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CHRISTIAN.

SCRIPTURAL REASONS
For Disbelicving
THE DOCTRINE OF TIIE TRINITY.

We draw from the Sacred Volume the fol-
lowing reasons for rejecting the Doctrine of
the Trinity @

I. ‘The terms which are necessary to the
very statemant of the doctrine, and which can-
not well b2 avoided by those wh= ho'd it, are
not found in Scriplure. The words Trinity—
trinne—Jehovah Jesus—UGod-man—are notin
the Scripture.  We nowhere find the expres-
sion God the Son, but always the Son of God;
nowhere God the Holy Spirit, but the Spirit of
God, or the Ioly Spiril. The expressions
first parson, sacond porson, third person, three
persons, ave not found. Now if the very words,
which are necessary to express the doztrine,
are not in the Scriptures, how can we suppose
the doctrine itself to be there 2 1 the sacred
writers meant to teach this doctrine, how isit
possible they should not sometimes have used
the wouds which are used in vegard toit ?

II. The doctrinz of the Trinity is nowhere
stated in express torns, while that of the sole
divinity of the Futher is taughtin language the
most explicit and dircet. There are only
three texts which sprak of the Father, Son,
and Spirit, in formal connexion j and n:ither
of these declares them to be three equal per-
sons in the Divinity. Iow is this possible if
the doztrine were tue? that the Apostles
should never namz them together but three
times, and then not speak of their being one
God ?

Indeed I am wrong, to say three texts:
there are oaly two; for ong ol the three pas-
sagas to which I referred is well known to be
no part of the B.ble —viz. LJohn v.7.% There
are threo that bear racowd in heaven, the Fa-
ther the Worid, ant the 1loly Ghosty and these
three are ene.”? This verse, every hody knows,
was never written by St Jolin, but has been
addzd to this epistle sincz his day. John
wrote in Gresk; but the old manuseripts of
the Greek Testament do not contain‘it.  Itis
Jound only in the Latin. It has therefore, no
right {o a placa in the New Testament, and
ought to b2 rejected.  Itisrejected by all im-
{‘»artiulschnlm's of every denomination, who
have inguire:dl concerning it.  There ave,
therefora, only two texts which formally name
tha Fathzr, Soa, and Spirit, in ¢omnexion.

The first is the form of Baptisi, (Matthaw
xxviil. 19) ¢ Bantizinr them into the name of
the ather, the Son, and of the Iloly Ghost.
Here the three are placed in connexion. But
-observe the mode of expression.  Does it say,
that they are threz peysons 7—XNo: it doos not
say that thoy ave persons at all.  Doos it as-
sert, that they constitute one God 7-—No. Does
it say that each is Gol 7—No such thinz.
Do:s it say that they are all equal 2——Nosuch
thing. Doesit say they are all tohs wozship-
ped? No. Then il does not {each the doc-
trine of the Twinity., IU it neither declares
them to be three persons, nor equal to each
other, nor cach to bz God, nor ecach to be
worshipped, then it does not teach the doc-
drine in question,

The same is true of the other text, (2 Cor,
xiit. 14.) < The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ,
and the love of Gold, and the communion of
the Holy Ghost be with you all.®® [t is not
here said that each is God, nor that all are
equal, nor that all are to be worshipped, nor
that all tozether constitute one.  Therefore it
does not teach the doctring of the Trinmty.
Nay, it virtually deniesit. Foras youn observe,
it does not speak of the Futher, Son, and
Spirit; but of Jesus Christ, and God, and the
Holy Spirit. Observe the difference, and con-
-sider what it implies. Would a Trinitarian
express himself in these words and in this
-owder, when intending to express his doctrine?
If it were Father, Son, and Spirit, we should
of conrse regard them as three, and not one,
unless expressly instructed to the contrary ;
how much more where the words run, Jesus
Christ—and Gol—and the Holy Spirit. So
that there is only one text which unites the
terms Father, Son, and Spirit 5 and that one
says nothing of the doctrine of the Trinity.
Now I ask seriously, if it had been intended
to leach that doztrine, is it possible that this
should be the case ? '

It is thus plain, that this doctrine is no
where tanzht in exoress terms. You then
say, it is perhaps taught indirectly -and by
necessary implication. I answer, it is impos-~
sible this shonld be, bacause the doctrine that
the Father alone is God is tauzht in the most
direct and absolute terms that langnage will
admit: so a3 positively to put ontof the ques-
tion every other doctrine, and to take away
the liberty of inferrinz any other {romn indirect
expressions.  That this is so, may be seen at
once from a few plain and explicit texts, which
seem {o be perfectly decisive.

(1) John xvii. 3. «This is lifc eternal, that
they might know Thee, the only true God—
and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent.”’—
This is the language of our Lord himself in
prayer. Now that he was at prayer proves
that he himself could not be God; for Ged
never prays. But, besides this, he strongly
asserts, that the Father only is God.  Itcould
not be asseited more strongly.

(2 Mark xiii. 32, « But of that day and
hour knoweth no man 3 no, not the angels
which are in heaven ; ncither the Son ; but
the Father.—This is the language of our Lord.
He declares that he does not know the time
of that day and houv; that the Father only
knows. Therefore the Father only can be
God; for God knows all things.

(3) 1 Timothy ii. 3. % There is one God—-
and once Mediator between God and men, the
man Christ Jesus.”*—What can assert more
positively than this, that Jesus is not the
one Cod ?

¢4 1 Cor. viii. 6. ¢ But to us there is but
One Godl. the Futhery of whom are all things,
and we in Himy and one Lord, Jesus Christ,
hy whom are all things, and we by him.”—
This text is very positive. It declares that
Jesus is our Lowd, but that the Father only is
our God,  Can lanzuage be devised which
shall declave it more positively ?

(5) Ephesians iv. 5, 6. ¢One Lord, one faith,
one baptism, One God and Falher of all, who
is ahove all, and through all, and in you all.?”
What can the Apostl: mean by this separation
ol our Loid, from the one God and Father of
all, it it do not inthinate the Father’s complete
and unsivalled supremacy 2 What worils can
spoak it, if such words as these mean any
iing elan ?

I ask vou then, seriously—in the fear and
prasenee of Almighty God, and in the name
of Jesus Christ our Lord—il these five positive
oxplicit assertions that the Father only is God,
ouzht not to set the question at rest in our
minds?  While we have these plain and in-
tellizible declarations of the divine word—
which never have been, and never can be,
made consistent with the dectrine of three
equal persons in the Godhead—ought we to
be turnad from our faith by any arzuments
which might be drawn from more obzcure
passages 2 Onzht we totake up the opposite
doctiine, because it may be ingeniously infer-
red froin difficult and controverted toxts ?
Are we not bound by these plain declarations ?
And, while they stand in our Bibles, uncon-
troverted and unrefuted, shall it be said that
we reject the testimony of "Gad, and - depart
from the oracles of truth ?  For mysell, so
long as the glorious doctrine of the Divine
Unity is built up on these Five Sacred Pillurs,
T must confide in it as the truth of God. If
the Holy Oracle can announce any truth plain-
Iy and uncquivocally, it has so announced
this.  To my earit speaks in language the
most unambigzuous and the least susceptible of
perversion.  While T abide by it in these
plain texts, T know what | believe ; T have
the sure word of truth. I 1 forsake these for
the sake of reasoning out another doctrine
from more difficult passages, I am nol sure
that my reason may not deceive me in the
process, and lead me to wrong conclusions. T
am safar, therefore, to abide by the testimony
inseribed on these Five Pillars, which I can
read as [ run.

L. As these fundamental texts most plainly
teach the Supremacy of the Tather, so there
are equally decisive tevls respecting the
character and offices of Jesus Christ and the
Holy Spirit, which go to confirm it. Let us
attend to these.

(1) Let us consider, first, the language
which is commonly used tespecting our Lord
Jesus. Isit such as implies that he is the
same with Almighty God 2 Take his testi-
mony respecting himself. ¢ T came not to do
ming own will.”? T can of myself do no-

thing.?> ¢ The Son can do nothing of him-
self.”?  «'The Father that isin me, he doth

the works.”—He calls himself, ¢ ITe whom
the Tather hath sanctified and sent.” e says,
< I am come in my Father’s name.”? And
after his resurrection he says, <[ asgend lo
my Father and your Tather, and to my God
and your God.”” —Ponder these expressions ;
weigh these words: and say whether they be
the words of one who would represent himself
as the independent God.

Take the testimony of the Apostles. < Jesus
of Nazareth, a man approved of God, by signs
and wonders which God did by him.? « Ap-
pointed to be a Prince and Saviour’”—s at
the right hand of God exalted”’—<¢¢ made both
Lord and Christ.” Because of his obsdience
unto death, ¢ God hath highly exalted him,
and given him a name above every name.”
Tn the end he shall < deliver up the kinalom
to God, even the Father, that God may be all
inall; Weigh these expressions deliberately,
and consider whether it be possible that they
shouldbe constantly used concerning Almighty
God. But such as these are applied to Jesus,
in every part of the New Testament,

Consider ihe terms of faith in him which
were required of his disciples. Were they
such as implied his supreme divinity? Re-

member the confession of Peter, « Thou art
the Christ, the Son of the living God ** and

with this, Jesus was satisfied. Remember the
confession of Martha, < I believe that thou
art the Christ, the Son of God? and he re-
quired no more. Remember the reason which
John gives for writing his Gospel. * These
are writien, that ye might believe that Jesus
is the Christ, the Son of God.” Who does
John say is bornof God ? ¢ Whaso believeth
that Jesus is the Christ, is born of God.”
Who does he say overcomes the world ?

«¢ He that believeth that Jesus is the Son of
God.” Whatwas the preaching or the Apos-
tles 2 Look through the book of Acts, and
you will find the burden of it to be, ¢ Reason-
ing from the Scriptures, and testifying that
Jesus is the Christ.”* Now, is it possible,
that in all which is thus said of the necessity
and value of faith in Jesus, when believers
were to be reccived into the chureh, and their
immorlal interests were depending  is it pos-
sible, that they should not have heen required
to believe him the Almighty God, if he were
so?  Would he and the Apostles have so so-
lemnly assured them, that faith in him as the
Son of God was suflicient, i in trath he had
been the eternal God ?

2, ‘The same conclusion may be as deci-

sively drawn from the language perpetually
used respecting the Holy Spirit—Ilanguage
wholly inconsistent with the idea of a divine
perzon distinet from the Tather, and equal
with him. The Spirit is said to be poured out
—shed—given—given wilhoul measwre; men
are said to be beplized with ity filled with it,
to pastake of it.  But this cannot be said of a
person, It signifies evidently a divine influ-
enee 3 and that may descend from the person
of the Tather, as well as from some distinet
person,  God does not hecome another peison,
because he gives his spirit to men. When
Paul visited Fphesus, he found certain Chris-
tians there, and asked them i they had re-
cetved the Holy Ghost.
have no™ so mueh as heard whether -here be any
IHoly Ghost. Ilow isthis? The Tloly Ghost
a person in the Godhead, equal with the Fa-
ther, and essential to salvation to know him,
and yet these disciples never heard of him !
Impossible—and thercfore impossible that it
should be a third person in the Deity distinet
fiom the Tather, and equal in power and
glory.
God.  Paul tells us what it is, when he says,
¢ As no man knoweth the things of a man
save the spirit of man which isin him; so the
things of God knoweth no man, but the gpirit
of God.” The spirit of God is God himself,
just-as the-spirit-of a man is the man himself,
and not a separate person.  And thus the sin-
gle supremacy of the Father remains unaf-
fected.
2. There are also many expressions res-
pecting Jesus and the holy Spirit in connexion
with each other, which confirm the evidence
that the Father alone is God. It will be suf-
licient to cite these without comment ; since
the mere reading of then will show how ut-
terly irreconcilable they are with the idea of
three persons, alike equal and supreme. « God
anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the holy
Spirit and with power < Jesus received
of the Iather the promise of the holy Ghost,*
¢ God giveth not the spirit by measure unto
him,** ¢ Tle that raised up Cliist from the
dead, shall also quickzn your mo:‘al bodies by
the spirit that dwelleth in you.”>  Consider
what each of these passages must meaun if the
doctrine of the Trinity be true, and you will
perceive them to be utlerly irreconcilable
with it.

IV. Thus far we have looked at the {esti-
mony of Scripture, as exhibited in particular
classes ol texts.  We may now turn lo some
considerations drawn from the general style of
the New Testament. Tlere we shall find that
the doctrine of the Divine Unity so pervades
and gives a complexion to the New Testa-
ment, that if we could conceive the doctrine
of the Trinity to be true, it would alter the
complexion of the whole. Tt would not be
sach as it is, il that doctrine were true,

This might be illustrated fiom the devoli-
onal character of the New Testament, in
which we lind that the Apostles employed no
expressions intimating that they wershipped
God in three persons; bui, on the contrary,
wenl on in the worship ol the ane God as be-
fore their conversion ;—from the conduct of
the disciples towards their Lord ; for they
never treated him as if they believed him o

the Jews towards him and towards them ; for,
even on his trial for blasphemy, they never
accused him of teaching his own divinity;
but only of saying, that he could raise up the
temple in three days ; nor did they ever as-
sert, that the disciples taught adoctrine which
they would have regarded as so monstrons
and ahominable ;—and from the controversies
which arose in that age ; wherein we find not
a single answer to any ohjection urged against
the doctrine of the Trinity; and yet no doc-
trine was so likely to call forth objections ;
there is none against which bath Jews and
Gentiles would have so strenuously protested.

From all these circumstances we argue,
that the doctrine of the I'rinity wasnot known
in the days of the Apostles ; and, thercfore,

that it is not true.—Rev. H., Ware.

They answered, e | 1Y

No—the holy Spirit is the Spirit of |,

be the Supreme Being ;—from the conduet of.
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SETTLED OPINIONS.

On some topics we may be innocently in-
different. But with others itisnot so.  When
the subject is of exalted importance to ourselves
—intimately connccted with grave questions
of fuith and morals—we are bound to give it
reasonable, and reverent attention. We claim
for religion the highest place in man’s consid-
eration. It is closely linked with his highest
hopes and deepest fears. It is hiis monitor
with regard to present duty, liis instructor res-
pecting future destiny.

In religion, as we understand it, there are
three great leading ideas—God, Christ, and
man :—God the Author of all, the Father and
Ruler of mankind,—Christ his Son, the e~
vealer of his will and the messenger of his
mercy,;—and man, the creature of his hands,
the object of his care, and the subject of his
moral government.  Various and manifold
have been the opinions which have been as-.
serted and maintained from time to time con-
cerning God, and Christ, and man. What
they are in themselves—what their nature
and attributes—avhat the nature of the rela-
‘t'ons they severally sustain to one another—
these have been topics of discussion and dis—
putation from very early ages of Christianity.
With regard to God, the questions raised have
been,—low does He exist, in one person only,
or in three persons 2 How does He govern
his creatures 7 Docs He occupy the throne
of the universe as a slern unbending Judge ;
or does he oceupy that exalted seat as a ten-
der and merciful Parent.  In other words,

will He forgive transgression, or can He for-
g ve transgression, without satisfaction hav-~
ing been made to His offended justice ? or

will He, and can He pardon the sinner whe
turns to him and repents, and enters ona
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