
curient language and general tenor of
Seripture.  We are not at Jiberty to make
graluiteus assumptions to suit our gwn pur-
poses and 1o save sume favorite doetrinal
theory from being overthrown.—Common
sense revolts at thé assumption which wonld
nnite two characters in Christ so entirely in-
compatible asthoseof a perfect peaceinaker
and u bloady warlurer.  And surely the as-
sumplion is not Jess unreasonable and im-
possible -which would combine in one and
the same person the attiibules of the Su-
preme God and the qualities of a mortal man.
It is to asswine that the mind ol that person
is at once created and uncreated, finite aud
infinite, than which no greater conwradiction
can be supposed or asserted.

But even this assumnption of lwo nalures in
our Lord cannot be made to cover all the cir-
camstances of the case, and protect the
theory of Christ’s supreme Deity {rem the

o

difficulties which press upon it fromn the
plaiu statements of Seripture.  Those stute-
ments not only negate the supremacy of the
Son, bnt they affirm the supremuacy of the
Father.  Inthus making express affinnation
of the supreme Deity ol the Fulher only, they
obviously exclude the supreme Deity of the
Son in auy and every sense.

to what Chuist says of the time of his coming
in judgment :—¢ Of that day and that hour
knoweth no man, no,not the angels ofheaven,
but my Futher only*? (Matth. xxiv. 36.)
In the parallel passage in Mark, (xiii. 32,) it
it is thus written: < Of thut day and that
hour knoweth no man, no, not the angels
who are in heaven, neither the Son, but the
Father,”  In these passages it is evident
that our Saviour disuvows knowledge of the
event relerred fo, in every sense, and assigns
that knowledge to the Father eaclusively.
Here, then, is a difficulty which cannot be
met even by the assumption of the two na-
By what ingenuity the foree of these
ages is to be evaded, and their plain
statements set aside, we eannot even con-
jeeture.  Wo have seen the orthodox exposi-
tions of these texts ; and they do not seem
t us o have even the poor merit of
plausibility.

Another objeetion we have to urge ngainst
this assumed theory of two natures, (and cer-
tainly not the least serious one,) is, that it
hmputes equivecation to our Saviour. If
ever there had been any timation given,
either by himself or by auy of the suered
writers, that our Lord had two natures, and
that sometimes he spoke in the one and
sometimes in the other, we should not {eel
justified i urging so very serious a chauge
against the theory wider notice. But no
such intimation ever was given. We fecl
bound, therefore, in vindieation of the in-
tearity and consistency of Christ, to bear
solemn testimony asuinst so dungerous and
s0 groundless an assumption.  What ! shall
it be said of him “in whose mouth guile
was never fonnd,? that he explicitly  dis-
avowed knowledge of the time of an event,
when, in reality, he was in full possession
of that knowledze?  Remember the answer
lie gave to the mother who came to him
requesting for her sons eertain plices of

dignity in his kingdom. Ilis reply wus, 5To
sit on my right hand and on my lef, is nof

mine to gwe, but it shall be given to them for
whom it is prepared of my Father.?” (Matt.
Xx-23.) Shall it be said, we ask again, of
hiin who knew no deeeit, that he positively
diseluimed all power to confer a certuin
privilege, when, in reality, that power was
fully his 2 Suppose any of us were 1o go
to a Governor of this Province, and apply to
him for a certain office ; and suppose he
were 1o say, plainly and without any ex-
planation, that that office was not in his
powerto grant,~that the Sovereign of Brituin
kept its bestownl in his own hands.  What
would be our inference 2~ Sarely it would
be, that the Governor had it not in'his power
to bestow the office.  And if'any one ¢laim-
iug 1o be that Governor's especial friend
should afterwards seek to draw a line of
distinction between his perzonal and his of-
fieial eapacity, and say 1hat he really had
the power, and that his denial of it was ouly
1o be understowd in reference to one of hLis

two capacitics—in such a case, would net

every richt-minded man regard the demal

in the lirht of a wretched ~equivocation ?

Now, shall we he bold enough to place our

Saviour in a similar position, by sayine that

he really had the power to confer the dizuity

on Zebedee's song, while he positively and

mnqualifiedly disclaimed 11?7  We Thonor
Christ too well to impute any such equivoen-

tion to him. We reverenee him too highly

to suppose that he wonld employ langnage

so caleulated to mislead those” whom he

immediately addressed, and so caleulated to

niislead every simple-minded reader of the

Bible.  Our opinion of the Saviour is this:

thut whenever he spoke he meant just what
he said,—without the slightest approacl to
equivocation—withont any mentul reserva-
tion whatsoever.

1t is of great importunce that we should
look closely to this theory of the two natures
in Christ. It makes our Lord a shifting im-
age instead of a distinet reality. 1t throws a
cloud of obscurity about him who was the
brizliness of the Father’s glory. According
to it, he is now one thing and then another,
and thus we are prevented from gaining any
clear and definite pereeptions of his person
or his character. Nothing has ever sur-
prised us more than to mark with what
unsuspecting conlidence the Trinitarian con-
troversulist glides from the one “nature? of
Christ to the other, just as he finds it con-
veuient for s arrument. It is but seldom

lie thinks it neecessary to attempt any proof
of the ‘1wo natures.”  Yet, without its aid,
he could not even pretend to withstand the
Seriptural argnments hrought against the
Trinitarian theory, so plain, so powerful, so
precise, and so overwhelming “in numiber.
What can bhe more remarkable than to hear
and read of men first admilling the subordina-
tion of the Son, and then proceeding lo prove
his Supreme Deily? This has about the same
meaning as if they were first to edmil a thing
1o be black, and then proceed to prove that it

~

is white. 1t has about the same meaning as
if they were first to admil a figure to be a
circle, and then procecd o prove that it is a

Let us advert | triangle.

QUESIIONS WORTH CONSIDERING.

ONFE QUESTION IN ARITHMETIC.
According to the statements of Trinitarian creeds,
The Faturr is u distinet Person, and truly

and fully God ; and therefore an Object of

supreme worship,.....eeevveciiinnen aithatis 1
The Sox is nlso a distinct Person, and truly

ond fully God ; and therefore an Object of

supreme worship,.v.eeceenenes oothatis 1
The IIony Srimre is likewise a distinet Per-

son, and truly and fully God ; and thercfore

an Object of supreme worship,........that is 1

Frequired,—The sum total of those who are
truly and fully God; and therefore distinct
Objects of supremne worship, covivviecvreeen.ns

TWO QUESTIONS IN THEOLOGY.

According to the popular theology, sin com-
mitted against an Infinite Being requires an In-
finite Sacritice. Nothing short of this, it is said,
could expinte the gins of the world. Bat no being
isinfinite except God. In the death of Christ,
then, did God die?

If Ged did not die, what becomes of the com-
mon theory of vicarious atonement by an Infinite
Suerifice 1

THREE QUESTIONS ON THE BIDLL.
We find it stated in the Bible that “God is One;”
but where is it stated, that ¢ God is T'hree” 1
We find the phrase « God  the Father” in the
Bible ; but where is there the phrase © God the
Son,” or “ God the Holy Ghost”
Where is it said in the Bible that Christ had
“ two nutures” 1

IIe that hath a mind to think, let him think on
the foregoing questions.

He that hath an ear to hear, let him hear the
following declarations :—

“ Hear, O Tsrael! the Lord our God is One
Lord.’—(Deut. vi. 4.)

ceoned® T'he Father” is the « only true God."—
(Fohn xvii, 1—3.)

Jesus is « the Christ, the Son of the living
God.>—(Matt, xvi. 16.)

Additional Query:
his own Futher?

Can a Son be coeval with

It is quite possible that the naked plninness of some of
the above questions may be o eanse of offence,  But as uo
ufitnee is intended, it moy be well for all parties eoneerned
to inquire eandidly whethar the statements are not true,
aml perfectly consistent with the systems of the prevalent
theolegy.  With respect to the tri-personality of the Leity,
the question ps stated above has either the meaning which
appears on the face of it, or el:e we do not see how it has
any real meuning at all. i the doetrine of the Trinity bo
only Subellinnism, the sooner the fuet is known the hetter,
Sabellinnisin has been aptly termed * Unitarianizm in
mist.” 1 Dr. Willis's theary be correct, that * the Father,
Sony and Holy Spirit, are no more three distinet intelligent
Perzong, than the God of Abraham, the Gud of Isaae, and
the Gud of Jucob, nre three Gods,” then there is only n
paper wall- betiveen Unitarinnism and Prinitarianism, 16
this be so, let it he broken throngh ot once.  Dut if Dr.
Sherlock’s theory, that ** the Father, Son, and Holy Ghust,
are as really distinet Persous as Peter, Inmes, and Jolur,
exch of which is God: We must allow ench Person (ha
says) to ben o, =i this theory Le the more populur and
prevalent one, then it is obvious thut the statement upon
which the foregoing question is founded is perfoctly correet.
In the * Questions i Theology,” stated above, it is nshed
Did God dix? "This we know is o startling
it s directly =

:stion, yet
cgosted by the common theory of vicarious
utonement by an dnfliite sacrifice, That theory invulves
the sufferir
see that it

wned death of the Almighty ! or else we do not
say proper meaning at all, It is of no avail
to urge, in opposition to Wis conclusion, the mysterious
nation of the * two nutures,” for i the clement of
infinity dues not enter fnto that combination, and "beeoma
the subjeet of sufivring and dentls, it cannot be an infinite
saeritice. Witheot thiy it can only be n finite sacrifice ;
and to it this, would be to unsettic and unsay the wholo
syslizu,

There are some, we know, who are not afruid to carry
out thie gyatem to its unnvoiduble conclusion, nud state that
conelusion in all its naked pluinness, painful and startling
though it be.  We do nat now refer o such expressions as
thuse of ** a crucificd Giod,” &e., which sny he found in
the hymus of some Orthodox Churclhes, nor to the well-
kunown passnge of the Litany, where the Deity is invoked
Uiy his agony aud bloody sweat,—by his cross and passion,
—hy his deatl and burial,® &e. Wo refer rather to the sober
prose writer, who sits down deliberately, in this nge of the
world, and writes the (to us) feurful doctrine thut Gud
dieit ! Not very long since, a theologieal work appeared in
the United Etates, entitled, *The Suflerings of Christ, by
a Laymui.”  In this the doctrine is stated nakedly and
pininly. *In the grand drama of the New Testament,”
suys the writer, * whose nuthor i3 God, und whase theme js
Solvation, the Godhead and manhood of’ the Medintor et
thronghout in concert.  They are one aud indivisible ;
sepurated, or.cupnble of separution, in nothing. "T'hey nra
horn together; together they are wrapped in the strow of
the manger. Fhey suffer together ; TOCETHER THEY ME.
Phis doctrine was repudiated by soma of the Orthodox
prints, and it is well to perccive them startled by such o
stulement; yet we canuot see any thing in it but the legi-
timate result of their own system, Many there are, wo
know, who are disposed to throw a veil of words over the
theory, to concen! its inconsistency, and take shelter under
the common plea of mystery, to evade the frce of the legi-
timate conclusion which flows from it. \Vherever that
conclusion is disowned, we should be sorry to press it but
at the same time, wo maintain thut to disown the conclu-
sion, is virtually to abundon the theory,

Of the t Questionz on the Rilde’ we shall say nothing,

further than to remind the render, that Seripture doctrines
can nlways be stated in Seripture language.
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