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UNITARIANISM IN MONTREAL.

Unitarianism has for some time past oc-
cupied a much larger share of public atten-
tion in this eity, than ever it did at any
prior period.  How it suceeeded in obtain-
ing such extensive notoriety we could not
undertake positively tosay. We should be
sorry to take the merit of the matter wholly
to ourselves.  Were we to do so, we should
be open 1o a charge of vanity and self-im-
portance similar to that so justly alleged
in the fable against the fly, whicl, whilst
sitting on the centre of the earriage wheel
in molion, took to itself the eredit of all that
was performed by the wheel.

We are willing to coneede to our Orthodox
friends the credit of bringing Unitarianism
&o prominently into notice. Yet to the Uni-
tarians themselves, we suppose, must be
given a share of the merit in the first in-
stance. Had they not been in the city, or
had they not taken means to give those who
were anxious to hear, a knowledge of the
Unitarian belief and tlie grounds of it, Uni-
tarianism might still have remained in com-
parative obscurity in Montreal. Our wor-
shipping Suciety is but of recent origin, It
was not until within the past  year that we
had a church edifice in which to meet for
worship., Availing himself of the accomn-
modation it aflorded, the Unitarian Minister
commenced a cowmse of lectures in January
lzst, the object of which was to enter into a
brief exposition of rcligion from -its very
foundation, and proceed regularly to the
developement of the teaching of the Serip-;
tures on some of the more prominent points;
of faith,  These lectures were well ut-
tended, and aroused many persons to inguire
concerning religion who had hitherto paid
but Hutle ortention to that subject.

Before the course of lectures in the Uni-
tarian Church was concluded, it was found
that many of the Orthodox pulpits in ile
city had taken oceasion to argue agninst and |
denounce the alleged errors of Unitarianism.
Of this we do notcomplain. If Unitarianism
be erroneous, the sooner it is argued down
the better. We hope, however, thata proper
distinetion will always he made between
sound argument, and mere invective, or ar-
dent appeals to the feelings. So much were
our Oithodox neighbours aroused by their
pulpits, that the Unitarians were met on
every hand—in the warket, in the street,
and’in the private circle—and informed how
dungerous a system Unitavianism was, and

“how effectually it had been exposed and

-refuted in their church some Sunday or two
before. - :

‘It was frequently found , however, that
the persons who thus spoke of Unitarianism
knew very little about it. "Either their pul-

_pits had given them imperfect and erroneous

ideas on the matter, or they had misunder-
stood the information given. ~ Tnder these
circumstances, the Commitice of the Mont-
real Unitarian Society thonght it necessary
to adopt some means 10 keep the public
mind right on the subjeet, by impuiting pro-

- per- information concerning our views and

the ‘grounds of them. To this end, they
compiled a tract, which, they printed on a
s

sheet the same size as this paper, and pub-
lished, under the eommon title of a “ Tract
for the Times.”

That our readers at 4 distance may have
an idea of the amonnt of attention lately be-
stowed upon Unitarianism in this ecity, we
may state, that during the past month no
fewer than three pulpits have been deliver-
ing lectwes by special ammouncement
against our views, and that no fewer than
three religious newspapers have been en-
gagedin writing against them. Nor is this
all: for we are assured by one of the reli-
wous journals that “in almost all the evan-
gelical churehes discourses have been deli-
vered” to the same effect. Nor is the
whole stated yet.  Even strange eleraymen
visiting this eity have been pressed into the
same service ; and some of the comnereial
journals, as if anxious to beeome polemics
as; well as politicians, have shewn them-
selves ready to pronounce judgment upon
“ Unitarian crrors.’?*

The facts above stated will aceount for
the appearance of the anusually larse quan-
tity of controversial matter comtained in our
present sheot.  The demand upon our own
pen has been considerable, and we have en-
deavoured 10 answer it as well as we could
amidst a variety of other necessary engage-
ments. So longas the curiosity of the public
coneerning our views is stimualated by the
Orthodox pulpit and the Orthodox press, we
will consider it our duty to gratify it.

Seriously speaking, we think our Orthodox
brethren have given us more importance
than we deserve.  The Unitariaus are but
an inconsiderable Lody in this eity.  Indi-
vidually, we have watched the excitement
witheut being mueh moved one way or the
other. While we have had no fears what-
ever for the cuunse of Unitarianizm, we have
not allowed our hopes to be very sangnine
for its immediate success to any remarkabile
extent. It wounld be contrary 1041l expe-
rience, however, if the resnlt of such an
agitation, did it not prove fuvourable to the
Unitarian eause.  And it is only proper to
state, that so far it has proved favomable to
our cause it BMontreal. A marked augmen-
tation has alrcady taken place in our wor-
shipping Socicty. Many who came 1o our
church out of mere curiosity, from having
heard our views denonnced, remained to be
convinced of their truth.  Somic there are
amongst us who freely acknowledge that
having “come to scofl, they zemained to
pray.??

* The following editorial paragraph appeared in the
Montreal Herald of April 25th ;—

“ WWe are requested to intidate that the Rev. Nathaniel
Willis, LD, of Renfield street Church, Glasgow, will preach
to morrnw (Sabbath), in the Free Church, Cote Street, ns
ﬁ)llu\ys t—Aflernoon (Military Service), half-past 1 p. .
Iivening, 7 r. .

' We undesstand that Dr. Willis has also agreed to give
a discourse on _the Divinisy of Christ, in-opposition to Unit-
arinn errors, in St, Gabriel Street Churc&». on Wednesday
evening, nL 7 o'clock.  From the well known chareter of
Dr. Willis a3 an able Theologian, and from his former ex-
perience as n Theologicnl Prafessor in Scotlund, it is confi-
dently anticipated that the Doctor will do ample justice to
this deeply important subject.”

Now if our eontemporary, the Iferald, had simply said
DOCTRINES instead of wnrrens, there wonld bo nothing
ohjectionnble in the above parngraph. VWhen there nre
three-religious journals in Montren! on the orthodox side,
and twae of them good-sized weekly papers, and nothing on
the hetersidox side but our own very small and unpretend-
ing sheet making its appearance monthly, there is surely no
ocension fur the secular press to turn polemical. The reli-
gious prints have ovidently the will, and ne doubt they
think they have the power, to put down Guiinrinnism,—
Underall the eircumstances, we hope our neighbours of the
dnily broad-sheet will seo the propriety of abstaining from
interference. ‘I'hiey are powerful, we kniow ; and we hope
they will he generous, -

iz personally one—one in the proper
!

BRIEF STATHMENT OF REASONS
Aror Declintng ta recedbe
THE DOCTRINE O THE TRINITY.

The belief in atri-personal Deity is a fun-

damental point in the popular theol As
faith in a God, or wreat First Cause, must

lic at the Dottout of all religion, so a faithin
the threefold nature of the Supreme Being
may be remarded us the basis of what is
conventionally termed Orthodox Christinn-
ity.  According to that system, each of the
three allewed " pewsons™ of the Godhead
has an appropriate and peenliar function to
fulfil inr relation to man.
Now this distvibution of the Supreme
Being into three “persons,” < hypostases,”
sistencees,”? or “somewhats,” (as they
have been variously desisnated by Trinita-
vinn theologians,) is deelined by a Jree

caud constantly incereasing elass ol Christian

believers.  These maintain that the one
Cod who is acknowledged by all Chiristinns,
and
absolite sense ol that tevm—undivided and
indivisible.  Thus, while the bulk of the
Cliistian world Dbelieve in God’s threefold
nature, or the Lrinity in Unily, this class of
believers hold to the doctrine of God’s un-
omponnded nature, or simple Tnily.  De-
sionated with reference to their ideas of the
Godhead, the former should, in strictness
of legeage, be called Trinitariun-Unila-
rians, or, as believers in a Triune God, 2ri-
Unilerians ;  while the latter should be
named simply, Unifarians. . But, -for the
sitke - of  convenience, it has been adopted
as a eustom to siyle the former Trinilarians
simply, their ‘belief In_ God’s wnity iun the
sense 1hey pnt upon if, being all the while
undeystood. Tt is likewise usual to style
the latter Unilarians simply, always mean-
ing by that term those who maintain the
striet unity of the Supreme Being.
Both classes are Christian  believers,
thonzh in ditlerent s Both elusses
maintain that Jesas Christ is the Sonof God,
the Saviour of men, the Lord and Lawgiver
of the Cliristian Chureh, the Mediator ho-
tween God and man. But on eacl of these
terms they respeetively put ditlerent con-
sirnciions.—The Trinitarian conceives that
the term ¢ Sonof God” is to be nnderstood as
conveying the idea of a strict identity of
essence or muure with God, 2o that Christ
s on a perfect eqnality with the Suprenie
Being, or in faet the Suprenie Being him-
self. ” He eousiders that 1lic term “Sou of
God” haus an equivalent or synonyme in
“God the 8o The Unitarian, ‘on the
other hand, conceives that the term  Son of
God » denotes n being distinet from that
God whosze Son he is, proceeding from him,
and thervefore posterior 1o him in point ol
time, and subordinate 1o him in point aof
rank.—The Trinitarian conceives that Christ
wag the Saviour of men by virtne of his
Supreme De:ty, in consequence of which he
was enabled to offer an infinite suerifice on
the cross, to expatiate the sins of inankind.
The Unitarian, on the other hand, conceives
that Cliist was the Saviour of men by vir-
tre of his office as a Teacher of divine
truth, Dby the siuless and perfect example
he set before us, by the profoundly interest-
ing spectacle of his death upon the cross,
endared on acconnt of our sing, and by
which the heart should be moved to rever-
enee, repeifance, obedience and  love.
Unitarians generally consider that Jesus is
the Saviour of men by establishing a system
of motives, means, and influences, to act up-
on the hwmnan mind and heart, to turn man
from sin, and thus save him from the con-
sequences of sin, to bring him into the wuy
of holiness here, and thus, through the arcat
merey of God, secure him a heaven of hap-
piness hereafler.—The Trinitarian  con-
ceives that Christ is Lord and Law,
of the Christian Church by virtue of his own
inherent and underived authority.  The
Unitarian, on the other hand, conceives that
Christ is Lord and Lawaiver of the Chris-
tian Church in consequence of the power
and ¢ commandment he received from his
Father.? He conceives that ¢ God made Jesus
both Lord and Christ.>—The Trinitarian con-
ceives that Christ is Mediator between Go

iver: ¥ > '
will, to smake myself obeyed in n point so shsolutely neces-

and men; bhut that his office and indivi-
duality as such are to be regarded as dis-
tinet from his dlleged Supreme Deity.
Henee he speaks of his mediatorial char-
acter and eapacity as something different
and distinguishable {rom that suyerior na-
ture which he assiens to him. The Unita-
rian, on the other hand, recognizes no such
distinetion of two natures in Christ.  As he
believes God to be one uncompounded
Being, so likewise he believes Christ to bo
ane uncompounded Being,  He regurds
Christ as the Mediutor between God and
men, because God raised him up as a Di-
vine Messenger, ind gualified him by extra-
ordinary 5 to perform an important work
for humanity.  According to the Unitarian
view, God and man were at viviimee.  God
had compassion for the world, and wished
man to become reconeiled to him. Christ was
the medium throngh which God put himself
in communication withman.  Throngh him,
as the Mediator, came ull the spiritoad bles-
sings to the human race; and throngh him
agnin, as the Mediator, are all otlerings of
pradse aud prayer toascend from man to God.
—Both purties, then, veceive Christ as he is
offered to them in the Gaspel, but they pat
different constructions  on the tems found
there in connection with him. By thus re-
ceiving Christ in sincerity, and 1o the best
of their knowledge, as he is reveuled to
them, they beeome his professed disciples.
It addition, then, 1o the numes already
given to them on aceount. of their belief in
a God, mnd their panticular views of the
Godhead, we attach the uame Christian to
them.  The Trinitarian becomes o Trinila-
rian Christian; the Unitarian, a Unilarian
Christian. Az 10 which party is vicht in its
interpretation of the Seripture, that is just
the point in confroversy.

Ever since the period of its first author-
tative promulgation by the Conneil of Con-
stantinople, in A 381, 1he doctrine of the
Trinity has had a powerlul and extensive
hold upon the mind of Christendom. The
awfolly rigorous measures of the Emperor
Theodosus eflectually checked the discug-
sion of the question, and paved the way for
the complete triimph  of the “Ivinitarian
doctrine.”  The strons arnn of fmperial
power severely exereised had given it a
firm. hold and seeured its prevalence in the
Church before the nielit of the Middle Ages
set in upon the world. When this dark pe-
viod eame, the human mind was hushed in
slumber, or engaged in speculations which
were caleulated to augment, rather than di-
minish, the errors which liad alrendy be-
come incorpornted  with the simple " doc-
triues of the Gospel.  In the sixteentlt ecn-
tury an open and successful revolt was
made against the cortuptions and abuses of
the Church., I was not o be expected,
however, that the reformers of that period
could discover and set aside the accumuj-
ated errors of fifteen centuries. Their work
was the first step towards a olorious consum-
matjon, and a ginnbstide it was.  But tley.
did not vise completely above the evil in-
fluence of their times. Those who narrowly
escaped the fageot for denying the doctrine
of Transubstantiation, could look wwithout
compunetion on a Lrother reformer in the
flames because he denied the doctrine of
the Trinity. The fate ol Servetus, and 1he
purt Calvin took in the aflair, are well
known matiers of history. No doctrine was
evermore favoured and aided by the strong
iron avm of temperal power, than that of the
Trinity. It is but little more than thiny
ye since the penal laws against those

* Tlere is n sample of the style in which Theodosiug nd -
dressed the Arians, AD. 383, two years after che Couneil
af Constantineple *—* T will not permit tirensrhout my
dominions any other religion than that whiel cbiizes us to
waorship the Son of Gud in unity of essence with the Father
and Haly Glost in the adorable Frinity—us [ hiold the em-
pire of 1lim; and the power which T have to command
you, he likewice will give mestrength, s he hath given mo

]
'}

sary 1o your salvnfion and fo the pence of my subjocts,—
Waddingtow's History of the Church, p. 99,

 Theodesius comsiderer] every hicretic [thnt is, cvery ong
who differed from himself.] ag'n relel agninst henven and
anrth.. ..« - dn the space of fifteen years, he promulgnred at”
lenst fifteen severe edicts,.... morc espeninlly ngninst those -
who rejeeted the doctrine of the Trinity s and o deprive
them of cvery hope of cacape, e 5(um|¥ enncted, that it nny’
juws or reseripts should he nlleged n their fuvour, tho
indges should consider them as the illegn preductions cither

of frand or forgery.—Liceline and Fall of the Roman Fm-"
pire, vol. v, po 31,
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who ventured to deny it, were erased from
the statute book of Great Britain.

Tt isno wonder, then, that it should be so
extensively held and professed in the world
at present. Norshould it be thenght strange

that those who set it aside are now greatly |

in the minority. The power and the fashion
of the world, the interests aud the prejudices
of the multitude, have all been in its favour.
Ina community or country where the denial
of this doctrine is a new thing, those who
venture on such a course will be regarded
with distrast,  And this is natural enough.
To all around, then, they appear as innova-
tors on things most sacred. In this light
all religious reformers have been viewed at
first. If the community be of an intelli-
gent and inquiring character, it will be
ready to ask, and willing to hear, what rea-
sons Unitariuns have for departing from so
prominent a point in the popular fuith. Such
a disposition is proper aud praiseworthy.
Presuming that there are Mmany persons i
this comumunity of that stamp, we propose
to offer a few reasons in justification of Uni-
tarians for adopting the course they have
- taken.

“There are several reasons which compel
us to declme the triune theory of the God-
head, and adhere to the belief inthe simple
wnity of the Deity. In our opinjon, the ar-
gument from common sense is against the
doctring of the Trimty ; the aronment from
sound reason is against it the argument
from plain Scripture is against it ; the argu-
ment from ceelesiastical history is against
ity and even from those who Delieve it, as
well as from those who deny it, we derive
argnment against it.  Let us briefly illus-
trate what we have now laid down.

1. The argument from common sense is
against it. The following extract from the
Athanasian  cereed may be taken as a
statement of the doctrine: ¢ The Futher is
Almighty; the Son, Almiglny; and the
Ioly Ghost, Almighty. And yet they are
not three Almightics: but one Almighty.
So the Father is God, the Son is God, and
the Holy Ghost is God. And yel they are
not three Gods: but one God.  So likewise
the Father is Lord ; the Son, Lord ; and the
"Holy Ghosat, Lord. And yet not three Lords:
but one Lord.” Now we say that common
senst gives a verdicet against every sen-
tence of that statcment. lere are three
persons, each of whom is plainly affirmed
to be God, and yet in the same breath we
are told they are not threc Gods, but one
God. Common scnse at ohee pronounces
that ‘if ‘the former part be true, the latter
cannot 5 and if the Iatter be true, the former
cannot.,

Or take the statement and explanation of
the Westminster Coufession: ¢ In the unity
of the Godhead there be three persons, of
one substance, power, and eternity: God
the Futher, God the Son, and God the Holy
Ghost. The Father is of none, neither be-
gotten, nor proceeding ; the Son is eternally
bewotten of the Father, the Holy Ghost eter-
nally proceeding from the Fatlier and the
Son.”  Here acain common sense gives a
verdiet against the assertion that a Son can
be eternal as his own Father, or that the
third perzon of the Trinity can be precisely
cocval with those other persons from whom
he is said to have proeceded.

Q. The argument from sound veason is
against it. Some may think it unnecessary
10 malze this 2 matter of distinet statement ;
inasmuch as sound reason, it is said, al-
ways confirms the - dictates of common
sense. Dut under this head, we only in-
tend to shew somewhat more minutely that
the verdict of common sense is correct.

“The assertion that there arc three persons,
each of whom is Supreme God, and yet that
there is only one Supreme God, at once con-
founds numbers and contradicts first princi-
ples, and therefore it cannot be true. Ifthe
term “person ? have any intelligible mean-
ing, it implies, at least, a distinet individual
existence. Now to affirm that there are
two or three such distinet individual exis-
tences, each and every one of whom is om-
nipotent, &e., is to assert a moral impossi-
bility. And with respect to the co-eternity
of the Son with the Father, this part of the
-theory is likewise at variance with rea-
.son and truth. Father and Son are cor-
relative terms, necessarily involving the
ideas of priority and posteriority in point of
‘time. “The phrase Elernal Son,” says
Dr. Adam Clarke (himself a Trinitarian),
“ig a positive self-contradiction. Elernity
is that which has had no leginning, nor
stands in any refcrence to time. = Son sup-
poses Lime, generalion, and falher ; and time
.also untecedent to such generation.”  An ar-
.gument of ‘the same nature lies against the
% gternal procession >’ of the Hely Ghost, or
third person of the Trinity. .

We know it is said, however, that the
shole is a mystery ; and that ‘a doctrine is
not to be rejected merely because it is in-
comprehensible.  In the latter opinion we
fully agree. Many things are incompre-
Jensible 1o us which are’ unguestionably

true. ‘The union of the soul with the body
is an incomprehensible matter to us, yet we
should never think of denying it. ’l‘?ae fact
of such @ union is unquestionable. To ex-
plain it is above our reason, but there is no-
thing in the statement of it to confradict our
reason. But it is very different, as we have
seen, in the statement of the Trinity. There
is a line of distinction to be drawn between
that which is above reason and that which is
contrary to it.  If we lose sight of this line,
there can be no end to the absurdities which
may be presented in the name of religion.
Under the much-abused plea of mystery the
Roman Catholic finds what he coneeives a
sufficient shelter for the doetrine of Transub-
stantiation. It should always be observed
that the Unitarians do not veject the doe-
trine of the Trinity because it is incompre~
hensible, but because it is defective in
rational and Scriptural proof.

8. The argument from plain Scripture is
against il.  Lvery reader of the Bible knows
thiat the general tenor of that Suacred Book
is in hinrmony with the declaration of Moses
when he said, “Hear, O lsruel, the Lord
our God is one Lord.”> We read inthe Bible
that there is one God. We read likewise
that “God is one.” Dut it is nowhere
stated that “ God is three.” And until snch
a statement is produced we do not see (and
we say it with all respect) how Trinitarian-
ism can be said to stand upon the same dis-
tinet and definite Seriptural ground as
Unitarianism, Roman Catholic controver-
stalists insist that the doetrine of the Trinity
cannot be proved from the Seripturesalone.*
To the same effect speak the Tractarians of
the Anglican Church.t ‘These parties hold
the Trinity, but they maintain that the au-
thoritative tradition, or teaching of the
Church is necessary, as well as the Serip-
tures, to establish it.. The Unitarians like-
wise maintain that it is not sustained by the
Bible, and, as they discard the authority of
tradition, they diseard the doetrine of the
Trinity likewize. 'Thus it appears that al-
though the doctrine of a Tri-personal God is
the fuith of the great multitude of Christian
believers, yet it Is at the same time main-
tained by the larze majority that that doc-
trine cannot be legitimately drawn from
the Scriptures alone. This consideration
should surcly have some weight with the
careful enquirer.

The Triniturian controversinlist does not
pretend to say that the doctrine in question
is expressly revealed in the Bible, The
most that is claimed for it, is, thatitis a doc-
trine fairly .deducible- therefrom by a pro-
cess of inferential reasoning.f - But where-
ever human reagon is employed, the cle-
ment of fallibility is introduced, and its de-
ductions should not be arrayed against the
utterance of the infallible Word, when that
utterance is plainly, distinetly, and incon-
trovertibly spoken. The Bible teaches that
there is ““one God.”?  All who admit the
teaching of the Bible acknowledge this
trath.  This is the unity of the Deity which
is held by Unitarians and Trinitarians
alike. But the Unitarians maintaiu that the
“one God »* acknowledged by both parties,
is simply One—they hold his simple unity,and
for this opinion, they quote a Scriptuwre de-
claration—=* God is one.?”  The Trinitarians,
on the other hand, ave not satisfied with this
doctrine of the simple unity—they hold a
compound unity, called a frinily m unity.
Now to make their ground as strong as that
of the Unitarians they should be able ta
quote a Scripture declaration that “ God is
three’> But they cammot do this. ‘Their

* In a discussion held nt Castlebar, Ireland, in January,
1837, between the Itev, Mr. [luzhes, & Rownan Cuatholic
Driest, and the Rev. Mr. Stoney, Prutestant Reetor, the for-
mer gentleman thus expressed himselfi— [ believe the
doctrine of the Trinity on the nythority of the Chureh ; and
though he (Mr. Stoney) rejeets Chureh nuthority, he would
be glnd to base his creed upon a splice of it. My belief in
the “Urinity is based on the nuthority of the Church (—ne
other anthority is sufficient,”

1 The following extract from the writings of the * Oxford
Dactors ? is worthy of attention in this connection i—

“ \What shall we sny when we consider that o cuse of
doctrine,—necessury doctrine, the very highest and most
sacred,—may be produced where the argument lies s little
on the surface of Seripturo,—where the proof, though most
conelusive, 1s 08 indirect and eirguitous as that for Bpisco-
pucy, viz., the doetring of the 'U'rinity 2 Where is this
sulemn and comnfortable mystery furmally stated in Scrip-
ture, ns we fiud it in the Creeds? Why isitnot? Lota
wan consider whetlier ull the objectivns which he urges
ugninst the scripture nrgument for Epise§pucy may not be
turned against his owen belicf in the T'rinity. 1t is 0 hnppy
thing for themsolves that men are inconsistent ; yet it is
misernble to advoento nnd establish a principle which, not
in his own case indeed, but in the case of others who learn
it, leads to Socinianism [meaning Unitarianiem). A per-
son who denies the apostolical succession of the ministry,
because it is not clearly teught in the Seripture, pught, I
conceive, il consistent, to deny the Godhead of the Holy
Ghost, which is nowhere literally stuted in Scriptore, ....%
U the Lord's Supper is never distinctly called s sucrifice, or
Christinn ministers are never called priests, still, let no nsk,
is the Holy Ghost ever expressly cu[lcd God in Seriptura 1

-

pecular doctrine of the Godhead stands; not
on an express Scripture testimony, but on a
process of inferential reasoning.

Even though their process of inferential
reasoning could not be at once shown to
be false, we should be obliged to reject its
result when we discover 1its discrepancy
with so plain a declaration of God’s Word.
But it can be shewn to be false. This is
not the place, however,to enter on a discus-
sion of such a nature. Our aim in these re-
marks is only to submit a few reasons in
justification of Unitarians for departing from
the popular doctrine of a triune Deity. The
Trinitarians are very apt to speak of the
Unitarians as relying too much on human
reason. Such a charge whenever made,
is improper, and unjust, and might be for-
cibly retorted.  The doctrine of the Unita-
rian rvests directly on Seripture, and can be
stated in the very language of Scripture.
The doctring of the Trinitarian cannot be
so stated. It is constructed by an exercise
of human reason, and can only be stated in
the language of human creeds. Their con-
duct in this respect seems o us very incon~
sistent and extraordinary. To borrow the
words of a late distinzuished convert from
the Trinitarian to the Unitarian fajth, “they
first construct the doctrine upon inference
and human reason, and then prostrate rea-
son to receive it,”?

The only text in the Bible where the
three terras, Father, Word (or Son), and
Holy $pirit, are mentioned together and
called one, is 1st John,v.'7: “For there are
three that bear record in Heaven, the Fa-
ther, the Word, and the oly Spirit; and
these three are one.”> But what man who
values his character as a Biblical scholar
would say that this text is genuine Serip-
ture? That it is an interpolation is now ad-
mitted by eminent critics of every denomi-
nation. Yet it was clung to as a proof for
the Trinity, by many partics, long after the
critical evidenee hud spoken decisively
against its gennineness.* And evenyetit is
offered as the fivst proof~text for that doctrine
in the Westminster Confession of Faith.

The Scriptures plainly teach God’s
simple unity. The Deity is always spoken
of as one. = He is never styled three. Our
Saviour repeais the declartion  of
Moses already referred to, as the first of all
the commandments.  “Jesus answered
him, The first of all the commandments is,
Hear, O Israel! the Lord our God is one
Lord.?t ¢ In that day,” saith the Prophet,
“there shall be one Lord, and his name
One.>*t Elsewhere in the Prophesies he is
styled “the Mighty One,§ “the High and
Lofty One”ll &c. And the Apostle Paul
not ‘only says that there is one God, but
he writes expressly that “ God is One.”Y
The general tenor of Scripture is in harmony
with the texts cited. From all which it ap~
peats not only that there is « one God,’ but
that that one God is One—one simply and
indivisibly. The Unitarian and the Trini-
tarian alike believe that there is ¢ one God.*
But while the latter affirms that in « the unity
of the Godhead there be {hree persons,””** the
former maintains that in the unity of the God-
head there is only one person—he affirms that
« God is one.”tt ~ Following up his affirmation
respecting the three persons 1 the Deity, the
Trinitarian asserts that ¢ the Father is God,
the Son is God ; and the Holy Ghost is Ged.”’ff
VWhile the Unitarian on the other hand follow-
ing up his aflirmation respecting the one per-
son only in ihe Deity asserts that the <Father?
is the ¢ only true God.’§§ Thus distinct and
different do their statements stand concerning
the doctrine of the Godhead. The Unitarian
can slate his faith in the very language of
the sacred Scripture. But the Trinitarian is
compelled to resort to the language of human
creeds and eonfessions. .

4. The argument from Ecclesiastical history
is against if. It isworthy of remark that the
Jewish people never held the doctrine of a
threefold God, We know that during a long
course of centuries their nation was the de-
pository of the records of divine revelation.
Inspired prophets and teachers were raised up
amongst them, time after time, but none of
these ever taught the doctrine of the Trinity.
Nor did our Saviour and his apostles ever {each
such a doctrine. Ifwehadone enunciation from
them that ¢ there are three persons in the one
God” the question would be sel at rest.
In the first ages of the church there was no
such distribution of persons in the Deity,
known to Christians. For three centurics
after the death of our Lord, the Apostles' Creed
was the only publiely recognized symbol of

* 1y have some wranglers in theology,”* says the om-

Noawhere. We mfer it from whut is suid: we compure
parallel pnssnges.—7'racts for the Times, vol. 1, No. 45,
vel, 5, No. 83, pp.4,11.

1 A Trinitarian writer, the Rev. J Cnrlile, in his work
called Jesus Christ the Great God vur Saviour, thus stntes
the matter .—* I'he doctrine of the I'rinity is rather o doc~
trine of inference nnd of indirect intimation, deduced from
what is revenled respecting the Father, and the-Son, and
the Holy Ghost, and intimated in the notices of n plurality
of Persons in the Godhead, in the form of baptism and i
some of the apostolic benedictions, thun a douctrine directt
and explicitly declared, We have now come to the limit
of explicit revelution, and are entesing.upon the rogion of

reasoning and tuference.”

inent Bishop Lowth, “sworn to follow their master, who

nre prcpnrcl{' to defend nn{ thing, however absurd, should

thero be gceasion.  Tut I Lelieve there is no one among us

in the lenst degres conversnnt with sncred eriticism, and

and having the use of his undenstanding, wha wauld he

willing to 1 for the genu of tho verse, 1 John
XY

“§ Mark xii. 20, T Zechixiv.0.  § Jsa. i 24,
(| Tsn. Ivii, 15: 1 Gal. iii, 20,
%% YWestminster Confession, chap. iil. § 3.
T4 St. Poul's Bpistle to the Galatians, chap, iii. v, 20.
11 Athnnasian Creed. .

$$ Christ's Proyer,—John xvii. 1,3,

faith. Now the Apostles' Creed is essential-
ly Unitarian in doctrine, and the fact that it
was the only creed known during those first
ages of the church, elearly shows us that the
Christians of those times were believers in the
sm;plc unity (l)f God. i
. Since neither the Jewish people
firstChristians knew the doctrinI:z olP thc’li“l)-irnitg;?
whence then, it may be asked, did it come %
We reply, that it can be traced to its origin
in the refined speculations of the Gentle
philosophy.  Plato the celebrated Athenian
sige who flourishegl about 360 years before
C:hnst, taught the doctrine of one great first
Cause. Apd, according fo the interpretation
put upon his writings by* his disciples, he like-
wise taught that in ihe divine nature there
were three ¢ principles > or  hypostases 2
“‘rh:ch he tenned 7o dgathon, the Supreme
(.:Dod; Logos or Nous, the mind or reason of
God proceeding from the former principle, and
Psyche, or soul. According to the Platonjc
philosophy these three, taken fogether, consti-
tuted the one Divinity. ° ?
Such was the fashionable philosophy at
Alexandria when the simple doctrines of the
Gospel found their way io that great city.
Here Christianty eame in confact with itand
was corrupted by il. The divine religion
which our Saviour taught, was too simple
for men who had always leen accustomed
to refined and abstruse speculations.  As
christianity found its way among the learned
they engrafted upon it some of their favorite
philosophic notions, The three-fold division
of the Deity was a prominent doctrine of the
reigning philosophy, and this notion was in-
troduced into the Christian system by the
philosophising Christians, as they have been
called. It was resisted by the great body of
helievers as a strange and novel doctrine.
To the learned, however, it was acceptable,
and they willingly promotedit. The follow~
ing extract from Teriullian, one of the carly
Christian writers, will shed a flood of light
upon the matter. ¢ The simple,” says he,
“(not to call them ignorant and unlearned,)
who are always the greater part of be-
lievers, since the 1ule ol faith ifself transfers
them from the many Gods of the heathen to
the one true God, not understanding that the
one God is indeed to be believed, but with his
own economy [that is his distribufion into three
persons] are startled at the economy, They
presume that the number and arrangement of
a Trinity is a division of the Unity. They,
therefore, hold out that two or ¢ven fhree
Gods are. worshipped by us ; assuming that
they are the worshippers of the one God.*
From this we may learn how adverse the
great body of plain unlettered Christians were
to the reception of the new doctrine.
Alexandria the famous seat of the Platonic
philosophy was the birth-place of the Christian
Trinity. Here it was that the famous con-
troversy broke out concerning the Godhead,
in the carly part of the fouwrth century.
This is known in histary as the < Arian
controversy,” which for so long a time shook
the church and the world. The Arians and
the Athanasians (the Unitarians and the
Trinitarians of the time), each experienced
alternate successes and defeals. Now Arvius
was degraded and banished by one Council of
the church; then Athanasius by another.
Sometimes we find an Arian Emperor on the
throne, and sometimes an Athanasian. The
coniroversy was carried on with great vigor
until the awful severities of Theodosius the
Great put down the Arians, and secured the
triumph to the Athanasians, Never wus a
persecution more ruthlessly persisted in than
that of Theodosius. ¢ As he persevered in-
Slexiblyy says Waddington, ¢ his severities
were altended by general and lasling success,
and the doctrine of Arius, if not perfecily ex-

and itrecoverably”t  From the page of
history, then, we learn that it was by brute
force, the Unitarianism of the carly times
was crushed,

The three creeds found in the bogk of Com-
mon Prayer—the Apostles?, theNicene, and the
Athanasian,—furnish an excellent illustration
of the progress of the Trinitavian doctrine in
the world- The Apostles’ Creed rurs thus :—
«I believe in God the Father Almighty,
Maker of heaven and earth. And in Jesus
Chuist, his only Son, &c.>—Now this ereed
we say is an Unilarian creed, and as we have
already intimated was the only one publicly
recognized by the church for the first three
centuries.

Next we have the Nicene Creed, comnposed
for the most part at the council of Niee, AD,
325, which was assembled by order of the
emperor Constantine, to settle the Arian con-
troversy. Here we bave the first authorita-
tive promulgation of the Deily of the Son. In
this creed C?lrist is styled ¢ God of God, Light
of Light, very God of very God, &c.””—DBut

even in it, agit came from the Nicene Council,
we have no stalement of the separaie Deity
of the Holy Ghost, ot third person of the
Trinity. This was not added until upwards
of half & century afterwards.

e

* Adv, Prax. Sect, 3, p, 502.
t Distory of the Church, p. 99,

tirpated, withered from that moment rapidly”
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of the Council of Nice on this head was simply
thus :—« I believe in the Holy Ghost.”>—But
at the Council of Constantinople, A.D. 381,
an addition was made toit, asserting the
separate  Deily of the third person. As
amended by this Council the clause runs thus,
&« I believe in the Holy Ghost, the Lord and
Giver of life, who proceedeth from the Father
[and the Son}, who with the Father and the
Son together is worshipped and glorified, &e.”?
The words, ¢¢ and the Son’’ above enclosed
in brackets, were another subsequent addition.
Thus it was, that at the Council of Constan-
tinople, A.D. 881, the doctrine of the Trinity
received what the learned Mosheim (himrelf
a Trinitarian,) styled its ¢ finishing touch.”
Now we are strongly of opinion that if this
doctrine had been known to, or taught by,
Moses and the prophets, or Christ and his
apostles, it would not have required its
¢ finishing touch *? from the Council of Con-
stantinople.®

Next we have the Athanasion Creed. We
have no certainty concerning its origin.
Waddington says it is commonly attributed to
Vigilius Tapsensis who lived at the end of
the fifth century. The writer whoever he
was, forged the name of Athanasius {o itin
order to gain it credit and currency. Init
we have the docrine of the Trinity statedin a
bolder and more decisive form than in the
Nicene creed-  This will be seen by the fol-
lowing extract: ¢"The Father is Almighty, the
Son Almighty; and the Holy Ghost Al-
mighty. And yet there are not three Al-
mighties = but one Almighty. So the Father
is God, the Son is God: and the Holy Ghost
is God. And yet they are not three Gods:
but one God.  So likewise the Father is Lord,
the Son Lord: and the TIloly Ghost Lord,
And yet not three Lords, but one Lord.  Ior
like as we are compelled by the Christian
verily, 1o acknowledge every person by him-
self o be God and Lord, so are we forhidden
by the Catholic Religion to say, there be three
Gods, or three Lords. The Father is made of
none 3 neither created nor begotten.  The Son
is of the Father alone: not made, nor created,
but begotien. The Holy Ghost is of the
Father and of the Son: neither made, nor
created, nor begolien, bul proceeding.  So
there is one Father, not three Fathers; one
Son, not three Sons; ene Holy Ghost, not
three Tloly Ghosts. And in this Trinity none
is afore, or after other; none is grealer, or
less than another; but the whole three per-
sons’ wre co-cternal together; and co-equal.
So that in all things as is aforesaid, the
Unity in Trinity, and the Trinity in Unity is
10 be worshipped. He therefore that will be
saved must thus think of the Trinily.”” Now
this creed was not generally received among
Chliristians until probably four centuries after
it was written. 1t was never established by
any general Cowicil of the Church. The
doctrine of a ¢ Trinity of persons immerically
the same, or having all one and the same
singular exislent cssence,” which may be
considered, we suppose, the perfected and pro-
per form, was owned and consummaled by
the Lateran Council, A.D. 12154 Tt is
worthy of note likewise that il was this same
Council which established the doctrine of
‘I'ransubstantiation,

Thus by casting a careful glance into the
history of the Church, we find that the doc-
trine of the Trinity had no existence amongst
the Christinns of the earliest times—that it
crept irito the Christian system from the ve-
fined speeulations of Gentile philosophy—
that its prevalence was secured by a rigor-
ous and persevering oxercise of worldly
power—and that it ean be marked from one
period to another in its progress of formation.
From all of which we derive a powerful rea-
son for declining to receive it

5. Not from the writings of Unitarians
alone, but even from the writings of Trinila-
rians themselves ae derive an argument against
it.  If the doctrine of the Trinity were
plainly and intelligibly revealed, we should
observe no discordancies or contradictions on
the subject amongst those who hold it.
Though ~Unitarians may differ on minor
points, yet there is no discordanee among
them concerning the doctrine of the God-
head. They all agree that God is one, and
that the Father is the only lrue God. But
among Trinitariuns we find wide and -
portant differences in the matter of the Tri-
nity. We here submit a sample of those
discordancies, taken from the Unilarian HMis-
cellany :¥—

* Fhe argument here  disclosed by T ticnl
Ilistary agninst the doetsine of the 'Lrinity surely comes
with grent force. The attempt wnde to explun ft away,
by saying that the Deity of the Son and the Deity p(‘
the Tioly Ghost were only declared in the order of timo in
which they were denicd, scems o us very unsatisfactory,
Tor it is ndmitted thut the evidence fur the distinct und
sapnrate Deity of the third person is less obvious and copious
than that for the Deity of the second. This h.mn% tie enso,
it should certainly have been ealied in question hefore the
other, nnd thus we would be led to look for the assertion of
the Deity of the Holy Ghost before the deeluration of the
Peity of the the Son. ~ But the ease is just the reverse.

1 Cudworth's Intellectnal System, p. 604. Noron's State-
mont, p. 61.

1 The cutnlogue of discordnneies inserted"above may be
be found eited in connection with snother subject, in &
former number of the Bille Chrigtian.

The ATiaNAsiax CREED says,—* The Father s Al-
mighty, the Son Almighty, and the Holy Ghost Almighty ;
and vet there are not threo Almighties, but one Almighty.
“I'he Father is made of none, neither created nor begotten.
The Son is of the Father alone ; not made nor created, but
begotten. The Holy Ghost is of the Father and of the Son :
neither made, nor created, nor begotten, but proceeding,”

We will now bring Church against Church, on n very
important artiele of this Creed.

The Grexx Crrurcn holds that the Ioly Ghost ¥ is from
the Father only, nod not from the Father and the Son.”

The New Hadpenmirk GeNERAL AssocraTion Las said
that * I’ather, $on, and Holy Ghost are names of affice, not
of cssence: these three are self existent persons in one God.”

The venerable BaxTeR advizes us * to Le none of those
who shall charge with heresy nll who say the three Persons
are God understanding himself, God understood by him-
self, and God loving himself.’

“IWhat are my sdmiring thoughts of God!" snys Doo-
LITTLE on the Assembly™s Catechism, ¢ one single essence,
yet three in subsistence; of three, that one ennnot be the
uther, vot ail three are one, that are distinet, yet renlly are
the same.”

But Dr, Sorrrit neserts that there is ¢ one infinite, eternal
mind, nnd three somethings that are not distinet minds.”

Dr. €nEnrLocK, however, refutes Ir., South, by insisting
that * the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, are as really dis-
tinet prrsong as Peter, Jumes, aud Joln ; ench of which is
CGad, We must allow ench perzon to be n God. These
three infinite minds nre distinguished, just as three created
minds are, by self-consciousness.”—r, 5. also suys, thnt
1o sny there are three divine persons, and not three dis-
tinet infinite windy, is both Zeresy and nonsense.”’

But Dr. Hoprkiss assures us that * it mast he carefully
observed, that when this word [Person] is applied to the
Futher, Son, nnd Holy Ghost, ns three diztinet pessons, it does
not import the same distinction as when applied to men”

DNr. WaTeERLAND's iden of the Trinity was that of * three
distinet persons, entirely equal to, and independent upon
each other, yet making up one nud the snme Deing.”

Dr. WaLLIs, however, who called himself o Frivitarian,
says, that ¢the Father, Son, and oy Spirit are no more
three distinet intelligent prrsons, thun the God of Abra-
ham, the God of Isane, and the God of Jacob, are three
Gods"  Tle further snys, that * the three persons are only
three crternal relations of Gad th his ereatures, ns Creator,

tedeemer, nud Sunctifier while I, South had said that
the three persons are three postures, or inlernal relutions of
the one substance of Deity to itself"”

Here iz Archbishop Skcexun’s explanntion (—% Since
there is not a plurality of Gads, nnd yet the Son and Spirit
nre cach of them God no less than the Father; it plainly
follows, that they ure, in o manner by us inconeeivable, so
distinguished frowm him thut uo ane of them is the other”

We nre told in the Athanusian Creed, that “in this
Trinity none iy afore or after other  but Mr. SPAULDING
rells us that “the divine principle necessarily supposes an
order of divine persons, viz, (—n covenant muker or mover,
which gives the iden of a first person ; a covenant subject,
or one brought into covenant, avhich gives the idea of 2
segonil person ; and o covenant interest, which gives the
iden of a third persen. And here ngain o Trinity is implied :
—first, the inaugurator, or one who aneints; second, the
innugurated, or one who iz unoluted; and thied, the oil,
which the anvinter pours, and the anointed receives.”

The following is Bishop Beveraee’s explanation of the
Trinity = If T say the Puther, Sou, and IHoly Ghost be
three, anit every one distinetly Gad, it is true; hut if [ suy
they be three, and every one o distinct God, itis fulse, 1
may suy the divine persons are distinet in the divine nature,
but T cunnot say the divine nature is divided into the divine
persons. I may say, God the Father is one God, and the
Son {2 one Gad, aud the Holy Ghost is one Ged ; but [ can-
not sny the I'nt eris one CGod, ‘aud the Son another God,
nnd the Holy Ghost n third God, T muy say that the Father
hegat anather wha is Ciod, yot T cannot say he begat enother
Cod. And from the I'ather and the Son proceedeth another
who is God, yet I ennnot say, from the Father and the Son
procecdeth another God.”

Here is Bishop GastrELL's explanation :—% The Father
includes the whole iden of God and something more; the
Son includes the whole idea of God aund something more ;
the [loly Ghost inclndes the whole iden of God and some
thing more ; while gll together, Tuther, Son, and Holy
Ghost, mnke one entire God, and no more.”

Dr. BuryeT maintains * one self existent, nnd two de-
pendent beings; DLut gsserts that the two latter nre zo united
to and inhabited by the former, that by virtue ofthat union_
divine perfections may be useribed, and divine worship paid
to them.” TIn opposition to the Athannsinn Creed, which
snys that the Son is begotten and not ereated, and that the
oly Ghost is neither created nor begotten, but proceeding,
he uvers that * the Son and the [loly Ghost arecreated be-
ings, and nre Gods only by the indwelling of the Fnther's
Godhend.”

Bishop Burakss, tenches, that “the Father is n person.
hut not e being, the Son is a person but net o being, and
the Holy Ghost is n person but not'n being, and these three
nonenties make one perfect heing.”

he doetrine of the FrexcH and BeLeic CoNFESSION
is that * the Father is the cauze of all; the Son is his wis-
dom and svord : and the 1loly Ghost is his virtue or power.”

A CoNsecTicuT DIvINE informs us, that ** we may ¢on-
sider God as standing in & circle ; standing on this part he
is the Father, on that he is the Son, and on the other he is
the Holy Spirit.”

And Huper, in his Bampton lectures, says that ¢ the
Fnther iz the first person in the Prinity, the archangel
Michaet the second, and the angel Gabriel the third,”

In such discordancies and conflicting
stalements, we perceive ample evidence of
the uncertainty and wunsoundness of the
whole theory.

The doctrine of the Trinity, as we have
already said, stands on a basis of inferential
reasoning, not’on any express scriptural de-
claration.  Certain texts are selected, and
by the peculiar exposition given to them, or
by joining several isolated texts together,
the “triune theory of the Godhead is con-
structed. But in building it up in this way,
Trinitarian Theologians disagree among
themselves concerning the validity of the

passages for the purposes alleged.  “‘There
is scarcely one text,” says thoe eminent John
Locke, “allezed to the Trinitavians, which
is not otherwise expounded by their own
writers.” Take for example one of the
very first passages employml by Trinitarians
generally, to construct their system. Gen. 1. 1,
“ In the beginning God ereated the heavens
and the earth.”  In this text the Hebrew
word Elohim, translated God, is in the plural
number, whence it is argued that there is a
plurality of persons in the Deity. But Profes-
sor Stuart, and other Hebrew g ians,
tell uz that sucha form of expression (eulled
by them the pluralis excellenfice) was ¢“ com-
monly employed by the ITebrews for the
sake of emphasis.®®” And John Calvin him-
self in his note on the passago especially
warns his readers ““agninst such wviolend in-
{erprefations.®®  From all this we derive ad-
ditional evidence to convinee us of the nu-
centainty and unsoundness of the Trinitarian
system. ’

Here we must pause.  Qurremarksonthis
subject have extended much further than
we purposed on commencing.  [u the fore-
aoing sketch we have given some of our rea-
sons for deelining to reeeive the commonly-
aceepted doetrine of the Trinity.  Ave they,
or are they not suflicient 2 Reader, judge
for thyself.

THE FAITII
OF TIE UNITARIAN CIIRISTIAN.

The following Statement of the Unitarian
Faith may not be out of place in our present
sheet. Itisiaken from the Discourse of the
Rev. Dr. Gannett, preached at the dedication
of the Montreal Unitarian Church :—

“Webelievo in God as the Supreme, Por-
fect, aud Infinite Being, Lord of heaven and
earth, Author of all life, Source of every
blessing, Scarcher of hearts, and Judge of
men.  We believe in his universal, con-
stant, and righteous providence, through
which alone the frame-work of the ereation
and the proeesses of animate or inanimate
existence are sustained.  We believe in his
morat government, which he exereises aver
all beings endowed with intellectual or
moral capacities, and which, as it is rightly
exercised, so is inflexibly administered.
We believe in his paternal character, in
which he has been pleased to reveal him-
self to our admiration aud love 3 a character
which never shews him to us as weakly in-
dulzent or capriciously tender, but as always
consistent with hus own perfections while
full of pavental regard towardsmen.  We
believe in the requisitions of duty which he
has promulgated, by which are liid upon us
the obligations of outward and inward
righteonsness, and it is made ineumbent on
us to cultivate purity, devotion, disinterest-
edness, and the harmonious expunsion of
our nature, that the result may be an exeel-
lence which shall redound 1o the glory of
God. 'We believe in his merey, which en-
ubles him, without impairing the integrity
of his government or subverting the original
conditions of his favour, to forgive the peni-
tent sinner and admit the renewed soul to
an inheritance of eternal life.  We believe
in his revelations, which he has made by
those of old thmes who spake as they were
moved by the holy spirit—Moszes and the
Divinely-inspired teachers of the Jewish
people, and in a latter age Ly Jesus Clrist,
the Son of his love and the Messenger of his
arace. We believe that Cod is one in every
sense in which the term can be applied to
him—one in nature, in person, in character,
in revelation: and therefore we are Unita-
rians.  We bhelieve that Jesus was the
Clhrist—the Anointed und Sent of God,
whase truth he proclaimed, whose autherity
he represented, whose love he uufolded:
and therefore we are Christiuns, We be-
lieve that Jesus Christ came on a special
mission to our world—tio instruct the igno-
rant, to save the sinful, and to give assu-
rance of immotality 10 those who were sub-
jeet to death 5 that such a Teacher and Re-
deemer was needed ; thathe spake as never
man spake, lived as never man lived, and
died as never man died. We read the his-
tory of his life with mingled admiration and
gratitude. 'We are moved by his cross to
exercises of faith, penitence, and hope. We
rejoice in his resureetion, and celebrate him
as the Head of his Church, the autheritative
Expounder of the Divine will, the faultless
Pattern of the Christian character, the Ma-
nifestation and Pledge of the true life. We
believe that man is a free and responsible
being, capable of rising to successive
heights of virtue, or of falling into deeper
and deeper degradation j that sin is his ruin,
and faith in spivitual and ecternal realities
the means of his salvation ; that if he sin, it
is throngh choice or negligenee, but that in
working out his own salvation he needs the
Divine assistance. We believe that man
in his individual person is from early child-
hood, through the foree of appetite, the dis-

advantage of ignorance, aud the strength of
temptation, liable to moral corruption 3 that
social life is in many of its forms artificial,
and inmany of its influences injurions 3 and
that both the individual and society must be
regenerated by the action of Christinn truth.
We believe that all life, private and public,
all human powers and relations, all thought,
feeling, and activity, shonld be brought un-
der the control of religious prineiple aud e
pervaded by Christian sentiment. We be-
lieve that piety is the only sure foundation
of morality, and morality the needed evidence
of picly. We believe that ¢ perfeetion fiom
weakness throngh progress® is the law of
Tife for man 3 and that this law cun be kept
only where an humble heartis joined with a
resolule mind and an carnest faith. We he-
licve that men should love and serve one ano-
ther, while all love the Heavenly Father, and
follow the Lord Jesus to a common glory. We
believe in human immottality, and a righte-
ous retribution after death : when they who
have lived in obedience, or reconciled them-
selves through sineere repentance, shall enter
upen 2 nobler fruition of life; while they
who have been disobedient and impenitent,
shall realize the consequences of their folly In
shame and suffering,  We believe in the
Scriptures of the Old and New ‘Lestaments
containing the anthentic records of God’s
wonderful and gracious ways, seen i the
history of his ancient people, and in the
miraculous works and Divine feachings of
Jesus and his Apostles; and to these Serip-
tures we appeal as the deeisive authority
upon questions of faith or duty, interpreting
themn in the devout exercise of thal reason,
through which alone we are capable of re-
ceiving a communication {rom Ileaven, We
believe in the Christian Chureh, as a conse-
quence of the labowrs and suflerings by
which Christ has gathered unto himself, out
of many nalions and coinmunions, ¢ a pecu-
liar people,”- embracing his Gospel and che-
rishing his spirit—the Church on earth, with
its ministry, its ordinances and its responsibi-
lities, the anticipation and promise of the
Chuzch in heaven.

RELICIOUS SOCIETIES RELIER BILL.

The Bills for extending certain privileges
to the ¢ Unitarian Christians® of Toronto, io
the « Cluistian®® connexion and ¢ Bible Chris-
tians®? of Upper Canada, and to the ¢ Chris-
tian Universalist Association,’? have all passed
the Legislative Assembly, and are now before
the Legislative Council. They have all heen
1ead a second time in the Councilyandare to
be brought before a Committee of the whole
on the 15th inst.—Tt is gratifying to ohserve
that in neither branch of the Legislature has
there been any desire evinced to withhold
the privileges sought for by the petitioners in
the several cases.

LOWELL, MASS.

A new Unitarian congregation has been
organized atl Lowell, Mass,, and the Rev, M.
AL JL Niles installed pastor.  The services of
installation took place on the 8th Aprily when
the sermon was preached by the Rev. Mr.
Peabody, of Boston.—Mr. Niles was formerly
a Trinitarian  Congregationalist Minister at
Marblehead, but has tecently renounced Tri-
nitarianism.

LENUNCIATION OF TRINITARIANISM,

(% The Rev. R. HassaLn, recently a
Minister of the ¢ Methodist New Connexion »
in this city, will deliver a discorse in the
Unitarian Church, on Sunday evening, 17th
instant, in which he will state his reasons for
renouncing the doctrine of the Trinity.

ERRATUM.—TIn Ist pnge, 3ed eolumn, 20th line from
Lottom,—for erpatiate taud erpiate.
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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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