


STATEMENT OF REASONS

FOR NOT BELIEVING

THE DOCTRINES OF TRINITARIANS,

CONCERNING

TILE NATURE OF GOD AND TIIE PERSON OF CHRIST.

By ANBRSWE NORTOF.

FIUIRD EDMAON,

WITH ADDITIONS, A8 A BIOGRAPXICAL NOTICE .
OF THK AUTHOR.

BOSTON:
WALKLR, WISE, AND COMPANY,
PUBLISMEGS FOR THH
AMERIOAK UNITARIAN ASSOCLATION,
81 BROMIIBLD 87T

1869.



Hutered according to Act of Congroas, in the year 1356, Ly
Crarres Frror NorTON,
in the Clerk’s Offce of the District Court of tho Distriet of Mussachusetts,

University ProsssGambridge s
Printell by Welch, Bigelow, and (‘ompany.



EDITORIAL NOTE.

Tie present edition of the «Statement of
Reasons ™ contains some additions and cor-
rections made by the author in an interleaved
copy of the work; and a few sentences have
been omitted.  The principal additions will
be found on pp. 97, 98, 103, 104, and 238,
239, of this volume, corvresponding with pp.
Hd, HY, und 172 of the edition of 1833.

The translation of passages quoted from
the Gospels has, for the most part, been con-
formed to that contained in the author's
“ Translation of the Gospels, with Notes,”
recently published.  The changes thus made,
however, scldom affuet the sense.

The Biographical Notice of Mr. Norton, by
the Rev. Dr. Newell, was first published in
the Christion Examiner for November, 1853,



iv EDITORIAL NOTE.

The editor has taken the liberty to add a
few notes and references in different parts of
the volume. These, with the exceptfon of
one note of considerable length which con-
cludes the Appendix, are carefully distin-
guished by being enclosed in brackets. What-
ever is so enclosed is editorial, except where
brackets occur in the course of quotations
made by the author.

An Index to passages of Scripture quoted
or refexred to, and a General Index, have also
been added to the work.

E. A
CAmsrIDGE, April, 1858,
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BIOGRAPHICAL NOTICE

oFR
MR. NORTON,

BY TOE .

REV. WILLIAM NEWELL, D.D.,

PASTOR OF THE FIRST CHURCII IN CAMBRIDGE, MASN.

Tue name ol Andrews Norton has long been
widely known as that of one of the ablest theo-
logians and most accomplished eritics of our time;
standing, in his department of service, at the head
of the Unitarian movement in'this country. His
memory will be ever admiringly cherished by those
who sympathized with him in his religious views,
and who knew him in the fulness of his fine powers,
as it will be honored by all who are ready to do
homage to a truc man, wherever he may be found;
by all who in a gencrous spirit can reverence sin-
cere picty and virtue, rich genius and learning,
patient industry and independent thought, con-
socrated to the highest aims, in whatever quarter
of the Christian camp their light may shine. ,

When such o man passes aavay, we cannot but "
pause at his tomb, and hearken to the. voioes. that
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come up to us from the receding past, louder and
louder, as we listen, speaking of his labors and
virtues. Both for the instruction of the living, and
in justice and gratitude to the dead, we must
glance, if we can do no more, over the scenes
through which he has moved and the work which
he has done. We propose to give a bricf, though
necessarily an imperfect, sketch of the life, char-
acter,.and services of this faithful and gilted ser-
vant of Christ and of God, with a full apprecia-
tion, we trust, of his high merits, but in that spirit
of simple truth which he loved so well, and which
was one of the marked characteristics of the whole
man.

Mr. Norton was a native of Hingham, Massa-
chusetts. He was a direct descendant of Rev.
John Norton of that town, who was a nephew of
the celebrated John Norton, minister of Ipswich,
and afterwards of Boston. His father, Samuel
Norton, was a well-known and much respected
citizen of Hingham, often employed in its public
trusts, whose agrecable conversation and manners
are spoken of by those who remember him. e
was educated in the tenets of Calvinism, but, as he
grew older, the views which it presents of the
character and government of God were so revolt-
ing to him, that for a time he was almost driven
into utter unbelief, until, under the light of truer
and brighter views, he found faith and peaco. TIe
was a man of great devoutness of mind, delight~
ing to sec and to speak of the Creator'’s wisdom
and love in all his works. He died in 1832, at
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the advaneed age of cighty-cight. He married
Mise Jane Andrews, of Hinghum, a sister of Rev.
Dr. Awrdrews, for #0 many years the minister of
Newburyport.  Another of her brothers died from
a wound received at the baitle of Brandywine.
She lived to the age of eighty-five, and died
in 1810,

Andrews Norton, the youngest child of his
parents, was born December 31, 1786. From
childhood he was remarkable for his love of books
and his proficiency in his studies. Having com-
pleted his preparatory conrse at the Derby Acad-
ey, in Hingham, in 1801 Le entered the Sopho-
more class in [arvard College, and was distin-
guished ihronghout his academical carcer for his
ligh scholarship and correct deportment. He
gradunted in 1804, the youngest of his class, at
the age of cighteen. The natural seriousness and
religions 1one of his mind determined bim at once
in the choice of hix profession, and led him, on
leaving college, to commence his preparation for
the minisiry, JIe becamo a Resident Gradoate at
Cambridge, but not being in haste to preach, he
guietly pursued o course of literary and theologieal
study, and laid the fonndation of that high mental
culture and large erndition which afterwards dis-
tinguished him.  In 1his scholastic, but not idle
nor [ruitless retirement, he continued for a few
years, rosiding partly at Cambridge, partly at his
futher's house in Hingham, until, in October, 1809,
alter preaching for a few weeks in Augusta, Maine,
he aceepted the office of Tutor in Bowdoin Collage.
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Here he remained a year, and some of the friend-
ships which he then formed lasted through life.
After this he returned to Cambridge, which hence-
forward became his fixed and chosen residence. In
1811, he was elected Tutor in Mathematics in
Harvard College, but resigned his office at the
close of the year. Mr. Norton had now reached
that point in his career at which the rich fruits
of genius and scholarship, that had been so long
ripening in the shade, were to be brought before
the public eye, and to receive their due apprecia-
tion, Tt will be remembered that his entrance on
his theological studies was nearly coincident with
the breaking out of the controversy between the
orthodoz and liberal parties in theology, occasioned
by the election, in 1805, of Rev. Dr. Ware, then
minister of Hingham, to the Hollis Professorship.
‘Without going into the history of that controver-
sy, it is sufficient to say, that it was amidst the
strong and constantly increasing excitement which
it produced, that Mr. Norton’s early manhood was
passed. The atmosphere of the times and the
character of his associates contributed, no doubt,
to strengthen the decided bent of his mind towards
the theolggical and metaphysical questions which
formed the subjects of discussion of the day. In
the society of such men as Buckminster, Thacher,
Channing, Eliot, Frisbie, Farrar, Kirkland, and
others of kindred opinions and spirit, his attach-
ment to the principles of the liberal school must
have received added impulse and strength. In
1812, he undertook the publication of “ The Gen-
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eral Repository and Review,” a work ¢ in which,”
to use his own words, *“the tone of opposition to
the prevailing doctrines of Orthodoxy was more
explieit, decided, and fundamental than had been
common among us.” Its straightforward boldness
in the expression of opinions which then seemed
new and heretical, while it was admired and ap-
proved by some, startled others, even of the liberal
party, who thought that the time for it was not
yet ripe. It was conducted with signal ability,
but after ihe second year was discontinued for
want of support. It was too bold, and probably
somewhat 100 learned, to win general favor. But
it did its work and left iis mark. In 1813 he
was appointed Librarian of the College. He dis-
charged ihe dutics of his new office with his
accustomed fidelity and judgment, and undor his
direction much was done during his eight years’
service towards improving the condition of the
library, then in many points, as in some now,
lamentably deficient. IIe relinquished the charge’
of it in 1821 ; but he always retained a warm in-
terest in its, welfare, and was a generous con-
tributor to it through life. In 1813, the "same
year in which he became Librarian, he was also
chosen Lecturer on Biblical Criticism and Inter-
prelation, under the bequest of Ilon. Samuel
Dexter.  The revered names of Buckminster and
Channing sland associated with his, as lis prede-
cessors cleet in this oflice. TFiminent as they were,
it is not too mueh to say, that their successor did

not fall below even their mark ; that.in a peculiar
2
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fitness for the place, he was in some respects before
them ; and that he carried out what they had only
begun, or hoped to begin. Mr. Norton preached
occasionally in the pulpits of Boston and the
neighborhood, and, though he lacked the popular
gifts of a public speaker, his services were held in
acceptance by those who were best able to appre-
ciate his true merits. At one time daring the
vacancy at the New South, previous to the elec-
tion of Mr. Thacher, many of the members of that
Society, as we have been informed, would have
been glad to invite Mr. Norton to become their
pastor. His lectures in Cambridge .on subjects
of Biblical Criticism were greatly admired; and
ihere were persons who went out from Boston to
hear them, whenever they were delivered.

In 1819, upon the organization of the Divinity
School and the establishment of the Dexter Pro-
fessorship of Sacred Literature, Mr. Norton was
choscn by the Corporalion to fill that office, 1Te

"was inaugurated on the 10th of August, 1819;
and the discourse which he delivered on 1bat
oceasion, republished by him in his recent volume
of “Tracts on Christianity,” ought 1o be in the
hands of every student of theology. He held his
office till his resignation in 1830 ; % bringing to it,”
— to use the words of one of his associates in the
Divinity School, still living and honored among us,”
— “his large and ever-increasing stores of knowl-
edge ; imparting it in the clearest manner; never

* Professor Willard.
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dogmatizing, in an ill sense of the word; but, on
the contrary, fortifying his doctrines, solemnly
and deliberately ecstablished in his own mind,
with all the arguments and proofs that his critical
studics and logical power could furnish.” In 1821,
he was married to Miss Catharine Eliot, danghter
of Samuel Eliot, Esq, a wealthy and highly re-
spected merchant of Boston, and a munificent
benefactor of the College, whose son, Charles
Eliot,* a young man of rare promise, early cut
offi had been Mr. Norion’s intimate coadjutor
and [riend. Tt is sufficient to say, ihat in this
union he found all the happiness which earth has
to give, and all that the iraest sympathy and love
can bestow.  Tn 1822, he was bereaved of another
of the dear [riends whose society had been among
the choicest blessings of his life, —1ihe highly gift-
ed and pure-minded Frisbie. e delivered an ad-
dress before the University at his interment, and
the following year published a collection of his
literary remains, with a short memoir. In the dis-
cussions which took place in 1824 -285, respect-
ing the condition and wants of the College, and
the relation between the Corporation and the Im-
mediate Goverminent, he took a prominent part
both with voice and pen. In 1824, he published
his % Remarks on a Report of a Committee of the
Board of Overscers ” proposing certain changes in
the instraction and discipline of the College. In
Tebruary, 1825, he appeared belore the Board of

* The Miscellancous Writings of Charles Eliot, with a blogrmphi-
oul memolr by Mr. Norton, ware printed in 1814.
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Overseers in behalf of the memorial of the Resi- -
dent Instructors, relative to ¢the mode in which,
according to the charter of the institutiom, the
Corporation of the same ought of right to he
constituted.” Edward Everett, then Professor of
Greek Literature in the University, spoke in the
morning, and Mr. Norton in the afternoon and
evening, in support of the memorial. Mr. Norton’s
speech was afterwards published. His admiration
of thg, poetry of Mrs. Hemans induced him, in
1826, to undertake the collection and republication
of her works in this country, in a style suited to
his estimation of their merits; and in an article in
the Examiner during that year, followed by other
articles on the same subject at different tiines, he
labored to impress on the public mind his own
sense of their richness and beauty. In the spring
of 1828, partly for the benefit of his health, partly
for the enjoyment of the tour, he went to England.
He enjoyed so much during this visit, and formed
80 many pleasant acquaintances, especially wiih
those whom he had long admired in their writings
(Mrs. Hemans among others), that, in a carcer so
quiet and uneventful as his for the most part was,
it took its place among the most interesting recol-
lections of his life. After ihe resignation ' of his
Professorship, in 1830, he continued to devote
himself to literary and theological pursuits. At
the earnest solicitation of a friend (Rev. William ‘
Ware, we believe), urging the republication of his

article on “Stuart's Letters to Channing,” he
undertook to revise and enlarge it; and the re-
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sult of his labors—a new work in fact, the most
able, thorough, and learned refutation of the Trin-
itarian doctrine that has yet appeared — was
given to the press in 1833, under the title of
“ A Statemept of Reasons for not believing the
Doctrines of Trinitarians concerning the Nature
of God and the Person of Christ.” In 1833-34,
he edited, in connection with his friend, Charles
Folsom, Esq., “ The Select Journal of Foreign
Periodical Literature,” a quarterly publication, the
plan and object of which are to some extent in-
dicated by the title. It contained also remarks
and criticisms by the editors, and some longer
articles by Mr. Norton. In 1837, he published the

first volume of his elaborate work on the ¢ Genn-

ineness of the Gospels.,” In 1839, at the invitation
of the Alumni of the Divinity School, he delivered
the annual discourse before them, afterwards pub-
lished, “ On the Latest Form of Infidelity.” Those
who remember him as he appeared on that ocea-
gion, speaking to many of them for the last time,
will not soon forget the impressions of that day,
deepened by the evident feebleness of his health,
by his slow, impressive utterance, and the “swestly
solemn ” tones of that well-known voice, speaking
out with slighily tremulous earnestness the deep
convictions of a truth-loving, Christ-loving man,
“as with eagle eyc he saw danger in the' distance,
where others saw only an angel of light, and with
a prophet’s earnestness sounded ‘the alarm. The
pubhcation of Mt. Norton’s discourse led to a con-.
troversy, in whmh he further illustrated and:.,de-
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fended the views which he had expressed respect-
ing the ¢ Modern German School of Infidelity.”

In 1844 appeared the second and third volumes
of his work on the # Gtenuineness of the Gospels,”
completing the important and labogious investi-
gation, which had occupied him for so many years,
of the historical evidence on this subject. With
the exception of his volume of % Tracts on Chris:
tianity,” printed in 1852, composed chicfly ol ihe
larger essays and discourses which had before
appeared in a separate form, this was his last
published book. -

Mr. Norton’s life, certainly the most prominent
portion of it, moved through sunshine. Clouded
as it was by occasional bereavement, the common
lot,and by the infirm health of his latter days, it
was yet, in other respects, a singularly happy one.
He was surrounded with every carthly blessing.
He had within his reach all that can feed the
intellect, or gratify the taste. He had leisure and
opportunity for his chosen work. And all around
him was an atmosphere of purity and peace. Hiy
strong and tender affections bloomed fresh and
green to the last, in the sunny light of a Christian
home. He loved and was loved, where to love
and to be loved is a man’s joy and crown. Ile
had both the means and the heart to do good.
And so, in tranquil labor, in calm reflection, in™
grave discussion of high themes, or in the play of
cheerful conversation, amid the books and tihe
friends he loved, “faded his late declining years
' away.” His strength had been for a long time
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very gradually failing, as by the decay of a pre-
mature old age. In the autumn of 1849, it was
suddenly prostrated by severe illness, from the
effects of which he never entirely recovered. By
the advice of his physician, he passed the follow-
ing summer at Newport, with such great and de-
cided bencfit to his health from the change of air,
that it was resolved to make it in future his summer
residence. But in the spring of 1853, it was evi-
dent that his strength was declining, and that the
bracing sea-breeze had lost its power to restore it.
He became more and more fecble, till, at the close
of ithe summer, he was unable to leave his room;
but his mind remained sirong and unclouded al-
most 10 the last. Yle was fully aware that the
end drew nigh. And he met death, as we should
expect that he above most men would meet it,
with all a Christian’s firmness, tranquilly, trust-
ingly, with a hope full of immortality, reposing on
the bosom of ihe Father. Ilis patience, serenity,
gentlencss, his calm faith in God, the heavenliness
of his spirit, the sweetness of his smile, illumined
and sanctified the house of death. He gradually
sunk away, till on Sunday evening, Scptember 18,
{he quivering lame of life went out, and the shin-
ing light within ascendedsto the Father of lights.
The life of Mr. Norton was that of a diligent
“student and thinker, doing his work in the still air
of the library, and withdrawn from the stir and
rush of the great world, yet not indifferent to ite:
movements, nor unconeerned in its welfare, He

mingled little in political, affairs, though in them, ¢
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as in everything else, he had his own distinet
judgment and decided action, when the time
called. He took no prominent part in the moral
reforms of the day. A lover of his country, a
lover of his kind, he expressed his patriotism and
his philanthropy in quiet, individual ways. ‘What-
ever he did for others, there was no sounding of
trumpet before him. He went little into general
gociety. He had enough, as we have seen, fo
occupy his time and his thoughts, without going
out of his little world into the larger. The deli-
cacy of his health and the languidness of his
animal spirits, added to the studiousness of his
habits and his natural reserve, made him some-
what of a recluse. But his house, with its kind
and sincere hospitality, was always open, nor wus
his heart cold, or his hand shut.

He was never idle; but he chose 1o labor in
his own way, apart from the ecrowd. ITe knew
that he should labor more happily and more usc-
fully so. He kept aloof from public excitetnents.
He had no taste for public meetings. e had not
the showy, popular gifts, which fit o man for the
speeches of the platform ; nor the impulsive social
temperament, which throvrs itself into tho hoiling
cwrrent of the times. HMe was, both by naturs
and on principle, disinclined to enter into the
associated movements of denominational warfare.
He objected to the Unitarian name. ITe did not
favor the formation of the Unitarian Association,
On this point he differed decidedly, but quietly and
amicably, from the majority of his brethren. No



OF MR. NORTON. xxi

man prized the truths of Liberal Christianity more
highly than he, or held them with a firmer grasp;
but he believed that they would make their way
more surely,’and in the end more rapidly, with less
irritating friction against ihe popular modes of
faith, and with less peril, both from without and
from within, if left to the quiet channels of indi-
vidual speech and individual effort. He therefore
studiously kept aloof from any distinet, formal
organization, even for the maintenance and dif-
fusion of doctrines dearer to him than life.

And yet this reserved, independent, solitary
thinker, moving in his own orbit, towards his
chosen goal, carried with him by a mastery which
he did not seck, and by a gravitation which was
but the natural result of his intellectnal greatness,
a. host of other minds that rejoiced in his kingly
light. By the massive power of his mind and the
weight of his learning, by the force of his character
and the impressive aunthority of his word, spoken
and wrilten, he wielded for many years an influ-
ence in ihe body to which he belonged, such as
few other men among us have ever possessed.
This influence, as quiet as it was powerful, was
cxerted partly through his stated teachings in the
Divinity School at Cambridge, partly through his
private conversational intercourse, partly through
the occasional articles and the more elaborate
works which came forth, “few and far between,”
from his scrupulous pen. What he was and did:
in his several fields of theological service is well
understood by many of our readers; but those
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" who knew little of him will be glad to know more,
and those who knew him best will love to read
over again the recollections of the past, and to
dwell on the memory of what they owe him.
Mr. Norton brought to the Professorship of
Sacred Literature a combination of rich qualifica-
tions, natural and acquired, for his high oflice,
such as is rarely found, such as we can hardly
hope to see again, approximating the ideal of the
consummate theologian described by him in his
Inaugural Discourse;—an acute and vigorous in-
tellect, disciplined in all its faculties by laborious
gtudy, trained to habits of clear and exact rcason-
ing, and remarkable alike for its powers of analysis
and discrimination, for the logical ability with
which it grappled with the questions before it, for
the intense and sustained concentration of its
strength on its chosen subjects, and for the native
sagacily and good sense with which it saw its
way to the hidden truth; varied and extensive
learning, as finished and accurate as it was full;
a most pure and nicely critical taste; a fine
imagination, that stood back in waiting as the
handmaid to his robust understanding; a eom-
plete command of his accumnlated resources; an
inwardly enthusiastic devotion to the studies
which he had embraced, and the highest appre.
ciation of their nobleness and importance; a
masterly familiarity with the science of Scrip-
tural interpretation, and with the whole eircle of
theological science; a love of original and inde-
pendent investigation, going back to the fountain-
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head, and never satisfying itself with guesses or
traditions ; an indefatigable assiduity and patience
of examination and of pursuit in the researches
which formed the business of his life; the most
scrupulous carefulness in the statement of facts;
a simple lucidness of expression and daylight
distinetness of thought, even in the abstrusest
themes, as of one who believed that intelligible
ideas can be conveyed in intelligible words, and
that no others are worth having; a conscientious
slowness in forming his conclusions, combined
with great strength, earnestness, and decision in
maintaining the opinions at which he at length
arrived ; a confidence that justified itself o those
who knew him in the results of his so cautiously
conducted inquiries, and a conscious authority
which impressed his convictions on others; and
with and above all other gifts, swrrounding them
with a sacred halo, the profound religiousness of
his nature, seen, not shown, the depth and calm
intensity of his faith in Christianity and in Christ,
the elevated seriousness of his views of life and
duty, and the purity, delicacy, uprightness, of his
whole character.

The influcnee of such a man, both in his in-
structions and his cxample, on the minds which

were brought into contact with him at the Divin-
ity School in Cambridge, can hardly be overrated.
They regarded him with peculiar reverence and
admiration. They listened with eagerness and
profound interest to his decided and lumineus
wotds, so aptly expressive of his decided' and
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luminous thoughts. Even if they were not pre-
pared to accept his conclusions, they did not the
less admire the strength and fulness with which
they were set forth. His admirable elucidations
of Scripture, his searching eriticisms on ihe vari-
ous readings or various theories of interprelation,
his convincing expositions of Christian doetrine,
his solemn and impressive representations of the
character and teachings of Christ, his inicresting
unwritten (yet, it scemed to us, as complete and
exact, both in thought and language, as if they
had been written) dissertations on some point of
theological or metaphysical inquiry, his wise hints
and counsels to the young preacher, uttered in
that peculiar manner of his which gave them a
double [orce, will never be forgotten by those who
heard them. Even those who on some points are
not in sympathy with him, love to bear testimony
to his high merits. The voluntary tribute which
Dr. Furness rendered to bim some years since in
his work on “Jesus and his Biographers,” is as
just as it is heart-felt.

“I esteem it an invaluable privilege,” he says,
“ 1o have been introduced to the study of the New
Testament under the clear and able guidance of
Mx. Norton. How fully did he realize the idea
of a trueinstructor, not standing still and pointing
out our way for us over a beaten path, but aseend-
ing every height, descending into every depth, with
his whole attention and heart, and carrying the
hearts of his pupils along with him. The remem-
brance of those days, when a rich and powerful
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mind, animated by the spirit of truth, came close
to my own mind, renders more vivid my sense
"of ihe meaning of the great Teacher of teachers
when he deseribed the increase of the power of
truth, which was the life of his being, under the
figure of a personal coming, and said, ¢ If any man
will keep my commandments, my Father will love
him, and we will come unto. lum ‘and mul;o our
dbode with him.! ”* '

“ Whatever interest I have felt in the study of'
the Bible,” says another of the most eminent of
our Unitarian divines, ¢ or whatever knowledge I
have gained of the proper way of pursuing ihat
study, I owe in great mecasure to himn, cerlainly
more to him than io all other men. And when I
look back to ithe three years spent under his kind
and faithful instroction, T seem fo reiurn to one
of the happiest as well as most profitable periods
of my life.”

It has been wsaid, that the awe which he. ungon-
sciously inspired was sometimes unfavorable te
the free action and froe expression of thought in
those who mat under his instructions; and that the
severity of his taste, and his known dmhlce openly
or mlcntly exprensed, of everything which bordered
on what is theatrical in manner, or over-flotid in
style, or extravagant in sentiment, had a ‘tendoncy.
to repress too much the exuborance of yeuthful
imaginution and the warmth of yonthfal, fmlim,;
Certainly the danger was on. that side. . Bat: fov

qum s ia Elbgrephon, v AL,
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one who may perchance have suffered from this
cause, many, we are sure, will thank him through
life for the restraining, improving, and elevating
influence which he exerted on their minds and
hearts.

But the field of Mr. Norton’s labors and useful-
ness extended far beyond the bounds of the theo-
logical institution with which he was for a time
connected, and of the religious body to which he
belonged. He became known and widely re-
spected through the writings, chiefly of a religious,
partly of a literary character, which through vari-
ous channels he gave to the press. He was too
careful of truth, and too careless of present fame,—
like his great neighbor-artist painting for immdr-
tality and giving the last touches to his work till
death found him still waiting to finish it,— too
deeply impressed with the sense of an author’s
responsibleness in the publication of his opinions
on important subjects, too anxious that his offer-
ings at the altar of Christian seience should be
without blemish and without spot, to be a rapid or
voluminous writer. Non multa sed multum. IHe
has left enough to lay us under a lasting debt of
gratitude. 'Whenever we hear a contrast sug-
gested between him and others in this respect,
implying some defect on his part, we are always
reminded of the old fable, in the school-book, of
the Cony and the Lion. ¢ See my troop of little
ones! and how many hast thou?” “One, but a
lion” One such work as that on the ¢ Genuine-
ness of the Gospels” is more honorable to a man,
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than a score of imperfectly prepared, roughly fin-
ished, loosely jointed productions, soon to die and
be forgotten. Besides, each one must work in his
own way, and not in another’s; and each subject
must have its own mode of treatment. The in-
quiries on which Mr. Norton spent his strength
demand of a conscientions man all the’ thought,
labor, long circumspection, and minuténess of in-
vestigation which he can give them. He held: his
place, he did his part,—a high and peculiar one,—
in the confirmation and advancement of Christian
truth. Let others be as faithful o theirs. A sur-
vey, however, of Mr. Norton’s actual labors, both
as a theologian and a man of letters, will show
that his life was a continuously industrious onc;—
and even on the point o which we have referred,
the amount of his published wrilings, some in-
justice may have been done him from the fact
that many of them appeared in the periodical
literature of his day, and stand somewhat owt of
sight. )

Mr. Norton’s earliest contributions to the press
appeared in the Literary Miscellany, a periodical
published in Cambridge in the style of the day, in
1804 ~5. They are a notice of Cowper, a short
review of a sermon by Rev. Ilenry Ware, his pas-
tor, and one or two short poctical translations.
'They are of litile interest, except as indiceting the
turn of his mind at the age of eighteen or nineteen,
and as dimly foreshadowing to us in their subjects
the future career of the theologian, the man ' of
letters; and the poet. He wrote soms yeans after
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this for the Monthly Anthology. To some of its
volumes his contributions, we believe, were fre-
quent.

It was not, however, till he assumed the editor-
ship of the General Repository, that his full power
as a thinker and a writer was publicly developed
and understood. The first article of thal work, a
very clear and powerful, and, as it was then con-
sidered, a very bold article, entitled ¢ A Defence of
Liberal Christianity,” was written by him, and
attracted much notice. Its sentiments, then new,
or not before so openly expressed, drew down
gevere animadversion from the orthodox pulpit
and press. This was followed by his masterly
review, continued through several numbers of the
same periodical, of the “ Controversy between Dr.
Priestley, Dr. Horsley, and others,” evincing the
most thorough learning and the most patient re-
search. Other minor contributions of his, litcrary
and poetical, are scattered through the work.

With the New Series of the Christian Disciple,

‘ commenced in 1819, Mr. Norton resumed his pub-
lig literary labors, which appear to have been sus-
pended for a time in consequence of the digcon-
tinuance of the General Repository, and the want
of an appropriate organ for the utterance of hiu
"views. Besides some smaller articles of a general
character, he contributed several critical and doc-
trinal dissertations of great value and interest, and
full of that marked power which placed him at
the head of the theological and controversial writ-
ers of his day. Among these are his Review of
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Stuart’s Letters to Channing, by far the most able,
complete, and at the same time condensed con-
futation of the doctrine of the Trinity which has
yet appeared,— his “ Thoughts on True and False
Religion,” —and his “ Views of Calvinism.” The
earlier volumes of the Christian Examiner were
also enriched by his pen. The articles on the
Poetry of Mrs. Hemans, and one on Pollok's
Course of Time, will be remembered among those
of a purely literary character. Besides these and
several religious essays in the first and second
volumes of the Examiner, on the ¢ Future Life of
the Good,” the “ Works of God,” the * Punish-
ment of Sin,” the “ Duty of Continual Improve-
ment,” &ec., he contributed some eritical disserta-
tions and reviews. His articles on the Epistle to
the Hebrews, in the fourth, fifth, and sixth vol-
umes, form the most valuable and insiroctive dis-
cussion which has appeared in the English lan-
guage, or perhaps in any language, on that subject.
We wish they might be republished, as a separate
work, for wider circulation. His last contribution
to the Christian Examiner appeared, in September,
1849, in the shape of a letter to his friend, M.
George Ticknor, on the ¢ Origin and Progress of
Liberal Christianity in New England, and on Mr.
Buckminster's Relations to them.” He wrote also
for the North American Review, though not often.
His most noticeable.articles in that publication are
those on ¢ Franklin,” in January, 1818, on “Byron,”
in October, 1825, on Rev. William Ware’s © Ltters
from Palmyra,” in October, 1837, and a “ Memair
3
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of Mrs. Grant of Laggan,” in January, 1845, His
severe strictures on the character of Lord Byron,
and the immoral tendency of some of his poems,
although he allowed him all the praise justly due
to his remarkable genius, were highly unpalatable
to the idolatrous admirers of that great poet. But
they were seasonable and true, and will commend
themselves to every mind of pure taste and high
principle, that is not dazzled and blinded by the
intellectual splendor which, like the silver veil of
Mokanna, may hide from his votaries the deformity
beneath. In this, as in all Mr. Norton’s eritiques
on the poetry‘and literature of the times, the inllu-
ence which he exerted was of the highest and most
salutary kind, laboring as he did with all his car-
nestness and strength to bring the literary judg-
ments of the community into harmony with Chris-
tian morals and a Christian taste, and fearlessly
opposing himself to the popular current, when,
either in theology or in letters, it was running, or
in danger of running, the wrong way.

The Select Journal contains also much original
matter by him. The longest articles in this work
fromn his pen are upon % Goethe ” and % Hamilton's
Men and Manners in America.”

Mr. Norton’s withdrawal for the last twenty
years from very active and promincnt service may
have created a false impression in some minds re-
specting ihe amount of his labors. It will be seen
from the survey that has been given of his contri.
butions to the religious and other periodicals of
his time, that -his life — especially when we take
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into conmideration the important occupations of
hisn Professorship, the nature of his studies, and
the engagements of various kinds which' fall upon
a man in his position — was not only laboriously
industrious, but an abundantly productive one.
Il was so little ambitions of shining before the
world, and so independent, both in, ‘mind and in
circamutances, of any outwird mmughpw
#o careful und conseientiously thorough in aif’ W
he undertook, besides being always so far frof
robust, and, latierly, so much of an invalid, — that
we ought rather 10 be grateful that he did so much,
than to wonder that he did not do more. e was
uot a man to be hurried by the false expectations of
others. e wrought  as in his great Taskmaster's
eye,” uot for theirs, Ile knew best when his work
was finished, and then, and not till then, it came
forth.

The last years of Mr. Norton’s life were ehiefly
devoted to the preparation and the completivif'of
important works, long planned in the hope.of ten-
dering permanent service to the religion which he
loved with all his mind and beart and strength, as
his own and the world’s most precious treasure
and hope. One, his great work on the * Genuine-
ness of the Gospels,” will be a lasting monument
of his intcllectual ability and his patient, consei-
entious research, and one of the standard. contribu-
tions to tho evidences of our Christian faith, whichk
will go down to posterity in corapany with thoss’
of the greatest names in this department. of' Chite'
ﬁdﬂ‘lﬁudy‘ Tt is an honor to our country, of which
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we have quite as much reason to be proud, #s of
other illustrious achievements by other pens ‘in
nore popular and better appreciated fields of men-
tal labor. The historian, the poet, the orator, rise
at once into the upper sky of a nation’s admi-
ration, and their names become world-renowned.
The great theologian, the profound thinker, the re-
tired scholar, elaborating in his study the noblest
products of thought, and establishing truths of the
most vital importance to the highest interests of
man, must, like Kepler, wait his time. Sooner or
later that time will come, and the tardy verdict of
the world will crown him with its laurel wreath,
The three volumes of the work just mentioned
contain an elaborate exposition — finished with all
that minute accuracy for which Mr. Norton was so
remarkable, and with all that logical acutencss and
strength for which he was equally distinguished —
of the historical evidence of the genuineness of the
Gospels. It was his intention, if his life and
health bad been continued, to add another vol
ume concerning the internal evidences of their
genuineness ; which he wished, however, fo ap-
pear simultaneously with a new translation of the
Gospels, accompanied by explanatory notes, on
which he had been long engaged. He did not
live to complete, as we fondly hoped he might,
the former part of his plan; but we rejoice, and all
who knew him will rejoice with us, to learn that
the translation of the Gospels wiih ecritical and
explanatory notes, the work which we believe he
had most at heart, is entirely finished, and in a
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state of preparation for the press. Consecrated to
us as it is by his long labor upon it, and bearing
to us the last messages of his pen, we shall look
forward to its publication with an eager interest,
believing that it will afford important aid to every
class of readers in the interpretation of the New
Testament, bring out with new force the evidences
of its truth, and present in a clearer and fuller
light the beauty and power of our Saviours char:
acter, the sublime import of his teachings, and the
divine greatness of his life.* We hope, also, that
a dissertation, prepared by him, as is understood,
within a recent period, on the theory of Strauss
and its kindred vagaries, and forming a part of his
contemplated volume on the internal evidences of
the Gospels, may be in some form given to the
world. It may interest our readers also to know,

* Since tho above was written, this important and instractive work
— the precious legacy of the Christian scholar, laboring to the last for,
the trath as it is in Josus, the matared fruit of long years of patient
and conscicntions study —has been issued from the press (in May,
1855), under the editorship of hiy son, Mr. Charles ELot Norton,
and Mr. Ezra Abbot, Jr, in two volumes octave, the first volume
containing the Translation, and the second, the Notes. Simultane-
ously with this, in accordance with the plan proposed to himself by
Mr, Norton, they published another volume of his writings, entitled
#Tnternal Evidences of the Genuinencss of the Gospels,” containing
« Remarks on Christianity and the Gospels, with particular reference
to Strauss’s ¢ Luafo of Jesus,”” and ¢ Portions of an Unfinished Work”
on the general subject which forms the title of the book. The pub-
lication of these volumes has added largely to the debt of g:atitudo.
and reverence which is justly dus to him, as one of the most accom:
plished interpreters of the Christian records, and one of tho ablesf,
acutest, and most carnest defenders of the Christian revelation: i)'t
own or in any age.
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that he has left behind him a complete translation
of the Epistle to the Romans, and of the First
Epistle to the Corinthians, and translations of the
obscure portions of other Epistles, with a body of
notes, critical and exegetical, which must be of
great value to the student of the Scriptures. We
cannot help expressing our earnest wish that these
also may, if possible, be published at some [uture
time, in connection, perhaps, with the articles of
which we have already spoken, on the Epistle to
the Hebrews. Even the fragmeniary products of
so clear and penefrating a mind, consccrated
through life to the study of the Christian Serip-
tares and the Christian revelation, and filled with
so devout a spirit, will be gladly welcomed.

Mr. Norton’s writings are all impressed with the
same strongly marked qualitics, bearing ihe image
of the man; the same calm but deep tone of re-
ligious feeling; the same exalled seriousncss of
view, as that of a man in sight of God and on the
borders of eternity ; the same high moral standard;
the same transparent clearness of statement; the
same logical closeness of reasoning; the same
quiet earnestness of conviction; the same sus-
tained confidence in his conclusions, resting as
they did, or as he meant they should, on solid
grounds and fully examined premises; the same
minute accuracy and finish; the same striet truth-
fulness and sincerity, saying nothing for mero
effect. And the style is in harmony with the
thought, — pure, chaste, lucid, apily expressive,
unaffected, uninvolved, English undefiled, schol-
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arly, yet never pedantic, strong, yet not hard or
dry ; and, when the subject naturally called for it,
clothing itself in the rich hues and the beautiful
forms of poetic fancy, that illumined, while it
adorned, his thought,

The works of this eminent man will be always
valuable, not only for the treasures of learning
which they contain, and the light which' they
throw on questions of the deepest importance to
every thinking man and every Christian theolo-
gian, but for the instructive example which they
present of rare virtues, never more needed than in
this age of hurry and excitement. They furnish
lessons to the scholar and the student which he
will do well to ponder and profit by ; — lessons of
paticnee, of persevering research, of scrupulous
accuracy, of thorough and independent investiga-
tion, and of a conscientious slowness in the pub-
lication of facls and opinions which can be prop-
crly established only by long and diligent inquiry.
He did not believe in any intuitional knowledge,—
knowledge snatched up in a day and by hasty
glances into the written or the unwritten page of
truth. He did not believe that there is any royal
road to solid and trustworthy learning, — any road
to it except the old one, as old as man,—the beaten
path of patient study, toiling on day after day, year
after year. He believed with Newton, himself the
example of what he said, that it is by concentras
tion and fixedness of thought, by intent devotion
to its subject, more than by native genius, that the
best and greatest results are to be wrought out.
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He thought it much better to do = little, and to do
it well and thoroughly, than to do a great deal
poorly. He was thersfore in no hurry te throw off
into the seething world a multitude of books. He
had no ambition to shine as a writer and to keep
himself in the world’s eye. Apparently, he was
quite indifferent to the kind of fame to which so
many aspire. He had nobler aims. He cherished
a wiser ambition. He cared little for present pop-
ularity, he wrote for permanent effect and lasting
usefulness. And thus year after year passed away
in the faithful endeavor to give greater complete-
ness to the work before him, or to verify its state-
ments, or to supply some missing link in the argu-
ment, or to correct some minor blemish that might
have crept in, until he could in some degree satisfy
his severe taste, his high sense of responsibility,
and his conscientious love of the perfect truth. It
is easy enough to make a book ; but he wished to
make a book worth making and worth keeping.
And this to one of so high a standard, of so fas-
tidious a taste, of so self-exacting a love of accu-
racy and completeness, and of so conscientious a

~ purpose, was not easy. But the slow ripening of
his mental harvests was amply compensated by
the final richness of the product. It would be
well, in ihis surfeiting age of half-made books, if
more would follow the example.

Mr. Norton's position as a theologian has al-
ready been intimated, in the general account which
we have given of his writings and labors. But it
claims a more distinet and extended notice. It
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is an extremely interesting one; and one too for
which, judged by its motives, even those who stood
in opposition to him on ecitlgg side must yield him
their respect, as we do our grateful admiration.
The true key to that position is found in his
strong faith, beating through every pulse of his
life, in the divine mission of Jesus Christ, and in
his profound conviction of the supreme importance
of the Christian revelation to all the best hopes of
mankind. Misname him who will, if ever there
was a belicver in Christ, it was he. He was a
believer with the head and with the heart too.
He was as fully persnaded of the truth of Chris-
tianily as of his own cxistence. The Gospel,—
the Gospel of Christ, and not the Gospel of Cal-
vin,—the Uospel, as it came fresh from beaven in
its own native beauty and power, was in his eyes
the most precious gift of the Good Father. And
under this convietion, he felt it to be the work of
his life, ithe work to which God called him, to de~
fend the Christian revelation, and to set forth its
heavenly character, with all the power which his
Maker had given him, not only against the assaults
of infidelity and scepticism without, but against
the undesigned yet perilous ireachery within. He,
with a jealous care for ihe safcty of the priccless
treasure, stood on the watch to keep it intact, on
which side socver the enemy might approach; and
by his words of wisdom, not always heeded as
they should have been, he threw new bulwarks
around the faith that he loved with a strength of :
fecling proportioned to his strength of mind. .
4
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With this intense faith, shining through his
powerful intellect, burning in his pure heart, and
ever urging him ondgyith a calm but mighty im-
pulse, he entered on his career, and pursued it
consistently, through all the different phases of his
life, to the end; whether, as he best liked, he
quietly labored by himself in the mine of truth,
seeking goodly treasure and pearls for his Master,
or, at his Master’s call, girded on his armor for the
battle, and fearlessly laid siege to the intrenched
errors of the past, or with equal chivalry went out
to meet the novel errors, home-born or of foreign
race, that he saw springing up among us under
the very walls of the temple of Christ. He was
both a Reformer and a Conservative, as every
wise and good man must be, who in the spirit of
Paul resolves to prove all things, but to hold fast
that which is good and true. At his very first ap-
pearance in the theological arena, he was a bold,
zealous, uncompromising assailant of ihe Ortho-
doxy of the time. He as fearlessly maintained his
views, as he had carefully and conscientiously es-
poused them. ¢ Nec temere mec timide,” was the
motto which he placed over the opening article of
his first editorial work, and which he bore upon his
banner through life. He stood ready to avow and
to defend what he believed ; and he proved him-
self as able as he was ready, uniting all the cour-
age of Luther with all the scholarship of Erasmus.
While others, from love of peace, or fear of giving
offence, chose to maintain what seemed to them a
justifiable and prudent reserve, he spoke out boldly
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and fully the conclusions to which he had deliber-
ately come. In his doctrinal views he was no half-
way man,— no double-minded one; and in his
phraseology there was a studious avoidance of that
vague mistiness of language, which is sometimes
used as a reconciling veil, and is sometimes the
cover of confused and cloudy ideas. 'Whenever he
had occasion to express his opinions, he expressed
them without obscurity and without reservation.
As a champion of Liberal Christianity, Mr. Nor-
ton stands, as a writer, unquestionably foremost
in the field. In the important controversy under
which its battles were fought at the commence-
ment of this century, his was the leading mind.
He furnished the strong weapons of argument and
learning by which it best maintained its ground.
Others who stood at his side had more of the gift
of popular speech: his was the word of knowl-
edge and of wisdom. He was the Moses in the
Exodus from the orthodox realm; Dr. Channing,
the Aaron. The one was the eloquent rhetorician
and advocate ; the other, the profound scholar and
thinker and sure interpreter of the sacred word.
But this zealous Reformer for Christ and ihe Gos-
pel’s sake was a no less zealous Conservative for
Christ and the Gospel’s sake, when the time called.
And there was no inconsistency in his course, any
more than in that of the leader of old, when, hav-
ing shaken off the bondage of Pharaoh, he with-
stood the innovations of Korah. In one case, he
fought against ancient errors ; in the other, against
the new, In both, he was contendmg, s he, be-
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lieved, for the eternal truth, the truth as it is in Jesns.
‘When at 2 more recent period he wrote and pub-
lished his views concerning the modern rationalism
and infidelity whose seeds, imported from the Old
‘World, had struck root and were springing up in
the New, — when he strove to tear up the poison-
ous root, hidden under the perfumed (lowers, and
to put the Church and the community on their
guard against it, — he was animated by the same -
spirit which had moved him from the beginning.
He made no bigot’s war upon liberty of thought
and speech, but he had a right, and he felt himself
bound, to unmask and to resist those doectrines and
speculations which were leading, as he thonght, to
infidelity. As his hostility to Calvinisin was the
side-growth of his love to Christ and his love to
God, so his severity against Straussism and Spi-
nozism was but one of the offshoots of his rever-
ence for the Saviour and his faith in the Gospel,
It was the severity of an honest conviction, as
honestly expressed, of the pernicious tendency of
the views which he opposed. He believed them
to be, not only wholly unsound, but, whether so
intended or not, hostile to Christianity, betraying
it, like Judas, with a kiss, and in their tendencies
finally destructive of all religious faith. Without
entering at all into the question of the soundness
or unsoundness of the views against which Mr.
Norton uttered his sincere and solemn warning,
we think that all must admit the long-sighted
sagacity with which he foresaw the results of the
tone of thinking then beginning to show itself in
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various forms, —the wisely prophetic ken with
which he announced the direction and final de-
velopments of the new sehool of German specula-
tion, Just what he predicted came to pass.

But in all his labors and conflicts, in his attack
on the ¢ Latest Form of Infidelity,” as well asin
his “Defence of Liberal Christianity,” in his la-
borious, life-continued study and exposition of the
“ Evidences of the Glenuineness of the Gospels,”
and in his faithful, never-satisfied endeavors, per-
severed in to the very last, to unfold the true mean-
ing of those Gospels, and to clothe them in our
own language in a form in which their beauty
and power may be best seen, and the majesty of
the Saviour’s life shine out in its own undimmed
light, he pursued a nobly consistent career. His
profound faith in the Christian revelation, his in-
tense conviction of its inestimable value, was, we
repeat, the harmonizing key of his life.

But Mr. Norton was not only an accomplished
theologian, a powerful controversialist, a learned
and indefatigable critic, a most able and zealous
defender of the Christian revelation, a profound
and original expositor both of the meaning of its
records and the evidences of their truth; he was
also one of the pioneers of literary progress in this
country, a man of letters, interested in the advance-
ment of all good learning. He was a strong and
graceful writer on other subjects besides those
which formed the chief occupation of his life.
He had a vein of fine poetic talent also, occasion-
ally exercised in his earlier days and in his: inter-

a*
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vals of leisure, but only enough to open a glimpse
of the wealth within. The few specimens which
he has left behind are gems of rare lustre, finished
of their kind. Apart from their beauty of thought
and expression, they have a higher value derived
from a higher source. The well-known ¢ Lines
written after a Summer Shower,” which originally
appeared in the first volume of the Christian Dis-
ciple, are among the most beautiful in the lan-
guage. The hymn of resignation, heginning with
the words,

“ My God, I thank thee ! may no thought
E’erdcom thy chastisements severe,”

is a favorite one in our churches, and has soothed
many a grief-stricken spirit. I{e did a goad greater
than he could know when he wrote it out nf his
own expericnce to be as angel music to' the
mourner. Another, written by him to a friend
in bereavement, beginning,

i Oh, stay thy tears! for they aro blest,
‘Whose days are past, whose toil is done,”

is in a similar spirit and of similar beauty.
Whenever we read the scattered effusions of his
Christian muse,* we are tempted o lament that he
has left us so few of these polished diamonds of
thought, till we remember that he was in quest of
other and larger treasures, hidden in the mine.
He had but one life to work with; and it must
select its prize, leaving the rest, however bright
and sparkling, unsought, or with now and then o

* These were collected into a small volume in 1853, and o fow
copics printed for private distribution among his friends
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passing glance and touch. And yet the little that
he did in this way shows how much good even a
little well done may do, when it is cast in beauti-
ful forms, /

But we pass on to what is much greaterin God’s
eye than any work of genius, however brilliant, or
any product of thought, however elaborate and
mature. Mr. Norton’s character and life were
marked by the high virtues, the fruits of a . Chrig-
tian faith, whose rich aroma breathes through his
written works.

To say that he had none of “those infirmities
which,” to use his own words, ¥ have clung to the
best and wisest,” would be ascribing to him a
perfection which has belonged to but one who has
lived on the earth. To say that he never crred in
opinion or in action, would be to say what no man
can venture to say of himself or of any other.
Certainly he, who was truth itself, would eclaim
no such exemption from human frailty. But
towering above these crrors and infirmities, what-
ever they were, which, however magnified to the
fault-finding eye, disappeared from the friend’s,
there were virtues which the world will not will-
ingly let die, and which will make him still a
blessing to it in decath, as he was a benefactor to
it in life. And that which we think would be first
and above all remembered by those who had the
happiness to enjoy his friendship and to listen fo -
his wise discourse, whether in the lecture-room or
in his delightful home, was the peculiar devout-
ness of hls spirit, —the profoundly religious . tone
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of thought and of sentiment which seemed to
form the atmosphere in which he lived,— the
unformal, unostentatious, but deep piety, so per-
fectly sincere and unaffected, that made his pros-
ence like the air of a temple,—the ever-present
sense of those higher relations in which we stand
to God and to eternity, springing naturally out
of that strong faith in Christ and in lhis tfrath
which had struck down its roots into his whole
being.

No man could be at all intimate with hin, or be
brought into near communicaiion with himn, either
as a friend or a pupil, without receiving religiows
impressions such as few men whom we have
known have the power to impart. There was
something mightier than any common cloquence,
which entered into the hearer’s soul and led it hy
a calm and spiritual foree into the presence of God
and of things unseen and eternal.  And this high
religiousness of spirit— born of his vital Christian
faith —was secn in union with other virtnes which
are the proper fruits of that faith. Purity of heart,
singleness of purpose, devotion 1o duty, integrity
of dealing, perfect openness and honorableness in
a]l the affairs of life, marked his whole carecr.
Truth — truth in thought, truth in speech, truth
in manner, truth in conduct—shone through his
life, He especially honored it in others; it made
a vital part of his own being. All shams and false-
hoods, all equivocations and manceuvring, all forms
of cant and hypocrisy, and all affectations of every
kind, were therefore peculiarly offensive to his
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sincere and upright spirit. And in close union, as
it commonly is, with his perfect truthfulness, was
that Christian courage which dares always to
choose its own course and to carry it out without
asking leave except of conscience. He held de-
cided opinions upon every important subject that
bears upon human life and duty in all a man’s
public and private relations, arid he acted upon
them. He did not fear to differ from others, or.to
walk apart from others; —
"“Nor number nor example with him wrought
To swerve from truth, or change his constant mind,
Though single.”

Without any false pride of singularity, he cherished
a self-relying independence of thought and of ac-
tion. As in his rcligious views and his religious
course, 80 in all other things he judged and acted
for himself: and judged and acted fromn high prin-
ciples [carlessly applied. He sought to try each
casc at the tribunal of a thoroughly Christianized
reason, and to follow out what he accepted as its
final decisions. 'We need not say that he always
did what was best, but we may say, what is in
truth greater praise, that he always did what he
thought was right.

But his independence was not a selfish or cold-
hearted independence. It was united with the
truest and warmest kindness, when that kindness
wag called for. His retired habits, the habits of
a student and scholar,~— the individuality of his
character and life,— his slowness and reserve of
manner, — his occasional severity of speech, —the -
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"

flashes of a pure and just indignation against
some act of folly, meanness, or misconduct, — his
decided and stern condemnation of opinions which
he held to be false and dangerous, — were not con-
nected with any want of Christian tenderness or
Christian sympathy. It was a part of his creed,
and one of the first lessons which his pupils in the
Christian ministry learned from him, that timely
reproof is often the truest friendship; that the ex
posure of error, and the cure of it by the needec
caustic of sharp and plain-spoken truth, may be
the highest charity. But those who knew him
best knew the real warmth of his heart and the
real kindness — the kindness both of feeling and
of principle — which were sometimes hidden from
a stranger’s eye by the peculiarities of his manner.
He was no ascetie, no declaimer against the inno-
cent festivities of the world, no morose hater or
proud scorner of its pleasant triflings, no misan-
thrope, shunning converse <with men. If he min-
gled little in the gayer scenes of society, it was
more from his engrossment in the studies that
occupied his thoughts, and from the want of a
quick flow of animal spirits, than from any unso-
cial feeling. As a friend, a neighbor, a citizen, he
was ever prompt to do his part. His hand was
always open to every work of charity. He knew
the Christian blessedness of giving. His generous
consideration of others, his readiness to help when-
ever his help was needed, his benevolence to the
poor, ever guided by his strong good-sense, his
judicious and thoughtful kindness in all the varied
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occasions of life, his quiet and unostentatious chari-
ties, will be remembered by many who shared in
them. They were much better known to himself
than to the world. His alms were not done to be
seen of men.

But it was on the nearer circle around him, on
the Christian home in which he lived, that his
strong and tender affections beamed jout most
brightly and warmly. What he was there, where
ihe true character most fully shows itself, they
know whose loss is the greaiest, and whose grief
will be ever mingled with gratitude for the great
blessings which they have enjoyed in the privileges
of his socicty, in the tenderness of his love, in the
wisdom of his counsels, in the Christian influcnce
of his conversation and his life. To them his
memory will be peculiarly blessed, for it will be
associated, not only with the tendcrest, most deli-
cate, most sympathizing love, but with the highest,
holiest, happiest influences, —influences that do
not cnd at the grave. No man had more exalted
views than he of the duties and the happiness of
domestic life, and of the place which Christianity
should hold in it.

We know how difficult it is to draw an unbi-
assed portrait, in all points true to the life, of one
in whom we have a personal interest, or whose
name is identificd with the religious faith which
is as father and mother to our hearts. In that
which we have attempted, we have at least wished
to avoid thé cxaggeration which in everything the
subject of it so greatly disliked. But it geems to
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us, as we look upon it again, that-a word more
may be necessary to place it in its full light, and
to give its features their true and best expression.
We believe that, on certain points of character, a
false impression exists in the minds of some who
did not know him intimately. He was on some
accounts in danger of being misunderstood and
misjudged. In this, however, he shared the lot of
many others, whom the world sees throngh a glass
darkly. Every virtue has its shadow mocking it.
The near friend sees the virtne; the distant or
the fault-seeking eye may catch only the distorted
shadow. A man of strong thoughts and strong
feelings, Mr. Norton spoke strongly the iruth that
was in bis hearf. 'When he aimed a blow at an
unsound doctrine or a dangerous crror, he did not
strike with the sword in the sheath. He did not
attack it with roundabout phrases or with soft
innuendo. "What he said, he said in plain Eng-
lish, never coarse indecd, but sometimes caustic,
always open and sincere. He was “a good
hater”; not of persons, however, but of the false
opinions with which those persons were identified,
of which they were in his mind the living expo-
nents. He was a man of very decided convie-
tions, and not a man given to lcompromiaes in
important matters. 'What he thought right to be
done or to be said, he went forward to do or to
say; alone, if necessary, He was not at all studious
of the arts of popularity. From the course and
habits of his life he was secluded from that free
personal intercourse with others of opposite opin-
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fons, which is necessary to a perfect understanding
on either side. Hence, those who eame into col-
lision with him, and those who saw him at a dis-
tance in those situations in which the strong and
sharp points of his character were made to pro-
trude, would be likely to do him injustice. A
stranger or an opponent might sometimes, from
their point of view, imagine him to be deficient in
the softer and meeker virtues. The friend &t his
side, seeing him as he was, Anew that nothing
could be farther from the truth. Under the con-
stitutional coldness and restraint of his manner,
and the stateliness and oceasional sternness of his
speech, there was a deep enthusiasm of character,
a sincere warmth of feeling, the truest and most
considerate tenderness. A person living with him
or in intimate connection with him would be par-
ticularly struck with his gentleness, indulgence, and
quick human sympathies ; he would see as much
in him of the John, as others had seen of the Paul.
If he was ever severe towards any, it was from the
love which he bore to religion and to truth. If he
erred, in word or in deed, his errors were the errors
of a true-hearted and true-spoken man.

A most pure and gifted spirit has gone from us
to join the host that “have crossed the flood.”
He has ascended from the study of God’s word
and works in this lower world, where, with all his
knowledge, he could know but in part, to the
study of God’s word and works in that more
glorious sphere, where, with Buckminster .and

Eliot, he will know even as ke is knowm. "
5
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_ The hymn,* little known, we believe, which he
composed many years ago for the Clristian’s
dirge, was written unconsciously for his own
funeral. It now chants for us, as we stand in
spirit at his grave, the farewell of many hcarts
that honor and bless his memory.

“Hp has gone to his God ; he has gone to his homs;
No more amid peril and error to roam.
Iis eyes are no longer dim,
s feet no more will fulter,
No grief can follow him,
No pang his check can alter.

 There are paleness, and weeping, and sighs below,
For our faith is faint, and our tears will flow :
But the harps of heaven are ringing ;
Glad angels come to grect him ;
And hymns of joy are singing,
‘While old friends press to meet him.

¢ 0 honored, belovéd ! to earth unconfined,
Thou hast soared on high, thou hast left us behind ;
But our parting is not for ever :
‘We will follow thee, by heaven’s light,
‘Whoere the grave cannot dissover
The souls whom Cod will unite.”

* His first contribution to the Christisn Examiner, and the first of
its poetical articles, Vol L. p., 89,
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PREFACE.

In the year 1819, I published an article in a
periodical work,* of which a number of copies
were struck off scparately under the title that
I have given to this volume. I have since been
requested to reprint it, and some years ago
undertook to revisc and make some additions
to it for that purpose. Being, however, inter-
rupted, I laid by my papers, and had given up
the intention, at least for an indefinite time.
But having lately received an d@pplication from
a highly esteemed friend, strongly urging its
rcpublication, I resumed the task; and the
result has been, that I have written a new
work, preserving indeed the title of the for-
mer, and cmbodying a great part of its con-
tents, but extending to three times its size.

I have said, “ I resumed the task”; and the

% [The Christian Disciple. See Vol. I New Series, pp. 870~ 431,

The article referred to was occasioned by Professor Stuart’s Lefters

to Dr. Chanaing.] 5o
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expression is appropriate, for the discussion is
one in which no scholar or intellectual man
can, at the present day, engage with alacrity.
To the great body of enlightened individuals
in all countries, to the generality of those who
on every subject but theology are the guides
of public opinion, it would be as incongruous
to address an argument against the Trinity, as
an argument against transubstantiation, or the
imputation of Adam’s sin, or the supremacy of
the Pope, or the divine right of kings. These
doctrines, once subjects of fierce contention,
are all, in their view, equally obsolete. To
disprove the Trinity will appear, to many of
whom I speak, a labor as idle and unprofit-
able as the confutation of any other of those
antiquated errors; and to engage in the task
may seem to imply a theologian’s ignorance of
the opinions of the world, and the preposter-
ous and untimely zcal of a recluse student,
believing that the dogmas of his books still
rule the minds of men. It would be difficult
to find a recognition of the existence of this
doctrine in any work of the present day of es-
tablished reputation, not professedly theologi-
cal. All mention of it is by common consent
excluded from the departments of polite litera-
ture, moral science, and natural religion; and
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from discussions, written or oral, not purely
sectarian, intended to affect men’s belief, or
conduct. Should an allusion to it occur in
any such production, it would be regarded as
a trait of fanaticism, or as discovering a mere
secular respect for spme particular church., It
is scarcely adverted to, except in works pro-
fessedly theological; and theology, the noblest
and most important branch of philosophy, has
becn brought into disrepute, so far, at least, as
it treats of the doctrines of revealed religion.
by a multitude of writers, who have seized
upon this branch of it as their peculiar prov-
ince, and who have been anything but philos-
ophers. )
‘Why, then, argue against a doctrine, which
among intelligent men has fallen into neglect
and disbelief? I answer, that the neglect and
disbelief of this doctrine, and of other doctrines
of like character, has extended to Christianity
itself. It is frem the public professions of
nations culling themselves Christian, from the
cstablished crceds and liturgics of different
churches or sects, and from the writings of
those who have bccn reputed orthodox in
their day, that most men derive their notions’
of Christianity. But the treaties of European
nations still begin with a solemn appeal to'the -
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% Most Holy Trinity ”; the doctrine is still the
professed faith of every established church,
and, as far as I know, of every sect which
makes a creed its bond of communion; and if
any one should recur to books, he would find
it presented as an all-important distinction of
Christianity by far the larger portion of di-
vines. It is, in consequence, viewed by most
men, more or less distinctly, as a part of Chris-
tianity. In connection with other doctrines, as
false and more pernicious, it has been moulded
into systems of religious belief, which have
been publicly and solemnly substituted in the
place of true religion. These systems have
counteracted the whole evidence of divine reve-
lation. The proof of the most important fact
in the history of mankind, that the truths of
religion have not been left to be doubtfully
and dimly discerned, but have been made
known to us by God himself, has been over-
borne and rendered ineffectual by the nature
of the doctrines ascribed to God. IHence it
is, that in many parts of Europe scarcely an
intelligent and well-informed Christian is left.
It has seemed as idle to inquire into the evi-
dences of those systems which passed under
the name of Christianity, as into the proof of
the incarnations of Vishnu, or the divine mis-
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sion of Mahomet. Nothing of the true char-
acter of our religion, nothing attesting its
descent from Heaven, was to be discovered
amid the corruptions of the prevailing faith.
On the contrary, they were so marked with
falschood and fiaud, they so clearly discovered
the baseness of their earthly origin, that, when
imposed upon men as the peculiar daumes
of Christianity, those who regarded them as
such were fairly relieved from the necessity
of inquiring, whether they had been taught by
God. The internal evidence of Christianity
was annihilated; and all other evidence is
wasted, when applied to prove that such doc-
trines have been revealed from Heaven. '
It is true that in England, in some parts of
Continental Europe, and in our own country, a
large majority still desire the name of Chris-
tians, and have a certain interest in what they
esteem Christianity. Notwithstanding much
infidelity and skepticism, more or less openly
avowed, and notwithstanding that many, who
call themselves Christians, regard the teach-
ing of Christ only as containing, when rightly
understood, an excellent system of doctrines'
and dutics, without ascribing to it more than
human authority, yet there still exists much .
sincere and cnlightened, as well as much fra-
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ditionary faith in Christianity, as a revelation
from God. In the Protestant countries to
which I have referred, there has been great
freedom of inquiry into its character; wise
and good men have labored to vindicate it
from misrepresentations; its evidences have
been forcibly stated; the more obnoxious
doctrines connected with it in the popular
creeds have not of late, except in this coun-
try, been zealously obtruded upon notice;
the moral character required by it has been
partially at least understood and inculcated ;
and imperfectly and erroneously as our relig-
ion may have been taught, it has still becn
a main support of public order and private
morals. Many enlightened men, therefore,
who have taken only a general view of the
subject, and have never given their time or
thoughts to determine what Christianity really
is, regard the prevailing form of religion with
a certain degree of respect. Though they may
disbelieve many of its doctrines, and have never
separated in their own minds what is true from
what is false, they think it, notwithstanding,
the part of a prudent and benevolent man to
let the whole pass in silence. They either do
not advert to Christianity at all ; or if they do,
it is in ambiguous, though respectful terms,
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and they refrain from implying either their
belief or their disbelief of what arc represented
as its characteristic doctrines. There is also
another class of able and intellectual men, who,
perceiving the value of religion in general, sin-
cerely embrace the popular religion as they
find it in the creed of their church or sect;
being bound to it, perhaps, by strong senti-
ments and early associatiogs, and believing
that he who quits this harbor must embark
upon a sea of uncertainties. They form a
small exception to the remarks with which
I commenced, respecting the prevalent disbe-
lief of the doctrine of the Trinity, and other
similar doctrines, by the more intelligent
classes of society; — an exception which does
not cxtend to the ignorant, or bigoted, or
mcrcenary defenders of a church or sect.

But admitting these facts, what, after all, is
the prevailing state of opinion and feeling re-
specting Christianity in Protestant countries '
It is indicated by their literature. With some
considerable exceptions, the productions of the
English periodical press may be divided into
two great classes. In one of them, you rarely
find anything implying a sincere belief and
interest in Christianity ; you find much that
an’ intelligent Christian could not have writ-
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ten; and in some of the publications to be
arranged in this class, you find many thinly
veiled or naked expressions of scorn and
aversion for what passes under its name, and
especially for the established religion and its
ministers. In the other class, you observe a
¢ party and political zeal for religion, the religion
established by law, « the religion of a gentle-
man,” to borrow an expression from Charles the
Second, — a zeal for the church and its dignities
and ecmoluments, a zeal that accommodates itsclf
easily to a lax system of morals, and which
rarely displays itsclf more than in its contempt
for those who regard religion as somcthing
about which our reason is to be exercised.
But beside thesc two classes of publications,
there is still another, extensively circulated,
below the notice, perhaps, of those who belong
to the aristocracy of litcrature, but which is
sapping the foundations of socicty; a class of
publications addressed to the lower orders, in
which Christianity is openly attacked, being
made responsible for all the wickedness, fraud,
oppression, and cruclty that have been perpe-
trated in its name, and for all the outrages upon
reason that have appeared in the conduct of its
professors, or been cmbodied in creeds.  There
arc other proofs equally striking -of the very
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general indifference that is really felt toward
Christianity; of the little hold it has upon men’s
inmost thoughts and affections. The most pop-
ular English poet of the day, who has been the
object of such passionate and ill-judged admi-
ration, appeared, not merely as a man, but as a
writer, under every aspect the most adverse to
the Christian character ; yet the time has been,
when his tide of fashion was at its height, that
one could hardly remark upon his immorality
or profancness without exposing himself to the
charge of being narrow-minded or hypocritical.
I obscrved not long since, in a noted journal,
the cditor of which is said to be a Professor of
Moral Philosophy at Edinburgh, that he was
spoken of by a writer, fresh from the perusal
of his life by Moore, as having been throughout
his whole course «a noble being,” “ morally and
intellectually,” as all but ¢ the base and blind ”
must feel* The patriarch of German litera-
ture has just left the world amid a general
chorus of applause from his countrymen, to
which a dissentient voice has for some time
scarcely becn tolerated among them. His pop-
ularity may be compared with that which Vol-
taire enjoyed in France during the last century.

* The puu&a may be found in Blackwood's Magazive for Ji‘ebru-
ary, 1880,p.417. o

6
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There may be different opinions respecting his
genius. He has nothing of the brilliant wit of
Voltaire, nor of his keenness of remark; and
nothing of the truly honest zeal in the cause of
humanity, which is sometimes discovered by
that very inconsistent writer. No generous sen-
timent ever prompted Goethe to place himself
in imprudent opposition to any misuse of pow-
er. The principles which are the foundation of
virtue and happiness, were to him as though
they were not. His strongest sympathies were
not with the higher feelings of our nature. In
his mind Christianity was on a level with the
Pagan mythology, except as being of a harsher
and gloomier character, and possessing less po-
etical beauty. In the Prologue to his Faust,
he introduces in a scene, meant to be ludicrous,
the Supreme Bting as one of his dramatis per-
sone, with as little reverence.as Lucian shows
toward Jupiter. I cannot say what there may
be in his voluminous works ; but in those of the
most note I have never met with the strong,
heartfelt expression.of a high moral truth or
noble sentiment. In reading some of his more
popular productions, it may be well fo recollect
the words of one incomparably his superior:
Cynicorum vero ratio tota est ejicienda ; est enim
wnimica verecundie, sine qud nikil rectum esse
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potest, nihil honestum.* As regards the pro-
ductions of such writers, it has become the
cant of a certain class of critics to set aside the
consideration of their influence upon men’s
principles and affections and to consider them
merely as productions of genius. In this mode
of estimation it is forgotten that there can be
no essential beauty opposite to moral beauty,
and that a work which offends our best feel-
ings can have no power over the sympathies
of a well-ordered mind.

The same absence of religious principle and
belicf which characterizes so much of the pop-
ular literature of the day, appears also in the
speculations of men of a high order of intellect.
It is but a few years since, that the author of
the ¢ Academical Questions” + was praised as a
profound thinker, in the most able and popu-
lar of modern journals, with scarcely a remark
upon the fact that his speculations conducted
directly to the dreary gulf of utter skepticism.
That work had its day, and is forgotten. I
have just been turning over the leaves of an-
other, ¢ On the Origin and Prospects of Man,”
by one of the most powerful writers of our

*«The whola system of the Cynics is to be rejected, as at war
with modesty, withont which there can be nothing right, nothing

honorable.” Crormo. [De Officiis, Lib. I. c. 41.]
1 [Sir William Drummond.]
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times, the author of « Anastasius.”* Tome it
appears only a system of virtual atheism. It
excludes all idea of God, according to the con-
ceptions formed of him by a Christian. The
Father of the Universe equally disappears from
the later systems of the most celebrated Ger-
man metaphysicians. That which affects to be
regarded as the higher philosophy of the age, is
as intelligible upon this point, though upon few
others, as the system of Spinoza. Though all-
seging in its mists, it does not discern the God
who uADE the world and all things therein, and
whose mercy is over all his works. Ina large
proportion of writings which touch upon the
higher topics of philosophy, we perceive more
or less disbelief or disregard of what a Churis-
tian must consider as the great truths of re-
-ligion. No one can read without interest the
work which, just as he was. terminating his
brilliant career, Sir Humphry Davy left as a
legacy, containing the last thoughts of a phi-
losopher. Yet in this work, written as life
was fast receding, instead of the Christian doc-
trine of the immortality of the conscious indi-
vidual, we find that his imagination rested on
a dream, borrowed from Pagan philosophy, of
the pre-existence and future glories of the think~

* [Thomas Hope.]
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ing principle, assuming new modes of being
without memory of the past. It is not simply
to the appearance of such speculations that we
are to look as characteristic of the age, but to
the fact that their appearance excites 50 little
attention, that they blend so readily with the
prevailing tene of its literature. I should not
be surprised if some intelligent readers of ‘the
work last mentioned should even have forgot-
ten the passage referred to.

Such being the state of things, we are led to
inquire, Who are the expositors and defenders
of religion, and what influence do they exert
upon public sentiment? In England the sci-
ence of theology, so far as it is connected with
revealed religion, has fallen into general neg-
lect. Of those who treat its subjects, few
deserve a hearing, and the few who desetve
cannot obtain it. A few professedly learned
works have of late appeared; but for the most
part they are mere compilations, made without
judgment or accuracy, and conformed to the
creed of the Church. There have been some
bulky republications of old divines little suited
to the wants of the age. Most other religious
works that appear are evidently intended only
for «the religious public”; a phrase that hids’
become familiar, and marks in some degres -

Gl
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the character of the times. Should they pass
beyond this narrow circle, they would, I fear,
contribute nothing to render Christianity more
respected. A very different class of writers
is required to assert for religion its true char-
acter and authority. In Germany there is a
large body of theologians, of whom the most
cminent have been able and learned critics.
They have thrown much light upon the his
tory, language, and contents of the books of the
Old and New Testament. They have relcased
themselves from the thraldom of traditionary
errors. But they have, in many cascs, substi-
tuted for these errors the most extravagant
speculations of their own. Nor, with some
exceptions, docs the power of Christianity
show itself in their writings. On the contrary,
many of them, being infected with the spirit
of infidelity that prevails over the continent
of Europe, have regarded Christianity, not, as a
divine revelation, but mercly as preseuting a
system of doctrines and precepts, for the most
paxt probable and usefyl, when relicved from
the mass of errors that have been added to
what was originally taught by its founder.
Christianity thus becomes only a popular
name for a certain sct of opinions. Its au-
thority and value arc gone. The whole proof
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of the doctrines of religion, as taught by
Chuist, consists solely in the fact that he was
a teacher from God. He did not reason;
he affirmed. He adduced no arguments but
his miracles. Considered as a self-taught
philosopher, he did nothing to advance hu-
man knowledge, for he ‘brought no new evi-
dence for any opinion. But considered as a
teacher from God, he has provided the au-
thority of God for the foundation of our faith.

In our country, if I am not deceived by
feclings of private fricndship, true Christianity
has found some of its best defenders. But
the forms in which it is presented throughout
a great paxrt of our land, and the feelings and
character of many who have pretended to be
its exclusive disciples, are little adapted to pro-
cure 1t the respect of intelligent men. They
are producing infidelity, and preparing the
way for its extensive spread. They arc giving
to many a distastc for the very name of rc-
ligion, and leading them to regard all appear-
ance of a religious character with distrust or
aversion. In no other country is the grossest
and most illiberal bigotry so broadly cxhibited
as among oursclves. Nowherc else, at the
present day, have so many partisans of & low
order of intellect risen into notice, throvigh &
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spurious zeal, not for doctrines, for these are
changed as convenience may require, but for
the triumph of a sect; and no other region
has of late been ravaged by such a moral
pestilence as, under the name of religion, has
prevailed in some parts of our land, —an in-
sane fanaticism, degrading equally the feelings
and intellect of those affected by it.*

In past times, the false systems of religion
that have assumed the name of Christianity,
and ruled in its stead, have had a certain adap-
tation to the ignorance, the barbarism, the low
state of morals, and the perverted condition of
society, existing contemporaneously with them.
They. were some restraint upon vice. They
led man to think of himself as something more
than a mere perishing animal, Mixed up with
poison as they were, they served as an antidote
to other poisons more pernicious. Though
Christianity was obscured by thick clouds, yet
a portion of its light and heat rcached the
earth. But the time for those systems has

* If any one should think these expressions too strong, lot him
make himself acquainted with the transactions which not long since
were taking place in the western part of the State of New York, Au-
thentic documents respecting them exist ; but such scones hgve not
been confined to that part of our country. [Some information on
this subject may be found in the Christian Examiner for May and

June, 1827, Vol. IV, pp. 242-205; and for March, 1829, Vol. VI,
pp. 101 -130.]
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wholly passed. A wilder scheme could not be
formed than that of re-establishing the Cath-
olic religion in France, or calling a new Coun-
cil of Dort to sanction Calvinism in Holland,
or giving to Lutheranism its former power
over men’s minds in Germany. Their vitality
is gone, except that it now and then manifests
itself in a convulsive struggle. Yet zealots
are still claiming for them the authority which
belongs of right to true religion; and to the
inquiry what Christianity is, the public, offi-
cial answer, as it may be called, is still rc-
turned, that it is to be found in the tradition-
ary creed of some cstablished church, or of
some prevalent sect; that it is to'be identi-
ficd with the grim decrepitudc of some obso-
lete form of faith. We are referred back to
gome onc of those systems that have dishon-
ored its mame, counteracted its influence, per-
verted its sanctions, inculcated false and inad-
equate conceptions of the religious character,
and formed broods of hypocrites, fanatics, and
pexrsccutors ; that have been made to minister
to the lust of power, malignant passions, and
criminal self-indulgence; and that have striven,
if I may so speak, to retard the intellectual
- and moral improvement of men, seeing in if
the approach, of their own destruction. .
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‘What, then, is to be done to give new power
to the great principles of religion? What is
to be done to vindicate its true influence to
Christianity? We must vindicate its true
character. It must be presented to men such
as it is. The false doctrines connected with
it, in direct opposition to the truths which it
teaches, must be swept away. It is not cnough
that they should be secretly disbelieved; they
must be openly disavowed. It must be pub-
licly acknowledged that they are utterly for-
eign from Christianity. It is not cnough that
those who defend them should be disregarded
or confuted. They must be so confuted as to
be silenced. Those who would procure for
Christianity its due supremacy in the hearts
of men should feel that their first object is
5o to operate upon the convictions and senti-
ments of men, that the public sanction which
has been given to gross misrepresentations of
it shall be as publicly withdrawn. In pro-
moting the influence of Christianity, the main
duty of an enlightcned Christian at the pres-
ent day is to labor that it may be better un-
derstood. Till this be effected, all other ex-
ertions, it may be feared, if not incffectual, -
will be mischievous, as prolonging the author-
ity of error, rather than establishing the truth.
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But what interest can a philosopher or a
man of intellect be expected to take in the
squabbles of controversial divines? What im-
pression is to be produced upon indifference,
ignorance, traditionary faith, bigotry, and self-
interest, by one who has nothing to conjure
with but his poor reason? Why be solicit-
ous to cure men of one folly on the subject
of religion, since it is sure to be replaced by
another? To him who should propose such
guestions, I might answer, that I do not so-
despair of mankind. I compare the nine-
teenth century with the fifteenth, and I per-
ceive that many hard victories have been won,
and much has been permanently secured in
the cause of human improvement. Truth and
Reason, though they work slowly, work sure-
ly. An abuse or an error, after having been
a thousand times confuted or exposed, at last
totters and falls, abandoned by its defenders;
and then .

% One spell upon the minds of men
Breaks, never to unite again.”
The disputes of controversial divines, however
mesan the intellect, or vile the temper, of many
who have engaged in them, do in fact concern
the most important truths and the most perni-
cious errors. Having given these answets, I
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might then ask in return: Why should a
Christian, with a deep-felt conviction of the
efficacy of his religion to promote the best
interests of mankind, be carnestly desirous
that its influence may not be superseded and
opposed by any of those false systems of doc-
trine that have been substituted in its place ?
‘Why should one, not devoid of common sym-
pathy with his fellow-men, carc whether they
believe the most ennobling truths, or some per-
nicious creed, respecting their God and Father,
their nature and relations as immortal beings,
their duty, motives, consolations, and hopes
We know the cfforts that are making by
enlightened men in Europe, particularly in
England, to spread intellectual cultivation
among the uneducated classes of the Old
World. So far as the knowledge thus com-
municated is what may be called secular, it
is beneficial in enlarging and cxcrcising the
mind, affording innocent entertainment, and,
in some cases, farnishing the means of ad-
vancement in life. But to the poor, as to
every other class, it is not the knowledge of
most value. Without the equal diffusion of
religious truth, it may become an instrument,
of evil rather than of good. Mere intellectual
cultivation is as likely to be a source of dis
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content and disquietude as of happiness. An
access of knowledge may tend little to recon-
cile a man to his situation. The new power
it affords will be used according to the dis-
position of him who possesses it. But you
can impress mo truth, you can remove no
error, respecting the duties and hopes of man
as an immortal creature of God, you can im-
press no truth, you can remove no error, con-
cerning religion, without surely advancing
men in morals and happiness. This is the
instruction most needed for all classes, but
especially for the least informed. Among the
highly educated, and those accustomed to the
refinements of life, there are certain partial
substitutes for religious principle ; ~— the feel-
ing of honor, the desire of reputation, delicacy
of taste, the force of public opinion, and a
more enlarged perception of the sentiments
of their fellow-men, which, when they act on
the conduct of others, are generally on the
side of virtue. The levities or the business
of life, a ceaseless round of trifling or serious
occupation, which hurries them on with little
leisure to think or feel deeply, may have pre-
vented them from becoming acquainted with
the essential wants of our nature. But in
preaching to the poor, not the heartless, re-
7
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volting, debasing absurdities of some estab-
lished creed, but the doctrincs of Jesus Christ,
we may give them consolations and hopes to
be most intimately felt, new views of their
nature, new motives and principles. It is on
the diffusion of this sort of instruction among
all classes, that the prospects of socicty now
depend. Changes are coming fast upon the
world. In the violent struggle of opposite
interests, the decaying prejudices that have
bound men together in the old forms of so-
ciety are snapping asunder one aftcr another.
Must we look forward to a hopeless succes-
sion of evils, in which cxasperated partics
will be alternately victors and victims, till all
sink under some one power whose intcrest it
is to preserve a quiet despotism? Who can
hope for a better result, unless the great les-
son be lcarned, that there can be no cssential
improvement in the condition of society with-
out the improvement of men as moral and
religious beings; and that this can be cffected
only by religious Trurn? To expect this
improvement from any form of false religion,
because it is called religion, is as if, in admin-
istering to one in a fever, we wore to take
some drug from an apothecary’s shelves, satis-
fied with its being called medicine.
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That a people may be happy in the enjoy-
ment of civil liberty, a certain degree of knowl-
edge and culture must be spread through the
community. A general system of education
must be established. Self-restraint must sup-
Ply the place of external coercion. The legiti-
mate purpose of government is to guard the
rights of individuals and the community from
injury; and the best form of government is
that which effects this purpose with the least
power, and is least likely therefore to afford
the means of misrule and oppression. But
the power mnot conceded to the government
must be supplied by the force of moral prin-
ciple and sentiment in the governed. What
education, then, is required ; what knowledge
is to be communicated ; what culture is ne-
cessary? I answer, not alone, nor principally,
that education which the schoolmaster may
give; but moral culture, the knowledge of
our true interests and relations. There may
be much intellectual culture which will not
tend even indirectly to form men to the ready
practice of their dutics, or to bind them to-
gether in mutual sympathy and forbearance,
unless it be united with just conceptions of
our nature and the objects of action. ILet us
form in fancy a nation of mathematicians like
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La Place or La Lande, ostentatious of their
atheism ; naturalists as irreligious and impure
as Buffon ; arlists as accomplished as David,
the friend of Robespierre ; philosophers, like
Hobbes and Mandeville, Helvetius and Dide-
rot; men of genius, like Byron, Gocthe, and
Voltaire; orators as powerful and profligate
as Mirabeau; and having placed over them a
monarch as able and unprincipled as the sec-
ond Frederic of Prussia, let us consider what
would be the condition of this highly intel-
lectual community, and how many generations
might pass before it were laid waste by gross
sensuality and ferocious passions. So far
only as men are impressed with a sensc of
their relations to each other, to God, and to
eternity, are they capable of liberty and the
blessings of social order. The great truths
that most concern us are those on which our
characters must be formed. But religion is
the science that treats of the rclations of man
as a responsible, immortal being, the creature
of God. By teaching the truth concerning
them, religion, properly so called, discloses to
us the ends of our being, preparing men, by
virtue and happiness here, for eternal prog-
ress in virtue and happiness hercafter. So
far as what bears the name of cligion teaches
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falsehoods concerning them, it becomes the
ally of evil, counteracting the improvement
of our race. False religion has been the com-
mon sign, and often the most efficient cause,
of the corruption and misery of nations. All
great changes in the constitution of society for
the purpose of delivering men from tradition-
ary abuses, must be accompanied with a cor-
respondent advance in religious knowledge, or
they will be made in vain. "Where the prin-
ciples of Christianity are operative, therc only
can men be released from the strong control
of some superior power; which, however
profligately exercised, may find its own inter-
est in preserving quiet among its subjects.
True Christianity urges the performance of
the duties of man to man, by the noblest and
most effectual motives; and in a commusity
where its influence were generally felt, how
little would there be to apprehend from pub-
lic oppression or private wrong ! Where the
spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty. 1 apply
the words of the Apostle in a different sense
from that in which he used them ; but in one,
the truth of which he would have recognized:
In regarding the condition and changes of
societies and nations, we are apt to look

rather to the immediate occasions of events,
7‘
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than to their radical and efficient causes. A
mere worldly politician, for instance, might
think it scarcely worth consideration, that the
established church should impose a crecd
which a majority of its clergy do not belicve;
or that oaths, not meant to be regarded, but
enforced as a traditionary cercmony, and sub-
scriptions, to which the conscience can hardly
be cheated into assenting, should stand in the
path of advancement in church and state. 'To
a philosopher it may appear of far greater
moment. Other topics, more exciting to the
generality, he might deem of secondary impor-
tance. This he might view as a deep-scated
evil, working at the core, the natural progress
of which would leave but a false and hollow
show of religion and morals,. 'Who is there
that will deny the influcnce of truc religion to
promote the happiness of individuals and the
good order of society? Who is there that
will deny the mischiefs of superstition, false
notions of God and our duty, bigotry, and
what is produced as their counterpart, irre-
ligion and atheism? Why is it, then, that
many are so little solicitous to discriminate,
on this most important subject, truth from
falsehood, that they fancy they are giving
their countenance to the former, while sup-
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porting the latter; and that, if they aid the
cause of what is called religion, they do not
stop to inquire whether it be the religion that
exalts, or the religion that degrades?

In the present state of information and pub-
lic sentiment, it will be vain to attempt to give
authority to false religion. The zeal of parti-
sans, or the power of the state, will be equally
ineffectual. The only important consequence
of such attempts will be to disgust men with all
religion. The experiment has, in one instance,
been carried through. In France the forcing
of the Roman Catholic faith upon the nation
ended in the overthrow of all belief in Chris-
tianity. The consequences that ensued had
the effect, elsewhere, of frightening infidels
into hypocrites and bigots; and a sudden
show of religion followed the French Revolu-
tion. But from this, had it continued, as little
was to be hoped, as from a procession with rel-
ics and images going forth to stop a stream
of lava in its course. It is only to true relig-
ion that we must look for aid in the cause of
human happiness. This alone, being in accord-
ance with reason and with our natural senti-
ments, will find its way to the hearts of men.

TaE tract which follows in relation to some
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of those false doctrines that have prevailed,
though it will give no new conviction to the
great body of enlightened men, may perhaps
awaken the attention of some to the grossness
of those corruptions that have been connected
with Christianity, and to the necessity of pre-
senting it in a purer form, if its influence is to
be preserved. It may tend a little to swell the
flood’ of public sentiment by which they must
be swept away. It may perhaps serve to con-
vince some who have looked with offence upon
the absurdities taught as Christian doctrincs,
and mistaken them for such, that one may be
a very earnest believer, whose respect for such
doctrines is as little as their own. But, espe-
cially, it may serve to spread a knowledge of
the truth among those who, from their habits of
life, have wanted leisure to think and examinc
for themselves upon subjects of this nature;
and who are obliged, as all of us are in a
greatér or less degree, to take many opinions
upon authority, till they sce reason to distrust
the authority on which they have relied. In
addressing myself to such readers, I may take
the credit (it is but small) of having avoided a
fault common in theological writings intended
for popular use. I have not presumed upon
their ignorance of the subject; I have mot
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made statements which in a more learned
discussion I should be ashamed to urge; I
have given no explanations that I knew to be
unsatisfactory, because they might seem plausi-
ble; I have made no propositions which I do
not fully believe; I have urged no arguments
but what have brought conviction to my own
mind ; T have written as one who, being fully
persuaded himself, and regarding his subject
as free from all doubt and difficulty, is satis-
fied that nothing more is to be done than to
explain to others in intclligible language the
views which are present to his own mind.

I have given one reason why it is little to
my taste to discuss this doctrine of the Trin-
ity. "Whoever treats of the subject is liable
to be confounded with a class of writers with
whom an intelligent Christian would not will-
ingly be thought to have anything in com-
mon. By many who look with indifference
on the whole discussion, he who contends for
the truth will be placed on a level with those
who defend error. Others will think that he
is agitating questions which might better be
left at rest; and those who hold the tradition-
ary belief will regard him as a disturbee of the
Christian community. It may, however, be a
consolation to him to remember, that even Soc-
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rates — the great opposer of the sophists and
false tcachers of his day—was called Adhos
xai Blavos, prating and turbulent,* and that the
very same epithets, by a singular coincidence,
were applied to Locke,t the most cnlightened
theologian of his age and nation. The fecling,
however, naturally arising from the causes I
have mentioned, might prevent one from cn-
gaging in this controversy, were it not for the
deep sense which a sincere Christian must have
of the value of true Christianity, and of the
necessity of redeeming it from the imputa-
tions to which it has been cxposed. ¢ Ldve,
says one of our old pocts, ‘ esteems no office
mean, and, with. still more spirit, ¢ Entire affec-
tion scorneth nicer hands.”

But there are other causes which make this
an unpleasant subject. It presents humhan na-
ture under the most humiliatihg aspect. The
absurdities that have been maintained arc so
gross, the zeal in maintaining them has been
so ferocious, there is such an abscnce of any
redeeming quality in the spectacle presented,
that it spreads a temporary gloom over our

whole view of the character and destiny of
-

* V. Plutarch. in Catone. [Cat. Maj. c. 28.]
t By Wood, in his “ Athens Oxonienses.”

1 These guotations from Spenser have thus been brought togethox
by Burke.



PREFACE. 33

man. We seem ourselves to sink in the scale
of being, and it demands an effort to recollect
the glorious powers with which God has cn-
dued our race. While inquiring concerning
the truths of religion, we appear to have de-
scended to some obscure region where folly
and prejudice are the sole rulers. We may
remember, with a feeling of painful oppression,
the mortifying language of Hume, in one of
those tracts in which he speculates as coldly
upon the nature and hopes of mankind as if
he were a being of another sphere, bound to
us by no common sympathies. ¢ All popular
theology, especially the scholastic, has a kind
of appetite for absurdity and contradiction. If
that theology went not beyond reason and
common sense, her doctrines would appear
too easy and familiar. Amazement must of
necessity be raised; mystery affected; dark-
ness and obscurity sought after; and a foun-
dation of merit afforded to the devout votaries,
who desire an opportunity of subduing their
rebellious reason by the belief of the most un-
intelligible sophisms.” ¢ To oppose the torrent
of scholastic religion by such feeble maxims as
these, that if is impossible for the same thing to
be and not to be, that the whole is greater than a
part, that two and three make five, is pretend-
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ing to stop the ocean with a bulrush.”* And
is this all that mankind have to hope? Must
this dreary prospect for ever lie before us ? Is
this all that religion has been, and all that it
is to be? We trust not. Still, in the confu-
tation of such doctrines as have been taught,
the triumph, if it may be so called, is hum-
bling. It is a triumph over our common
nature reduced to imbecility. We discover
not how strong human reason is, but how
weak., That it can confute them implics no
power; that it has been cnslaved in their
service makes us feel, almost with apprchen-
sion, how far it may be dcbased. But the
hold which the doctrines of fulse religion have
had upon the hearts of men has never been
proportioned to the extent in which they
have been professed. The truths of Chris-
tianity have maintained a constant struggle
with the opposite crrors that have been coun-
nected with them. At the present time there
are many who acquiesce in thesc errors, and
who even regard them with traditionary respect,
in whose minds they lie inert and harmless.
But the very circumstance last mentioncd
adds to the unpleasant character of the dis-
cussion that follows. Every one in his writ-

* [Natural History of Religion, Seet. XI.)
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ings sometimes turns his thoughts to those
individuals whose approbation would give
him most pleasure, and whose good opinion
he would most desire to confirm. Among
those to whom my thoughts recur, there are
friends from whom I can hope for no sympa-
thy in my present task. A difference of opin-
ion upon this or any other subject canmnot
lessen my respect or love for them; and
should the present work chance to fall in
their way, I could almost wish to know, that
this were the only paragraph that had fixed
their attention. I beg them to believe that I
am no zealot, no partisan of a sect, no dis-
turber of social intercourse by a spirit of
proselytism; and that where I see the fruits
of truc religion, I have no wish to conform
the faith from which they proceed to the
standard of my own. The same opinions,
true or false, may be held in a very different
temper, with very different associations, and
with very different effects upon .character.
The doctrines most pernicious in their gen-
eral results may be innoxious in many par-
ticular cases. The same system of faith which
established its autos de fe in Spain, number-
ing its victims by tens of thousands, and sink-

ing that country to the lowest debasement,
8
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may have been consistent in Fénelon with
every virtue under heaven.

I have but a few words more to say in this
connection. The tract that follows relates
only to one class of those false doctrines that
have been represented as doctrines of Chris-
tianity. There are others equally or more
important. To re-establish trune Christianity
must be a work of long and patient toil, to be
effected far more by the general diffusion of
religious knowledge, than by direct contro-
versy. The views and results to which a few
intelligent scholars may have arrived, must be
made the common property of the community.
Essential and inveterate errors present them-
selves in every department of Christian the-
ology. False religion has thrown its veil over
the character, and perverted the meaning, of
the books of the Old and New Testament.
Of the immense mass of volumes concerning
revealed religion, there is but a scanty num-
ber in which some erroneous systcm does not
form the basis of what is taught. In many
of the most important branches of inquiry, a-
common Christian can find no trustworthy
and sufficient guide. Of the multitude of
topics more immediately connected with Chris-
tianity, there is scarcely onc which docs not
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require to be examined anew from its founda-
tion, and discussed in a manner very different
from what it has been. Religion must be
taken, I will not say out of the hands of
priests, — that race is passing away,— but
out of the hands of divines, such as the gen-
erality of divines have been; and its exposi-
tion and defence must become the study of
philosophers, as being the highest philosophy.
Some degree of attention to the fact is neces-
sary, to be aware of the general and gross ig-
norance that exists concerning almost every
subject connected with our faith. But they
who would communicate the instruction which
is so much needed, must expect to be con-
tinually impeded and resisted by prejudice
and misapprehension. Let them, however,
understand their task and qualify themselves
for it. In the present state of opinion in the
world, it is evident that he is assuming a re-
sponsibility for which he is wholly unfit, who
comes forward as a teacher or defender of
Christianity, without having prepared himself
by serious thought and patient study. The
traditionary believer, if he have taken this re-
sponsibility upon himself, should stop in his
course, till he has ascertained whether he is
doing good or evil. A conflict between re-
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ligion and irreligion has begun, which may
not soon be ended; and in this conflict, Chris-
tianity must look for aid, not to zealots, but
to scholars and philosophers. Our age is not
one in which there can be an esoteric doctrine
for the intelligent, and an exoteric for the un-
informed. The public profession of systcms
of faith by Christian nations and churches,
which are not the faith of the more enlight-
cned classes of society, has produced a state
of things that, it would seem, cannot long
continue. 'We may hope that in Protestant
countries its result will not be, as it was in
France, general infidelity. We may hope
that it will not end in a mere struggle be-
tween fenaticism and irrcligion, as scems to
be the tendency of things in some parts of
our own country. DBut these results can be
prevented only by awakening men’s minds to
inquire, What Christianity is? Xow far it
has been misrepresented? 'What are its cvi
dences? What is its value? And what is
to be done to remove those erroxs which now
deprive it of its power 1

[Cambridge, 1838.]



STATEMENT OF REASONS.

SECTION I

PURPOSE OF THIS WORK.

I proPosE, in what follows, to give a view of the
docirines of Trinitarians respecting the nature of
God and the person of Christ; to state the reasons
for not believing those doctrines; and to show in
what manner the passages of Secripture urged in
their support ought to be regarded.



SECTION IL

THE PROPER MODERN DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY CONTRA-
DICTORY IN TERMS TO THAT OF THE UNITY OF GOD.—
FORMS IN WHICO THE DOCTRINE IAS BEEN STATED,
WITO REMARKS. ~ THE DOCTRINE THAT CIRIST I8 BOTI
GOD AND MAN, A CONTRADICTION IN TERMS.— NO PRE-
TEXCE THAT EITIIER DOCTRINE I8 EXPRESSLY TAUGHT
IN THE BCRIPTURES.— TIIE MODE OF THOEIR SULPOSED
PROOF WIIOLLY BY WAY OF INFERENCE.

Tue proper modern doctrine of the Trinity, as it
appears in the creeds of latter times, is, that there
are three persons in the Divinity, who equally pos-
sess all divine attributes; and the doctrine is con-
nected with an explicit statement that there is but
one God. Now, this doctrine is to be rejected,
because, taken in connection with that of the
unity of God, it is essentially incredible; one
which no man, who has compared the two doc-
trines together with right conceptions of both, ever
did or ever could believe. Three persons, each
equally possessing divine attributes, are three
Gods. A person is a being. No one who has
any correct notion of the meaning of words will
deny this. And the being who possesses divine
attributes must be God or a God. The doctrine
of the Trinity, then, affirms that there are three
Gods. It is affirmed at the same time, that there
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is but one God. But no one can believe that
there are thrce Gods, and that there is but one
God.

This statement is as plain and obvious as any
which can bec made. But it is not the less forcible
because it is perfectly plain and obvious. Some
Trinitarians have indeed remonstrated against
charging those who hold the dodtrine with the
“ apsurpITIES consequent upon the language of
their creed”;* and have asserted that in this
crced the word person is not used in its proper
sense. I do not answer to this, that, if men will
talk absurdity, and insist that they are teaching
truths of infinite importance, it is unreasonable
for them to expect to be understood as meaning
something wholly dlﬂerent from what their words
express. The true dnswer is, that these com-
plaints are unfounded; and that the proper doc-
trine of the Trinity, as it has existed in latter
times, is that which is expressed by the language
used taken in its obvious sense. By person, says
‘Waterland, than whom no writer in defence of
the’ Trmlty has a higher reputation, I certainly
mean 2 " real Person, an Hypostasis, no Mode, At-

_tmbute, or Property...... Each divine Person is
an individual, intelligent Agent; but as subsisting
in one undivided substance, they are all together,
in that respect, but one undivided intelligent
Agent...... The church mnever professed three
Hypostases in any other sense, but as they mean

* The words quoted are from Professor Stuart’s Lettors to the
Rev. W. B, Channing, p. 23, 2d ed.
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three Persons”* There is, indeed, no reasonable
pretence for saying, that the great body of Trini-
tarians, when they have used the word person,
have not meant to express proper personality. He
who asserts the contrary, asserts a mere extrava-
gance. He closes his eyes upon an obvious fact,
and then affirms what he may fancy ought to have
been, instead of what there 'is no doubt really has
been maintained. But on this subject there is
something more to be said; and I shall remark
particularly, not only upon this, but upon the
other evasions which have been resorted to, in
order to escape the foree of the statement which
has just been urged

I wisn, however, first to observe, that the ancient
opinions concerning the Trinity, before the Council
of Nice (A.D. 325), were vERY DIFFERENT from the
modern doctrine, and had this great advantage over
it, that, when viewed simply in connection with the
unity of God, they were not essentially incredible.
According to that form of faith which approached
nearest to the modern Orthodox doctrine, the Fa-
ther alone was the Supreme God, and the Son and
Spirit were beings deriving their existenc® from
him, and far inferior, to whom the title of God
could be properly applied only in an inferior sense.
The subject has been so thoroughly examined, that
the correctness of this statement will not, I think,
be questioned, at the present day, by any respect-

* Vindication of Christ's Divinity, pp. 350, 851, 3d ed.
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able writer. The theological student, who wishes
to see in a small compass the authorities on which
it is founded, may consult one or more of the works
mentioned in the note below.* I have stated that
form of the doetrine which approached nearest to
modern Orthodoxy. But the subject of the person-
ality and divinity of the Holy Spirit, it may be ob-
served, was in a very unsettled state before the
Council of Constantinople (A. D. 381). Gregory
Nazianzen, in his Eulogy of Athanasius, has the
following passage, respecting that great father of
Trinitarian Orthodoxy. ¢ For when all others who
held our doctrine were divided into three classes,
the faith of many being unsound respecting the
Son, that of still more concerning the Holy Spirit
(on which subject to be least impious was
thought to be piety), and a small number being
sound in both respeects ; he first and alone, or with
a very few, had the courage to profess in writing,
clearly and explicitly, the true doctrine of the one

* Petavii Dogmata Theologics, Tom, IL. De Trinitate; particu-
larly Lib. I. cc. 8, 4, 5.— Huetil Origeniana [appended to Tom.
IV. of D¢ la Rues edition of Origen], Lib. IL. Qumst. 2. —
Jackson’s edition of Novatian, with his annotations. — Whitby, Dis-
quisitiones Modests in CL Bulli Defensionem Fidei Nicene.—
‘Whiston's Primitive Christianity, Vol. IV, — Clarke’s Seripture Doc-
trine of the Trinity. — Priestley’s History of Early Opinions, Vol. II.
— Miinscher's Dogmengeschichte, L §§ 85—111.— [Martini, Ver-
such einer pragmatischen Geschichte des Dogma von der Gottheit
Christi in den vier ersten Jahrhunderten, — Christian Examiner, Jan.
1830, Vol. VII. p. 8083, seqq.; Sept. 1831, Vol. XI. p. 22, seqq.;
July, 1882, Vol. XII. p. 208, seqq.; and July, 1838, Vol. XX. p. 343,
seqq. 'The articles referred to were written by tho Rev. Alvan Lam-
son, D.D.]
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Godhead and nature of the three persons. Thus
that truth, a knowledge of which, as far as regards
the Son, had been vouchsafed to most of the Fa-
thers before, he was fully inspired to maintain in
respect to the Holy Spirit.” *

So much for the original doctrine of the Trinity.
I shall now proceed to state the different forms
which the modern doctrine has been made to as-
sume, and in which its language has been ex-
plained, by those who have attempted to conceal
or remove the direct opposition between this and
the doctrine of the unity of God.

I. Many Trinitarian writers have maintained a
modification of the doctrine, in some respects simi-
lar to what has just been stated to be its most an-
cient form. They have considered the Father as
the % fountain of divinity,” whose existence alone is
underived, and have regarded the Son and Spirit
as deriving their existence fromm him and subordi-
nate to him; but, at the same time, as equally
with the Father possessing all divine attributes.
Every well-informed Trinitarian has at least heard
of the Orthodoxy and learning of Bishop Bull. His
Defence of the Nicene Creed is the standard work
as regards the argument in support of the doctrine
of the Trinity from Eecclesiastical History. But
one whole division of this famous book is em-
ployed in maintaining the subordination of the
Son. “No one can doubt,” he says, “that the

* Orat. XXI. Opp. I.394.
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Fathers who lived before the Nicene Couneil
acknowledged this subordination. It remains to
show that the Fathers who wrote after this Coun-
cil taught the same doctrine”* Having given
various quotations from different writers to this
effect, he proceeds: “The ancients, as they re-
garded the Father as the beginning, cause, author,
fountain, of the Son, have not feared to call Him
the one and only God. For thus the Nicene Fa-
thers themselves begin their creed: We believe in
one God, the Father omwipotent; afterwards sub-
joining : and in one [Lord)] Jesus Christ,— God of
God. And the great Athanasius himself concedes,
that the Father is justly called the only God, be-
cause he alone is without origin, and is alone the
fountain of divinity.,” + Bishop Bull next proceeds
to maintain as the catholic doctrine, that though
the Son is equal to the Father in nature and every
essential perfection, yet the Father is greater than
the Son even as regards his divinity ; because the
Father is the origin of the Son; the Son being
from the Father, and not the Father from the
Son. Upon this foundation, he appears to think
that the doctrine of the divine unity may be pre-
served inviolate, though at the same time he con-
tends that the Son, as a real person, distinet from
the Father, is equally God, possessing equally all
divine perfections, the only difference being that,
the perfections as they exist in the Son are de-
rived, and as they exist in the Father are underived

* Defensio Fidoei Nicene, Sect. IV. c. 1. § 3. [ Tbid., § 6.
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The same likewise, according to him, is true of the
Spirit*

But in regard to all such accounts of the doc-
trine, it is an obvious remark, that the existence
of the Son, and of the Spirit, is either necessary,
or it iy 7aot. If their existence be necessary, we have
then three beings necessarily ezisting, each possess-
ing divine attributes; and consequently we have
three Gods. If it be not necessary, but dependent
on the will of the Father, then we say, that the
distance is infinite between underived and inde-
pendent existence, and derived and dependent; be-
tween the supremacy of God, the Father, and the
subordination of beings who exist only through his
will. In the latter view of the doctrine, therefore,
we clearly have but one God; but at the same
time the modern doctrine of the Trinity dis-
appears. The form of statement too, just men-
tioned, must be abandoned; for it can hardly be
pretended that these derived and dependent beings
possess an equality in divine attributes, or are
equal in nature to the Father. Beings whose
existence is dependent om thc will of another
cannot be equal in power to ihe being on whom
they depend. The doctrine, therefors, howéver
disguised by the mode of statement which we are
considering, must, in fact, resolve itself into an
.assertion of three Gods; or must, on the other
hand, amount to nothing more than a form of
Unitarianism. In the latter case, however objec-

* Ibid., Scet. IV.cec 2-~4.
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tionable and unfounded I may think it, it is not my
present purpose to argue directly against it; and
in the former case, it is pressed with all the diffi-
culties which bear upon the doctrine as commonly
stated, and at the same time with new difficulties,
which aflect this particular form of statement.
That, the Son and the Spirit should exist neces-
sarily, as welt' ga. the Father, and possess equally
with the Father all divine attributes, and yet. be
subordinate and inferior to the Father,— or, in
other words, that there should be two beings or
persons, each of whom is properly and in the high-
est sense God, and yet that these two beings or
persons should be subordinate and inferior to an-
other being or person, who is God,—is as inered-
ible a proposition as the doctrine can involve.

IL Orurrs again, who have chosen to call
themselves Trinitarians, profess to understand by
the word person somecthing very different from
what it commonly expresses; and regard it as
denoting neither any proper personality, nor any’
real distinction, in the divine nature, They use
the word in a sense equivalent to that which the
Latin word personz commonly has in classic
writers, and which we may express by the word
charagter. According to them, the Deity con-.
sidered as existing in three different persons: is the
Deity considered as sustaining three different char—
acters. Thus some of them regard the three perwm
as denoting the three relations whieh he beaps 4~
men, as their Creator (the Fabher), theis, Bqdqu’qr
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(the Son), and their Sanctifier (the Holy Spirit).
Others found the distinction maintained in the
doctrine on three attributes of God, as his good-
ness, wisdom, and power. Those who explain the
Trinity in this manner are called modal or nominal
Trinifarians. Their doctrine, as every one must
perceive, is nothing more than simple Unitarian-
ism, disguised, if it may be said to be disguised,
by a very improper use of lJanguage. Yet this doc-
trine, or rather a heterogeneous mixture of opinions
in which this doetrine is conspicuous, has been, ai
times, considerably prevalent, and has almost come
in competition with the proper doctrine. |

III. Taere are others, who maintain, with those
last mentioned, that, in the terms employed in
stating the doctrine of the Trinity, the word per-
son is not to be taken in its usual sense; but who
differ from them, in maintaining that those terms
ought to be understood as affirming a real three-
fold distinction‘in the Godhead. But this is noth-
ing more than a mere evasion, introduced into the
general statement of the doctrine for the purpose
of rescuing it from the charge of absurdity, to
which those who thus explain it allow that it-
would be liable, if the language in which it is
usually expressed were to be understood in its
gommon acceptation. They themselves, however,
after giving this general statement, immediately
relapse into the common belief. 'When they speak
particularly of the Father, the Son, or the Spirit,
they speak of each unequivocally as a person in
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the proper sense of the word. They ascribe to
them personal attributes. They speak of each as
sustaining personal relations peculiar to himself,
and performing personal actions, distinet from
those of either of the others. It was the Son
who was sanctified and sent into the world ; and
the- Father by whom he was sanctified and sent.
It was th¥" Son who became incarnate, and not
the Father. It was the Son who - .mdde 'atone-
ment for the sins of men, and the Father by whom
the atonement was received. The Son was in
the bosom of the Father, but the Father was not
in the bosom of the Son. The Son was the Logos
who was with God, but it would sound harsh to
say that the Father was wilh God. The Son
was the first-born ol every creature, the image of
the Iuvisible God, and did not desire to reiain his
equality with God. There is no one who would
not be shocked at ithe thought of applying this
language to the Father. Again, it was the Holy
Spirit who was sent as the © Comforter” to our
Lord’s Apostles, after his ascension, and not the
Father nor the Son. All this, those who assert the
doctrine of three distinctions, but not of three per-
gons, in the divine nature, must and do say and
allow; and thercfore they do in fact maintain, with-
other Trinitarians, that there are threc divine per-
sons, in the proper sense of the word, distingaished
from each other. They have adopted their mode
of stating the doctrine mercly with a view of avoid-,
ing those obvious objections which overwhajm. :t
as commonly expressed; without any régesd| bq its
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consistency with their real opinions, or with indis-
putable and acknowledged truths. The God and
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ is an intelligent
being, a person. There may seem something like
irreverence in the very statement of this truth ; but
in reasoning respecting the doctrine of the Trinify,
we are obliged to state even such truths as this.
The Son of God is an intelligent being, a person.
And no Christian, one would think, who reflects a
moment upon his own belief, can doubt that these
two persons are not the same. Neither of them,
therefore, is a mere distinetion of the divine pature,
nor the same intelligent being regarded under dif-
ferent distinctions. I.et us consider for a moment
what sort of meaning would be forced npon the
language of Seripture, if, where the Father and the
Son of God are mentioned, we were to substitute
the terms, “the first distinction in the Trinity,” and
“the second distinction in the Trinity”; or, % God
considered in the first distinction of his nature,”
and ¥ Glod considered in the second distinction of
his nature.” I will not produce examples, because
it would appear to me like turning the Scriptures
into burlesque. ,

Jf you prove that the person who is called the
Son of God possesses divine atiributes, you prove
that there is another divine person beside the Fa-
ther. In order to complete the Trinity, you must
proceed to prove, first, Tur PERsONALITY, and then
the divinity, of the Holy Spirit. This is the only
way in which the doctrine can be established. No
one can pretend that there is any'passage in the
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Scriptures, in which it is expressly taught, that
there is a threefold distinction of any sort in the
divine nature. He who proves the doctrine of the
Trinity from the Scriptures, must do it by show-
ing that there are three persons, the Father, the
Son, and the Holy Spirit, who are respectively
mefttioned: in. the Scriptures as each possessing
divine attfibiités. " There is no other medinm of
proof. There is no other way in which the doc-
trine can be established. Of course, it is the very
method of proof to which, in common with other
Trinitarians, those resort, who maintain that form
of stating the doctrine which we are considering.
It follows from this, that their real opinions must
be in fact the same with those of other Trinita-
rians. Indeed, the whole statement appears to be
little more than a mere oversight, a mistake, into
which some have fallen in their haste to escape
from the objections which they have perceived
might be urged against the common form of the
doctrine.

The remarks that have been made appear to me
plain, and such as may be easily understood by
every reader. I have doubted, therefore, whether
to add another, the force of which may not be at
once perceived, except by those who are a little
familiar with metaphysical studies. But as it
seems to show decisively, that thie statement
which we are considering is untenable by any
proper Trinitarian, I have thought, on the whale,'.
that it might be worth while to subjoin it. " -

In. regard to the personality of the divine nature,’

o
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the only question is, whether there are three per-
sons, or but one person. Those with whom we
are arguing deny that there are three persons.
Conscquently they must maintain that there is
but one person. They affirm, however, that there
is a threefold distinction in the divine nature ; that
is,in the nature of this one person. But of the
nature of any being, we can know nothing but by
the attributes or properties of that being. Ab-
stract all the attributes or properties of any being,
and nothing remains of which you can form even
an imagination. These are all that is cognizable
by the human mind. When you say, therefore,
that there is a {hrecfold distinction in the nature
of any being, the only meaning which the words
will admit (in relation to the presenf subject) is,
that the attributes or properties of this being may
be divided into three distinct classes, which may
be considered separately from each other. All,
therefore, which is affirmed by the statement of
those whom we are opposing is, that the attributes
of that one pErsox who is God may be divided
into three distinet classes; or, in other words, that
God may be viewed in three different aspects in
relation to his attributes. But this is nothing more
than a modal or nominal Trinity, as we have before
explained these terms. Those, therefore, whose
opinions we are now considering, are, in faet,
nominal Trinitarians in their statement of the doc-
trine, and real Trinitarians in their belief. They
hold the proper doctrine, with an implicit acknowl-
edgment in the very statement which they have
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adopted, that the proper doctrine is untenable;
and have involved themselves, therefore, in new
difficulties, without having effected an escape from
those with which they were pressed before.

IV. Bur a very cons1derable portion of Trini-
tarlﬂrs, a.nd some of them among the most emi-
nent, have'tiok ihirapk from, understanding the doc-
trine as affirming the existerice of thres equal tlwine
minds, and consequently, to all common apprehen-
sion, of three Gods; and from decidedly rejecting
the doctrine of the unity of God, in that sense
which is at once the popular and the philosophical
sensc of the term. All the unily for which they
contend is only such as may result from those
three divinities being inseparably conjoined, and
having a mutual consciousness, or a mutual %n-
being : which last mode of existence is again ex-
pressed in the language of technical theology by
the terms perichoresis and circumincession. “ To
say,” says Dr. William Sherlock, ¢ they are three
divine persons, and not three distinet infinite minds,
is both heresy and nonsense.”* ¢ The distinction
of persons cannot be more truly and aptly repre-
sented than by the distinction between three men ;
for Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are as really dis-
tinct persons as Peter, James, and John.”} . ¢« We
must allow the Divine persons to be real, substan-'
tial beings.”f There are few names of. hlgber au-
thority among Calvinists than that of Howe. The -

* Vindication of the Doctrine of the Tnmry,p 86." Imﬁou, tm
t Ibid.,p. 105, . .. 1 Doid., p. 47,
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mode of explaining the doctrine to which he was
inclined is well known. He was disposed to re-
gard the three divine persons as *three distinct,
individual, necessarily existent, spiritdal beings,”
who formed together “the most delicious society.”*
Those who give such accounts of the doctrine may
at least claim the merit of having rendered théir
opinions in some degree consistent with each other.
They have succeeded, at a dear purchase to be
sure, in freeing their creed from intrinsic absurdity,
and have produced a doetrine to which there is no
decisive objection, except that it contradiets the
most explicit declarations of the Scriptures, and
the first principles of natural religion ; and is, there-
fore, irreconcilable with all that God has in any
way taught us of himself.

After the Council of Nice, that which we have
last considered became gradually the prevailing
form of the doctrine, except that it was not very
clearly settled in what the divine wnity consisted.
The comparison of the three persons in the Trinity
to three different men was borrowed by Sherlock
from. the Fathers of the fourth century. Gregory
Nazianzen, who himself maintained zealously this
form of Orthodoxy, says that “those who were too
Orthodox fell into polytheism,”t i. e. tritheisim. It
might have been difficult to determine the precise
distance from tritheism of those who were not #o0
Orthodox.

* Howe’s Calm Discourse of the Trinity in the Godhead. ‘Works,
Vol. IL p. 537, seqq., particularly PP 549, 550.
t Orat.I. Opp.I. 16.
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Tha1s, then, is the state of the case. The proper
modern doctrine of the Trinity is, when viewed in
connection with that of the unity of God, a doc-
trine essentially incredible. In endeavoring to pre-
sent it in a form in which it may be defended, one
class of Trinitarians insist strongly upon Jthe sn-
prermécy of ‘the Father, and the subordination of
the Son and "ﬁm’ ﬁwﬁ. These, on the one hand
must either affirm this distifictiofi in sueh & man-
ner as really to maintain only a very untenable
form of Unitarianism; or, on the other hand, must
in fact retain the common doctrine, encumbered
with the new and peculiar difficulty which results
from declaring that the S8on and Spirit are each
properly God, but that each is a subordinate God.
Another class, the nominal Trinitariang explain
away the doctrine eniirely, and leave us nothing
in their general account of it with which to con-
tend, but a very unjustifiable use of language. 4
third class, those who maintain three distinctions,
and deny three persons, have merely put a forced
meaning upon the terms used in its statement;
and have then gone on to reason and to write, in
a manner which necessarily supposes that those
terms are used correctly, and that the common
form of the doctrine, which they profess to’reject,
is really that in which they themselves receive it.
And a fourth class have fallen into plain and bald
tritheism, maintaining the unity of God only by
maintaining that the three Gods of whom they.
speak are ingeparably and most intimately united.
To these we may add, as o Jifth class, those Who
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receive, or profess to receive, the common doctrine,
without any attempt to modify, explain, or under-
stand it. All the sects of Trinitarians fall into one
or other of the five classes just mentioned. Now
we may put the nominal Trinitarians out of the
question. They have nothing to do with the pres-
ent controversy. And if there be any, who, ealling
themselves Trinitarians, do in faet hold such a sub-
ordination of the Son and Spirit to the Father, that
their doctrine amounts only to one form of Uni-
tarianism, we may put these out of the question
likewise, After having done this, it will appear
from the preceding remarks that the whole body
of real Trinitarians may be separated into two
great divisions ; namely, those who, in connection
with theydivine unity, hold the proper doctrine,
either with or without certain modifications, —
which modifications, though intended to lessen,
would really, if possible, add to its incredibility;
and those who, maintaining the unity only in
name, are in fact proper believers in three Gods.
Now we cannot adopt the doctrine of those first
mentioned, becanse we cannot believe what ap-
pears 1o us a contradiction in terms; nor the doc-
trine of those last mentioned, because neither reve-
lation nor reason teaches us that there are three
Gods. If there be any one who does not acqui-
esce in the conclusion to which we have arrived,
I'beg him to read over again what precedes, and
to satisfy himself, either that there is, or that there
is not, some error in the statements .and reason-
ings. The subject is not one with which we are



HYPOSTATIC UNION. a7

at Lberty to trifle, and arbitrarily' assume opinions
without reason. It behooves every one to aitend
well to the subject; and to be sure that he holds
the doctrine with no ambiguous or unsteady faith,
* before he undertakes to maintain, or professes to
believe it, or in any way gives countenance to its
reception among Christians.

Wirn the doéfririé‘6f the Trinity 1s connected
that of the myrposTaTIC UNION, as it is called, or
the doctrine of the union of the divine and human
natures in Christ, in such a manner that these two
natures constitute but one person. But this doe-
trine may be almost said to have pre-eminence in
incredibility above that of the Trinity itself. The
latter can be no object of belief when regarded in
connection with that of the Divine Unity; for
these two doctrines directly contradict each other.
But the former, without reference to any other
doctrine, does in itself involve propositions as
clearly self-contradictory as any which it is in the
power of language to express. It teaches that
Christ is both God and man. The proposition is
very plain and intelligible. The words God and
man are among those which are i most common
use, and the meaning of which is best defined and
understood. There cannot (as with regard to the
terms employed in stating the doctrine of the
Trinity) be any controversy about the sense in
which they are used in this proposition, or, in other
words, about the ideas which they are intended to
express. And we perceive that these ideas are
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wholly incompatible with each other. Our idea
of God is of an infinite being ; our idea of man is
of a finite being; and we perceive that the same
being cannot be both infinite and finite. There is
nothing clear in language, no proposition of any
sort can be affirmed to be true, if we cannot affirm
this to be true,—that it is impossible that the
same being should be finite and infinite; or, in
other words, that it is impossible that the same
being should be man and God. If the doctrine
were not familiar to us, we should revolt from it,
a8 shocking every feeling of reverence toward
God; and it would appear to us, at the same
time, as mere an absurdity as can be presented to
the understanding. No words can be more des-
titute of meaning, so far as they are intended to
convey a proposition which the mind is capable of
admitting, than such language as we sometimes
find used, in which Christ is declared to be' at once
the Creator of the universe, and a man of sorrows;
God omniscient and omnipotent, and a feeble man
of imperfect knowledge.”

I know of no way in which the force of the
statement just urged can appecar to be evaded,
except by a sort of analogy that has been insti-
tuted between the double nature of Christ, as it
is called, and the complex constitution of man, as
consisting of soul and body. It has been said or
implied, that the doctrine of the union of the
divine and human natures in Christ does not

* [See Professor Stuart's Letters, p. 48.]
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involve propositions more self-contradictory than
those which result from the complex constitution
of man;—that we may, for instance, affirm of
man, that he is mortal, and that he is immortal ;
or of a particular individual, that he is dead, and
that he is living (meaning by the latter term, that
he is. ex.isting in the world of spirits). The obvious
answer is, thet there is wo analogy between these
propositions and’ thése oh which ‘we: have. re-
marked. The propositions just stated belong to
a very numerous class, comprehending all those in
which the same term is at once affirmed and de-
nied of the same subject, the term being used in
different senses; or in which terms apparently op-
posite are affirmed of the same subject, the terins
being used in senses mot really opposed to each
other.  'When I say that man is mortal, I mean
that his present life will terminate; when I say
that he is immortal, I mean that his existence
will not terminate. I use the words in senses
not opposed, and bring together no ideas which
are incompatible with each other. The second
proposition just mentioned is of the same char-
acter with the first, and admits, as every one
will perceive, of a similar explanation. In order
to constitute an analogy between propositions
of this sort and those before stated, Trinita-
rians must say, that, when they affirm that
Christ ig finite and not finite, omniscient and
not omniscient, they mean to use the words
“finite” and “omniscient” in different serises .
in the two parts of each proposition: - Bu,b ‘this

10
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they will not say; nor do the words admit of
more than one sense. ’

A being of a complex constitution like man is
not a being of a double nature. The very term
double nalure, when one professes to use it in a
striet, philosophical sense, implies an absurdity.
The nature of a being is aLL which constitutes
it what it is; and when one speaks of a double
nature, it is the same sort of language as if he
were to speak of a double individuality. With re-
gard to a being of a complex constitulion, we may,
undoubtedly, affirm that of a part of this con-
stitution which is not true of the whole being; as
we may affirm of the body of man, that it does
not think, though we cannot affirm this of man;—
or, on the other hand, we may affirm of the being
itself what is not irue of a patt of its constitution,
as by reversing the example just given. This is
the whole truth relating to the subject. Of a
being of a complex constitution, it is as much an
absurdity to affirm contradictory propositions, as
of any other being.

According to those who maintain the doctrine
of the two natures in Christ, Christ speaks of him-
gelf, and is spoken of by his Apostles, sometimes
as a man, sometimes as God, and sometimes as
both God and man. He speaks, and is spoken of,
under these different characters indiscriminately,
without any explanation, and without its being
anywhere declared that he existed in these differ-
ent conditions of being. He prays to that being
whom he himself was. He declares himself to be
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ignorant of what (being God) he knew, and unable
to perform what (being God) he could perform.
He affirms that he could do nothing of himself, or
by his own power, though he was omnipotent.
He, being God, prays for the glory which he had
with God, and declares that another is greater
than himself.* In one of the passages quoTED IN
PROOF OF HI§ DIVINITY, he is called the image of
the invisible God; in another of these passages,
he, the God over a]] blessed for ever, is said to
have been anointed by God with ihe oil of glad-
ness above his fellows; and in a third of them, it
is affirmed that he became obedient to death, even
the death of the cross.i If my readers are shocked
by the combinalions which I have brought to-
gether, I beg them to do me the,justice to believe
that my feelings are the same with their own.
But these combinations necessarily result from the
doctrine which. we are considering. Page after
page might be filled with inconsistencies as gross
and as glaring. The doctrine has turned the Scrip-
tures, as far as they relate to this subject, into a
book of riddles, and, what is worse, of riddles ad-
mitting of no solution. I willingly refrain from
the use of that stronger language which will occur
to many of my readers.

The doctrine of the Trinity, then, and that of.
ihe union of two mnatures in Christ, are doctrines
which, when fairly understood, it is impossible,
from the nature of the human mind, should be be-

* [Seo John xvii.; Mark xiii. 82; Johnv 80; xiv. 28.] '
t [Qolossians 1. 15y sogq ; Hebrews i. , 9; Philippians il. 5-8.]
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lieved. They involve manifest contradictions, and
no man can believe what he perceives to be a con-
tradiction. In what has been already said, I have
not been bringing arguments to disprove these
doctrines ; I have merely been showing that they
are intrinsically incapable of any proof whatever;
for a contradiction cannot be proved ;— that they
are of such a character, that it is impossible to
bring arguments in their support, and unnecessary
to adduce arguments against them.

Hege, then, we might rest. If this proposition
have been established, the controversy is at an end,
as far as it regards the truth of the doctrines, and
as far as it can be carried on against us by any
sect of Christians., Till it can be shown that there
is some EssENTIAL mistake in the preceding state-
ments, he who chooses to urge that these doctrines
were taught by Christ and his Apostles must do
this, not as a Christian, but as an unbeliever, If
Christ and his Apostles communicated a revela-
tion from God, these could make no part of it, for
a revelation from God cannot teach absurdities.

But hete I have no intention of resting. If I
were to do so, I suppose that the old, unfounded
complaint would be repeated ' once .more, that
those who reject these ‘doctrines oppose reason to
revelation ; for there are men who seem wunable to
comprchend the possibility that the doctrines of
their sect may make no part of the Christian reve-
lation. 'What pretence, then, is there for asserting
that the doctrines in question are taught in the
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Scriptures? Certainly they are nowhere ezpressly
taught. It cannot even be pretended that they
are. There is not a passage from one end of the
Bible to the other on which one can by any vio-
lence force such a meaning as to make it affirm
the proposition, “that there are three persons if
the: Godhead, the Father, the Son, and the Holy
Ghost; and these three are one God, the sarnein
substance, equal in power and glory”; or the
proposition that Christ “was and continues to be
God and man in two distinct natures and one per-
son for ever””* There was a famous passage in
the First Epistle of John (v.7), which was believed
to affirm something like the first-mentioned propo-
sition ; but this every man of tolerable learning and
fairness, at the present day, acknowledges to be
spurious. And now this is gone, there is not one
to be discovered of a similar character. THERE 18
NOT A PASSAGE TO BE FOUND IN THE SORIPTURES
WHICH CAN BE IMAGINED TO AFFIRM EITHER OF
THOSE DOCTRINES THAT HAVE BEEN REPRESENTED AS
BEING AT THE YERY FOUNDATION OF CHRISTIANITY.

‘What pretence, then, is there for saying that
those doctrines were taught by Jesus Christ and
are to be received upon his authority? What
ground is there for affirming that he, being & man,
announced himself as the infinite God, and taught
his followers also that God exists in three persons?
But I will state a broader question. What pre-
tence is there for saying that those doctrines were

* [W estminster Assembly’s Shorter Catechism, Answers 6 and 21.]
10%
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taught by any writer, Jewish or Christian, of any
book of the Old or New Testament? None what-
ever;—if, in order to prove that a writer has
taught a doctrine, it be necessary to produce some
passage in which he has affirmed that doctrine.

* What mode of reasoning, then, is adopted by
Trinitarians? I answer, that, in the first place,
they bring forward certain passages, which, they
maintain, prove that Christ is God. With these
passages they likewise bring forward some others,
which are supposed to intimate or prove the per-
sonality and deity of the Holy Spirit. It cannot
but be observed, however, that, for the most part,
they give themsclves comparatively little trouble
about the latter doctrine, and seem to regard it as
following almost as a matter of course, if the for-
mer be established. Now there is no dispute that
the Father is God ; and it being thus proved that
the Son and Spirit are each also God, it is inferred,
not that there are three Gods, which would be the
proper consequence, but that there are three per-
sons in the Divinity. But Christ having been
proved to be God, and it being at the same time
regarded by Trinitarians as certain that he was a
man, it is inferred also that he was both God and
man. . The stress of the argument, it thus appears,
bears upon the proposition that Christ is Grod, the
second person in the Trinity.

Turning away our view, then, for the present,
from the absurdities that are involved in this prop-
osition, or with which it is connected, we will pro-
ceed to inquire, as if it were capable of proof, what
Christ and his Apostles taught concerning it.



SECTION IIIL

THE PROPOSITION, THAT CHEIST I8 GOD, PROVED TO BE
FALSE FROM THE SCRIPTURES,

LeT us examine the Scriptures in respect to the
fundamental doctrine of Trinitarianism; I mean,
particularly, the Christian Seriptures; for the evi-
dence which they afford will render any considera-
tion of the Old Testament unnecessary.

I In the first place, then, I conceive, that, pul-
ting every other part of Scripture out of view, and
Xargetting all that it teaches, this proposition is
Mved to be false by the very passages
which are brought in its support. "We have already
had occasion to advert to the character of some of
these passages, and I shall now remark upon them
a little- more folly. They are supposed to prove
that Christ is God in the highest sense, equal to
the Father, Letus see what they really prove.

One of them is that in which our Saviour prays:
“ And now, Father, glorify thou me with thyself,
with that glory which I had with thee before the
world was.” John xvii. 5.

The being who prayed to God to glorify him,
caNNoT be God.

The first verse of John needs particular explana-
tion, and I shall hereafter recur to it. I will here
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only observe, that if by the term Logos be meant,
as Trinitarians believe, an intelligent being, a per-
son, and this person be Christ, then the person
who was wire God could not have been God,
except in a metaphorical or secondary acceptation
of the terms, or, a8 some commentators have sup-
posed, in an inferior sense of the word @eds ( God),
—it being used not as a proper, but as a common
name.

In John v. 22, it is said, according to the com-
mon version, ¥ The Father judgeth no man; but
hath committed all judgment unto the Son”
“ The Father judgeth mo man, that is, without
the Son,” says a noted Orthodox commentator,
Gill, “which is a proof of their equality.” A
proof of their equality! What, is it God to whom
all judgment ¢s committed by the Father?

We proceed to Colossians i. 15, &ec., and here
the first words which we find declare, that the
being spoken of is “the image of the Invisible
God” Is it possible that any one can believe,
that God is affirmed by the Apostle 1o have been
the image of God ?

Turn now to Philippians ii. 5-8. Here, ac-
cording to the modern Trinitarian exposition,* we
are told, that Christ, who was Glod, as the passage
is brought to prove, did not regard his equality
with God as an object of solicitous desire, but
humbled bimself, and submitted to death, even

* [The exposition and translation of Professor Stuart are here
referred to  See his Letn;s to Dr. Channing, p. 93.]
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the death of the cross. Can any one imagine,
that he is to prove to us by such passages as
these, that the being to whom they relate is the
Infinite Spirit?

There is no part of the New Testament in which
the language concerning Christ is more figurative
and difficult, than that of the first four verses of
the Epistle o the Hebrews. .. But do these verses
prove that the writer of the Epistle believed Christ
to be God? Let us take the common version,
certainly as favorable as any to this supposition,
and consider how the person spoken of is de-
scribed. He is one appointed by God to be heir
of all things, one by whom God made the worlds,
the image of his person, one wio hath sat down at
the right hand of God, one who hath obiained a |
more excellent name than the angels. Is it not
wonderful that the person here spoken of has
been believed to be God? And, if the one thing
could be more strange than the other, would it
not be still more wonderful that this passage has
been regarded as a main proof of the doctrine ?

Liook niext at Hebrews i. 8, 9, in which passage we
find these words: “Therefore God, even thy God,
hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness above
thy fellows” Will any one maintain that this
language is used concerning a being who pos-
sessed essential divinity? If passages of this sort
are brought by any one to establish the doctrine,
by what use of language, by what possible state-
ments, would he expect it to be disproved ?

There are few arguments on which more siress
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has been laid by Trinitarians, than on the applca-
tion of the title # Son of God” to Christ. “Yet one
who had for the first time heard of the doetrine
would doubt, I ihink, whether a disputant who
urged this argument were himself unable to un-
derstand the meaning of language, or presumed
on the incapacity of those whom he addressed.
To prove Christ to be God, a title is adduced
which clearly distinguishes him from God. To
suppose the contrary, is to suppose that Christ is
at once God and the Son of God, that is, his own
. son, unless there be morc than one God.

I think it evident, that the conclusion of the ﬁfth
verse of the ninth chapter of Romans, and the quo-
tation, Heb. i, 10~12, do not relate to Chrisi. T
conceive that they relate to God, the Father. Put-
ting these, for the present, out of the question, the
passages on which I have remarked are among the
principal adduced in support of the doctrine. They
stand in the very first class of proof texts. Let
any man put it to his conscience what they do
prove.

Again, it is inferred that Christ is (lod, beeause
it is said that he will judge the world. To do this,
it is maintained, requires omniscience, and omnis-
cience is the attribute of divinity atone. . I answeor,
that, whatever we may think of the judgment of the

! world spoken of in the New Testament, St. Paul
" declares that God will judge the world by a man*
(not a God) whom ug lias APPOINTRD.

* ¢4 man,” g0 the original should be rendered, not * that man” ;
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Again, it is argued that Christ is God, because
supreme dominion is ascribed to him. I do not
now inquire what is meant by this supreme domin-
ion; but I answer, that it is nowhere aseribed to him
in stronger language than in the following passage.
% Then will be the end, when he will deliver up the
kingdom to God, even the Father; after destroy-
ing all dominion, and all authority and power.
For he must reign till He [that is, God] has put
all his enemies under his feet. . . . . . And when
all things are put under him, then will the Son
himself be subject to Him who put all things
under him, that God may be all in all.” *

No words, one would think, could more clearly
discriminate Christ from God, and declare his de-
pendence and inferiority; and, of necessity, his
infinite inferiority. I say, as I have said before,
infinite inferiority ; because an inferior and de-

év dvdp) § bpioe, Acts xvil 81. [Compare Acts x. 425 John v.
22,27 ; Rom. ii. 16.]

* 1 Cor. xv. 24-28. [Compare Matthew xxviii. 18; Ephesians i.
17~28 ; Philippians i, 9 ~11; John iii. 35; Acts il. 36.— As an il-
Iustration of ‘the sort of reasoning which we often find in Trinitarian
writings, it may, perhaps, be worth whils to mention, that the first
three passages just referred to, or rather fragments of thom, are quoted
in a publication of the American Tract Society, as incontrovertible
proofs that Christ is Gop. See Tract No. 214, entitled * Mors than
One Hundred Seriptural and Incontrovertible Arguments for be-
lieving in the Supreme Divinity of our Lord ‘and Saviour Jesus
Christ.” The 21st of these “ Arguments,” for example, runs thns : —
Christ is God, “beeause it is said he has a name that is above
cvery name. Phil. ii. 9> The wholo verse, of which a few words
aro thus quoted, reads: “ Wherefors God also ath kughly exalted him,
and GIveN him a name which is above every name.” See also
Arg. 1,40, 72]
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pendent must be a finite being, and finite and
infinite do not admit of comparison.

It appears, then, that the doctrine under con-
sideration is overthrown by the very arguments
brought in its support.

II. Bur further; 4 contradicts the express and re-
iterated declarations of our Saviour. According to
the doctrine in question, it was Tae Son, or the
second person in the Trinity, who was united to
the human nature of Christ. It was mis words,
therefore, that Christ, as a divine teacher, spoke;
and it was through m1s power that he performed
his wonderful works. But this is in direct con-
tradiction to the declarations of Christ. He al-
ways refers the divine powers which he exercised,
and the divine knowledge which he discovered,
to the Father, and never to any other person, or to
the Deity considered under any other relation or
distinction. Of himself, os Tne Son, he always
speaks as of a being entirely dependent upon the
Father.
¢ If of myself 1 assume glory, my glory is
nothing} it is my Father who glorifies me.”
John viii, 54.

% As the Father has life in himself, so- mas &8
eraNTED to the Son also to have life in himgelf.”
John v. 26,

This is a verbal translation. A more intelligible
rendering would be: “ As the Father is the source
of life, so has he granted to the Son also to be
the source of life.”
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“ The works which the Father vas arven m= To
PERFORM [i.c. has enabled me to perform], the very
works which I am doing, testify of me, that the
Father has sent me.” John v. 36.

“As the living Father has sent me, and I Live
BY THE FATHER,” &c. John vi. 57.%

“I have not spoken from myself; but He who
sent me, the Father himself, has given me in
charge what I should enjoin, and what I should
teach, . . ... ‘What, therefore, I teach, I teach
as the Father has directed me.” John xii. 49, 50.

“ The words which you hear are not mine, but
the Father’s who sent me.” John xiv. 24.

“I[ I do not the works of my Father, believe me
not.””  John x. 37.

“ The words which I speak to you, I speak not
fromm myself; and the Father, who dwells in me,
himself does the works.”  John xiv. 10,

“Tur; Son can do NOTIING OF UIMSELF, but
only what he sees his Father doing.”  John v. 19,

“ When you have raised on high the Son of Man
[i. e. crucitied him], then you will know that I am
He [i. e. the Messiah], and that I do nothing of my-
self, but speak thus as the Father has taught me.
And He who sent me is with me.” John viii. 28, 29.

I do not mulliply passages, because they must

* #In quoting the words as given above, I have followed the
Common Version; hut the verse should he rendered thus: “ As
the cver-blessed Iather sent moe, and I am blesserl thrgugh the Fa-
ther, so he, whose food X am, shall he blessed throngh me” Zdw,
in this verso, is used in the secondary signification which it so often
has, denoting, I am blessed, I am happy.

11
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pressions of dependence upon his Father and upon
our Father, are the most absolute and unegquivocal.
He felt the common wants of our nature, hunger,
thirst, and weariness. He suffered death, the com-
mon lot of man. He endured the cross, despising
the shame, and he did this for THE JoY SET BEFORE
mim* “Therefore God has HIGHLY EXALTED v
But it is useless to quote or allude to particular
passages, which prove that Christ was a being
distinet from, inferior to, and dependent upon
God. You may find them on every puge of
the New Testament. The proof of this fact is,
ag I have said, imbedded and ingrained in the
very passages broughi to support a contrary propo-
sition.

But it is useless, for another reason, to adduce
arguments in proof of this fact. It is conceded by
Trinitarians explicitly and fully. The doctrine of
the humanity of Christ is as essential a pari of
their scheme as the doctrine of his divinity. They
allow, or, to speak more properly, they contend,
that he was a man. But if this be true, then the
only question that need be examined is, whether it
be possible for Christ to have been at once God
and man, infinite and finite, omniscient and not
omniscient, omnipotent and not omnipotent. 'I'o
my mind, the propositions here supposed are as if
one were to say, that to be sure astronomers have
correctly estimated the size of the earth; but that
it does, notwithstanding, fll infinite space.

* Hebrews xii, 2, I [Philippians ii. 9.}
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IV. In the next place, the doctrine is proved to
be false, because it is evident from the Scriptures
that mone of those effects were produced which would
necessarily have resulled from its first annunciation
by Christ, and 1ts subsequent communication by his
Apostles. The disciples of our Saviour must, at
some period, have considered him merely as a
man. Such he was, to all appearance, and such,
therefore, they must have believed him to be. Be-
fore he commenced his ministry, his relations and
fellow-townsmen certainly regarded him as noth-
ing more than a man. “Is not this the carpenter,
the son of Mary, and brother of James and Joscs
and Judas and Simon? And are not his sisters
here with us?”* At some particular period, the
communication must have been made by our Sav-
iour to his disciples, that he was not a mere man,
but that he was, properly speaking, and in the
highest sense, God himself. The doctrines with
which we are contending, and other doctrines of a
gimilar character, have #o obscured and confused
the whole of Christianity, that even its historical
facts appear to be regarded by many scarcely in
the light of real occurrences. But we may carry
ourselves back in imagination to the time when
Christ was on earth, and place ourselves in the

* Mark vi. 3. X have retained the words *brothexr” and “ais-
ters,” used in the Common Version, not thinking it imporiant, in the
connection in which the paseage is quoted, to make any change in
this rendering ; but the relationship intended X believe to be that of
cougins. [Seo the note on Matthew xiii. 55, in the author’s Notes on
the Gospels.]

11%
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gitnation of the first believers. Let us, then, reflect
for a moment on what would be the state of our
own feelings, if some one with whom we had as-
sociated as a man were to declare to us that he
was really God himself. If his character and
works had been such as to command any atten-
tion to such an assertion, still through what an
agony of incredulity, and doubt, and amazement,
and consternation must the mind pass, before it
could settle down into a conviction of the truth of
his declaration! And when convinced of ils {ruth,
with what unspeakable astonishment should we
be overwhelmed! With what extreme awe, and
entire prosiration of every faculty, should we ap-
proach and contemplate such a being! if indeed
man, in his present ienement of clay, conld endure
such intercourse with his Maker. With what a
strong and unrelaxing grasp would the idea seize
upon our minds! How continually would it he
expressed in the most forcible language, whenever
we had occasion to speak of him! What a drep
and indelible coloring would it give to every
thought and sentiment in the remotest degrec
oonnected with an agent so mysierious and so
awful! But we perceive nothing of this stale of
mind in the disciples of our Saviour; but much
that gives evidence of a very different stule of
mind. One may read over the first three Evange.
lists, and it must be by a more than ordinary exer-
cise of ingenuity, if he discover what may pass for
an argument that cither the writers, or the nuuier-
ous individuals of whom they speak, regarded our
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Saviour as their Maker and God; or that he ever
assumed that character. Can we believe, that, if
such a most extraordinary annunciation as has
been supposed had ever actually been” made by
him, no particular record of its circumstances, and
immediate effects, would have been preserved ? —
that the Evangelists in their accounts of their
Master would have omitted the most remarkable
event in his history and their own?—and that
three of them at least (for so much must be con-
ceded) would have made no direct mention of far
ihe most astonishing fact in relation to his char-
acter? Read over the accounts of the conduct
and conversation of his disciples with their Master,
and put it to your own feelings whether they ever
thought that they were conversing with their God.
Read over these accounts atteniively, and ask your-
self if this supposition do not appear to you one
of the most incongruous that cver entered the
human mind. Take only the [acts and conver-
salion which occurred the night before our Sav-
iour’s crucifixion, as related by St. John. Did
Judas believe that he was betraying his God?
Their Master washed the feet of his Apostles.
Did the Apostles believe — but the question is too
shocking to be stated in plamn words. Did they
then believe their Master to be God, when, sur-
prised at his iaking notice ol an inquiry which
they wished to mauke, but which they had not in
fact proposed,” they thus addressed him? ¢ Now

* Sce John xvi. 17-19.
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we perceive that you know all things, and need
not that any one should question you. By this
we believe that you came from God.”* Could
they impgine that he who, throughout his conver-
sation, spoke of himself only as the minister of
God, and who in their presence prayed to God,
was himself the Almighty? Did they belicve that
it was the Maker of heaven and earth whom they
were deserting, when they left him upon his appre-
hension? But there is hardly a fuct or conversa-
tion recorded in the history of our Saviour’s min-
istry which may not afford ground for such ques-
tions as have been proposed. He who maintains
that the first disciples of our Saviour did ever
“really believe that ithey were in ihe immediate
presence of their God, must maintain at ihe same
time that they were a class of men by themsclves,
and that all their feelings and conduct were imn-
measurably and inconceivably difterent from what
those of any bther human beings would have been
under the same beliel. But beside the entire ab-
sence of ihat state of mind which musi have heen
produced by this belief, there are other continual
indications, direct and indireet, of their opinions
and feelings respecting their Master, wholly ir-
reconcilable with the supposition of its existence
during any period of his ministry, or their own.
Throughout the New Testament, we find nothing
which implies that such a most extraordinary
change of feeling ever took place in the disciples

* John xvi. 80.
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of Christ as must have been produced by the com-
munication that their Master was God himself
upon earth. Nowhere do we find the expression
of those irresistible and absorbing sengiments
which must have possessed their minds under the
conviction of this fact. With this conviction, in
what terms, for instance, would they have spoken
of his crucifixion, and of the circumstances with
which it was attended? The power of langnage
would have sunk under them in the attempt to
cxpress their feelings. Their words, when they
approached the suobject, would have been little
more than a thrilling cry of horror and indigna-
tion. On 1ihis subject they did indeed feel most
deeply ; but can we think that St. Peter regarded
his Masier as God incarnaie, when he thus ad-
dressed the Jews by whom Christ had just been
crucified? ¢ Mcen of Israel, hear thesc words:
Jesug of Nazarclh, proved io you To BpE A MAN
rroMm Gop, by miracles and wonders and signs,
which God did by him in the midst of you, as you
yourselves know, him, delivered up 1o you in
conlormity to the fixed will and forcknowledge of
God, you have crucified and slain by the hands
of the heathen. IIim has Giod raised io life.” *
But what have been stated are not the only con-
gequences which must necessarily have followerd
from the communication of ithe doctrine in ques-
tion. It cannoi be denied by those who hold the
doctrine of the deity of Christ, that, however satis-

* Acts ii. 22~ 24,
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factorily it may be explained, and however well it
may be reconciled with that fundamental princi-
ple of religion to which the Jews were so strongly
attachipl, the doctrine of the Unity of God, yet it
does, or may, at first sight, appear somewhat in-
consislent with it. From the time of the Jew
who is represented by Justin Martyr as dispuling
with him, about the middle of ihe second centiury,
to the present period, it has always been regarded
by the unbelieving Jews with abhorrence. They
have considered the Christians as no betler thun
idolaters ; as denying the first truth of religion.
But the unbelieving Jews, in the time ol the
Apostles, opposed Christianity with ihe ulinost
bitterness and passion. They sought on every
side for objections to it. There was much in ils
character to which the believing Jews could hardly
be reconciled. The Epistles are [ull of statements,
explanations, and controversy relating to questions
having their origin in Jewish prejudices and pus-
sions. 'With regard, however, to this doctrine,
which, if it had ever been taughi, the helieving
Jews must have received with the utmosi dilii-
culty, and to which the unbelieving Jews would
have manifested the most determined opposition,
— with regard to this doctrine, there is no {race
of any controversy. But if it had ever hien
taught, it must have been the main point of ai-
tack and defence between those who assailed and
those who supported Christianity. There is uoth-
ing ever said in its explanation. But, it musi have
required, far more than any other doctring, 10 he
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explained, illustrated, and enforced ; for it appears
not only irreconcilable with the doctrine of the
Unity of God, but equally so with that of the
bhumanity of our Saviour; and yet both these doc-
trines, it seerns, were to be maintained in connec-
tion with it. It must have been necessary, there.
fore, to state it as clearly as possible, to exhibit it
in its relations, and carefully to guard against the
misapprehensions to which it is so liable on every
side. Especially must care have been taken to
prevent the gross mistakes into which the Gentile
converts from polytheism were likely to fall. Yet,
so far from any such clearness of statement and
fulness of explanation, the whole language of the
New Testament in relation to this subject is (as I
have before said) a series of enigmas, upon the
supposition of its truth. The doctrine, then, is
never defended in the New Testament, though
unquestionably it would have been the main ob-
ject of attack, and the main difficulty in the Chris-
tian system. It is never explained, though no
doctrine could have been so much in need of ex-
planation. On the contrary, upon the supposition
of its truth, the Apostles express themselves in
such a manuer, that, if it had been their purpose
to darken and perplex the subject, they could not
have done it more eflectually. And still more,
this doctrine is never 'insisted upon as a necessary
article of faith; though it is now represented by
its defenders as lying at the foundation of Chris-
tianity. With a [ew exceptions, the passages in
which it is imagined to be taught are iniroduced
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incidentally, the attention of the writer being prin-
cipally directed to some other topic; and can be
regarded only as accidental nolices of it. It ap-
pears, then, that while other questions of far less
difficulty- (for instance, the circumecision of the
Gentile converts) were subjects of such doubt and
controversy that even the authority of the Apostles
was barely sufficient to establish the truth, this
doctrine, so extraordinary, so obnoxious, and so
hard to be understood, was introduced in silence,
and received without hesitation, dislike, opposi-
tion, or misapprehension. There are not many
propositions, to be proved or disproved mercly by
moral evidence, which arec more incredible.

I wisn to repeat some of the ideas alrcady sug-
gested, in a little different connection. The doc-
trine that Christ was God himself, appearing 1ipon
earth to make atonement for the sins of men, is
represenicd, by those who maintain it, as a funda-
mental doctrine of Christianity, aflecting essen-
tially the whole character of our religion. If true,
it must indeed have affected essentially the whole
character of the writings of the New Testament.
A truth of such awful and tremendous inicrest, a
fact “at which reason stands aghast, and faith’
herself is half confounded,”*'a doctrine so adapted

* Such is the language of Bishop Hurd in defending the doctrine.
“In this awfully stupendous manner, at which REASON FTANDS
AGIAST, AND FAITH TERSELF IS ITALT CONFOUNDED, was the
grace of God td man at longth manifested.” Sermons preached ut
Lincoln’s Inn, Vol. I p. 287. London, 1785.
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to seize upon and possess the imagination and
the feelings, and at once so necessary and so
difficult to be understood, must have appeared
everywhere in the New Testament in the most
prominent reliel. Nobody, one would think, ean
seriously imagine it any answer to this remark, to
say that “ihe Apostles doubtless expected to be
believed when they had omce plainly asserted any-
thing”; or to suggest that their veracily might
have been suspected, if they had made frequent
and constant asseverations of the truth of the doc-
trine.  What was the business of the Apostles
but to teach and explain, to enforce and delend,
the fundamental doctrines of Christianity? 1 say
to defend these doctrines; for he who reads the
Epistles with any attention, will not think that
the mere authority of an Apostle was decisive in
bearing down at once all crror, doubt, and opposi-
tion among believers. Even if this had been the
case, their converts must still have been furnished
with some answer io those objections with which
the unbelieving Jews would have assailed a doc-
trine so apparently incredible, and so abhorrent to
their feelings. From the very nature of the human
mind, if the minds of the Apostles at all resembled
those of other men, the fact that their Master was
the Almighty, clothed in flesh, must have appcared
continually in their writings, in direct assertions, in
allusions, in the strongest possible expressions of
feeling, in a thousand different forms. The intrin-

* S0 Professor Stuart’s Letters, p. 128,
12
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sic difficulty of the doctrine in question is so great,
and such was the ignorance of the first converts,
and their narrowness of conception, that the Apos-
tles must have continually recurred to it, for the
purpose of explaining it, and guarding it against
misapprehension. As a fundamental doectrine of
our religion, it is one which they must have been
constantly employed in teaching. If it were a
doctrine of Christianity, the evidence for it would
burst from every part of the New Testament in a
blaze of light. Can any one think that we should
be left to collect the proof of a fundamental article
of our faith, and the evidence of incomparably the
most astonishing fact that ever occurred upon our
earth, from some expressions scattered here and
there, the greater part of them being dropped inci-
dentally; and that really one of the most plausi-
ble arguments for it would be found in the omis-
sion of the Greek article in four or five texis?
Can any one think that such a docirine wonld
have been so taught, that, putting out of view the
passages above referred to, the whole remaining
body of the New Testament, the whole history of
our Saviour, and the prevailing and almost uni-
form language of his Apostles, should appear, at
least, to be thoroughly irreconcilable with it? T
speak, it will be remembered, merely of the propo-
sition that Christ is God. With regard to the
doctrine of his double nature, or the docirine of
the Trinity, it cannot, as I have said, be preiended
that either of these is anywhere direetly taught.
The whole New Testament, the Gospels and the
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Epistles, present another aspect from what they
must have done, if the doctrines maintained by
Trinitarians were true. If true, it is incredible
that they should not have appeared in the Serip-
tures in a form essentially different from that in
which alone it can be pretended that they do at
present.

V. In treating of the argument from Scripture,
I have thus far reasoned ad Aominem; as if the
doctrine that Christ is God, in the Trinitarian
sense of the words, were capable of proof. But I
must now advert to the essential character of the
doctrine. It admils of being understood in no sense
which is not obviously false ; and therefore it is tm-
possible that it should have been taught by Christ,
if he were a teacher from God.

From the nature of the Trinitarian doctrines,
ihere is a liability to embarrassment in the whole
of our reasoning from Seripture against them; it
being impossible to say definitely what is to be
disproved. I have endeavored, however, to direct
the argument in such a manner as to meet those
errors in any form they may assume. That so
many have held, or professed to hold ihem, (a phe-
nomenon one of the most remarkable in ihe his-
tory of the human mind,) is principally to be ex-
plained by the fact, that the language in which
they arc stated, iaken in its obvious sense, ex-
presses propositions so utterly incredible. Starting
off from its obvious meaning, the mind has re-
course to conceptions of its own, obscure, unde-



86 REASONING FROM THE NEW TESTAMENT.

fined, and unsettled ; which, by now assuming
one shape and then another, elude the grasp of
reason. In disproving from the Secriptures the
proposition that Christ is God, the arguments
that have been urged, I trust, bear upon it in any
Trinitarian sense which it may be imagined 1o
express. But what docs a Trinitarian mean by
this proposition? Let us assume that the title
« Son of God,” applied to Christ, denotes, in some
sense or other, proper essential divinity. But the
Son is but one of lhree who constitute God. You
may substitute after the numerals the word person,
ot distinction, or any other; it will not affect the
argument. God is & being; and when you have
named Christ or the Son, you have not, according
to the doctrine of the Trinity, named all which
constitutes this being. The Trinitarian asserts
that God exists in three persons; or, to take the
wholly unimportant modification of ihe doctrine
that some writers have attempted to iniroduce,
that ¥ God is three in a certain respect.” But
Christ, it is also affirmed, is God, the Son is God.
Does he, then, exist in three persons? Is he three
in a certain respect? Ungquestionably not. The
word ¢ God” is used in two senses. In one casc,
as applied to the Supreme Being, properly, ! 1he
only sense which a Christian can recognize as the
literal sense of the term ; in the other case, as ap-
plied to Christ, though professedly in the same,
yet clearly and necessarily in a different significa-
tion, no one can tell what.

Again: the Father is God. Nothing can be
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added to his infinity or perfections to complete
our idea of God. Confused as men’s minds have
becn by the doctrine we are opposing, there is no
one who would not shrink from expressly asscrting
anything to be wanting to constitute the Father
God, in the most absolute and comprehensive
sense of the term. Iis conceptions inust be mis-
erably perplexed and perverted, who thinks it pos-
sible to use language on this subject too strong or
too unlimited. In the Father is all that we can
conceive of as constituting God. And there is
but one God. In the Fa.ther, therefore, exists all
that we ean conceive of as constituting the One
and Only God. But it is contended that Christ
also is God. What, however, can any one mean
by this proposition, who understands and assents
to the perfectly intelligible and indisputable propo-
gitions just stated? Js the meaning, that Christ
as well as the Father— or, if ihe Father be God,
we must say, as well as God —is the Onc and
Only God? s it that we are in error about the
unity of God, and that Christ is another God?
No one will assent 1o either of these senses of the
proposition., Does it imply, then, that neither the
Father nor the Son is the One and Only God, but
that together with another, the Holy Spirit, they
constitute ihis mysterious Being? This seems at
first view more conformed to the doctrine o be
maintained; but it must be observed, that he who
adopts this sense asserts, not that Christ is Ged,
but that he is not God ; and asserts at the same

time that the Father is not God.
12%
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Once more: if Christ be God, and if there be
but one God, then all that is true of God is true
of Christ, considered as God; and, on the other
hand, all that is true of the Son is true of God.
This being so, open the Bible, and where ihe name
of God occurs, substitute that of the Son; and
where the name of the Son occurs, that of God.
“ The Son sent his beloved Son”’; ¢Father, the
hour is come; glorify thy Son that thy Son also
may glorify Thee.” I will not, for the sake of cou-
futing any error, put a change on this most solemn
and affecting passage. I have felt throughout ihe
painful incongruity of introducing conceptions that
ought to be accompanicd with very dillerent feel-
ings and associations into such a discussion, and I
am not disposed to pursue the mode just sug-
gested of exemplifying the nature of the crrors
against which I am contending. But one who
had never seen the New Tesiament before would
need but to read a page of it to satisfy himself
that “ the Son of God ” and ¢ God * are not con-
vertible terms, but mean something very differcnt.

But a Trinitarian may answer me, that the word
“God” in the New Testament almost always de-
notes either the Trinity or the Father; and 1hai
he does not suppose it to be applied to the Son in
more than about a dozen instances. One would
think that this state of the case must, at the first
view of it, startle a defender of the docirine thai
Christ is God. It is strange that one equal 1o the
Father in every divine perfeclion should so rarely
be denoted by that name to which he is cqually
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entitled. But passing over this difficulty, what is
the purport of the answer? You maintain that
Christ is God, that the Son is God. If so, are not
all the acts of God his acts ? Is not all that can
be affinned of God to be affirmed of him? You
hesitate, perhaps ; but there is no reason why you
should. If there be any meaning in the New
Testament, these questions must be answered in
the negative. It is clear, then, that, whatever you
may imagine, you do not use the term * God” in
the same sense when applied to the Son, as when
applied by you to what you call the Trinity, or to
the First Person of the Trinity; or as when ap-
plied either by you or us to the Supreme Being.
But, as regards the question wunder discussion,
the word admits of no variety of signification.
The proposition, then, that Christ is God, is so
thoroughly irreconcilable with the New Testa-
ment, that no one could think of maintaining it
except through a confused misapprehension of its
meaning..

Hzre, then, I close the argument from Serip-
ture; not because it is exhausted, but because it
must be useless to pursue it further.* Iwill only
add a few general remarks, founded in part on
what has been already said concerning the pas-

* [The reader who wishes to parsue it farther is referred to Wil-
gon’s “ Seripture Proofs and Seriptural Illustrations of Unitarianism,”
3d ed , 1846, 870, — & work which gives a fuller view than can easily
be found clsewhere, not only of the Seripture proofs of Unitarianism,
but of the alleged Scripture evidence for Trinjtarianism.]
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sziges adduced by Trinitarians in support of their
doctrines.

In the first place, it is to be recollected that the
passages urged to prove that Christ is God are
alone sufficient evidence against ihis proposition.
A large portion of them contain language which
cannot be used concerning God, which necessarily
distinguishes Christ from God, and which clearly
represents him as an inferior and dependent being.

In the next place, I wish to recall another re-
mark to ihe recollection of my readers. It is, that
the doctrines maintained by Trinitarians, upon the
supposition of their possibility and truth, must
have been taught very differently from the manner
in which they are supposed to be. Let any one
recollect, that THERE 13 NO PRETENCE THAT ANY
PASSAGE IN SCRIPTURE AFFIRMS TIIE DOCTRINE OF
THE TRINITY, OR THAT OF THE DOUBLE NATURE
OF Curist; and then let him look over the pas-
sages brought to prove that Christ is God ; let him
consider how they are eollected from one place and
another, how thinly they are scattered through the
New Testament, and how incidentally they are
introduced ; let him observe that, in a majority of
the books of the New Testament, there is not one
on which a wary disputapt would choose to rely;
and then let him remsinber the general tenor of
the Christian Scriptures, and the undisputed mean-
ing of far the greater part of their language in
relation to this subject. Having done this, I think
he may safely say, before any eritical examination
of the meaning of those passages, that their mean.
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ing must have been mistaken; that the evidence
adduced is altogether defective in ils general as-
pect; and that it is not by such detached passages
as these, taken in a sense opposed to the general
tenor of the Scriptures, that a doctrine like that in
question can be established. We might as rea-
sonably attempt to prove, in apposition to the
daily witness of the heavens, that there are three
suns instead of but one, by building an argument
on the accounts which we have of parhelia.
Another remark of some importance is, that, as
Trinilarians differ much in their modes of explain-
ing the doctrine, so are they not well agreed in
their mannecr of defending it. When 1he doctrine
was first introduced, it was defended, as Bishop
Horsley tiells us, ¢ by arguments drawn from Pla-
tonic principles.”” To say nothing of these, some
of the favoritc arguments from Scripture of the
ancient Fathers were such as no Trinitarian at the
present day would choose to insist upon. One of
those, for instance, which was adduced io prove
the Trinity is found in Ecclesiastes iv. 12, «A
threefold cord is not soon broken.” Not a few of
the Fathers, says Whitby, explain this concerning
the Holy Trinity.f Another passage often ad-
duced, and among others by Athanasius, as de-
clarative of the generation of the Son from the
substance of the Father, was discovered in'the

* Charge, IV. § 2, published in Horsley’s Tracts in C'ontroi'orsy

with Dr. Prieatley.
t Dissertatio de S. Seripturarum Intorpretatione secundum Patrum

Commentarios, pp. 95, 96.
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first verse of the 45th Psalm. The argument
founded upon this disappears altogether in our
common version, which renders it: My heart is
inditing a good matter.” But the word iu the
Septuagint corresponding to matter in the com-
mon version is Logos; and the Fathers under-
stood the passage thus: My heart is throwing
out a good Logos.* A proof that the second
person in the Trinity became incarnate, was found
in Proverbs ix. 1: “ Wisdom hath builded her
house”;t for the sccond person, or the Son, was
regarded in the theology of the times as the Wis-
. dom of the Father. These are mercly specimens
taken from many of a similar character, a number
more of which may be found in the work of Whit-
by just referred to in the margin. Since ihe first
introduction of the doctrine, the mode of its de-
fence has been continually changing. As wore
just notions respecting the eriticism and iTltcrpre-
tation of the Scriptures have slowly made their
way, one passage after another has been dropped
from the Trinitarian roll. Some which are re-
tained by one expositor are given up hy auother.
Even two centuries ago, Calvin threw away or
depreciated the value of many texts, which most
Trinitarians would think hardly to be spared. 1

* Dissertatin de S. Scripturarum Interpretatione secundum Patrum
Commentarios, p. 75

t Ibid,, p. 92.

1 [Thus, for example, in his note on John x.30,% I and my Father
are one,” Calvin says: * The ancients improperly used this passage
to prove that Christ is of the same substance with the Father. For
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There are very few of any importance in the
controversy, the Orthodox exposition of which
has not been abandoned by some one or more of
the principal Trinitarian critics among Protestants.*
Among Catholics, there are many by whom it is
rather affirmed than conceded, that the doectrine
of the Trinity is not to be proved from the Serip-
tures, but rests for its support upon the #radition
of the Church.

‘WuENCE, then, was the doctrine of the Trinity
derived? The answer to this question is impor-
tant. Reason and Scripture have borne their testi-
mony against the doctrine ; and I am now about
to call another withess, Ecclesiastical History.

he is not spegking of a unity of substance, but of his agreement
(consensu) with the Father; implying that whatever he does will be
confirmed by the Father’s power.” — Opp. VI. P. IL 103,

It may be observed, that the earlier Christian Fathers who treat
of this passage do not explain it in the manner which is censured by
Calvin, They understood the word “one,” which is in the neuter
gender in the original, as denoting, not a unity of nature, but of will
and affection, a moral unity ; referring for this use of language to
other passages of Serpture, as John xvii. 11, 21 -23 ; Actsiv. 32;

*1 Cor.iii. 8, &c. So Tertullian, Advers. Praxeam, e. 22; Novatian,
De Trinitate, e. 27; Origen, Cont. Celsum, Lib. VIIL c. 12, Opp. L
750, 751 ; Comm. in Joannem, Tom. xiii. ¢. 36, Opp. IV, 245 ; and
clsewhere. Sce also the citations from Hippolytus, Alexander of
Alexandria, and Eusebius, in Jackson’s notes on Novatian, pp. 868,
869. The passage is understooil in a similar manncr by Erasmaus,
Grotiuns, Bp. Pearce, Abp, Neweome, Bp. Middleton, Knapp, Rosen-
miiller, Kuinoel, Stuart, Schlousner, Wahl, and Robinson.]

* [For abundant proof of this fact, see Wilsan’s  Conces4ions of
Trinitarians,” Munchester, Eng., and Boston, U. 8., 1845. 8vo.]



SECTION IV.

ON THE ORIGIN OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY.

Wz can trace the history of this doctrine, and dis-
cover its source, not in the Christian revelution, but
in the Platonic philosophy ;* which was the preva-
lent philosophy during the fisst ages after the iniro-
duction of Christianity, and of which all the more
eminent Christian writers, the Fathers as they are
called, were, in a greater or less degree, disciples.
They, as others have often done, blended 1iheir
philosophy and their religion into ene complex
and heterogeneous system; and tanght the doc-
trines of the former as those of the latter. In this
manner, they introduced errors into the popular
faith. “It is an old complaint of learned men,”
says Mosheim, “that the Fathers, or teachers of
the ancient church, were too much inclined 1o the
philosophy of Plato, and rashly confounded what,
was taught by that philosopher with the docirines
of Christ, our Saviour; in consequence of which,
the religion of Heaven was greaily corrupted, and

* I state the proposition in this genoral form, in which the anthor-
Ities to be adduced directly apply to it. Butit is to e ohserved, thag
the doctrine of the personality of the Logos, and of his divinity, in an
inferior sense of that term, which was the germ of the Trinity, was
immediately derived from Philo, the Jewish Plato as he has been
called, which fact I shall hereafter have oceasion to ndvert to.
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the truth much obscured.”* This passage is from
the Dissertation of Mosheim, Concerning the In-
jury done lo the Church by the Later Platonists.
In the same Dissertation, after stating some of the
obstructions thrown in the way of Christianity by
those of the later Platonists who were its enemies,|
he proceeds to say: ‘“But these evils were only
external, and although they were injurious to our
most holy religion, and delayed its progress, yet
they did not corrupt its very nature, and disease,
if I may so speak, its vitals. More fatal distempers
afllicted Christianity, after this philosophy had en-
tered the very limits of the sacred city, and had
built a habitation for herself in the minds of those
to whom the business of instruction was com-
mitted. There is unothing, ithe most sacred in our
faith, which from that time was not profaned, and
did not lose a great part of its original and natural
form» 4+ “Few of thé¢ learned,” he adds in an-
other place, “are so unacquainied with ecclesi-
astical history, as to be ignorant what a great
number of errors, and most preposterous opinions,
flowed in from this impure source.”} Among the
false doctrines thus introduced from the Platonic
philosophy is to be reckoned, pre-emincntly, that
of the Trinity. Gibbhon says, with a sneer, that .
“the Athenian sage [Plato] marvellously antici-’
pated one of the most surprising dmcovenes of the

* Mosheim, Do turbatd per recentiores Platonigos Eeelwa Gom
mentatio, § vi.
t Ibid, § xxxiii.
 Ibid, § =lviii.
' 13
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Christian revelation”* In making this assertion,
Gibbon adopted a popular error, for which there in
no foundation. Nothing resembling the doctrine
of ihe Trinity is to be found in the writings of
Plato himself.4 But there is no question that, in
Mifferent forms, it was a favorite doetrine of the
later Platonists, equally of those who were not
Christians as of those who were. Both the one
and ihe other class expressed the docfrine in simis
lar terms, explained it in a similar munner, and
defended it, as far as the, nature of the ciwe al-
lowed, by similar argumepts; and both appealed
in its support to ihe authority of Plato. Clement
of Alexandria, one of the earliest of the Trinitarinn
and Platonizing Fathers, (he flourished about the
commencement of the third century,) endeavors to
show, that the doctrine was taught by that philoso-
pher.  He quotes a passage from one of the episs
tles aseribed to him,} in which mention is made of
a second and third principle, beside ‘the % King of
all things.” In this passage, he observes, he ¢ can

* [Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, Ch. x1i/]
1 Mbosheim says, ironically : ¢ Certainly the three famous liypos.
tases of the Inter Platonists may lie discovered in the Timmwus of
Plato, as easily and readily as the three prineiplos of the chemigts,
salt, sulphur, and mereury.” * Carte tres illas eclehorriman Hyponta-
ses Platonicorum in Timzwo Platonis oatenderd, eque facile et promp.
tum est, atque trin chymicornm prinripia, sal, sulphur, ¢t mereurinm
ex hoe Dialogo ernore.” (See his Notes to his Latin Trauslation of
Cudworth's Intellectual System, 24 ed., Tom. L. p. 901) Thn dote
trine of the Trinity iy as littls to be discovered in any other genuine
wuting of Plato as in the Timens.
$ The seconil epistle to Dionysiua ; which, with all the other oplige
tles aserilied to Plato, is now generally regarded as purions,
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understand nothing to be meant but the Sacred
Trinity ; the third principle being the Holy Spirit,
and the second principle being the Son, by whom
all things were created according to the w111 of the
Father” * A similar interpretation of the passage
is referred to by Eusebius;t and in the oration,
which he aseribes to Constantine, as addressed
“To the Assembly of Saints,” Plato is eulogized
as teaching, conformably to the truth, that “ there
is a First God, the Father, and a Second God, the
Logos or Son.”t Augustine tells us in his Con-
fessions, that he found the true doctrine coneern-
ing the Logos in a Latin translation of some Pla-
tonic writings, which the providence of God had
thrown in his way.§ Speaking of those ancient
philosophers who were particularly admired by the
later Platonists, he says: « If these men could re-
vive, and live over again their lives with us, with
the change of o few words and sentences thgy
would become Christians, as very many Plato-
nists of our own time have done.”|| Theodoret
gives the following account of the Platonic Trin-
ity as compared with the Christian: % Plotinus
and Numenius, explaining the opinion of Plato,
represent him as teaching the existence of three
principles which are beyond time and eternal, The

* Stromat. Lib. V. e. 14. p. 710, ed. Potter. ‘

t Preparatio Evangelica, Lib, XI. c. 20.

t Cap. 9.

§ «Tn, Domine . . ... procurasti mihi . . ... quosdam Plato-
nicorum libros,” &e. [Cpnfess, Lib. VII. ce. 8, 9.] Opp.I cql. !28.'
Basil. 1556.

|l Lib, de Ver Religione. [Cap.4,al.7.] Opp.K ool. 70*; N
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Good, Intellect, and the Soul of the World. He
gives the name of The Good to the being whom
we call Father; of Intellect, to him whom we
name Son and Logos; and the power which ani-
mates and gives life to all things, which the Di-
vine Word names Holy Spirit, he calls Soul. But
these doctrines, as I have said, have been stolen
from the philosophy and theology of the He-
brews.”* Basnage had good reason for observ-
ing, that the Fathers almost made Plato to have
been a Christian, before the introduction of Chris-
tianity. Immediately after this remark, Basnage
quotes a writer of the fifth century, who expresscs
with honest zeal his admiration at the supposed
fact, that the Athenian sage should have so mar-
vellously anticipated the most mysterious doctrines
of reyelation.t

I will produce a few passages from modem
Pinitarion writers, to show the near resem-
blance between the Christian and Platonic Trin-
ity. The very learned Cudworth, in his greaf,
work on the Intellectual System, has brought
together all that antiquity could furnish to illus-
trate the doctrine. He institutes a long and mi-
nute comparison between the forms in which it was
held by the Heathen Pldtonists, and that in which it
was held by the Christian Fathers. Toward the con-
clusion of this, we find the following passages :—

“Thus have we given a true and full account,
how, according to Athanasius, the three divine

* Greec. Affect. Curat. Serm. IT. Opp. IV. 500, ed. Sirmond,
t Basnage, Histoire des Juify , Liv. IV, ch, 4. § 20.
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hypostases, though not monoousious, but homoou-
sious ouly, are really but ome God or Divinity.
In all which doctrine of his, there is nothing but
what a true and genuine Platonist would readily
subscribe to.” *

% As the Platonic Pagans after Christianity did
approve of the Christian doctrine concerning the
Liogos, as that which was exactly agreeable with
their own; so did the generality of the Christian
Fathers, before and after the Nicene Council, rep-
resent the genuine Platonic Trinity as really the
same thing with the Christian, or as approaching
so near to it, that they differed chiefly in circum-
stances, or the manner of expression.” ¢

In proof of ihis, Cudworth produces many pas-
sages similar to those which I have quoted from
the Fathers. Athanasius, he observes, % sends the
Arians to school to the Platonisis.” §

Basnage was not disposed to allow such a :re-
semblance between the Christian and Platonic
Trinity as that which Cudworth maintains, and
has written expressly in refutation of the latter.
It is not necessary to enter into this controversy.
The sentence with which he concludes his re-

* CL.IV.§ 36. p. 620. [Vol.IL p. 15, Andover edit.]

+ Pago 621. [al. IL. 17.]

t Pago 623, [al. IL. 19, 20.] Thestudy of Cudworth is strongly
recommended by Bishop Ilorsley for the information which his work
contains respecting the tenets of the Platonists, See his Charge,
befare quoted, V. § 5, I would recommend it also, with particalar
reference to the subjact before us; for I know no other work from .
which so much information can be derived oonoernmg tbn uhgﬂu oi’ ;
the Christian docirine of the Trinity.

13*%
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marks on. *i:he"subject, is enough for our purpose.
« Christianity, in its triumph, has often reflected
honor on the Platonists; and as the Christians
took some pride in finding the Trinity taught
by a philosopher, so the Platonists were proud in
their turn to see the Christians adopt their prin-
ciples.””*

I quote the authorities of learned Trinitarians,
rather than adduce the facts on which they are
founded, because the facts could not be satisfac-
torily stated and explained in a small compass.
It is to be observed, that Trinitarians, in admit-
ting the influcnce of the Platonic doctrine upon the
faith of the early Christians, of course do not re-
gard the Platonic as the original source of the
Orthodox doctrine, but many of them represent
it as having occasioned errors and heresies, and
particularly the Arian heresy. Such was the opin-
ion of Petavius, who in his Theologica Dogmata,t
after giving an account of the Platonic notions
concerning the Trinity, thus remarks.

“ T will now proceed to consider the subject on
account of which I have cntered into so full an
investigation of the opinions of the Platonists
concerning the Trinity; namely, in what manner
this doctrine was conceived of by some of the

»ancients, and how the fiction of Plato concerning
the Trinity was gradmally introduced into Chris-
tianity by those of the Platonists who had become
converts to our religion, or by others who had been

* Histoire des Juifs, Liv. IV. ch. 3,4.
t De Trinitate, Lib. L. c. 8. § 1.
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in any way indoctrinated in the Platonie philoso-
phy. They are to be separated into two classes.
One consists of such as, properly speaking, were
unworthy the name of Cbristians, being heretics.
The other, of those who were true Christians, Cath-
olics, and saints; but who, through the circum-
stances of their age, the mystery not yet being
properly understood, threw out dangerous propo-
sitions concerning it.”

The very Orthodox Gale, in his Court of the
Gentiles, says: ¢ The learned Christians, Clemens
Alexandrinus, Origen, &ec., made use of the Py-
thagorean and Platomc phllosophy, which was at
this time wholly in request, as a medium to illus-
trate and prove the great inysteries of faith, touch-
ing the Divine Adyos, word, mentioned John i 1,
hoping by such symbolisings, and claiming kindred
with these philosophie notions and traditions (orlgl-
nally Jewish) touching the Platonic Adyos, vots, and
puds, [the Platonic irinity,] they might gain very
much credit and inlerest amongst these Platonic
Sophistes”*

Beausobre, in his History of Manicheism, ad-
verts to this subject. His opinion concerning the
resemblance of the Platonie and Clristian Trinity
appears in the following passage.

“ Such, according to Chaleidius,t was the Pla-
tonic Trinity. It has been justly regarded as de-.
fective, 1. It speaks of a jirst, a second, and a

*PartIII.B.II.o 1.§9.

t Chaleldins was a Platonic philogopher, who lived bdm'a ihe plbu
of the fourfh century.
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shird God; ‘expressions which Christianity hes
banished. Still, as appears from what I have
,said, Plato really acknowledged but a single God,
because he admitted, properly speaking, but a sin-
gle First Cause, and a single Monarch. 2. This
theology is still further censured for the division
of the Divine Persons, who are not only distin-
guished, but separated. The objection is well
grounded. But this error may be pardoned in a
philosopher; since it is excused in a great number
of Christian writers, who have had the lights of
the Gospel. 3. In the last place, fault is found
with this theology on account of the incquality of
the Persons. There is a supreme God, to whom
the two others are subject. There was the same
defect in the theology of the Manicheans, They
believed the consubstantiality of the Persons, but
they did not believe their equality. The Son was
below the Father, and the Holy Spirit below the
Father and Son. But if we go back 1o the time
when Manicheeus lived [about the middle of the
third century], we shall be obliged io pardon an
error which was then very general...... Huet,
who"‘p,tlsknowledges that Origen has cverywhere
Jtatght thet the Son is inferior to the Father, ex-
cuses hima on the ground that this was the comi-
mon doctrine of those writets who preceded the
Council of Nice. And Petavius not only does not
deny it, but proves it at length in his First Book
on the Trinity.”*

* Histoire du Manichéisme, Tom. I. pp. 560; 561.
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There has been no more noted defender of the
doctrine in modern times than Bishop Horsley.
The following is a quotation from his Letters to
Dr. Priestley.

“ I am very sensible that the Platonizers of the
second century were the Orthodox of that age. I
have not denied this. On the contrary, I have en-
deavored to show that their Platonism brings no
imputation upon their Orthodoxy. The advocates
of the Catholic faith in modern times bave been
too apt to take alarm at the charge of Platonism.
Igejoice and glory in the opprobrium. I not only
conless, but I maintain, not a perfect agreement,
but such a similitude as speaks a common origin,
and affords an arguinent in confirmation of the
Catholic doctrine [of the Trinity], from its con-
formity to the most ancient and universal tradi-
tions.” ¥

In another place he says: # It must be acknowl-
edged, that the first converts from the Platonic
school took advaniage of the resemblance between
the Evangelic and Platonic doctrine on the subject
of the Godhead, to apply the principles of their
old philosophy to the explication and confirmation
of the articles of their faith. They defended it by
argaments drawn from Platonic prineiples; they
even propounded it in Platonic language.”t . .

The celebraicd Bentley, upon taking bis: dagree
of Doctor of Divinity in 1696 at Cambridge, de-
fended ¢ the identity of the Christian and Platonjc

XU
* Lettets to Dr. Priestley, Letter 13. + Charge, XV. § %
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Trinity)’ together with *the Mosaic account of
the Creation and the Deluge,” and “the proof
of divine authority by the miracles recorded in
Scripture” Nor does it appear that the first-men-
tioned position was regarded with sarprise or oblo-
quy, any more than the last two.*

I might produce more authorities in support of
the facts which have been stated. But I conceive
it to be unnecessary. The fair inference from
these facts every reader is able to draw for himn-
self. The doctrine of the Trinity is not a doctrine
of Christ and his Apostles, but a fiction of the
school of the later Platonists, introduced into our
religion by the Fathers, who were admirers and
disciples of the philosophy taught in this school.
The want of all mention of it in the Seriptures is
abundantly compensated by the ample space which
it occupies in the writings of the heathen Plato-
nists, and of the Platonizing Fathers.

But what has been stated is not the only evi-
dence which Ecclesiastical History affords agaiust
this doctrine. The conclusion to which we have
just arrived is confirmed by other facts. DBut ihere,
however important, I will here but barely mention.
They. are the facts of its gradual introduction ; of
its slow growth lo its present form ; of the xtrong*‘
opposition which it encountered ; and of its iardy
reception among the great body of common Cliris«
tigns.}

* See Monk’s Life of Bentley, p. 57,
1 On these subjects, see Dr. Priestley’s History of Early Opinions
concerning Jesus Christ. [Compare Mr. Norton's ® Account of the
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CupworTmn, after remarking “ that not a fswg(ﬁ
those ancient Fathers, who were therefore reputed
Orthodox because they zealously opposed Arian-
ism,” namely, Gregory Nyssen, Cyril of Alexan-
dria, and others, entertained the opinion that the
three persons in the Trinity were three distinct
individuals, “like three individual men, Thomas,
Peter, and John,” — the divine nature being com-
mon to the former as the buman nature is to the
latter,— observes that % some would think that the
ancient and genuine Platonic Trinity, taken with
all its faults, is to be preferred before this Trinity.”
He then says: “ But as this Trinity came after-
wards to be decried for tritheistic, so in the room
thercof started there up that other Trinity of per-
sons numerically the same, or having all one and
the same singular existent cssence,—a doctrine
which scemeih not to have been owned by any
public authority in the Christian Church, save that
of the Lateran Council only.” *

This is the present Orthodox form of the doc-
trine of the Trinity. Cudworth refers to the
fourth general Lateran Council, held in 1215,
under Pope Innocent the Third. The same Coun-
cil which, in the depth of the Dark Ages, es-
tablished the modern doctrine of the Trinity,
established, likewise, that of Transubstantiation ;
Controvorsy betwoen Dr. Priestley, Dr. Horsley, and others,” in the
General Repository and Roview (Cambridge, 1812, lals), Vols.
L-XL]

* Intollectusl System, Ch. XV. § 36. pp. 602-604. [I.'I?l -798,
Andover edit.]
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enforced with the utmost rigor the persecution of
heretics, whom it ordered to be sought out and
exterminated ; and prepared the way for the iri-
bunals of the Inquisition, which were shortly after
established.”

* See Fleury, Histoite Ecclésiastique, An, 1215,



SECTION V.

‘e
CONCERNING THE HISTORY OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE
HYPOSTATIC UNION.

It may throw some further light upon the hu-
man origin of the doctrine of the Trinity, briefly to
notice the history of that of the Hypostatic Union.

By Trinitarians it is represented as a doctrine of
fundamental importance, that Christ was at once
God and man, the two natures being so united as
to consiilute but one person. It is ihis, indeed,
which is supposed to give its chiel inierest to ihe
doctrine of the Trinity ; since only he who was at
once God and man could, it is said, have made for
men that infinite atonement which the justice of
God, or rather the justice of the Father, required.
But in the minds of most of those who profess the
doctrine, it exists, I conceive, merely as a form of
words, not significant of any conceptions, however
dim or incongruous. They have not even formed
an imagination, possible or impossible, of what is
meant by the Hypostatic Union. It is a remark-
able fact, that while new atlempts to explain the
doctrine of the Trinity, new hypotheses and illins-
trations of it, have been abundant, this other doc-
trine has, in modern times, been generally left in, ’chq: :

na.kedness of ite verbal statement; that #'the'
"
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head. and rmanhood being joined together in one
person never to be divided, there is one Christ,
very God and very man, who truly suffered, was
crucified, dead, and buried.”

Ir was in the fifth century that the doctrine
assumed its present form. The Fathers of the
second century believed in the incarnation of the
Logos, or the Son of God; they believed that he
became a man, that is, they believed that he mani-
fested himself in a human body ; but their concep-
tions concerning the particular nature of the rela~
tion between the divinity and humanity of Christ
were obscure and unsettled. Their general no-
tions respecting the Incarnation may more easily
be ascertained, though they have not till of late
been made the subject of much eritical inquiry.

Iy Justin Martyr there is, I think, but one pas-
sage concerning the mode and results of the con-
nection between the two natures in Christ, which
has been regarded as of much importance ; and

. $hat has been differently explained, and, as the toxt
‘woV, stands, is, I believe, unintelligible.* What,

* Justin (Apologia Sec. p. 128, ed. Thirlb.) [0,10, p. 48, C. ef:
Morel.] is speaking of the superiority of Christ to 'all other lawgvers.
These, be admits, possessed a portion of the Logos, that is, were en-
lightened, in a certain degree, by the Wisdom of God; but Christ was
the Logos himself; therefore the doctrines he tanght and Christians
believed (rd jpérepa) were far higher than all which had been tanght
befors. 'The passage in question, by the insertion of & comma and &
letter, may receive a certain meaning, but one which throws littlo
light on the subject. — Meyakedrepa . . . . Palveras v& fuérepa Sk
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however, is more important, it appears from the
general tenor of his language on this subject,
that Justin regarded the Logos alone as, properly
speaking, Christ himself. His notions of the in-
carnation of the Logos were essentially those which
we usually connect with that word as denoting
the assumption of a body by a spiritual being,
and not as implying any union or combination
of a superior nature with the human. Though
he uses the term “man® in reference to the ani-
mate body of Christ, yet the real agent and sufferer
whom he scems always to have had in view is the
Logos; for the conceptions of Justin concerning
the Liogos were not such as to exclude the idea of
his suffering. Speaking of the agony of Christ in
the garden of Gethsemane, he says it was recorded,
% that we might know that it was the will of the
Father that his Son should truly thus suffer for our
sakes; and that we might not say that he being
the Son of God had no feeling of what was done
to him or what befell him.”* In later times, in-
deed, language was used, and its use has continued
to our own day,— language not utterly intolerable
only because it is utterly without meaning,—i

voiro [,] Noyudy 73 [£. rov] hov 7dv pavévra 8’ juds Xpioriv ye-
yovévai, kal odpa, kal Ndyow, kal Yuxfy. © It appears that our dae-
trines are far superior, for this reason, that the whole Christ. wha "
appeared for us, body, Logos, and snimal soul, pmama(f M‘Qbm
Logos (Aoyikdy yeyovéyar). ‘

Perhaps the use of such language may be illustrated lry 8 pimge ‘
of Origen (Cont. Cels, Lib, TIL § 41, Opp. L 474), wh:ch will be;
quoted hereafter. See also Lib. IL. § 51. Opp. L 426, '

* Du.l. cum Tryph. pp. 361, 362. [al. c. 108, p: 381, D]
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which God is spoken of as having suffered and
been crucified. But Justin, and other early Fa-
thers, when they spoke of the sufferings of the
Logos, meant what they said. This is evident,
not merely from passages as explicit as that just
quoted, but from the manner in which they re-
garded the doctrine of those who denied the per-
sonality of the Logos, and maintained that the
divinity in Christ was the divinity of the Father.
Such opinions, it was affirmed, necessarily led to
the belief that the Father himself had suffered.
Those who held them were charged with this be-
lief, and hence denominated Patripassians. The
charge, without doubt, was unjust; but it shows
that the doctrine of those who made it was, that
the Logos, the divine nature of the Son, had suf-
fered in Christ. If they had not held this belief
concerning the Logos, or Son, there would have
been no pretence for charging their opponents with
holding a corresponding belief concerning the Fa-
ther; especially as their opponents maintained,
. what they themselves did not maintain, that Christ
w?.a\"‘lprpperly and in all respects a man; and this
. beimg, 8o, had no occasion to turn their thoughts to
“any ottier sufferer than the man Christ.

Tae opinions of Irensus were similar to those
of Justin. He regarded the Logos as supplying in
Christ the place of the intelligent soul or mind of
man. I use these expressions, because Ireneeus, in
common with other ancient philosophers, distin-
guished between the mind, intellect, or spirit, and
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the principle of life, or animal soul, which was
also considered as the seat of the passions. The
vagueness with which the names were used, de-
noting these two principles in man, is onc cause of
obscurity in the present inquiry. But Ireneeus, i
appears, conceived that the Logos in becoming
incarnate assumed only a body and an animal
soul, the place of the human intellect being sup-
plied by the Logos himself* In holding this
doctrine, he, though the champion of the church
against the heretics of his own day, was himself
a precursor both of the Arian and the Apollinarian

* See the passages guoted by Munscher, in his Handbuch der
christlichen Dogmengeachichte. Band II. § 181. Mdtnscher, how-
ever, is incorrect in ropiesenting Irenmus as having supposed the
Logos to have assumed a human Rop¥ only. According to Irenwmus,
an animal soul (animo, Yuxn) was also conjoined with the Logos. In
opposition to the Gnostics, who denied that Christ had a proper hu-
man body, he says (Lib. IIL c. 22. § 2): “If the Son of God had
received nothing from Mary, ... .. he would not have said, My soul
(5 Yrux pov) is exceedingly sorrowful” Dr. Priestley, on the other
hand, contends (Hist. of Early Opinions, Vol. IL p. 203, seqq,) that,
aecording to Ireneus, Christ had a proper human soul. His error
ariges from his not adverting to the distinction above mentidned, ba-
tween the intellect or spirit and the animal roul. This distinction
is stated and illustrated by Irenseus, Lib. V. c. 6. § 1. The latter
passage is to be compared with that quoted by Dr. I’riesﬂay, o!'
which his rendering is erroneous. !

It may be observed that the mistake of Munscher is followed by
Neander (Geschichte der christ. Relig. u. Kirche, Band I s,'1053),
who says, speaking of the early opinions concerning Clmstt “The
assumption of the human nature was conceived of merely as the as-
sumption of & human bhody, as we find it cleatly expressed by Ire-
nous” [This statement of Neander's was modified in the seeomi ;
edition of this part of his work, published in 1843. Bee
Traaslation, I 634.]

14%
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heresies ‘'concerning the Incarnation ; for the error
of both consisted in regarding the Logos as have
ing supplied the place of the human intellect in

Christ.

. In opposition to those Gnostics who maintained
that the ABon, as they denominated him, or the
divine being, Christ, at the time of the crucifixion,
departed from the man, Jesus, and left him to sul-
fer alone, Irensus often speaks of the proper sufler-
ings of the Logos.*

Of the opinions of Clement of Alexandria con-
cerning the mode of connection between the two
natures, nothing, I think, can be affirmed definitely
and with assurance.} Of the passages adduced

* See many passages to this effect collected by Jackson in his An-
notations to Novatian, pp. 357, 858. On this sulject, and on the
opiniong of the earlicr Fathers gencrally respecting the Incarnation,
gee also Whiston'’s Primitive Christianity, Vol IV, pp. 272-321.

Dr. Priestley (History of Early Opinions, Vol. II. pp. 205, 2185,
216) produces a single passage from Irensus (Lib. IIT. e, 19. § 3), on
which he relies for proof that Trensus did not conceive of the Logos
a4 suffering. The Greek of this passage is quoted by Dr, Priestloy.
It is preserved by Theodoret, who may probably have somewhat al-
W ‘the expressions to conform them to his own opinions, as they
o' ‘sgrbe with those of the old Latin version, which ia here the
betier! Smthotity.  Nor does Dr. Priestley’s translation correspond,
even,with ‘the Gresk. o renders: “The Logos being qpissesis fu
his temptation, cracifizion, and desth” ; thus sepazating’ the Logoh:
from Christ, and representing Christ as a distinet perwon by,ih® use
of the personal pronoun, his. The Greck is, fjouxd{ovros uév rod
Abyov év 7@ merpafecbar kal oravpoiofar kal dmwoviowery ; which
should be rendered: * The Logos being quicscent (i o. susperiding
his powers) when tempted, when crucified, and at death.”

t See the quotations from and references to him in Manscher.
Ibid., § 183.
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from him, one of the prineipal has, I think, no re-
lation to the snbject; but refers throughout to the
indwelling of the Logos in all true believers. It
is, however, so remarkable, as showing how loosely
language was used, on which, in the writings of
the earlier Fathers, too much stress has often been
laid, that it deserves quotation. ¢ That man,” he
says, ¢ with whom the Logos abides, does not as-
sume various appearances, but preserves the form
of the Logos ; he is made like to God ; he is beau-
tiful, not adorned with factitions beauty, but being
essential beauty ; for such God is. That man be-
comes a god, because God so wills it. It has been
well said by Heraclitus, ‘ Men are gods and the
gods arc men’; for the Logos himself, a conspicu-
ous mystery, is God in man, and man becomes a
god ; the Mediator accomplishing the will of the
Father; for the Mediator is the Logos common
to both; being the Son of God and the Saviour
of men, being his minister and our instructor.”*

* The following is the original of the passage. See Potter's edi-
tion of Clement, p. 251. I havo altered his pointing, as the scmse
geems to me to require, and in onc instance, in the last sontence,
feds is printed with a small initial letttr where ho has used a capital.

‘0 3¢ @bpomos éxelvos, § aivoikes & Adyos, o mauki\eras, ob
wAdrreras -« popPiy Exer Ty Tol Ad-you é€opotoirar T Sed « kakds
dorw, ob kaNamiferar+ kd\Ads ore 75 dAnbuwd, kal yip & Oads
éorlv. Oeds 8d éxeivos & fvBpumos ylverar, ri Bolherm & Beds.
*0plis dpa elmey Hpanksrrns, YAvBpwmor, feol + Beol, Mpakmu,
Adyos yip durds, puoripioy éupavés, Seds dv &yﬂpdsmp, xkat &
dvbporos, Beds: kal T Oé\ypa rob Iarpds & pm’m)s ekrehel
peolrs yop & Adyos, & xowds apqSow, Beod péy vids, owrip »
dvpdmaw, kal Tod pév Sidkovos, ipdy 8¢ maddywyds. Paadlgé}
Lib. IT. ¢. 1.
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Axchbishop Potter, in the notes to his edition. of
Clement, observes,  that Clement often says, that
men through piety and virtue are not only assimi-
lated to God, but as it were transformed into the
divine nature, and become gods.” *

But the opinions of Clement respecling the In-
carnation appear perhaps with sufficient distinet-
ness in what he says of the body of Christ. Ac-
cording to him, “It would be ridiculous to sup-
pose that the body of our Saviour required the
aliments necessary to others for his support. He
took food not for the sake of his body, which was
sustained by a holy power, but that he might not
give occasion to those with whom hec was conver-
sant to form a wrong opinion concerning him ; —
as, in fact, some [the Docetee] afterward supposed,
that he had been manifested with only the appear-
ance of a body. But he was wholly impassible;
liable to be affected by no motions either of pleas-
ure or pain.” + It would seem that Clement here
excludes all conception even of an animal sowl in
Christ ; and that he regarded the appearance of the
Logos on earth as merely the manifestation of hiin

g;ﬁ & senses ol men in a body, answering in form
aml Substanoe to a human body, but not sub,]ect
to the same ‘necessities and acold.ants. SERRARTER

sl

* See note 11, p. 71, and mote 7, p 88, In the latter he produces
remarkable examples of this use of language. Ses also numerous
examples from other early Christian writers, in Sandii Interpreta-
tiones Paradoxa, p. 227, seqq. [and Whiston’s Primitive Christian-
ity, Vol. IV p. 100, seqq.]

t Stromat. VI. § 9. p. 775.
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Tue language of Tertullian is vacillating and
self-contradictory. His conceptions on the whole
subject of the Liogos were unsteady ; and no form
of words had as yet been settled which might
serve a8 a guide to one without ideas of his own.
He rejected the philosophical distinction of his
day between the intellect (mens, animus), and ths
animal soul (anima), and maintained, in conformity
with our modern belief, the proper unity of the
soul (anima), of which he regarded the intellect as
a part. But this soul, in common with many of
the ancient philosophers, he conceived of as cor-
porcal. He regarded it as diffused through the
body, possessing its shape, and constituting its
principle of life! A living body he probably
considered as essentially united with a soul; and
in believing the Logos to have assumed a liv-
ing body, he represents him as having assumed
also a human soul. The soul being, in his view,
corporeal as well as the body, the conception or
the imagination thus became more easy to be
apprehended. But that,in assigning a human soul
to Christ, he assigned to him likewise a human
intellect, is not, I think, to be proved. This part
of the soul, he may have thought was supplied
by the Logos; and there is much in his wriﬁngg
which favors the supposition. It appears, I think,
to have been his prevalent conception, in common
with the other Fathers of his time, that the Logos
alone was the proper agent in Christ. I will pro-,

Sed his troatise Ds Animd.
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duce only two passages, to which there are many
more or less analogous. In arguing against the
Gnostics, who denied that Christ had a fleshly
body, he compares the assumption of such a
body by Christ to the appearances of angels re-
lated in the Old Testament. * You have read,
and believed,” he says, “that the angels ol the
Creator were sometimes changed into the like-
ness of men, and bore about so true a body, that
Abraham washed their feet, and Lot was drawn
away from Sodom by their hands; an angel also
wrestled with a man, the whole weight of whose
body was required to throw him down and detain
him. But that power which you. concede to the
angels, who may assume a huinan body and yet
remain angels, do you take away from a divine
being more powerful than they? (hoe tu potenti-
ori deo aufers?) As if Christ could not continue a
divine being (deus) after having put on human-
ity.”* He often speaks, though, I think, not with
clear or consistent conceptions, of the sufferings of
the Logos. He represents him as the agent in all
those operations referred to God in the Old Testa-
ment, which the Gnostics regarded as unworthy of
the ‘Supretme Being.  They are ignorant, he says; . -
that, though not suitable to the: Father, they:watd
- suitable o the Son; and proceeds to éxpres# don- -
ceptions very diﬁ'erent from those' which, as we
have seen, were entertained by Clement of Alex-
andria. * They are ignorant that those things

De Came Christi, c. 8.
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were suitable to the Son, who was about to sub-
mit to the accidents of humanity, thirst, and hun.
ger, and tears, to be born, and even to die.”*

Trus far, the loose general notion of most of
those who speculated on the subject seems to
have been, that the incarnation of the Logos was
analogous to the appearance of angels in human
shapes ; and to the supposed incarnations of hea-
then deities, with the imagination of which a great
majority of Christians were familiar, as converts
from Gentilism.t One of the latest writers on
the history of Christian doctrines, Miinter, late
Bishop of Zealand, observes, that ¢ The Catho-
lic Fathers, who maintained in opposition to the
Gnostics the reality of the body of Christ, appear
in part to have placed the human nature of Christ
in this body; and their common expressions and
representations show clearly, that they had very
imperfect conceptions concerning this natare, cor- -
responding to those entertained by the heathen, by
the learned Jews, and by all parties of Christians,
concerning the appearances of God or of gods in
the ‘ancient world.” — « The well-fnown error of
Apollinaris, that Jesus had only an animal soul,
the principle of life; and that the Divine Logos

* Advers. Praxeam, c. 16. [See, further, Norton’s Eviderces of
the Genuineness of the Gospels, Vol. IL, p. 252, seqq,, and Vol. ITL.
p. 174,58qq.]

1 “Aha sunt que Deus in emulationem elegerit sapientie secula-
ris. Et tamen apud illam facilius creditur Jupiter taurns factus aut
cygnus, guam vere homo Chmstus penes Marciorfem.” Tertullian,
De Carne Christi, ¢. 4.
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performed in him all the functions of an intelligent
soul, was by no means so new as it was represent-
ed to be in the fourth century.” Among the Fa-
thers, according to Miinter, Tertullian was perhaps
the first who affirmed Jesus to have a proper hu-
man soul; although he adds, that some passages
may be adduced from him which appear to favor
the contrary opinion.* Similar remarks to those
quoted from Miinter are made by Neander in his
Ecclesiastical History. 1

Such, we may conclude, was the state of opin-
ion respecting the Incarnation from the time of
Justin Martyr, about the middle of the sccond
century, to that of Origen, in the third century.
It is a remarkable fact, that the foundations of
the doctrine of the deity of Christ were laid in
the virtual rejection of the truth of his being,
properly speaking, a man; a truth at ihe present
day almost undisputed. This fact was admitted
only in words; the sense of which was nearly the
same, as when angels assuming a human shape
are spoken of as men in the Old Testament. It
may be observed, also, that in this, as in other
doctrines, the ancient Fathers had a great ad-
vantage over those who in later times have been
denominated Orthodox; as their doctrine, which'
represented the Logos as constituting the whole
of the intelligent nature of Christ, or, in other
words, made the Logos and Christ identical, was

* Dogmengeschichte, Band II. H.I 269 -274.
t Band 1. 1063, 1064; II. 905. [See Torrey's Translation, I. 635
II. 425.]
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neither absurd in its statement, nor abhorrent to
our natural feelings. But there is another remark,
which, though not immediately to our present pur-
pose, is still more important. 'When we find that .
in the second century Christ was no longer con-
sidered as a man, properly speaking, but as the
. incarnate Logos of God, we perceive how imper-
fect a knowledge had been preserved by unwritten
tradition, not merely of the doctrines of our relig-
ion, but of the impression which its historical facts
must have made upon the first believers; for if
Christ were a man in the proper sense of the
word, those who were conversant with him while
on earth undoubtedly believed him to be so. In
the passage of our religion from the Jews to whom
it had been taught, to the Gentiles through whom
it has been transmitted to us, the eurrent of tradi-
tion was intefrupted. Hence followed, even in the
second century, a state of opinion respecting the.,
facts and doctrines of Christianity, which; fbnders.
it evident, that neither Christianity itself, nor those
writings from which we derive our knowledge of
ity had their origin, or received their character, in
that age. The Christianity of the Gospels is not
that of the earliest Christian Fathers. Though
they had departed but little from the spirit of our
religion, or from its essential doctrines ; and though
their works, (I speak of the Fathers of the first three
centuries,) notwithstanding the disrespect and un~’
just prejudices of many in modern times, are monu-
ments of noble minds; yet it is equally true, that

we find in their writings the doctrines’ ‘of Ghns« o
15
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tianity intimately blended with opinions derived
either from the philosophy of the age, or from the
popular notions of Jews and Gentiles, or having
their source in the peculiar circumstances in which
they themselves were placed.

'WE come now to Origen, in the first half of the
third century, and with him new opinions open
upon us. Origen fully and consistently main-
tained the doctrine of a human soul in Jesus.
Imbued with the principles of Platonism, he be-
lieved this soul, in common with all other souls,
to have pre-existed, and in its pre-existent state
to have, through its entire purity and moral per-
fection, become thoronghly filled and penetrated
by the Logos, of whom all other souls partake in
proportion to their love toward him. It thus be-
came one with the Logos, and formed the bond of
union between the body of Jesus and the divinity
of the Logos; in consequence of which both the
soul and body of the Saviour, being wholly mixed
with and united to the Logos, partook of his di-

‘vinity and were transformed into something di-
vipe* But from the illustrations which Origen

b 1 ﬂé;t‘m perafeBnrdvar. Cont. Cols. Lib. IIT. § 41, p. 474; /The
words should notbe rendéred, as they are by Miinscher, 4 trinsforrhed
into God” (in Gott tibergegangen). Origen, hets, as often elsewhers,
uses deds (God), not in our modern sense, 88 & proper name, but 28 &
common name. This use of the term, which was common to him
with his contomporarics, nnd continued to bo common after hig
time, is illustated by his remarks upon the passage, “ and the Logos
was God” (Opp. IV. p. 48, seqq.) , in which he contends, that the
Logos was “god” in an inferior sense;— not, a3 we shonld sy, God,
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uses, respecting the connection between the Logos
and the human nature of Christ, it is clear that he
had no conception of that form of the doctrine
which prevailed after his time. “ We do not,”
he says, “suppose the visible and sensible body
of Jesus to have been God, nor yet his soul, of
which he declared, My soul is sorrowful even unto
death. But as he who says, I the Lord am the
God of all flesh, and, There was no other God
before me and there shall be none after me, is be-
lieved by the Jews to have been God using the
soul and body of the prophet as an organ; and
a8, among the Gentiles, he who said,
¢X know the number of the sands and the measure of the deep,
And I understand the mute and hear him who speaks not,’

is understood i0 be a god, addressing men by the
voice of the Pythoness;—so we believe that the
divine Logos, the Son of the God of all, spoke in
Jesus when he said, I am the way and the truth ond
the life; . . . .. I am the lving bread whick has
descended from heaven; and when he uttered other
similar declarations.” A little after, Origen com-
pares ‘that union of the soul and body of Jesus

but o god, or rather, not the Divine Being, but ¢ divine being; and in
which he maintains that “ beside the True God, many beings, by par-
ticipation of God, become divine,” hiterally, * become gods.”

The full illustration of the use of the term god as a common name
would, I think, throw much light upon the opinions both of the an-
cient Ieathons and Christians. But this is not the place to enter
upon it. [On this subject sce tho author’s Evidsnces of the Gonuine-
ness of thb Gospels, Vol TII. Additional Note I, ¢ On the Use of
the words ©eds and Dens.” Compare also the qnoutionbafore given
from Clement of Alexandris, p. 113, and p. 114, note * W
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with the Logos, by which they are made one, to
the union of all Christians with their Lord as de-
seribed by St, Paul (1 Cor. vi. 17), “ He who is
joined to the Lord is one spirit with him,” though
he represents it as a union of a far higher char-
acter, and more divine.*

I this unsettled state the doctrine of the Incar-
nation continued till the fourth century. It is re-
marked by Miinscher, when he comes to treat of
the controversies which then arose, that “ Most of
ihe earlier Fathers spoke simply of a human body,
which the Logos or Son of God had assumed.
Origen, on the contrary, aseribed to Christ an in-
telligent human soul, and considered this as the
bond of union between his divine nature and his
human body. Some Fathers had also spoken
occasionally of a union or commingling of man
with God; but their propositions concerning it
were indefinite and incidental, and had obtained
no authority in the Church; and the opinion of
Origen was far from being an hypothesis gen-
erally received”t I quote this as the state-
ment of a respectable writer; without assenting
to all' the expressions, as may appear from what

precedes.

In the fourth century, the doctrine of Athanasius
concerning the Trinity being established by the
Council of Nice, and its partisans, in opposition

* Origen, Cont. Cels. Lib IL §9 Opp. I. 392894
t Dogmengeschichte, Band IV. §77. ‘
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to the Arians, zealously using the strongest lan-
guage concerning the divinity of the Son as con-
substantial with that of the Father, the Orthodox
faith was now verging to such a profession of their
equality, that to represent the Logos as suffering
in his divine nature began to appear an error, like
that of representing the Father as suffering. On
the other hand, the Arians, viewing the Logos as
a created being, found no difficulty in retaining the
ancient doctrine concerning his simple incarnation
in a human body, and his having suffered in the
proper sense of the words. Among their opponents,
likewise, Apollinaris, who had been the friend of
Athanasius, and distinguished for his zeal in ag-
serting the Orthodox faith concerning the Trinity,
‘ undertook, with a less fortunate result, to define
the doctrine of the Incarnation. He, with the Ari-
ans and the ancient Fathers, maintained that the
Logos supplied in Christ the place of the human
intellect. He also freely used the language, which
has since become common, concerning the suffer-
ings of the Divinity in Christ; and his opponents,
in comsequence, represented him as believing the
Divine Nature to be passible. But it seems most
probable that he, like others, used this language
without meaning. His doctrine was condemned
by the second general council, that of Constan-
tinople (A. D. 381), in which it was decreed that
Christ was not only #the perfect Logos of God,”
but also “a perfect man possessed of a rational
soul”; and the latter doctrine was thus at last™
established as Orthodox. '

15%
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Tae Deity being impassible, it would scem, in-
deed, if Christ really suffered, that it was necessary
to regard him as a perfect man, capable of suffer-
ing. But, on the other hand, if the sufferings of
Christ were those of a man only, it might seem to
follow that Christ was only a man, and the whole
mystery of the Incarnation would disappear.

In this state of things recourse was had to a
doctrine which has been denominated the Com-
munication of Properties* It was maintained
that, the divine and human natures in Christ being
united in one person, what was truc ol either na-~
ture might be asserted of Christ. Christ ihen
being God, it might be affirmed with truth that
God was born, hungered, thirsted, was crucilied,
and died. It was maintained, at the same time,"
that the Divinc Nature was impassible and un-
changeable. The last proposition annihilated all
meaning in the former, not leaving it cven ihe
poor merit of being the most offensive mode of
expressing some conception that might be appre-
hended as possible. What sense those who have
asgerted the sufferings of God have fancied ihat
the. words might have, is a question which, after
&l that;has been written upon the subject, s, left
very much to conjecture. I imagine that. it is, k
the present day, the gross conception of some who
think themselves Orthodox on this point, that the
divine and human natures being united in Christ
as the Mediator, a compound nature, different from
either and capable of suffering, was thus formed.

* *Avriddois. — Kowwvia idopdrov.
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Tue doctrine of the Communication of Prop-
erties, says Le Clere, “is as intelligible as if one
were to say that there is a circle which is so united
with a triangle, that the circle has the properties
of the triangle, and the triangle those of the cir-
cle”* It is discussed at length by Petavius, with
his usual redundance of learning. The vast folio
of that writer containing the history of the Inear-
nation, is one of the most striking and most mel-
ancholy monuments of human folly which the
world has to exhibit. In the history of other de-
partments of science, we find abundant crrors and
extravagances; but Orthodox theology seems to
have been the peculiar region of words without
meaning ; of doctrines confessedly false in their
proper sense, and explained in no other; of the
most portentous absurdities put forward as truths
of the highest import; and of contradictory prop-
ositions thrown together without an attempt to
reconcile them. A main error running through
the whole system, as well as other systems of false -
philosophy, is, that words possess an intrinsic
meaning, not derived from the usage of men;
that they are not mere signs of human ideas, but
a sort of real entities, capable of signifying what
transcends our conceptions; and that when they
express to human reason only an absurdity, they
may still be significant of a high mystery or a
hidden truth, and are to be believed without being
understood.

* Arg Oritica, P. IL. 8. L o, 9. § 11.
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In the fifth century, the doctrine of the Hypo-

" static Union was still further defined. Before this
time, says Mosheim, “it had been settled by the
decrees of former councils [those of Nice and Con-
stantinople] that Christ was truly God and truly
man ; but there had as yet been no controversy
and no decision of any council concerning the
mode and effect of the union of the two natures
in Christ. In consequence, there was a want of
agreement among Christian teachers in their lan-
guage concerning this mystery.”* The contro-
versy which now arose had its origin in the de~
nial of Nestorius, patriarch of Constantinople, that
Mary could in strictness of speech be called “the
Mother of God,” a title which had been applicd to
her by Athanasius himself. Though we are accus-
tomed to expressions more shocking, yet this title
may perhaps sound harshly in the cars of most
Protestants. Mosheim, however, who is solicitous
to pass some censure upon Nestorius, finds but
two faults or errors to impute to him, the first of
which is, that ¢ he, rashly, and to ihe offence of
many, wished to set aside an innocent title which
had been long in common use”’+ The other is,
that' ke presumpinously employed unsuitable ex-.
pressions drid comparisons in speaking of a miys-.
tery transcending all comprehension.! Cyril was af
this time patriarch of Alexandria, and the rival of
Nestorins, — a turbulent, ambitious, unprinecipled
man. He took advantage of the opinions of Nes-

* Hist. Eccles. Seec V. Pars II. c. 5. § 5.
1 #——vocabulum dudum tritum et innocens.” Ibid., § 9.
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torius to charge him with heresy, and procured the
calling of the third general council, that of Ephe-
gus, A. D. 431. In this council Cyril presided, and
the