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° TO THE

RIGHT REVEREND

WILLIAM VAN MILDERT, D.D.

LORD BISHOP OF DURHAM.
————

My Lorp,

You will perhaps agree with me in thinking, that
one of the most satisfactory and least objectionable
modes of ascertaining and establishing theological
truth is by the careful adduction of concurrent his-
torical testimony.

However clear in themselves may be the declara-
tions of Holy Scripture respecting all the great
leading articles of our faith: yet it cannot be dis-
sembled, that, as very widely different interpreta-
tions have been put upon various passages in the
Bible, so likewise we have sometimes been even
required to admit sundry doctrines or opinions not
a vestige of which can be discovered in the inspired
word of God.
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iv DEDICATION.

Under 'such circumétances, it seems obvious to
institute an historical inquiry into the nature of
those tenets, which the primitive Church, under
the distinct aspect of their exhibiting the real mind
of Scripture because they were known and acknow-
ledged to have been delivered by the express
teaching of the Apostles to all the various eccle-
siastical successions, unanimously professed to hold
from the very beginning.

This inquiry, if honestly conducted, must, I
think, instinctively approve itself to every upright
reasoner. For the principle, upon which it goes,
is so plain, that it can scarcely be misapprehended
even by the meanest understanding: while yet, at
the same time, it is so forcible, as to command the
assent of the highest intellect.

Unless all moral certainty be banished from the
world, what the primitive Church, with one con-
sent, professed to have received from the Apostles,
could not but have been taught to the primitive
Church by the Apostles: and, what was taught to
the primitive Church &y the Apostles, could not
but have set forth the real mind of that inspired
volume, the whole second portion of which was
written either by the Apostles themselves or by
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individuals under their immediate inspection and
superintendence. . '

In like manner, on the other hand, if, in the pri
mitive Church, we find no traces, either of certain
expositions of Holy Scripture itself, or of certain
doctrines and opinions which assuredly can be no
where found in the Bible; we may be morally sure,
that no such expositions or doctrines were ever de-
livered by the Apostles: and, if no such expositions
or doctrines were ever delivered by the Apostles or
were ever received by the primitive Church; we
may be morally sure, that they were the mere
human inventions of a later age, and consequently
that they carry with them not a shadow of binding
authority.

On this basis, I need not remind your lord-
ship, is built the luminous and incontrovertible
canon of Tertullian: WHATEVER 1S FIRST, IS TRUE ;
WHATEVER IS LATER, IS ADULTERATE.

And almost little, even to any person, need I
point out the application of this canon, when once
it has been thus laid down.

If a man calls upon me to receive a particular
exposition of Scripture, which, by the exercise of

what is denominated Private Judgment, he has
7
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persuaded himself is the true one ; I naturally re-
quire him to prove, by adequate historical testi-
mony, that his proposed exposition sets forth the
real import of the I;a.ssage: for, however satisfac-
tory, to Ais own mind, may peradventure be the
result of kis own private judgment; most clearly
the declaration of Ais private judgment is no proof
to me, that he kas struck out the true interpreta-
tion. What 7 require from him, is tangible evi-
dence, not mere bold gratuitous assertion. Let him
shew, that the primitive Church, from the declared
teaching of the Apostles, interpreted as ke inter-
prets: and I have done. But, if he cannot shew
. this; and, still more, if, upon inquiry, the primi-
tive Church shall be found to have adopted, pro-
fessedly from the Apostles, a totally different mode
-of exposition: tken, in the first case, his projected
-“interpretation, to say the very least of it, is of no
authority; and, in the second case, this same pro-
jected interpretation must be at once discarded,
as absolutely false and erroneous. When matters
turn out to be zhus circumstanced, to appeal, in
the expeosition of Scripture, to his own private judg-
ment, is to talk absolute nonsense. No new-fangled
interpretation can, on the plea of private judgment,
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be for a moment received, when it shall appear,
that this private judgment is either unsupported
by or contradicted by the well ascertained voice
of the really primitive Church apostolic. A man
might as well claim to determine, by his own insu.
lated and uninquiring private judgment, the sense
of a classical allusion, in neglect or defiance of the
voice of classical antiquity: as he might claim to
determine, by a similar crude exercise of his naked
and uninformed private judgment, the sense of a
now disputed passage of Scripture, in neglect or
defiance of the voice of ecclesiastical antiquity.

I. The principle here insisted upon (the wise
and rational principle, as your lordship well knows, .
enforced by Irenéus and Tertullian and other pri-
mitive doctors of the Catholic Church) I have,
in a former Work, applied to the peculiarities-
of Popery: and it is not among the least of the”
startling Difficulties of Romanism, that that system
has been found unable to abide the test of sober
historical inquiry.

1. Doubtless, many popish doctrines may be
traced up to a considerable height of relative an-
tiquity : but zhis is insufficient to establish their
claim to the authority of assured apostolicity.
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In every instance of romish peculiarities, the chain
of connection, between our own age and the age
of the first inspired teachers of Christianity, is too
short. We vainly try to stretch it, beyond ¢kis
certain point, or beyond that certain point. At
its distant extremity, the links, which ought to
have united it to the Apostles, are uniformly
wanting. o

2. Nor is even this deficiency the worst part o
the matter.

Not only, negatively, do all traces of popish
peculiarities fail us, as we penetrate deeper and
deeper into antiquity : but also, positively, we often
find, in the occurrence of primitively received doc-
trines which stand forth in direct opposition, a dis-
tinct and unequivocal testimony against them.

8. Hence, clearly, the scheme, which, in one
comprehensive word, may be termed Popery, is
convicted of an origin posterior to the time of
the Apostles.

It is convicted, therefore, through the unexcep-
tionable medium of historical evidence, of being a
mere human invension : and, as such, agreeably to
the canon of Tertullian, it must, because later than
the beginning, be rejected as adulterate.
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II. If, by way of yet further illustrating my
proposed line of argument, the same principle be
applied to yet another theological system: that
system will, if I mistake not, be found equally
deficient in the grand essential of historic testi-
mony.

1. The scheme of interpretation, now familiarly,
though perhaps (if a scheme ought to be desig-
nated by the name of its original contriver) not
quite correctly, styled Calvinism, may be readily
traced back, in the Latin or W estern Church, to
the time of Augustine.

But kere we find ourselves completely at fault.

Augustine, at the beginning of the fifth century,
is the first ecclesiastical writer, who annexes, to
the scriptural terms elect and predestinate, the
peculiar sense which is now usually styled Calvin-
istic. With Akim, in a form scarcely less round
and perfect than zkat long subsequently proposed
by the celebrated Genevan Reformer himself, com-
menced an entirely new system of interpretation
previously unknown in the Church Catholic.

What I state, is a mere dry historical fact.
Nor can it be safely said, by way of invalidating
this fact, that evidence, now unhappily lost, once
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notoriously existed: evidence, I mean, by which
Calvinism, or (to speak more correctly) Austinism,
might have been distinctly traced up to the apos-
tolic age. The illustrious Augustine himself has
for ever silenced any plea of this description.
When, toward the close of his controversy with
the Pelagians, he entered largely and systematically
into his own peculiar views of election and predes-
tination (views, which, in one place at least, he
somewhat incautiously acknowledges himself to
have diligently sought out and discovered; while
he tells his opponents, that, if they differ from him
in such views, God will reveal those views to them,
provided they walk in the light to which they have
attained) : when, I say, he at length entered largely
and systematically into his own peculiar doctrinal
views ; it was, even by those who concurred in the
general drift of his previous antipelagian treatises
and whose soundness in regard to the doctrines of
free grace and original sin he himself freely admits,
immediately and unequivocally objected to him,
that he was now superfluously advancing a scheme
of doctrine, hitherto unknown and unheard of; a
scheme of doctrine, contrary to the opinion of all
antecedent Fathers and contrary to the sense of
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the entire Church Catholic ; a scheme of doctrine,
which set forth the language of the Apostle Paul,
when addressing the Romans, in such sort as it
had never before been understood by any of the
ecclesiastical writers.

Here, we may observe, Augustine is directly
attacked upon the plain and simple score of a mere
FACT. '

Whatever, abstractedly, might be the merits or
demerits, the truth or falsehood, of his system, it is
roundly charged, at the beginning of the fifth cen-
tury, with being A PALPABLE NOVELTY.

To such a charge, any metaphysical defence of
the system itself, or.any confident adduction of the
words of Scripture when in truth the real question
at issue was the smport of those words, were clearly
no legitimate answer.

The allegation of a ract, by whomsoever that
fact may be alleged, can only, through the medium
of direct historical testimony, be disposed of by a
satisfactory denial of that racr.

Augustine, in the abstract, might be very right,
or he might be very wrong, in his speculation : but
Augustine was charged with NoveLTY.

Certainly, therefore, his sole business was to
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overwhelm his censurers with a mass of citations,
which should distinctly and triumphantly prove :
that, from the very first, and on the express sanc-
tion of the Apostles, the scriptural terms elect and
predestinate had been uniformly understood, by the
earlier Fathers and by the entire Catholic Church,
precisely as he himself, agreeably to the well
remembered instructions which he had received
from his Catechist, still understood them at the
beginning of the fifth century.

Such, plainly, was his sole business: for any other
reply were an utterly irrelevant travelling out of
the record.

But how does the great Bishop of Hippo act
under the present allegation ?

(1.) Truly, so far as the first part of the asserted
FACT is concerned, namely the comtrariety of his
doctrinal scheme to the opinion of all antecedent
Fathers, he at length, after much superfluous dis-
cussion and (I fear) with a too evident reluctance
to meddle with the appeal to antiquity, claims to
produce exactly three witnesses in his favour:
Cyprian to wit, and Ambrose, and Gregory of
Nazianzum. ‘

Now, with respect to this woefully meagre tale
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of authorities, even were such authorities pertinent
and distinct and full to his purpose; still, to carry
any real weight, they would all be far too modern:
for Cyprian flourished not until the middle of the
third century; and Ambrose and Gregory lived
during the latter part of the fourth century.

But, in truth, with the scanty exception of nine
words written by Ambrose, their several testimonies
are altogether nugatory and irrelevant : so that, in
point of historical evidence as afforded by those
Fathers who preceded Augustine, the whole mighty
fabric of Calvinism or Austinism rests upon the
single Ambrosian sentence; Deus, gquos dignatur,
vocat: et, quem vult, religiosum facit.

(2.) Still, however, Augustine does not despair
of making the Church Catholic his auxiliary :
though his contemporaries had declared his new
system to be notoriously contrary to the received
sense of the Church.

It is really painful to observe the mode, in which
this great man would invalidate the second part of
the racr alleged against him.

The Church, he admits, was not wont to bring
forward, in preaching, his own peculiar view of
election and predestination : because, formerly,
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there were no adversaries to answer. But then
the Church, however silent she might be, clearly
shews, that she held, all the while, his own precise
doctrinal system. For the Church, says he, directs
us to pray with Cyprian, that believers may perse-
vere to the end. Therefore the Church plainly
inculcates the doctrine of predestined final perse-
verance : and thence, by a necessary circle of con-
sequences, she must doubtless be understood, as
always holding, and as virtually inculcating, the
argumentatively antecedent doctrines of election
and predestination, as those doctrines were received
and explained by Augustine; because predestined
final perseverance of course depends upon and
presupposes, according to the regular progress of
the five points, the doctrine of irreversible election
to eternal glory.

2. We must say, I fear, that the alleged racr
remains, after all the efforts and all the dexterity
of Augustine, wholly uncontradicted by the testi-
mony of history.

Augustine, therefore, at the beginning of the
fifth century, confessedly stands forth, as the original
inventer of that scheme of interpretation, which,
in our days, is usually denominated Calvinism.
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To this negative testimony, let us add the posi-
tive evidence which may easily be collected, that
the primitive Church, from the time of St. Paul’s
apostolic friend and fellow-labourer the venerable
Clement of Rome, down to the very age of Augus-
tine himself, always understood the scriptural terms
vocation and election to mean ecclesiastical vocation
and ecclesiastical election, that is to say, a successive
vocation and election of individuals, from the great
mass of the Jewish and Gentile World, into the
visible Church of Christ, with the intention and for
the purpose of their becoming holy, though with a
possibility of their not making their vocation and
election certain : let us, I say, add positive evidence
to megative testimony; and the system, first struck
out By Augustine, will, I fear, not stand the test
required by the canon of Tertullian. It existed
not from the beginning, on the universally avowed
and acknowledged ground of its setting forth the
publicly declared mind of the Apostles: but it
commenced with the fifth century, under the au-
thority of mere human uninspired teaching; it
was immediately charged with being a palpable
and hitherto unheard of novelfy; and, that charge,
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its author, as mightiindeed have been anticipated
from his previous unguarded confession that he
had discovered his system in Scripture only by dint
of his own diligent research, was utterly unable
effectually to repel. Yet, by the very nature and
necessity of things, whatever in revelation is first,
is true: whatever is later, is adulterate.

III. And now, what is the special object of the
present Work, we may adVantageouly note, how
differént, from both these two cases of Popery and
Austinism, is the very remarkable case of the
combined doctrine of the Trinity and of Christ’s
essential godhead.

1. In almost every line of direct evidence which
could have been anteriorly devised and required,
thig vital and all-important doctrine may be dis-
tinctly traced, step by step, up to the apostolic age
and the apostolic teaching themselves.

2. Each line of evidence, even alone, amounts
to proof positive: But, when the testimonies af-
forded by all the lines conjointly are united to-
gether, and when the wreathed chain of evidence
thus produced is found to reach from our own
days to the days of the Apostles: the demon-

y Y.
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" stration, that The doctrine before us is indeed the

doctrine of the Bible, falls, I think, little short of
even mathematical demonstration.

To request your lordship’s patronage of these
volumes you have recently given me a distinguished
claim, which I should be unwise not to urge and
ungrateful ever to forget. Should they, through
God’s blessing, prove useful, in this day of rebuke

and blasphemy, either to those who are faithfully

preparing themselves for Holy Orders, or to our
clerical brethren in their possible discussions with
an adversary, or to our honestly inquiring laic
brethren at large : you yourself, I well know, would
be the first to assert, that my labours had received
a higher reward than it is in the power of man
to bestow.
I have the honour to be,

Your lordship’s most obliged

and obedient servant,

G. S. FABER.

VOL. 1. a






INTRODUCTION.

A kNowLEDGE of the mode, in which God exists, is
the foundation of all acceptable religious service.

For, without this knowledge, instead of wor-
shipping the Deity as he really exists, we shall be in
danger of worshipping a mere figment of our own
imagination. And thus, while we suppose ourselves
to be faithful servants of the alone true God: we
we may, effectively at least, be guilty of adoring
an idol.

I. With respect to the specific mode in which
God exists, we obviously can know nothing save
what he himself has been pleased to communicate.

Now, in what all Christians believe to be the
very word of the Deity, a communication, to that
precise effect, actually kas been made.

Hence, as it would seem, every ground of dis-
crepance ought hereafter to be completely re-
moved.

Yet this is far from being the case. For two
theological systems, differing most vitally from each

a2



XX INTRODUCTION.

other, and yet severally claiming to be founded
upon Scripture, are, in the present day, warmly
maintained and defended by their respective ad-
herents. _

1. These two systems differ, in regard to tke
nature of the divine unity.

(1.) According to the one system, God exists in
perfect unity of essence. And he so exists in per-
fect unity of essence, that he exists, at the same
time, in a single person only.

(2.) But, according to the other system, God
exists, indeed, in perfect unity of essence. Yet he
80 exists in perfect unity of essence, that he exists,
at the same time, in three distinct persons also.

2. They differ, likewise, in regard to the personal
character of the Son.

(1.) According to the ome system, Christ is a
perfect man. And he is so a perfect man, that he
is nothing more than a mere man: a man, that is
to say, born in the ordinary course of nature, and
in every physical respect similar to ourselves.

(2.) But, according to the other system, Christ
is a perfect man indeed. Yet he is so a perfect
man, that, by the union of the divine nature to the
_human nature, he is also perfect God : being, in-
‘carnately, the second of those three distinct per-
sons, who are jointly comprehended within the
absolute unity of the divine essence.
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8. They differ, moreover, in regard to the nature
of the Holy Ghost.

(1.) According to the ome system, the Holy
Ghost is, either the unipersonal God himself, or
the personification of a quality, or a certain pecu-
liar virtue and efficacy of God through the medium
of which God operates, or spiritual gifts, or a col-
lective body of men inspired by God, or the highest
of created angels: though it does not seem as yet
to have been positively settled, wrica of these six
several opinions ought to be adopted exclusively *.

! I subjoin the six antitrinitarian definitions of the Holy
Ghost ; appending the authorities, whence I learn their respec-
tive proposal and adoption by the most esteemed doctors of the
Antitrinitarian School.

I. The first definition is: that The Holy Ghost is Gop HIu-
SELY ; or, in other words, that The Holy Ghost is identical with
the unipersonal Deity commonly styled the Father.

1. Cum Spiritus Sanctus sit Spiritus Dei; certumque sit alio-
qui (1 Corinth. ii. 9—11.), spiritum alicujus personz non posse
esse personam, ab ea, cujus est spiritus, distinctam : non minus
constare, cim Spiritui Sancto ea tribuuntur, quee persons et
simul ipsius Dei sunt propria, nihil aliud intelligendum nomine
Spiritis Sancti esse, quam 1psux DEUM. Faust. Socin. Respons.
ad Wiek. c. x. .

2. Sometimes, the Spirit or Holy Spirit of God is put directly
for cop HmsxLr: as in 1 Corinth. ii. 11. The Spirit' of God
here is op HiMseLF. Lindsey’s Sequel to Apol. p. 163.

II. The second definition is: that The Holy Ghost is THE

PERSONIFICATION OF A QUALITY.
1. By
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(2.)''But, according to the other system, the
Holy Ghost is strictly a personal agent. For he

1. By the Spirit or Holy Spirit of God, is most frequently
signified H1s POWER OR WIsDOM OorR BoTH. Lindsey’s Sequel to
Apol. p. 164.

2. Both Satan and the Holy Spirit are PERSONIFICATIONS OF
quaLTiRs. New Testam. in an Improved Version, note on Acts
v. 8,4.

II1. The third definition is: that The Holy Ghost is A cERTAIN
PECULIAR VIRTUE AND EFFICACY OF GOD, THROUGH THE MEDIUM OF
WHICH GOD OPERATES.

1. Ipsum Deum, Spiritu suo, id est, VIRTUTE ATQUE EFFICACIA
8UA, agentem atque operantem. Faust. Socin. Respons. ad Wiek.
c. X,

2. Credo me satis ostendisse, Spiritum Sanctum non esse per-
sonam, non magﬁ quam aliee vel proprietates vel effecta Dei sint
personee: cam nihil sit aliud, quam PECULIARIS QUADAM VIRTUS
ET EFFICACIA DEL Faust. Socin. Respons. ad Wiek. c. x.

IV. The fourth definition is: that The Holy Ghost is sPIRITUAL
GIPTS.

1. Go ye, therefore, and teach all nations, baptising them in
the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost :
as a symbolical profession of that holy religion ; which originated
with the Father, was taught by Christ the Son (that is, the ser-
vant and messenger of God), and confirmed by THE ei¥1s oF THE
mory amost, New Test. in an Improv. Vers. note on Matt.
xxviii. 19.

2. See also the same definition given, in Catech. Racov. c. vi.
queest. 12, and in Priestley’s Hist. of Corrupt. part i. sect. 7.
Works, vol. v. p. 58. .

V. The fifth definition is: that The Holy Ghost is a coL-
LECTIVE BODY OF MEN INSPIRED BY GOD.
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is the third of those three distinct persons, who are

To deceive the Holy Spirit : that is, MeN WHO WERE INSPIRED BY
eon, New Testam. in an Improv. Version, note on Acts v. 8, 4.

VI. The sixth definition is: that The Holy Ghost is THE
HIGHEST OF CREATED ANGELS.

Justinus Spiritum Sanctum cum angelis conjungit, quasi uxuve
EORUM ESSET ET PRECIPUUS, UT REVERA EST, quicquid Justinus
senserit. Gilbert. Cleric. Antiniceenism. p. 105.

Mr. Clerke borrowed this definition from John Biddle, who
had previously advanced and maintained it as expressing the
undoubted scriptural import of the Holy Ghast. See Bull.
Brev. Animad. in Anteniceen. § 24. .

With respect to Justin, as will readily be believed, he says
nothing of what Mr. Clerke is pleased to attribute to him. I
subjoin his own words: in which he testifies, under the plural
form, that, as he and the whole Catholic Church of his day, as
it subsisted about thirty years after the death of St. John, had
been catechetically taught by their predecessors the worship and
adoration of THE vATEER and THE soN and THE SPIRIT; 80 were
they willing ungrudgingly to communicate the same worship and
adoration to their successors.

AN\’ *Bxeivéy re, kal rov wap’ abrov Yioy éNOévra (xal diddl-
arra Hpdc ravra xal rov réy A\\wy dxopévey ral Eopowvpéver
&yaBdy byyé\wy orparov), Tiveipd 8 0 wpognrucdv, oefépeda
xal xpoaxvvoipey, Nbyp xal &Anlelg riudrreg, cat xavrl Boviouévy
palbeiv, &¢ é3udbxOnpey, &9Bévwg wapadidéyvrec. Justim. Apal. i.
Oper. p. 43. Sylburg. 1698,

. My present business, however, is merely to shew, on the un-

exceptionable authority of Mr. Biddle and Mr. Clerke: that,
according to one of the six interpretations propounded by the
Antitrinitarian School, the Holy Ghost is THE HiGHEer (pree-
cipuus) OP<REATED ANGELS.
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jointly ' comprehended “within the absoluteness of
the divine unity.

4. They differ, finally, in their ascrzptwn of essen-
tial divinity.

(1.) According to the one system, the Father is
true God exclusively of the Son and the Spirit. Or,
at least, when the Spirit is pronounced to be per-
sonally identical with the Father, the Father is true
God exclusively of the Son.

(2.) But, according to the other system, the
Father is true God, the Son is true God, and the
Holy Ghost is true God: and all the three, col-
lectively, are the one true God. Yet the Father, per-
sonally, is not the Son : nor is the Son, personally,
the Holy Ghost : nor is the Holy Ghost, personally,
the Father.

I1. Each of these two systems claims alike to be
founded upon SCRIPTURE.

But, in reality, the true basis of each is A PaR-
TICULAR INTERPRETATION OF SCRIPTURE.

For Scripture itself decides nothing, until it be
first interpreted.

On this point, simple as it is, I have ob-
served great confusion of ideas among some
even of the most approved of the antitrinitarian
writers.

. 1. Mr. Lindsey, for instance, assures us: that
THE AUTHORITIES OF MEN are nothing. And he adds:
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that It s HOLY SCRIPTURE ALONE, which can decide
the important point at issue between the Trinstarian
and the Antitrinitarian’.

(1.) Now, in this two-fold statement, so far as I

! Lindsey’s Apol. p.23. I think it only equitable to say, that
this confusion of ideas is no way peculiar to the Antitrinitarian
School.

We often hear it crudely said by those who ought to know
better : that They prefer the decision of God’s revealed word to
the decision of Fathers and Councils..

I. Such a preference, in the abstract, no sober Christian will
censure : but this, I apprehend, is not the real question. Be-
fore we talk of preference, we ought to ascertain wrAT the de-
cision of God’s revealed word really is : otherwise, we may be
in no small danger of mistaking our own private decision for the
authoritative decision of Holy Scripture.

II. The whole matter, though the propounders of a vulgar
paralogism are very apt to overlook it, rests upon the point of
INTERPRETATION: and it does not quite necessarily follow, that
the decision of God’s revealed word is really that, which we may
rapidly pronounce to be its decision.

1. Hence, though no prudent person would broadly prefer
the decision of Fathers and Councils to the decision of God’s
revealed word : yet many prudent persons may haply prefer an -
interpretation of God’s word propounded by an ancient Father
to an interpretation of God’s word propounded by the insulated
private judgment of a modern theologian.

2. A cautious inquirer will always distinguish, between the
actual decision and the asserted deciston, of God's revealed word.
They are in no wise, ¢f necessity, identical.
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can understand its purport, Mr. Lindsey advocates a
plain impossibility.

Scripture ALONE, he tells us, must decide the im-
portant point at issue between the Trinitarian and
the Antitrinitarian: and The authorities of men are
NOTHING.

Yet Scripture, it is quite clear, cannot decide the
important point at issue, unless it be first inter-
preted. And, in the present state of the world, all
supernatural communication with heaven having
ceased, Scriptﬁre cannot be interpreted save by
some human being.

But, whenever Scripture is interpreted by a man,
EVERY such interpretation must inevitably rest upon
the authority of a man.

Mr. Lindsey, however, without makmg a single
exception, declares : that T%e authorities of men are
NOTHING.

Therefore, inasmuch as ALL interpretations rest
upon the authorities of men, and inasmuch as the
authorities of men are NorHING: it clearly follows;
that, in the judgment of Mr. Lindsey, Every inter-
pretation must be alike rejected, on the express
score of its resting upon NoTHING.

Now, when EvERY interpretation shall have been
thus alike equitably rejected ; and, consequently,
when Mr. Lindsey’s own interpretation shall have
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been rejected among the rest (for The authorities of
men are NoTHING : and Mr. Lindsey’s own interpre-
tation, however we may admire its ingenuity, is,
after all, the mere authoritative decision of a man):
Holy Scripture, at length, remains quite ALONE.

But, as Mr. Lindsey teaches us, It is Holy Scrip-
ture thus ALONE, or Holy Scripture altogether un-
adulterated by ANY HUMAN INTERPRETATION, which
must finally decide the important point at issue be-
tween the Trinitarian and Antitrinitarias.

(2.) A prudent inquirer will zere naturally ask,
how this extraordinary feat of controversial decision
can be accomplished after the mode recommended
by Mr. Lindsey. For, to all practical intents and
purposes, SCRIPTURE UNINTERPRETED, or Scripture
perused without the annexation of a single her-
meneutic idea to its phraseology, is neither more
nor less, than SCRIPTURE IN A STATE OF PROFOUND
SILENCE.

To the present very obvious question, the very
obvious reply is the proposition with which I set
out.

Mpy. Lindsey is the advocate of a plain impossi-
bility.

For, most indisputably, the entire matter will
stand in manner following. )

Scripture UNINTERPRETED can decide nothing.

But, according to Mr. Lindsey, No human inter-

7
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pretation, 3o far as concerns the decision of a theo-
logical question, is of the least value. For EVERY
human interpretation rests upon the authority of
a man. And, as Mr. Lindsey himself distinctly
assures us, The authorities of men are NOTHING.

Therefore, when, in one breath, Mr. Lindsey
tells us; that Scripture ALONE must decide the point
at issue, and yet that The authorities of men in the
interpretation of Scripture are NoTHING : he clearly
recommends, to our honest labours, the accom-
plishment of an impossibility.

(8.) The antitrinitarian admirer of this paradoxi-
cal speculatist may very possibly urge: that The
point at issue ought, indeed, to be decided by Scrip-
ture ALONE; but, then, so by Scripture alome, as
SCRIPTURE IS INTERPRETED BY MR. LINDSEY.

Such a claim, should it be gravely propounded,
would be nothing better than mere solemn trifling.

For, in the first place, there seems to be no
special reason, why we should be bound to take
the interpretation of Mr. Lindsey, rather than the
interpretation of an other person.

And, in the second place, by telling us that Te
authorities of men are NoTHING, Mr. Lindsey Aimself
(a judge, from whom his admirers cannot, in the
present matter, consistently appeal) has, virtually
and -by a plain necessity of consequence, assured
us : that kis own interpretation of Scripture pos-
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sesses no authority; that, in truth, it is a mere
NorHING ; and that it is, thence, unworthy of the
slightest attention.

2. Mr. Haynes, according to the account given
of him by Mr. Lindsey, seems to have involved
himself in the very same confusion of ideas. For,
with %im also as with Mr. Lindsey, The word of
Glod ALONE is to settle the matter: while yet, at the
same time, No regard is to be paid to ANY human
scheme or explanation of that word.

Mr. Lindsey has favoured us with the following
statement of the principles of this kindred theo-
logian.

He was fully persuaded, in his own mind, of the
truth of his sentiments concerning God and Jesus
Christ. He founded them upon the Sacred Scrip-
tures, for which he had the highest vemeration. He
thought himself thoroughly justified, to his own con-
science, in taking his notions of God from the word
of God ALoNE. And he, THEREFORE, paid but little
regard to ANY human scheme or explanation .

! Lindsey's Sequel to Apol. p. 20—28. The same contempt
of primitive antiquity, and the same adulation of their own su-
perior wisdom in the interpretation of Scripture, as that which
so strongly characterises our modern Unipersonalists, equally
characterised the Arians at the beginning of the fourth century.
Their humour is strongly delineated in an epistle of Alexander
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Now, than this conduct of Mr. Haynes, built on
his own avowed principles as reported (very faith-

of Alexandria to Alexander of Constantinople, which has been
preserved by Theodoret.

Obde rav dpyalwy rwvig ovyxplvew davroic &kwlow obde, olc
Apeic éc maldwy Spdjoapey didaoxalo, Eéfoovofar dvéxorrar.
"ANN’ obd¢ T@v Uy warraxod ovAerovpy@av rwva elg pérpoy go-
plag fryoivrar pdvor cogol xal &xrfipovec xal Soypdrwy edpérac
Néyovrege elvae, val abroic &woxexakdgbar pévorg, drep obderl rav
w3 rov fhwy Erépy wépukey ENBely el¢ Evvourv. Theod. Hist.
Eccles. lib. i. c. 4. p.16. Paris. 1673.

In truth, the imprudent boast of the Arians, that they were
discoverers of doctrines, doypbdrwy edpérai, was obviously, even
in itself, a condemnation of their system. Had their scheme
set forth the genuine purport of the Gospel, it could not have
been discovered at the beginning of the fourth century. On the
contrary, it must have been universally known and received, in
the Catholic Church, from the very time of the Apostles. A
confession of doctrinal novelty is a confession of doctrinal false-
hood. In matters purely secular, such as the arts and sciences,
we may, from time to time, as the world grows older, reasonably
expect the making of new discoveries. But, in the very nature
and necessity of a divine revelation, no new discoveries of doc-
trine, at an age subsequent to the delivery of the revelation
itself, can possibly be accomplished. Doctrinal error may,
doubtless, be removed: and long-smothered doctrinal truth
may, doubtless, be rediscovered. But, in every such case, the
acquisition of doctrinal truth must be strictly a rediscovery, as
contradistinguished from a new discovery : nor can any pretence
even of a rediscovery be legitimately admitted, unless the pro-
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fully, I doubt not) by Mr. Lindsey, nothing, surely,
can be more irrational, more inconsistent, and more
self-contradictory.

Mr. Haynes, we are told, paid but little regard
to any human scheme or to any human explana-
tion. And yet, upon the mere strength of Ais own
explanation of Scripture, ke was FULLY PERSUADED
of the truth of his sentiments comcerning God and
Jesus Christ. In other words, he Was FULLY PER-
sUADED upon the mere strength of what, even by his
own shewing, was worthy of but little regard.

Accordingly, as Mr. Lindsey yet further informs
us, Mr. Haynes, though he pronounced ALL human
interpretations of Scripture, and therefore obviously
his own among the rest, to be undeserving of the
least notice, absolutely declared : that He himself
had No DOUBTS, NO SCRUPLES, NO SECRET MISGIVINGS,

pounder can shew, from clear and distinct historical testimony,
that he has merely brought again to light a long-suppressed and
a once universally received primeval doctrine. Divine or doc-
trinal truth must needs be from the very beginning : and, if from
the very beginning a doctrine has not subsisted, that circumstance
alone demonstrates its palpable falsehood. There cannot be a
more hopeless fatuity, than either to assert or to expect a new
doctrinal discovery in the field of Theology. The asserter of
any such new discovery is a mountebank : and the expectant of
it is an idiot. ID E8SSE VERUM, QUODCUNQUE PRIMUM : ID RESSE
ADULTERUM, QUODCUNQUE PposTERIUS. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 2.
Oper. p. 405.
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that he either WAs| oF even MIGHT BE, mistaken. But,
on the contrary, he assured his friends: that He
had A FULL AND ENTIRE PERSUASION, that his own
Joundation was MOST CERTAIN AND INFALLIBLE ',

The truth of the matter is: that, although Mr.
Haynes claimed to found his sentiments upon tke
word of God ALONE, he really founded them upon
HIS OWN PRIVATE EXPLANATION of that word ; while
yet, with singular inconsistency, he at the same
time professed to pay small regard to ANy human
scheme or explanation.

His foundation, in short, as he gravely assures
us, is most certain and infallible. But his certainty
and his infallibility rest upon the mere authority
of a man. And Mr. Lindsey will teach him, that
the authorities of men are nothing.

8. Exactly the same remark applies to the
parallel dogmatism of Dr. Priestley.

When speaking of the Bible, this writer asserts:
that He himself, Dr. Priestley to wit, is IN FULL
POSSESSION of that strong-hold of his faith®.

! Lindsey’s Sequel to Apol. p. 20—23.

? Priestley’s Works, vol. xviii. p. 567. Yet Dr. Priestley
treats this strong-hold of his faith somewhat unceremoniously :
for he denies the authority of the Bible to be final.

After claiming to have shewn, that there is no such doctrine
as that of the Trinity in the Scriptures: he boldly adds ; that,
IF IT HAD BEEN FOUND THERE, IT WOULD HAVE BEEN IMPOSSIBLE
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Now, in the very nature and necessity of things,
it is certain : that the Bible cannot be the strong-

YOR A REASONABLE MAN TO BELIEVE IT; a8 if tmplies a contra-
diction, which no miracles can prove. Hist. of Early Opin.
Introd. sect.iv. Works, vol. vi. p. 33, 34.

I. We may safely concede to Dr. Priestley, that a revelation
from God cannot propound a contradiction : but it does not, by
any necessary consequence, seem thence to follow, that, what Dr,
Priestley deems a contradiction, is really such. A more modest,
and (I will venture to add) a more rational, inquirer would not
have professed his predeterminatjon to reject a doctrine, even if
revealed in Scripture, on the very insufficient ground : that such
a doctrine, to Ais finite reason, antecedently APPEARED to be a
contradiction. He would rather, I think, bave been humbly
satisfied : that no REAL contradiction could subsist in a doctrine,
which, 'in point of fact, was revealed in Scripture.

II. Be this, however, as it may, Dr. Priestley denies the au-
thority of the Bible to be final, while yet he compliments it with
the title of the strong-hold of his faith. Professedly he would
not believe the doctrine of the Trinity, even if it could be clearly
ascertained, as a naked matter of fact, that that doctrine is
taught in the Bible. In such a supposed case, which may per-
adventure turn out to be a true case, he would reject his strong-
hold the Bible, rather than believe what the Bible teaches.

ITI. When a person has once laid it down antecedently, that
the doctrine of the Trinity caNNor be true: he must inevitably
come to the perusal of Scripture, not with any intention of
LEARNING what may be there revealed, but with a full resolution
of so expounding Secripture as to compel it to speak his own
sentiments and thus to enable him to declare that he riNps inita

VOL. I b
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hold of Dr. Priestley’s faith, until he shall have
first so interpreted it as to enforce its agreement
with his own system.

But, in the business of interpretation, the author-
ities of men are nothing : and the authority even
of Dr. Priestley is only the authority of @ man.

Therefore Dr. Priestley’s faith, being founded
merely upon Ais own interpretation of Scripture,
which interpretation rests merely upon ks own
human authority, is founded, as Mr. Lindsey will
teach him, upon nothing.

III. Discarding, then, the contradictory language
of some antitrinitarian writers; that The point at
tssue between them and their opponents must be de-
cided by Scripture ALONE, while yet The authorities
of men in the snterpretation of Scripture are NOTHING :
we may now say; that The dispute, between the
modern Trinitarian and the modern Antitrinitarian,
is really a dispute, not respecting THE AUTHORITY OF
SCRIPTURE, but respecting THE RIGHT INTERPRETATION
OF SCRIPTURE.

system which he had already predetermined to be the truth in-
dependently of Scripture.

Accordingly, the result of Dr. Priestley’s biblical inquiries is
precisely such as might have been anticipated.

He came to the sacred volume with a full resolution, not to
LEARN what it does teach, but to Fixp in it what he had pro-
nounced it ought to teach.
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- The reason of this is obvious.

Though each disputant professes to appeal to
SCRIPTURE &8 his voucher and authority: each, in
truth, appeals to HIS OWN INTERPRETATION OF SCRIP-
TURE. '

For, let his reasons be valid or invalid, still, in
point of fact, each maintains: that Ais own inter-
pretation of Scripture, to the exclusion of the in-
terpretation proposed by kis opponent, ought assur-
edly to be adopted. .

The naked scriptural dispute being thus finally
brought, as, in the judgment of plain common
sense, it always must be finally brought, to the
question of INTERPRETATION : however each party
may be satisfied with their own particular view of
Scripture ; yet, since each party strenuously denies
the propriety of the interpretation respectively
advocated by the opposing party, and since without
some tangible proof more cogent than mere dog-
‘matical assertion meither party can have a right to
demand from the other party an implicit admission
of this interpretation or of that interpretation, I
see not, how the dispute can ever be controversially
settled, save by the adduction of some unexcep-
tionable uMPIRE, to whom both parties may be
willing to submit, or at least to whom an impartial
bystander will allow that they ought to submit.

Now exactly such an umpPIRE has been excellently

b 2
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pointed out to us by Dr. Priestley: and his state-
ment so bears upon its very front the impress of
truth and reason, that no sober inquirer, I think,
of either party, can possibly start any maintainable
objection; least of all can the members of the
Antitrinitarian School, since the uMPIRE in question
has been spontaneously proposed by one of them-
selves.

The proposal of this umpirg, who is peculiarly
unexceptionable because in truth he is called in
purely to decide upon a question of racr, I shall
give in the precise words of his proposer Dr.
Priestley.

The true doctrine, concerning the person of Christ,
must be allowed to have been held by the Aposties.

They, no doubt, knew, whether their Master was
only a man like themselves, or their Maker.

Their tmmediate disciples would receive and main-
tain the same doctrine that they held.

And it must have been some time, before any other
could have been introduced and have spread to any
extent: and, especially, before it could have become
the prevailing opinion ',

! Priestley’s Reply to Animad. Introd. sect. iv. Works, vol.
xviii. p. 28.

On the divine authority of the Christian Scriptures as a Rule
of Faith, the American theologian, Dr. Channing is full and ex-
press : but his deductions from those Scriptures rest not upon



INTRODUCTION. XXXVii

1. In asserting, on the part of the primitive
Church, the moral impossibility of error so far as

any more solid foundation, than his own gratuitous assumption of
their accuracy. '
- Jesus Christ is the only master of Christians : and, WHATEVER
HE TAUGHT, RITHER DURING HIS PERSONAL MINISTRY, OR BY HIS
INSPIRED APOSTLES, we regard as of divine authority, and profess
to make the rule of our lives. Sermon at the ordin. of Mr. Sparks,
p- 5. fifth Liverpool edit.

I. Whether, after such a declaration, Dr. Channing, like Dr.
Priestley, would, with a high hand, reject the doctrine of the
Trinity, even if he were evidentially satisfied, that, in point of
Jact, it is revealed in Scripture ; I will not undertake to deter-
mine : I canonly hope, that he would not be guilty of this strange
and unhallowed inconsistency. '

That Dr. Channing thinks and believes his own interpretation
of Scripture to be correct, I make no doubt: but the very
strongest belief and persuasion, on the part of any mere dog-
matical interpreter, is no rroor.

1. Here lies the grand defect of modern Antitrinitarianism.
IT 18 A COMPLETE 7ISSUE OF HERMENEUTIC ASSUMPTION AKD As-
SERTION.

Dr. Priestley, indeed, in his two Histories, as if conscious
of this blot, has attempted to remove it, after the only mode in
which it can be removed : with what success, may perhaps ap-
pear in the course of the following investigation. As for Dr,
Channing, like the rest of his School, he gives us Ais own expo-
sition of Scripture : but, if we ask for Proor that his exposition
is the true exposition, we shall vainly seek for any evidence
more cogent, than Ais own belief and persuasion that he does
give the true exposition.

Now,
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respects the MERE Fact, What the Apostles did or
did not teach to that Church concerning the nature

Now, so far as I can comprehend the principles of right reason-
ing, this is what is called a PETITIO PRINCIPIL: OF, in other words,
it is to AssuME the very point which ought to have been rrovED.

How do I know, that Dr. Channing’s interpretation gives, as
it professes, the real mind of Scripture? Why am I to receive
the expasition of an Antitrinitarian, when he assigns no better
reason for my receiving it; than that ke Ahimself pronounces it
exclusively rational, and that ke himself believes it to be true ?

That Dr. Channing is sincere in his belief that he has hit
upon the genuine exposition of Scripture, I may readily and
safely admit. But what ia this, in the way of suasive DEMON-
STRATION ?

2. Again I must repeat : that even the most honest conviction
of Dr. Channing or of any other antitrinitarian divine, in regard
to the perfect accuracy of his scriptural interpretation, is to
me no PROOF, that he is really a sound interpreter. = Without
PROOF, my feeling is only that of the Incredulus odi. I ask for
rroor ;: and I'am met by assErTION.

II. On the same. wistaken principle of substituting mere
dogmatism for direct evidence, Dr. Channing asks : How can the
Protestant escape from Transubstantiation, a doctrine most clearly
taught us, if the submission of reason, now contended for, be a
duty? Ibid. p. 13,

1. Truly, a protestant Catholic, were he to work upon the
basis recommended by Dr. Channing, would make but a sorry
figure in the presence of an intelligent roman Catholic.

The latter would immediately ask him ; and very reasonably,
to boot, would he ask him: Why a Romanist is bound to take a
Protestant’s interpretation of our Lord's words, rather than his

-
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of God and' of Christ:'T confess myself quite to
agree with Dr. Priestley.

own inlerpretation of them ; merely because the Protestant As-
SERTS, that his inlerpretation of them is undoubtedly the true in-
terpretation?

Were I a Transubstantialist, and were I treated by an oppo-
nent with nothing more cogent than DOGMATICAL AssERTION;
verily, I should remain a Transubstantialist to the end of my
life: for I should obviously discern mo reason, why, on the
ground of bare asseveration, I ought to relinquish my exposition,
in favour of a protestant exposition.

2. Bu, in truth, until taught by Dr. Channing, I never was
aware : that the doctrine of Transubstantiation is clearly pro-
pounded in Scripture, whence it can only be dislodged by bring-
ing the artillery of human reason to bear upon it. On the con-
trary, I had always conceived, with Tertullian and Cyril of Je-
rusalem and Athanasius and Augustine and Walafrid Strabo and
Arnold of Bonneval, that our Lord himself guards us against a
literal interpretation of his words, by telling us: that it is the
spirit which quickeneth, that the flesh profiteth nothing, and that
&is words are spirit and life. John vi. 63. See Tertull. de re-
surr. carn. § xxviii. Oper. p. 69. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. Mystag.
iv. p. 236, 237, 238. Athan. in illud Evan. Quicunque dixerit
verbum contra filium hominis. Oper. vol. i. p. 771,772, August,
Enarr. in Psalm. xcviii. Oper. vol. viii. p. 397. Walaf. Strab. de
Reb. Eccles. c. xvi. Arnold. Tractat. de Coen. Domin. ad calec.
Oper. Cyprian. vol. ii. p. 40.

3. No protestant Catholic, who understood the real ground
of making good his difference from the Roman Church, would
ever, mulalis mutandis, say with Dr. Priestley : that, even if
the doctrine of Transubstantiation were assuredly found in Scrip-

7
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- (1.)Clearly; T'think, the primitive Church must,
in all the fulness of absolute certainty, have known

ture, still he would not belicve it. 'To use the phraseology of
Dr. Channing, he escapes from that doctrine, without the least
difficulty and without the least incongruity : because, as, herme-
neutically, his Saviour directs him to understand and to interpret
his words spiritually or figuratively ; so, in matter of fact, he
finds, that those words mwere so understood and interpreted by
the primitive Church, and that all change of substance by the
consecration of the elements was even totidem verbis explieitly
denied. See August. Enarr. in Psalm. xcviii, Oper. vol. viii.
p- 397. Theodor. Dial. ii. Oper. vol. iv. p. 84, 85. Gelas. de
duab. Christ. natur. in Biblioth. Patr. vol. iv. p. 422. Ephreem.
Theopol. apud Phot. Bibl. cod. cexxix. p. 794, Facund. Defens.
Concil. Chalced. lib. ix. c. 5. Oper. p. 144,

(1.) On this ground, he rejects the doctrine of Transubstan-
tiation : and, if historical testimony were equally strong against
the doctrine of the Trinity, he would equally reject that doc-
trine also. For, in that case, he would feel assured, that the
trinitarian exposition of Scripture must be erroneous : because
the doctrine in question could not be scripturally true, if the
Catholic Church had invariably disowned and rejected it from
the very beginning. .

(2.) But the very reverse of this is the fact, as will amply
appear in the course of the present purely historical inquiry :
nor has the modern Antitrinitarian any thing to oppose to such
direct testimony, save the mere DOGMATICAL ASSERTION that his
omn private interpretation of Scripture must be the true inter-
pretation.

4, In short, the protestant Catholic rejects the doctrine of
Transubstantiation on the precise ground that he admits the doc-

trine of the Trinity.
) 1t
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and distinctly ‘understood :''Whether the Aposties
taught, that God exists only in one person, and that

(1.) If the two doctrines stood on the same historical basis, he
would perceive himself to have a direct proor, that each alike
is propounded in Scripture. And thence he would also per-
ceive, that he must either reject Scripture (which Dr. Channing
professes to regard as of divine authority), or that he must re-
ceive them both. For the direct proof of a fact must always,
in the very nature of evidence, outweigh any private interpre-
tation of Secripture : because a private interpretation, resting, as
it does, only on the mere opinion of the interpreter, may be er~
roneous ; but a Tact, established upon competent evidence, is
incontrovertible.

(2.) On the loose and unsatisfactory principles of Dr. Channing,
I would as little reject the doctrine of Transubstantiation, as I
would reject the doctrine of the Trinity : because, on those prin-
ciples, when I ask for proor that his interpretation of Scripture
is correct, I have nothing more convincing than his own bare
AssERTION that it és correct.

He happens to be theologically right, indeed, in rejecting the
doctrine of Transubstantiation: but, according to the just laws
of evidence, based on his own admission, that, Whatever Christ
taught, either during his personal ministry, or by his inspired
Apostles, must be regarded as of divine authority ; this is merely
a fortunate accident.

The ground, on which he rejects it, is perfectly unsatisfactory:
because, instead of being EVIDENTIAL, it is purely poeMaTICAL.

5. I am glad to make this statement, because Antitrinitarians
are fond of intimating : that the doctrine of the Trinity is not
better established than the doctrine of Transubstantiation; and
that the same hermeneutic process will overturn both, when in
truth it will overturn neither.
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Chlirist/was 'a''mere 'man ; or Whether the Apostles
taught, that God exists in three persons, and that
Christ is both man and God.

This, as Dr. Priestley well judged, is, not an
ABSTRACT QUESTION OF REASONING, but A NAKED
QUESTION oF FACT: and the djfference, between the
two systems of Humanitarian Antitrinitarianism
and Divinitarian Trinitarianism, is so broadly
marked and so positively determinate, that the
primitive Church could not possibly have been
mistaken, as to wHicH system was really, by the
Apostles, delivered and inculcated.

(2.) Whether the Apostles, in what they did
teach, taught the truth or not the truth: is
nothing whatsoever to The simple question of their
TEACHING, when that question is viewed as A NAKED
QUESTION OF FACT.

He, that receives the Gospel as a divine re-
velation, will of course believe, that they did
teach the truth: he, that rejects it, will equally
of course believe, that their lessons are nothing
better than a mere tissue of falsehood and im-
posture.

But, in either case, the BARE rAcT, of Their
TEACHING this system of doctrine or that system of
doctrine, will remain altogether undisturbed. And,
respecting that BARE FacT, the primitive Church,
according to the very rational and satisfactory
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decision of Dr. Priestley, could not have been
mistaken,

2. Here, then, by the spontaneous admission of
a leading Antitrinitarian himself, we have obtained
AN UNEXCEPTIONABLE UMPIRE.

(1.) The whole question now stands reduced to
A SIMPLE QUESTION OF HISTORICAL TESTIMONY,

If (just as we would ascertain any other point)
we can, on sufficient evidence, ascertain the mere
naked point; wHAT scheme of doctrine, respecting
the nature of God and the personal character of
Christ, the primitive Church, on the professed ground
that she had received it from the Apostles, invariably
maintained and inculcated: the dispute, between
the modern Trinitarian and the modern Antitrini-
tarian, ought plainly, in all reason, to be brought
to a termination.

For, as Dr. Priestley well remarks, the TRUE
doctrine, concerning the person of Christ, MusT be
allowed to have been held by the Apostles : and the
same doctrine, as that which they held; MUST have
been received and maintained by their immediate dis-
ciples and successors.

Hence, in historically ascertaining, wHAT was
taught by the Apostles, and WHAT from them was
received by the primitive Church: we historically
ascertain, according to Dr. Priestley’s own state-
ment, the indisputably TRUE doctrine.
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© (2.)'From this point, therefore, would we act
rationally and consistently, all dispute must ter-
minate. .

On the ground, common alike to Trinitarians
and to Antitrinitarians ; the ground, I mean, that
CHRISTIANITY 18 AN UNDOUBTED REVELATION FROM
HEAVEN: on this common ground, the Apostles
could not have taught gne doctrine; while the
Bible, received and partly penned by themselves,
inculcates quite another doctrine.

Most assuredly and most indisputably, WHATEVER
the Apostles taught respecting the nature of God
and of Christ, and whatever. the primitive Church
professedly received from them respecting such
doctrinal matters: that, let it be what it may,
MusT be the true import of the Bible.

If, by invincible historical testimony, we learn,
that the Apostles taught, and that the primitive
Church received from them, that precise scheme
which constitutes the system.of modern Antitrini-
tarianism : then, assuredly, the scheme of Trini-
tarianism will be utterly indefensible ; then that
scheme must be rejected, as a manifest corruption
of the original faith once delivered to the Saints ;
then the doctors of the Unipersonal School must
be recognised, as the only sound interpreters of
Scripture.

But, if the reverse should prove to be the case :
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if, by invincible historical testimony, we should
learn, that the Apostles taught, and that the
primitive Church received from them, the precise
scheme which constitutes the theological system
of modern Trinitarianism : then, no doubt, we
shall be irresistibly brought to a directly opposite
conclusion ; zken, no doubt, the only sound inter-
preters of Scripture will be those, who, analagously
to the ascertained primitive apostolical teaching,
deduce from it the doctrines of the godhead of the
man Jesus Christ and of the existence of a consub-
stantial Trinity of Persons in the mysterious Unity
of the Divine Essence.

IV. In thus adducing external testimony as AN
UMPIRE, let it not be said: that I am confessing
the authority of scRIPTURE ALONE to be insufficient.

1. Truly I am doing nothing of the sort.

Upon the mind of the honest inquirer it cannot
be too often impressed : that The dispute, between
the modern Trinitarian and the modern Anlitrini-
tarian, respects, not the AuTHORITY of Scripture, but
ils IMPORT.

Therefore, as the aurBORITY Of Scripture is not
the point under litigation: so, in the adduction
of external testimony with respect to the true
MporT of Scripture, I really do nothing more than
what the very terms of the dispute inevitably
Trequire.
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2.'0On'the bare principle of lingual intelligibility,
and on the reasonable presumption that God would
not communicate a revelation of his own peculiar
nature in terms which (by conventional phrase-
ology) could not but be misunderstood, however
firmly a Trinitarian may be himself persuaded, that
Scripture, in its plain and natural seunse, is de-
cidedly ranged on Ais side of the question : still,
in actual controversy, the firm persuasion of a Tri-
nitarian will be no very effective argument with an
Antitrinitarian, whose perhaps equally firm per-
suasion it is, that Scripture is ranged on the
directly opposite side of the question.

Between the Trinitarian and the Antitrinitarian,
the point litigated is THE VERY IMPORT OF SCRIPTURE.

Hence, however great may be the scriptural
conviction of the Trinitarian Aimself, I cannot but
deem it vain and useless for him to argue, from
Scripture as to the mMporr of Scripture, with an
Antitrinitarian, who asserts, that every passage,
probatively adduced by him, is erroneously inter-
preted.

Let him bring forward his scriptural evidence,
with whatever supposed clearness, and with what-
ever complete conviction impressed upon kis own
mind : still his adversary contends, that the anti-
trinitarian view of Scripture is its only true view;
still contends, that, in biblical interpretation, his
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own authority is decisive, at the very time when
he assures us that the authorities of men are no-
thing ; still contends, that all impartial inquirers
must be particularly on their guard against what is
called the natural signification of words and phrases’.

What, says Tertullian, will you gain, my tho-
roughly well read Scripturist: when, if you defend
any position, that identical position shall be flatly
denied ; or, if you deny any position, that self-same
position shall be strenuously defended® Truly, you
will lose indeed nothing, save, through the labour of
contention, the clearness of your voice : but then you
will also gain nothing, save, through the blasphemies
of your opponent, an abundant accession of bile®.

8. Under these circumstances, a controversial

! 1 subjoin the admonition of Mr. Belsham.

Impartial and sincere inquirers afier truth must be parTICU-
LARLY upon their guard against what is called THE NATURAL
SIGNIFICATION OF WORDS AND PHRASES. Belsham’s Calm Inquiry,
p. 5. ’

The admonition is, at least, a remarkable one. On this point,
however, and on the real mind of Scripture as understood
and explained by the primitive Church, see below, append. i.
numb. 1.

? Quid promovebis, exercitatissime Scripturarum: cum, si
quid defenderis, negetur ex diverso; si quid negaveris, defen-
datur? Et tu quidem nihil perdes, nisi vocem in contentione :
nihil consequeris,.nisi bilem de “blasphematione. Tertull. de
preescript. adv. heer. § 5. Oper. p. 101. Rbenan.
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appeal’ to ' Scripture is rendered useless : for, THE
VERY. IMPORT OF SCRIPTURE being stself litigated, the
parties have obviously no common ground of argu-
ment., -

Therefore, as Tertullian well remarks on a simi-
lar case, we must make no appeal to Scripture : nor
must we, on Scripture, rest the stress of the contest'.

By the Trinitarian such an appeal must be aban-

doned, not from any acknowledgment of the real
insufficiency of Scripture to decide the question,
but from an experimental conviction of its practical
inefficiency.
. When THE VERY IMPORT OF SCRIPTURE is ilself
disputed, Scripture, as Tertullian rightly judged,
can no longer be profitably employed as an umpire.
Henceforth, the controversy respects THE TRUE
MEANING OF GoD’s WoRD : and it is vain to appeal to
that word, when THE MEANING ITSELF OF GOD’S WORD
is the very matter litigated *

! Ergo non ad Scripturas provocandum est : nec in his con-
sutuendum certamen. Tertull. de praescript. adv. heer. § 5.
Oper. p. 101.

! Perhaps it may not be useless here to exhibit some speci-
mens of modern antitrinitarian reasoning from Scripture : rea-
soning, which, however common, the Trinitarian ventures to
esteem palpably inconclusive.

I. For the avowed purpose of establishing their own system
and. of subverting that of their opponents, it is a frequent prac-
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" 4. What then remains, but to call in the testi-
mony of History and to appeal to the voice of pri-
mitive Antiquity ?
tice with Antitrinitarians to adduce texts, which declare Christ
to be a man.

1. But what has this to do with the real question: when, all
the while, the identical humanity of Christ, as established by
those very texts, is professedly a part of the doctrinal system
maintained by the Trinitarians ?

2. By such a palpably superfluous process, which argues
either a gross Ignoratio Elenchi or something much worse than
such ignorance, the Antitrinitarian completely travels out of the
record : for he merely proves, what the Trinitarian never thought
of denying.

8. His object is, indeed, through the medium of those texts,
to set aside the doctrine of Christ’s divinity : but his argument
is so grossly illogical, that even a child might expose its glaring
inconclusiveness.

To say, that Christ is NoT God BECAUSE he is man, is, in truth,
to beg the very matter in debate.

For the debate is: not Whether Christ be true man; but
Whether Christ be true man and true God united.

II. So likewise, for the purpose of confounding their anta-
gonists, Antitrinitarians not unfrequently adduce texts, which
declare the Son to be tnferior to the Father.

1. But, here again, what has this to do with the real question :
when, all the while, Trinitarians themselves expressly maintain
the inferiority of the Son to the Father under certain specific and
well defined aspects?

2. With accurate thinkers, at least, I see not, how the cause
of Antitrinitaridnism is to be advanced by the controversial pro-
duction of texts, which say nothing but what Trinitarians them-

VOL. 1. C
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In' this way only, can we expect to obtain a
distinct controversial proor, that any given inter-
pretation really and correctly exhibits the genuine
sense of Scripture : in this way only, with a deter-
mined antitrinitarian disputant, can the debate be
beneficially conducted : in this way only, can we
even hope to work any conviction in minds, which
as claiming to be exclusively reasonable have long
been accustomed to a particular line of exposition,
and which thence not unnaturally view it as alone
propounding the true mind of God’s written reve-
lation.

selves say, and which by Trinitarians themselves are Equarry
cited for the avowed purpose of establishing their own doctrine
that Under certain aspects the Son is undoubtedly inferior to the
Father.

IIL. In a similar manner, for the purpose of confuting the
doctrine of the Trinity, Antitrinitarians delight in quoting texts
which assert the Unity of God.

1. But how is this to avail them : when, all the while, God's
Unity is not the matter litigated ?

2. The true dispute respects, not The Unity of God, but The
precise mode of that Unity.

Hence, to adduce texts, which teach only a doctrine main-
tained alike by Trinitarian and by Antitrinitarian, is nothing
better than mere solemn trifling : for such a process leaves the
real question exactly where it found it.

Every Trinitarian is an Unitarian: though every Unitarian
is not a Trinitarian. The name Unitarian is common alike to
both parties.
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V. Nor is such a mode of conducting the debate
by any means useless even to the sincere and
devout Catholic.

1. A thought must sometimes cross his mind, as
to the sentiments and the creed of that primitive
Church which chronologically touched the age of
the inspired and therefore doctrinally infallible
Apostles.

2. He s convinced, indeed, personally, from Scrip-
ture aLoNE : and he would be personally satisfied
as to the truth of his system, even if he had no
other book to resort to. But, still, he must inevit-
ably perceive: that, in the very nature and neces-
sity of things, if Ais view of Scripture be correct,
the same must also have been the view taken of it
by the Church Catholic from the beginning.

3. Hence his personal conviction will be greatly
strengthened, and his mind will in ne small degree
be comforted, when, from the extrinsic and inde-
pendent testimony of History, he shall have learned:
that the very faith, for which he contends, is the
identical faith once delivered to the saints by the
inspired Apostles themselves.

V1. Thus, I think, will benefit result to the
pious Catholic of whatever Church provincial or
national.

The Catholic, however, of the Anglican Church,
may justly, in a yet more especial manuer, be

c?2




Lii INTRODUCTION.

led to favour such a mode of conducting the
inquiry. For the Anglican Church has always
professed to build her code of doctrine, authori-
tatively indeed upon SCRIPTURE ALONE, but kerme-
neutically upon SCRIPTURE AS EXPLAINED BY PRIMITIVE
ANTIQUITY /.

! Holy Scripture containeth all things necessary to salvation :
so that, whatsoever is not read therein, nor may be proved
thereby, is not to be required of any man, that it should be
believed as an article of the Faith, or be thought requisite or
necessary to salvation. Art. vi.

Ista nos didicimus a Christo, ab Apostolis, et sanctis Patri-
bus: et eadem bona fide docemus populum Dei. Juell. Apol.
Eccles. Anglican. apud Enchirid. Theologic. vol. i. p. 228.

A primitiva Ecclesia, ab Apostolis, a Christo, non discessimus.
Tbid. p. 295. ' ‘

Accessimus, quantum maximé potuimus, ad Ecclesiam Apos-
tolorum et veterum catholicorum Episcoporum et Patrum :—nec
tantum doctrinam nostram, sed etiam sacramenta, precumque
publicarum formam, ad illorum ritus et instituta direximus.—
Inde enim putavimus instaurationem petendam esse, unde prima
Religionis initia ducta essent.” Heac enim ratio, inquit antiquis-
simus pater Tertullianus, valet adversus omnes hereses : Id esse
verum, quodcunque primum ; id esse adulterum, quodcungue pos-
terius. Irensus sepe ad antiquissimas Ecclesias provocavit,
quee Christo fuissent viciniores, quasque credibile vix esset erra-
visse. Ibid. p. 323.

Nos, et ex Sacris Libris, quos scimus non posse fallere, certam
quandam Religionis formam queesivisse ; et ad veterum Patrum
atque Apostolorum primitivam Ecclesiam, hoc est, ad primordia
atque initia, tanquam ad fontes, rediisse. Ibid. p. 340,

Opto,
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Herein she has judged well and wisely.

ScripTurRE and ANTIQUITY are the two pillars,
upon which all rationally established Faith must
ultimately repose.

If we reject scRIPTURE, we reject the very basis
of theological belief: if we reject anTIQUITY, We
reject historical evidence to soundness of interpre-
tation.

When the two are combined, we attain to MORAL
CERTAINTY : and, in matters which by their very
nature admit not of mathematical proof, MoraL
ceRTAINTY is the highest point to which we can
possibly attain *.

‘VII. Lest, in the present day, this Work should
be hastily deemed superfluous and supererogatory,
I may be permitted to state: that its plan and

Opto, cum Melancthone et Ecclesia Anglicana, per canalem
Antiquitatis deduci ad nos dogmata fidei e fonte Sacree Scrip-
turee derivata. Alioquin, quis futurus est novandi finis? Casaub.
Epist. 744. , '

Quod si me conjectura non fallit, totius Reformationis pars
integerrima_est in Anglia: ubi, cum studio Veritatis, viget
studium Antiquitatis. Casaub. Epist. 837.

Rex cum Ecclesia Anglicana pronunciat, eam demum se doc-
trinam pro vera simul et necessaria ad salutem agnoscere, quee,
e fonte Sacree Scripturse manans, per consensum veteris Eccle-
siee, ceu per canalem, ad hac tempora fuerit derivata. Casaub.
Epist. 838.

! See Bp. Stillingfleet’s Rational Account of the grounds of
Protest. Relig. part i. chap. 2. § 9. p. 59.
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object differ essentially from the plans and objects
of its predecessors.

1. Those, who wish distinctly to learn the in-
dividual opinions of the earlier ecclesiastical writers
respecting the nature and character of our Lord ;
I refer to the valuable Work of Dr. Burton, enti-
tled Zestimonies of the Antenicene Fathers to the
divinity of Christ'.

Dr. Burton and myself both aim wltimately at
the same point. But our respective modes of con-
ducting the inquiry are essentially, and indeed pro-
fessedly, different. '

(1.) He gives at large the personal sentiments of
the leading individuals, who flourished anterior to
the first Council of Nice, in regard to the nature
and character of Christ. Whence the obvious in-
ference is: that The Catholic Church could not
have held oNE doctrine, while these leading tndividuals
held quite ANOTHER doctrine.

(2.) 1, on the contrary, have no concern with
those leading individuals, in respect to the bare
expression of their own personal sentiments. For
my declared business is to adduce them, only so
far as they are witnesses to the naked historical
FAct: that The Catholic Church at large, in the

! Now Regius Professor of Divinity in the University of Ox-
ford. Feb. 2. 1830.
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times when they severally flourished, held such or
such a system of doctrine, on the professed ground of
authoritative derivation from the Apostles. In other
words, my object is to ascertain, on the ordinary
legitimate principles of historical evidence: not
what the individual Antenicene Fathers themselves
believed, as to the nature of God and of Christ;
but what was maintained and taught by tke entire
primitive Church, up to the very apostolic age, and
on the very basis of avowed apostolic derivation.

2. To the well-read theologian, I need scarcely
to remark : that the drift of Bishop Bull's great
Work, The Defence of the Nicene Faith, differs yet
again from the drift both of Dr. Burton’s Work
and of my own.

For the object of that profoundly learned Pre-
late is to shew : that The specific faith of the Nicene
Creed, in regard to the four several points, of THE
PRE-EXISTENCE and THE CONSUBSTANTIALITY and THE
CO-ETERNITY and THE ECONOMICAL SUBORDINATION of
the Son with reference to the Father, was invariably,
Jrom the very first, the faith of all the Antenicene
Doctors.

8. I may add: that, of the two shorter Treatises
of Bishop Bull, his Judgment of the Catholic Churck,
like Dr. Waterland’s Treatise on The Importance
of the doctrine of the Holy Trinity, respects only
The necessity of believing that Christ is very God ;
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while his'Primitive and Apostolic Tradition is chiefly
occupied in shewing, that, As Justin Martyr bor-
rowed not the doctrine of the Trinity from Pla-
tonism, so neither was he the first who introduced it
into the alleged hitherto unipersonalising Church
Catholic.

VIII. From the various objects of all these
Works, my own very simple object altogether
differs.

1. That object is, nakedly and abstractedly,
through the medium of whatever testimony I can
collect, to establish, precisely as any other circum-
stance might by competent evidence be estab-
lished, the bare historical ract: that The Catholic
Church, which flourished in the age and under the
immediate teaching of the Apostles themselves, re-
ceived and maintained, on the avowed and express
ground of apostolical authority, the doctrine of the
Holy Trinity with the dependent doctrine of the
theanthropic character of our Lord and Saviour
Jesus Christ.

2. From the establishment of such a ract, the
result is obvious. But still I profess myself to be
concerned with nothing more, than THE HIsTORICAL
ESTABLISHMENT OF THE FACT ITSELF.

Lone-NEwTtoN REcToRry,
Sept. 4. 1828,
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POSTSCRIPT.

While these sheets were passing through the press, I had the
pleasure of reading Dr. Burton’s last Work, entitled Testimonies
of the Antenicene Fathers to the doctrine of the Trinity and of
the divinity of the Holy Ghost.

This Work as little interferes with my own plan, as his former
very valuable Work. But, though even on that account alone it
would have been proper for me to mention it : there is one par-
ticular, which, in vindication of myself, I may be permitted spe~
cially to notice.

Dr. Priestley alleges, that Origen thought it a matter of doubt,
whether the Holy Spirit was not made by Christ : and, by way
of proof, he adduces a passage from that writer's Commentary
on the Gospel of St. John.

This passage, as it is cited by Dr. Priestley, I bave given in
Append. ii. numb. iii. § I. 2: and I refuse to allow, that it
affords any warrant for the allegation whith has been built
upon it.

In noticing the same passage, Dr. Burton, I readily admit,
does not concede all that an Antitrinitarian might urge him to
concede : for he states, that, in concurrence with Bishop Bull, he
has ventured to question the justice of the attacks which have
been made upon Origen, on the ground that he has used ex-
pressions concerning the Son and the Holy Ghost which are
inconsistent with the orthodox notion of their divinity. Still,
however, his language is such, as to import, that the present
passage might well give occasion to a charge like that preferred
by Dr. Priestley.

Such, says the learned Professor, is this extraordinary, and, 1
must add, unfortunate, passage of Origen, which I have quoted at
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length, and have endeavoured to translate with the utmost fairness.
If the reader should decide from it, that Origen did not believe
the eternity of the Holy Ghost; he will think, that the enemies of
Origen were not without grounds when they questioned his ortho-
dozy. It is not my intention entirely to exculpate him. Tes-
timon. of Antenic. Fathers, p. 101.

The entire passage, in the original Greek, runs as follows.

‘Husic pévrovye rpeic dmoordoeg melbuevor rvyydvew, rov
Marépa xal rov Yioy kai vo “Ayioy Mvebpa, cai &yévymrov pndey
&repov rov Marpde elvar xoreborres, dc choeféorepoy xai Anbec,
wpogiépela o, mérrwy dia rov Adyov yevouévey, T6" Aywy Hyvevun
xavrwy elvac rqudrepoy, xal rdler mdvroy rav ¥xo rov Harpog
de Xpiorov yeyevnuérwy. Kal rdya abry éoriv % alrla 7o p)
xal abrovidy xpnparilewy Tob Oco¥, pdovov Tob povoysvoic ¢hoe
Yiob dpxiifey rvyyxdvovroc, ol xphlew Fowe 6" Ayioy Myeipa,
Swaxovotvroc abrol rif droordaet, ob pdvoy eic 7o elvar, dAAd xad
aopor elvar xai Aoywdy ral dikawy ral miv orurorovy xpy abrd
»0ely Tvyxdrvew, Kara peroxly r@v wpoepnuévwy fuiv Xpiorod
éxvoay,

Of this passage I give the following translation, which, in one
single place, differs from that of Dr. Burton.

We, however, being persuaded that there are three hypostases
the Father and the Son and the Holy Ghost, and believing that
nothing is unproduced beside the Father, adopt this, as the more
pious and the true opinion: that, all things being made by the
Word, the Holy Ghost is more Aonourable than all of them, and
more so in rank than all the things which were made by the Father
through Christ. And perhaps this is the reason, why he is not
also called the very Son of God, the Only-Begotien alone being
the Son by nature from the beginning, who seems to have been
needful to the Holy Ghost, ministering to his hypostasis, not only
that he might exist, but also that he might be wise and rational
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and just and whatever else it be right for us to suppose him to be,
according to his participation in those qualities whick we have
before mentioned as belonging to Christ.

The place, where I differ from Dr. Burton, is in my view of the
expression, diaxovoirroc abrev rj Ywoerdoer, I have rendered
it, ministering to his hypostasis: he translates it, to Aave assisted
in forming his hypostasis.

Now Dr. Burton’s translation strikes me, as involving an un-
necessary concession : and I submit, whether my own rendering
be not more literally correct.

So far as I can judge, Origen is in no wise denying the eternity
of the Holy Ghost; neither does he speak of his having been
made by Christ, as Dr. Priestley pretends : he merely, I appre-
bend, distinguishes between the generation of the Son and what
is called the procession of the Holy Ghost. God the Father,
being alone (as the early ecclesiastics speak) God of kimself and
The Fountain of Deity, is the cause of derivative existence to the
Son: and the Son, conjointly with the Father, is the cause of
derivative existence to the Spirit. For the three divine hypos-
tases are mutually consubstantial : and, though the Father, in
point of order, is ultimately the root or fountain both of the Son
and of the Holy Ghost; yet, the Father being eternal, every
emanation from him is eternal likewise, just as the emanating
light of the solar orb would be eternal, if the solar orb itself were
eternal.

This, I think, when Origen is compared both with himself and
with the declared doctrine of the early Catholic Church at large,
is the fair and natural and obvious import of the passage : nor
do I perceive any reason, why a different sense should be
ascribed to it.

In truth, there is so remarkable an affinity of Origen’s lan~
guage respecting the Holy Ghost to Justin’s language respecting
the Son, that, so far as I can discern, we might as well suppose

1
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that Justin defines the Son_to have been created by the Father
as that Origen defines the Spirit to have been created by the
Son, .
Origen says: that The Son ministers to the hypostasis of the
Spirit, both in order to his existence, and in order to his having
wisdom and reason and righteousness. '

Justin says: that The Lord, as Father and God, is to the Son
the cause, both of his existence, and also of his being powerful
and Lord and God. :

In the original Greek, Origen says: Awaxovoirroc abrov rj
imoordaet, ob pdvov el 6 elvar, dAA& kal oopov elvar kal Noye-
xov xal dlxatoy.

In the original Greek, Justin says: Kipide éoriv, &¢ Ilarnp
xal Oede, airiée re abrg rob elvar, kal dvvarg xai Kupiyp cai Ocgp.
Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 281,

I contend for nothing more, than a fair homogeneous catholic
interpretation of each of the two manifestly parallel passages.

March 19, 1832,
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Ezhibiting at one view the several years, about which the early
witnesses to the doctrines of the Trinity and of Christ’s god-
head, from the first Council of Nice up to the era of our Lord’s
crucifizion, may be considered as flourishing : with references
to the several places of the present Work, in which they are
adduced.

—
A.D,

A.D.
325| FIRST COUNCIL OF NICE. ({260 DIONYSIUS OF ROME.
Book i. chap. 2. Book i. chap. 5. § 1V.
825| EUSEBIUS OF CESAREA. |[260( DIONYSIUS OF ALEXANDRIA,
Book i. chap. 2. § II. 1. Book i. chap. 4. § IV.
Book i. chap. 5. § III.
Book i. chap. 8. § II. 7.
sio LACTANTIUS, Book ii. chap. 10, § I. 1. IL. 1
Book i. chap. 4.
Book ii. chap 10 ’ II. 2, (l ) 254 NOVATIAN.
308 PHRYGIAN MARTYRS. Book i. chap. 4. § V.

Book u. chnp 9. § 1. 4.(3.) IIIL.
Bookn. chap. 10. § L. 1. IL. 1.

Book i. chap. 4. § III.

3034 ARNOBIUS.
Book i. chap. 3. § I. 254| GREGORY OF NEOCESAREA.,
Book i. chap. 4. § I Book i. chap. 6. § IV.

Book i. chap. 8. § I.

250 CYPRIAN.

2838 THEOGNOSTUS, Book i. chap. 4. § VI.
Book ii. chap. 10. § II1. 1. 2. (1.) Book i. chap. 5. § V.

Book ii. chap. 9. § I. 4. (3.)
269| THE ANTIOCHIAN FATHERS.

Book i. chap. 5. § II. 240 ORIGEN.
Book i. chap. 8. § II. 6. Book i. chap. 3. § 1L IV. 3.
Book ii. chap. 10. § IL 1. Book i. chap. 4. § VII.
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A.D.

220

210

200

194

175

174

170

Book ii. chap. 4.

Book ii. chap. 9. § L. 4. (3.) IIL
1. (2.

Book ii. chap. 10.§ II. 1. 2. (1.)
)

HIPPOLYTUS.

Book i. chap. 5.§ VI.
Book ii. chap.10.§ I. 1. IL 2. (1.)

CAIUS OF ROME.
Book i. chap. 8. § IV. 1.

TERTULLIAN.

Book i. chap. 4. § VIII.

Book i. chap. 5. § VII,

Book i. chap. 6. § V.

Book i. chap. 10.

Book ii. chap. 5.

Book ii. chap. 8. § I. 2. TI. 2.

Book ii. chap. 9. § 1. 4. (1.)

Bo(ok)ii. chap. 10.§ I. 1. II. 1. 2.
1.

CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA.

Book i. chap. 3. § IV. 2.
Book i. chap. 4. § IX.
Book i. chap. 5. § VIII.
Book i. chap. 8. § II. 8.
Book ii. chap. 8. § III. 2.
Book ii.chap. 10. § 1. 1.

IRENEUS, born A.p. 97.

Book i. chap. 5. § IX. XVIII. 1.
Book i. chap. 6. § VL.

Book i. chap. 10.

Book i. chap. 11. § I.

Book ii. chap. 8. § II. 1.

Book ii. chap. 10. § I. 1. II. 1.

ATHENAGORAS.

Book i. ¢ 5.§ X.
Book ii. chap. 9. § I. 4. (1.)
Book ii. chap. 10. § IL. 2. (1.)

MELITO.

Book i. chap. 4. § X.
Book i. chap. 5. § XI.

Book ii. chap. 9. § III, 1. (2.)

A.D.
168

165

158

150

150

147

147

147

187

136

186

A TABLE, &c.

THEOPHILUS OF ANTIOCH.

Book i. chap. 5. § XII.
Book ii. chap. 10. § I. 1.

TATIAN.
Book i. chap. 5. § XIII.

HEGESIPPUS.
Book i. chap. 10. § II. 3.

LUCIAN OF SBAMOSATA.
Book i. chap. 4. § XI.

CELSUS,.
Book i. chap. 8. § 11.

JEWS AT POLYCARP'S MAR-
TYRDOM.

Book i. chap. 4. § XIL 2.

CHRISTIANS OF SMYRNA.,
Book i. chap. 4. § XII. 2.

POLYCARP AT HIS MARTYR-~
DOM.

Book i. chap. 4. § XII. 1.

BARNABRAS.
Book i. chap. 5. § XVIIL 1.

AUTHOR OF THE EPISTLE TO
DIOGNETUS.

Book i. chap. 8 § I. 1.

JUSTIN MARTYR, converted
about A.p. 130, died A.p.
1638.

Book i. chap. 3. § I1I.
Book i. chap. 4. § XIII.
Book i. chap. 5. § XIV.
Book i. chap. 8 § I. 2.
Book i. chap. 11. § IL
Book ii. chap. 6.

Book ii. chap. 8. § L. 1. IIIL. L.
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186

125

125

108

100

97

90

90

A TABLE, &c.

Book ii. chap. 9. § L. 4. (1.)
Bookii.chap.10.§I.1.11.1.2.(1.)

TRYPHO.
Book i. chap. 3. § 1L

QUADRATUS.
Book i. chap. 5. § XV.

ARISTIDES.
Book i. chap. 5. § XV.

LAPSED CHRISTIANS BEFORE
PLINY.

Book i. chap. 3. § IV.
Book i. chap. 4. § XV.

DEATH OF 8T. JOHN.

8T. JOHN IN THE APOCA-
LYPSE.

Book i. chap. 4. § XVIL 1.
Book ii. chap. 7. § II1. 2.

1GNATIUS, martyred A.p. 107
or 116.

Book i. chap. 4. § XIV.
Book i. chap. 5. § XVI.

POLYCARP,martyred A.p.147.
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EVIDENCE TO THE FACT OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY_AND
THE APOSTOLICAL INCULCATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF
THE HOLY TRINITY.

The true doctrine, concerning the person of Christ, must be allowed to
have been held by the Apostles. They, no doubt, knew, whether their
Master was only a man like themselves, or their Maker. Their imme-
diate disciples would receive and maintain the same doctrine that they held :
and it must have been some time, before any other could have been in-
troduced and have spread to any extent; and, especially, before it could
have become the prevailing opinion. Priestley’s Reply to Animad. Introd.
sect. iv. Works vol. xviii. p. 23.
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Edit. 1570. '
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CHAPTER I

A GENERAL STATEMENT OF THE ARGUMENT.

IN the abstract, a doctrine, which at present exists
in the Church of Christ, may either possess A
POSITIVE ANTIQUITY, or may be unable to establish
its claim to any thing more than A MERE RELATIVE
ANTIQUITY.

For, in the abstract, until the matter be deter-
mined by adequate historical testimony, a doctrine,
which now exists in the Church of Christ, may
either have existed IN the age and THROUGH the
teaching of the Apostles, or it may have begun to
exist SUBSEQUENT to the age and therefore wiTHOUT
the teaching of the Apostles.

I. Now, respecting the doctrine of the Trinity
and those subordinate doctrines which are imme-
diately dependent upon it ; such as the incarnation
of the Word, and the proper divinity no less than
the proper humanity of Christ, and the personality
and godhead of the Holy Ghost : there is a dis-
pute, which, with reference to the terms rosiTive
and RELATIVE as I have here distinctively em-

B2
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Such being the case, a Deist, who altogether
denies the divine authority of revelation, may
admit the ract, while he rejects the poCTRINE.
But a Christian, who allows the divine authority
of revelation, cannot consistently reject the poc-
TRINE, if he admit the rFacT.
~ This diversity of opinion, however, in regard to

the theological truth of the pocTrINE, will by no
means impede the most perfect mutual agreement
in regard to the historical iruth of the Fact: the
bare ract, I mean, that 7%e DoCcTRINE itself ex-
isted, during a particular period, and in a particular
community, and under a particular sanction. For,
if the evidence be sufficient, the Deist and the
Christian will alike admit the ract ; however dif-
ferent, in consequence of their essentially different
views of revelation, will be their respective esti-
mates of the pocTRINE.

III. Now the discussion, into which I purpose
to enter, is purely the historical discussion of evi-
dence to a FACT: a FACT, simply as a FACT, asserted
by those who admit, deried by those who reject,

admit the truth of the poctriNg. But we reject the pocTrINE,
though we admit the Facr, because we do not allow Druidism
to be a divine revelation. Thus we reject the pocTrINE and
admit the ract, because the truth of the pocTrINE and the truth
of the racr severally rest upon two entirely different founda-
tions. The truth of the ract has been historically proved on
adequate testimony : but the truth of the pocTRINE can only be
proved by an anterior demonstration of the divine origin and
authority of Druidism.
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the doctrine of the Trinity ; these two classes of
religionists, meanwhile, alike professing to receive
Christianity itself as a divine revelation.

The consequence of the establishment of this
FAcT, if it be historically capable of establishment,
is indeed, so far as professed believers in Christ-
ianity are concerned, sufficiently manifest : Zhe
believer, who admits the Fact, will be compelled also
to admit the pocTRINE. But, still, my special and
peculiar concern, just as it might have been the
special and peculiar concern of an infidel historian
who merely wished to give an honest and impartial
account of the primitive Church, is with the naked
FACT itself.

In the following discussion, therefore, my object
(let it be distinctly understood and remembered)
is not directly to inquire into the theological truth of
the pocTRINE of the Trinity : but my object is Zo
examine, simply on the principles of historical evi-
dence, whether, in point of FAcT, that DOCTRINE was,
or was not, the doctrine of the Catholic Church, in
the age and under the immediate sanction of the
Apostles.

IV. In prosecuting this examination, I have
no particular concern with the individually ex-
pressed opinions of mere insulated individuals, who
flourished during the early ages of Christianity.

My sole purpose is, to collect and to produce
evidence, in regard to the universally received
doctrine of the strictly primitive Church of our
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Lord Jesus Christ." In'other words, my sole pur-
pose is, to establish, if it can be established, THE
FACT OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE
OF THE TRINITY, as contradistinguished from THE
FACT OF ITS MERELY RELATIVE ANTIQUITY.

With this object, I shall take my station upon
the first Nicene Council in the year 325 : and,
thence, in several different lines of evidence, I
shall try ; whether it be practicable to work my
way up to the apostolic age itself.

Should I be able to effect such a design; and

_should I also be able to remove certain historical
objections, which have been started by the writers
of the Humanitarian School : the then evidentially
demonstrated faith of the Catholic Church, in the
very age and under the very sanction of the Apos-
tles, will be our best guide in the just interpretation
of Scripture.

For it is, I think, quite clear : that The earliest
Faith whatever it may be, and Holy Scripture when
Justly interpreted, cannot but perfectly and mutually

correspond.



CHAPTER II.

RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY AFFORDED, BY THE FIRST
NICENE COUNCIL, TO THE FACT OF THE POSITIVE
ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY.

THE testimony to THE HISTORICAL FACT OF THE
POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRI-
NITY, afforded by the distinct and specific declar-
ation of the Fathers of the first Nicene Council
assembled in the year 325, is full and express:
and, when I consider how that Council was
assembled and constituted, I cannot but esteem
such testimony to be of no small value and im-
portance.

I. More than three hundred Bishops, personally
or by their proxies, met together, from all parts
of the Christian World, at Nice in Bithynia'.

! By reason of his advanced age and manifold infirmities, the
Bishop of Rome was not present at the Council. Hence his
two Presbyters, Vitus and Vincent, appeared as his proxies:
and, on his behalf, subscribed the acts and decisions of that
Assembly. Labb. Concil. vol. ii. p. §0. Theodor. Hist.
Eccles. lib. i. ¢. 7. Sozomen. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 17. Paris.
1673, 1686.

S R
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For, in this great and really Ecumenical Council,
through the agency of their several Prelates, were
represented, according to the order of subscrip-
tion, the various Churches of Spain, Italy, Egypt,
the Thebais, Libya, Palestine, Pheenicia, Ccelo-
Syria, Lydia, Phrygia, Pisidia, Lycia, Pamphylia,
the Greek Islands, Caria, Isauria, Cyprus, Bithynia,
Europa, Dacia, Mysia, Macedonia, Achaia, Thes-
saly, Calabria, Africa, Dardania, Dalmatia, Pan-
nonia, the Gauls, Gothia, Bosporus '.

! Labb. Concil. vol. ii. p. 560—54. The exact number of
Bishops, who were present at the first Nicene Council, cannot per-
haps be ascertained : but they are generally described as exceed-
ing three hundred. Isubjoin the several accounts of this matter.

1. Eusebius states, that more -than 250 Prelates attended ;
who were accompanied by an infinite multitude of Presbyters
and Deacons and Acolyths. Euseb. de vit. Constant. lib, iii.
c. 8. Paris. 1678.

2, Athanasius, in one place, says, that there were present
more or less than 300 Bishops: but, in another place, he defi-
nitely specifies their number to have been 817. Athan. Synod.
Nicen. cont. heer. Arian. decret. Oper. vol. i. p. 402. Athan.
ad African. Epist. Oper. vol. i. p. 718. Commel. 1600.

8. Socrates, first, indefinitely says, that more than 300
Bishops were present: and, afterward, definitely states, that
318 attended. Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 8. Paris. 1686.

4. Ruffinus tells us, that the number of Bishops at the Council
was 318. Ruffin. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 1. Basil. 1611.

5. Theodoret also tells us, that 318 Bishops were present.
Theodor. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 7.

6. And Sozomen states, that about 320 Bishops attended,
with no small number of Presbyters and Deacons. Sozom.
Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 17.
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These Bishops, thus variously collected out of
provinces and regions widely separated from each
other, concurred: not only in nakedly maintain-
ing, as scriptural truth, the pocTriNe of the Tri-
nity ; but also in explicitly asserting the historical
FAcT, that Their doctrine had invariably been the
doctrine of the Catholic Church, from the very age,
and by the very teaching, of the Apostles them-
selves.

Now, when we recollect, that this great Council
sat, but little more than three centuries after the
christian era, and but little more than two cen-
turies after the death of St. John : it will appear
incredible, whatever precise DoCTRINE its members
" might wish to establish, that more than three hun-
dred eminent persons, assembled together, as the
representatives of the Catholic Church, out of
Europe and Asia and Africa, should have dared,
in the face of the whole world, to assert, as a FacT,
what, at that early period, if untrue, must have
been universally known to be untrue.

Yet, such a racr, these numerous individuals,
thus variously and widely collected; from Spain
to Pamphylia, and from Gaul to Libya, did assert.
And it does not appear: that the Arians, on
account of whom the Council was specially assem-
bled, however they might labour to explain away
the ancient Creeds in point of pocTRINE, and
however they might object to the stubborn word:
Consubstantial which to preclude the possibility of

9
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evasion/was!dntroduced into the Nicene Creed,
ventured to contradict the racT so openly and so
unequivocally alleged by the Catholics '.

II. With respect to the simple circumstance of
the direct allegation of this ract on the part of

! Out of the multitude of Bishops who attended the Council,
some few favoured the novel speculation of Arius, and thence
were unwilling to subscribe the Creed after the word consus-
STANTIAL had been introduced.

Respecting this matter, there is some variety of statement,
which I here subjoin.

1. Socrates says, that, out of the 318 Bishops who were pre-
sent, all, save 5, subscribed : namely Eusebius of Nicomedia,
Theognis of Nicéa, Maris of Chalcedon, Theonas of Marmarica,
and Secundus of Ptolemais, who objected to the word consus-
sTANTIAL. Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 8.

2. Athanasius tells us, that Eusebius of Nicomedia and his
companions did at length subscribe, though they afterward
retracted. Athan. Synod. Nicen. cont. heer. Arian. decret.
Oper. vol. i. p. 402.

8. According to Ruffinus, 17 Bishops arianised: 8f whom,
6 held to their opinions; while 11 subscribed, though dis-
honestly. He adds, that Eusebius of Nicomedia was the chief
author and instigator of their dissimulation. Ruffin. Hist.
Eccles. lib. i. c. 5.

4. Theodoret says, that they all finally subscribed except
two : namely, Secundus and Theonas. Theod. Hist. Eccles.
lib. i. c. 7.

5. But, according to Sozomen, Secundus at length assented :
for he says, that Eusebius of Nicomedia, Theognis, Maris,
Patrophilus, and Secundus, all finally subscribed to the form
which contained the word consuBsTANTIAL. Sozom. Hist.
Eccles. lib. i. c. 20, 21.
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the Nicene'Fathers’; the ract, to wit, that Their
doctrinal system had invariably been the doctrinal
system of the whole Catholic Church, from the very
age, and by the very teaching of the Apostles them-
selves: for this simple circumstance, we have the
most full and the most ample testimony.

On the one hand, we have the distinct evidence
of Eusebius, as preserved by the three ecclesias-
tical historians Socrates and Theodoret and Gela-
sius : and, on the other hand, we have the positive
declaration of the collective Nicene Fathers them-
selves, formally delivered during the actual session
of the Council.

1. In his historical Epistle to his own Church
of Cesaréa, Eusebius unequivocally states: that
THE BROAD ALLEGATION OF THE PRESENT FACT COD-
stituted the very princiPLE, on which the Nicene
Fathers-avowedly proceeded in their definition of
sound Christian Doctrine.

As we have received from the Bishops our prede-
cessors, both in our first catechumenical instruction,
and afterward at the time of our baptism ; and as
we have learned from the Holy Scriptures ; and as,
both in our Presbyterate and in our Episcopate
itself, we have both believed and taught : thus also
now believing, we expound to you our Faith.

But that Faith runs, in manner following.

We believe in one God the Father Almighty,
the maker of all things both visible and invisible.

And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Word of
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GodyVGod' from"'Ged, Light from Light, Life
from Life; the only-begotten Son, born before
the whole creation, begotten from the Father
before all worlds; through whom, likewise, all
things were made: who, for our salvation, be-
came incarnate, and was conversant among men,
and suffered ; and rose again the third day, and
ascended to the Father, and will come again in
glory to judge the quick and the dead.

We believe also in one Holy Ghost, truly the
Holy Ghost : as also our Lord, when sending out
his disciples to preach, said; Go and teach all
nations, baptising them in the name of the Father
and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost.

Concerning which things, we firmly pronounce,
anathematising every godless heresy : both that they
thus are ; and that we thus think ; and, again, that
we have always thus thought ; and, yet additionally,
that we will insist upon this Faith even until death.

Furthermore, in the presence of God Almighty
and of our Lord Jesus Christ, we testify : that, ever
since we knew ourselves, we have always, from our
heart and from our soul, thus thought respecting
these matters ; and that we now think the same ;
and that we speak truly.

For, by sure demonstrations, we are able to shew
and to persuade you : that, in times past also, we
thus believed and preached.

This Faith, accordingly, having been by us ex-
pounded, there was no room for contradiction.
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But our''most' religious' Prince, himself the first,
testified : that he rightly embraced it. And he both
confessed, that he himself thus believed : and he like-
wise charged, that all should assent, and should
subscribe the decrees, and should agree with them.

That single word CONSUBSTANTIAL was alone
written additionally : and this word he himself ex-
plained as follows.

The Son is not asserted to be consubstantial
with the Father, according to the passions of ma-
terial bodies. Nor is he alleged to subsist, through
any division or abscission from the Father. For
that, which is immaterial and intellectual and in-
corporeal, cannot undergo bodily passion. But,
such points as these, we ought to receive in words
divine and unutterable.

Thus did our most wise and pious Prince philoso-
phise. But, on account of the introduction of the
word CONSUBSTANTIAL, they composed this following
written document.

We believe in one God the Father Almighty,
maker of all things visible and invisible.

And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God ;
begotten only-begotten from the Father, that is,
from the substance of the Father ; God from God,
Light from Light, true God from true God ; be-

gotten, not created ; consubstantial with the Fa-.

ther ; through whom all things were made, hoth
things in heaven, and things in earth: who, on
account of us men and of our salvation, descended,
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and becameincarnate, and was made man ; suf-
fered, was buried, and rose again on the third day ;
ascended into the heavens ; is coming to judge the
quick and the dead.

" We believe also in the Holy Ghost.

But those, who say, that there was a time when
the Son existed not, and that he existed not before he
was begotten, and that he was made out of things
which are not; or who say, that he was from any
other person or substance ; or who teach, that the
Son of God was created, or was vertible, or was
mutable : these persons the Apostolic and Catholic
Church anathematises '.
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Such is'the acéount which Eusebius gives of the
PRINCIPLE, avowedly and systematically acted upon
by the Fathers of the first Nicene Council.

" Tepi v xal daPePaobpcla olrwg Exew, xai oirw gpoveiv,
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THEY PROFESSED TO DELIVER NOTHING NEW.
Hence they alleged, as a notorious ract: that
They propounded no doctrine, save what they them-

careNddvra, kai caprwbévra, xal évavbpwrhoarra, wabévra, ra-
¢évra, kai dvaordyra i Tpirg Hpépg, dveNBdvra elg Tovg obpavovg,
épxdpevoy xpivar {@vrag xal vexpovg. Kai ei¢ 76 “Aywy Ilvevpa,

Tovg 3¢ Néyovrac, v woré &re obx v, xal xpiv yevynbijvac obx
#v, kal 8ru 8 obx Gyrwy dyévero, i) €€ irépac Ymoorhocig 7 obalag
phdoxovrag elvay, i) kriorov, §j Tpexrov, i dANowwrow, Tov Yiov rov
Ocov, dvaleparilet ) droorohu) kal kaBohws) éxkAnoia. Euseb.
Pamphil. Epist. ad Eccles. Ceesar. Palast. apud Socrat. Hist.
Eccles. lib. i. c. 8. Theodorit. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 12.
Gelas. Cyzic. Hist. Concil, Niceen. prim. lib. ii, c. 34, 35. in
Labb. Concil. vol. ii. p. 258—256.

There has been a dispute, respecting the proper translation
of the word Vmosrdoewe, as it occurs in the anathema at the
close of the Nicene Creed : a dispute, namely, whether it ought
to be rendered substance or person.

L. In favour of the version substance, it may be alleged :
that, previous to the first Nicene Council, the word Ywéoragic was
indifferently used in the sense either of person or of substance.

Hence, by those who prefer the version substance, it may be
urged : that the members of the Council do, in reality, explain
the word Vxdoraosc, as it is here used by them, by the word
obalia or substance ; for they say, é érépac dmoordoews "H obotag,
Jrom any other hypostasis or usia. ’

The meaning, therefore, of the clause, according to this ex-
position, will be : that, to cut off all occasion of verbal dispute,
the Council, in their anathema, censure those, who assert, that
The Son is from some other suBSTANCE than the Father; whe-
ther, to express the idea of substance, they use the word Vmé-
oraoic or the word obala.

IL. But, in favour of the version person, it may be alleged :
not only that the members of the Council, speaking through the
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selves had'learned in the course of their catechume-
nical institution, save what had been handed down

mouth of Hosius and Leontius, use, in the very Acts of the
Synod, the word dwdoracic in the sense of person, as appears

_from the expression rpiuic ¥roordocwy; but likewise that, in the
anathema, the two words Vxoordoewe and oboiag are designedly
introduced in the two distinct senses of person and substance,
that so the speculations of both the Arians and the Semiarians
might be alike specifically condemned.

1. Of these two sects, the several speculations ran, as follows.

(1.) The Arians roundly asserted : that Tke Som, whatever
might be his preéminent relative dignity, was still, like all other
creatures made out of nothing; or, as the anathema accurately
expresses the opinion, é obx Gvrwy Eyévero.

(2.) The Semiarians more moderately declared: that The
Son was not created out of nothing ; but that, By an ineffable
generation, he was born from the iwéoracic or PERSON of the
Father. Yet, while they allowed, that He was born from the
Ywdoracic or PRRSON of the Father : they denied, through some
paradoxical refinement, that He was born from the Father's
oloia Or SUBSTANCE.

2. Now it may be fairly alleged : that, in the two distinct senses
of person and substance, the two words Vrbordoews and obsiac
bave been designedly employed, for the express purpose of
alike condemning botk these two modifications of Arianism.
Whence, according to thés exposition, the clause itself will run
thus : Or who should say, that he was born from other pERSON
or suBsSTANCE (¢k érépac imoordaewe 7} oboiag), than the pERSON
or sUBSTANCE of the Father.

(1.) The Semiarians allowed ; that He was not born from any
other PERSON, than the PERSON of the Father : but they demed
that He mas born from the Paternal suBsTANCE.

Hence, though they would escape the force of the word
¥xoordecwe, they would experience that of the word obelac.

c?2 -
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to them fromotheir predecessors, save what they had
always taught to their several flocks during the times
of both their Presbyterate and their Episcopate.

(2.) The Arians, on the contrary, denied altogether: that
Ile was born, either from the rERSON, or from the SUBSTANCE,
of the Father.

Hence, in each of the two words brosrdscwc and oboiag, their
condemnation was al’ke involved.

II1. After attentively considering the question under all its
bearings, I incline, on the whole, to prefer the version person :
and, accordingly, I have so rendered the word iwoordoewe in
my translation. '

1V. It may be useful to remark : that, even after the Council
of Nice, the word bxderacic was always duly reclaimed by the
Catholics in its sense of substance, whenever the Arians, shel-
tering themselves under that sense, attempted thus to evade the
decision of the great Synod.

1. The members of the Nicene Council had defined the Deity
to be, rpidda Vwoordocwr, a triad of hypostases: by which
phrase they meant, a triad of personal subsistcnces, or a triad
of distinct though unseparated persons.

2. Upon this, the Arians, availing themselves of a sense
which iwdorasic had once theologically borne in common with
ovoia, stated, without hesitation : that they freely acknowledged
the Father and the Son and the Spirit to be three distinct
hypostases. But then, by this apparent concession, they really
meant : not that the Father and the Son and the Spirit are
three persons (which, in their use of the word Ywoordscwy, was,
the doctrine intended to be conveyed by the Catholics); but
that they are three distinct, and mutually different, substances.
Consequently, by such verbal management, they made the
language of the Catholics deny that precise doctrine of coNsus-
STANTIALITY, Which, all the while, in the tntention of the Catho-
lics, it was strenuously affirming.
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Into the more ancient Creed, the single word
CONSURSTANTIAL, indeed, they acknowledged them-
selves to have introduced : and this addition they
avowedly and openly made, for the purpose of
effectually meeting the endless subterfuges of the
Arians.

But, though the precise word coNsUBSTANTIAL
might not hitherto have appeared in any Symbol
formally adopted by the whole Catholic Church :
the doctrine, set forth in that word, was distinctly

8. This not very honest evasion, of the well known inten-
tional meaning of an originally ambiguous term, led the Council
of Sardica to the best settler of all disputes, accurate definition.

With express reference to the verbal shuffling of the Arian
Party, the members of that Council were led distinctly to state :
that, if dxdorasec be used in the sense of person, there are, in
that case, three hypostases in the one undivided Godhead ; but
that, if it be used in the sense of substance, there is, then, in the
Godhead, no more than one hypostasis.

To r@v aiperxdy ovornpa ihovewei, dwpdpove elvae rde
Vxoordoeg rov Harpoc kai rov Yioh xal ro¥ "Ayiov Hvedparoc,
xal elvas kexwpiopévac, ‘Hpueic & radbrny xapeMipapey xal e~
diddypela, xat ravrny Exopev miv xalohuy xal amooroliy
wapadooty xal wioTey xal opoloylay, piay elvac Yméoraow, Hy
abrol ot aiperwol oboiay mposayopevovar, Tov Marpde xai rov Yiov
xal rov "Aylov Ilvedparog. Epist. Synod. Patr. Sardic. apud
Theodorit. Hist. Eccles. lib. ii. c. 8.

Here, we may observe, the Catholic theologians of Sardica,
when the evasions of the Arians had rendered it necessary,
asserted the coNsuBSTANTIALITY of the Father and the Son and
the Spirit through the medium of a definition of the word ¥wd-
oraot, just as strongly as their predecessors of Nice had assertcd
it through the medium of the perfectly univocal word obsta.
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propounded in the older universally recognised
Symbols. Accordingly, they themselves adduced
one of those ancient Symbols, as containing the
theological system handed down to them from
their predecessors.

If, as that primitive Creed taught, Christ be
God from God, as light is from light : then,
assuredly, he must be consubstantial with the
Father. For, unless, by virtue of the illustrative
comparison, ¢kis be admitted : we must, in dealing
with that comparison, prepare ourselves to assert ;
that light emanating from light is ot of the same
substance with the light from which it emanates.

Moreover, though the Nicene Fathers con-
fessedly introduced into their Symbol the word
CONSUBSTANTIAL ; they were, in no wise, the ori-
ginal inventors of such phraseology.

The very terms suBSTANCE and CONSUBSTANTIAL,
no less than the doctrine conveyed by those terms,
had long been familiar both to the Greeks and to
the Latins. And I may add : that even their in-
troduction into the Nicene Creed could, with no
justice, be censured as an unwarrantable innova-
tion; since, for the express purpose of describing
the nature of the Son relatively to the nature of the
Father, the latter of the two terms had been repeat-
edly employed in the more ancient Ecthesis ofthe
Council of Antioch which sat in the year 269 '.

! For an account of this Ecthesis, see below, book ii. chap.
10. § II. 1, and append. ii. numb. 1.
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2. As the whole body of the Nicene Fathers, in
the very act of propounding their own Symbol
amplified only by the addition of the single word
CONSUBSTANTIAL, unanimously, according to the ex-
press statement of Eusebius, declared themselves
to have received the doctrine of the Trinity as set
forth in the more ancient Symbol which they
produced, both in their first catechumenical in-
struction, and afterward at the time of their
baptism, and again during the entire term both of
their Presbyterate and their Episcopate ; appealing
confidently to the whole world, whether they had
not always invariably taught and preached and
delivered that identical doctrine: so, at the close
of a long disputation with those, who, during the
session of the Council, appeared on the part of the
Arians, they positively asserted, as a notorious and
incontrovertible ract; that The doctrine, which
they maintained and taught, was uninterruptedly
derived from the Lord himself through the commu-
nicative medium of the Apostles.

Their assertion, as expressed in their own pre-
cise words, runs in manner following.

This is the apostolic and blameless faith of the
Church : which faith, ultimately derived from the
Lord himself through the Apostles, and handed down
Jrom our forefathers to their successors, the Church
religiously preserves, and maintains the same both
now and for ever : inasmuch as the Lord said to the
disciples ; Go and teach all nations, baptizing them
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in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the
Holy Ghost'. ,

II1. Thus, in two several passages, we have the
attestation of full three hundred responsible indi-
viduals, collected out of all parts of the World little
more than three centuries after the christian era
and little more than two centuries after the death
of St. John, to A NAKED HISTORICAL FACT : the FAcT,
namely ; that The doctrines, maintained in the first
"Council of Nice, were the doctrines, which they them-
selves had always taught, which in the course of their
catechumenical institution they had learned from
their predecessors, which they had openly professed
at the time of their baptism, which in the several lines
of their respective Churches had invariably been
handed down from one spiritual generation to another,
which had been received on the authority of the
Apostles, and which the Apostles had ultimately de-
rived from the Lord himself.

1. Now, whatever we may think of the poc-
TRINES maintained and propounded by the Nicene
Fathers ; whether we receive them as true, or

Y Abrn % riic éxxAnoiag dmoorohue) xai dpdpnrog wiore, fv-
rwa &vwhey wap’ abrov rov Kvplov da r@v dwoorddwy éx mpo-
yévwy eic ékydvoue mapadoBeicay % éxxhnola wpeofever, xal vov
xal el¢ del Tavrny xparei, eimévroc ToOb Kuplov roi¢ pabnraic
TopevBévreg, pabnrevoare wdvra rd EOvy, Barxrilovrec abrove
eig r0 Gvopa rov Tlarpoc kal o Yiow kai rov 'Aylov Hvevparoc.
Gelas. Cyzic. Hist. Concil, Nic. prim. lLib. ii. ¢. 28. Labb.
Concil. vol. ii. p. 224.
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reject them as false: such, at all events, is the
HISTORICAL FACT, which those Fathers publicly and
uncontradictedly assert.

To suppose, that more than three hundred geo-
graphically disconnected individuals, just emerging
from a severe persecution, in the course of which
some of them, such as Paul and Paphnutius and
many other Prelates, had been suffering con-
fessors ', would dishonestly and unblushingly con-
cur to avow a matter, which, at that early period,
if untrue, must have been generally known to be
untrue: is a supposition, which it is certainly
somewhat difficult rationally to entertain.

We may, indeed easily conceive : that, under
the influence of some forcible motive, these nume-
rous individuals might have been led to unite in
the establishment of a NEw code of pocTRINE.
But, on the hypothesis that their ¢tken established
DOCTRINAL SYSTEM Was a NOVELTY, we cannot easily
comprehend : how, in tkat case, they could have
dared to assert a ract, which thousands and mil-
lions would have instantaneously contradicted,
For, if their propounded POCTRINAL SYSTEM were
a mere NOVELTY; since we Anow them to have
asserted the ract that They received it froin their
predecessors, they clearly must have made the as-
tounding assertion : that this notoriously new doc-
trine, now recently for the first time propounded

! See Theodorit. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 7.
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by themselves, was, nevertheless, the identical
old doctrine, which had always, in every Church,
been taught by the Catechists, and preached by
the Clergy, and believed by the Laity ; that this
same new doctrine had been handed down, unin-
terruptedly, from generation to generation, until
it was received by the existing race of believers;
and that, by every Catholic, in every quarter of
the Christian World, this self-same new doctrine,
though universally well known to have been first
sntroduced by the Nicene Fathers, was yet also
known and admitted to have been originally
delivered, to all the still -perfectly concurring
Churches both of Europe and of Asia and of
Africa, by the holy Apostles themselves, on the
express authority of their divine Master.

How more than three hundred men could have
ventured to hazard such an assertion, and how
such an assertion could have completely escaped
contradiction, may well be deemed somewhat ex-
traordinary. Nevertheless, on the supposition that
they were advancing a perfectly new and therefore
hitherto unheard of doctrinal system, this precise
assertion ‘they plainly must have hazarded: and,
what is even yet more strange, this precise as-
sertion, when hazarded, must have been implicitly
received without a shadow of contradiction.

2. Still, however, to preclude the possibility of
error, we will not, at present, tkoroughly admit
the asserted HisTORICAL FACT oOf the Nicene Fathers
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that The doctrine, which they propounded, had been
the doctrine of the Catholic Church from the very
beginning. Before we receive it as an undoubted
verity, we will, through the medium of other evi-
dence, inquire whether it rests upon any solid
foundation.

If, then, we find their asserted ract regularly
contradicted by more ancient testimonies up to the
time of the Apostles: in that case, we are bound
to reject it, as one of those portentous falsehoods
which have occasionally been uttered.

But, if we find it confirmed by almost every
variety of evidence which we can well imagine ;
and if, moreover, we find, that every objection to
such evidence is altogether futile and untenable :
in that case, we must clearly receive it, as the plain
and honest and unadulterated truth.

Respecting the pocTRINE involved in the asserted
FACT, we may entertain what opinions we please,
according as we admit or reject the divine autho-
rity of Christ and his Apostles. But, if the asserted
FAcT be supported and confirmed by sufficient
historical testimony, the bare racr itself we must
undoubtedly receive : for, otherwise, by a refusal
to receive a fact on sufficient historical testi-
mony, we shall paradoxically introduce an univer-
sal scepticism.

IV. By writers, more or less hostile to the doc-
trine of the Trinity, much has been said respect-

ing the dissentions, which are alleged to have taken
10
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place among the Fathers of the first Nicene Coun-
cil before they came to their final determination.
Yet, with the exception of the personal heart-
burnings which (according to Socrates and Sozo-
men and Ruffinus) occurred at the commencement
of the Council, these alleged dissentions appear,
so far as doctrine was concerned, to have been, in
truth, rather discussions for the sake of attaining
accuracy, than any flagrant and invincible differ-
ences of opinion.

1. Thus, accordingly, we find them described
by the Emperor Constantine, in his circular Epistle
to the Churches.

All things, said he, obtained a suitable exami-
nation '.

2. He makes the same assertion in his particu-
lar Epistle to the Church of Alexandria.

All things, which might seem to give any handle
Jfor dispute or dissention, were argued and accu-
rately examined .

3. On this assertion of the Emperor, the remark
of the historian Socrates runs as follows.

Constantine, indeed, wrote these things to the
people of Alexandria, signifying : that the definition
of the faith was made, not lightly nor at pure hazard ;

! “Amavra rijc wpoonkovong rervxnkey éferdocwe, Euseb. de
vit. Constant. lib. iii. c. 17. ’

? "HA\éyxOn dmavra, xai dxpifddc éqrasrat, doa i dupeBo-
Niag i) duxovolag mpipacwy €doxer yervgv. Socrat. Hist. Eccles.
lib. i. c. 9.
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but that 'they laid it “down 'with much inquiry and
examination : and not that some things were men-
tioned, while other things were suppressed ; but that
all things were agitated, whatsoever were meet to be
spoken for the establishment of the dogma : and that
the definition was not made lightly ; but that it was
preceded by an accurate discussion . )

V. T have thought it right to notice these mat-
ters, though they are of no immediate consequence
to my argument itself.

That argument, be it remembered, respects
HISTORICAL FACTS exclusively; not THE ABSTRACT
TRUTH OR FALSEHOOD OF ANY PARTICULAR THEOLOGI-
CAL SYSTEM.

Now the Fathers of the first Nicene Council,
after a long and careful inquiry and discussion,
assert, merely as A THEN WELL KNOWN HISTORICAL
FAcT : that Their own definition of the Christian
Faith was that precise scheme of Theology, which
they had themselves received in the course of their
catechetical instruction previous to their baptism,
which they had always imparted to their own Cate-
chumens, which was the unvarying faith of the

! ‘O pév &) Baocevg roaira Eypage rg 'Alelavdpéwy dfpy,
pnvowy, 8 oby dwhdg, obdé dg Ervye, yéyovev 6 dpoc rijc wlo-
rewg® dAN 87t perd woMNijc ov{nrficews, xal doxipaclac abroy
Yxnydpevear xal oby, &re rwvd pév ENéxOn, rwd 3¢ dreoiynOns
dA\’ 8ri, 8oa wpog oloracw tob Sdyparoc AexOijvac fippole,
wavra ékwhln® xal 8re oby dwAac dpichn AN dxpPBoc éle-
rdafn xpérepov. Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 9.
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Catholic/ Church innall their several dioceses, and
which was ultimately derived from the Lord himself
" through the Apostles and their successors .

' T may here observe: that the testimony of Acesius, the
Bishop of the Novatian Dissenters, perfectly accorded with that
of the Catholic Bishops assembled in the Nicene Council.

Constantine invited this Prelate to take his seat in the Synod
along with his brethren. Acesius, on that rigidly severe prin-
ciple of his separation which procured him the half joking im-
perial advice to set up a ladder and mount to heaven by himself,
declined the invitation. But, after the dissolution of the Council
and the confirmatory subscription of its Rule of Faith, he bore
full testimony to the soundness of the historical basis, on which
its members had avowedly constructed their Symbol.

When the Emperor asked him, whether he assented to the
definition of Faith set forth by the Nicene Fathers, he promptly
answered : The Synod has defined nothing new : for thus, from
earlier days and from the very beginning, I have received, even
JSrom the apostolic times themselves, this Definition of the Faith.

‘O 08¢, obdév xawdy, égn, & Paoc\ed, # alvodoc Spiger* obrw
vdp, dvwley xal ¢ dpxiic, éx T@v dwoorohkay xpbvwy, mapel-
Anga xal ro¥ 8poy rijc wiorewg. Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lib. i.
c. 10, .

Acesius, we see, though, on a point of overstrained discipline,
his Communion, since the time of the persecution under Decius,
had remained separated from the General Church, bears exactly
the same testimony, as the assembled Fathers of the Council
themselves, to THE RisToricAL FACT of The primitive apostolical
traduction and derivation of the Nicene Definition of the Faith.
That definition, he distinctly avows, propounded the identical
doctrine respecting the nature and subsistence of the Deity,
which, under the specific aspect of An autkoritative communica-
tion from the Apostles to the very earliest Church Catholic, he
had himself received from his theological predecessors.
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It is withzhe historical trith of this alleged FacrT,
not with the abstract truth of the DOCTRINE involved
. in ¢, that I am at present alone specially con-
cerned.

Thus, while dissenters in discipline, Acesius and his Com-
munion fully symbolised with the Universal Church, both in
regard to the Faith itself, and in regard to the historical Prin-
ciple on which that Faith was adopted.



CHAPTER IIL

RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY AFFORDED BY THE EVI-
DENCE OF ENEMIES TO THE FACT OF THE POSITIVE

ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF CHRIST'S ESSENTIAL N

DIVINITY.

THE allegation of an enemy is important or unim-
portant in regard to historical testimony, pre-
cisely as that allegation is admitted or denied
by the community against which it is brought
forward.

Tacitus charged the Jews with adoring the
image of an ass: but such a notorious and repro-
bated falsehood, as Tertullian well remarks, served
only to demonstrate, that, in this particular at least,
the historian evinced himself the very prince of
liars . In a similar manner, the Pagans perpe-
tually asserted, that the early Christians, in those
secret meetings to which they were driven through
the violence of persecution, were ‘accustomed to
eat and drink the flesh and blood of a slaughtered

! Cornelius Tacitus, sane ille mendaciorum loquacissimus.
Tertull. Apol. adv. Gent. Oper. p. 841. Rhenan.
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infant, and that a constituent part of their nefa-
rious nocturnal orgies was an unbounded licence
of promiscuous fornication : but, when from the
very first we find such accusations indignantly
repelled, we rationally ascribe them to mere
bigotted virulence ; and thus, in point of evidence,
we deem them unworthy of the least credit.

Now it is a remarkable circumstance, that,
anterior to the session of the great Council of Nice,
a standing topic of objection to the theology of the
Gospel was: that CHRISTIANS VENERATED, AS GOD,
ONE WHO HAD BEEN CONDEMNED AND EXECUTED AS A
MALEFACTOR.

Nor is the objection brought forward in any
modified and subordinate sense of the word God.
Its very strength professedly lies, in the gross
alleged absurdity : that The Almighty Creator of
heaven and earth, the Supreme Deity eternal and
immortal and immutable, should have been born into
this world in the form of a man ; should have tamely
suffered himself to be treated with every sort of in-
dignity ; and should at length have expired by the
most ignominious of all punishments, that of cruci-

Sixion . ,

This peculiar speculatien is repeatedly charged

! So notorious a fact was the worship of Christ as God, that
it was even made the express groundwork of persecution; on
the plea, that Christians, by such worship,. violated an ancient
Roman law, which forbad the consecration of a god without the
assent of the Senate.

VOL. I. D
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upon the whole body of the Christians, both by
Pagans and by Jews and by Pagans assuming the
controversial character of Jews, long anterior to
the commencement of the fourth century.

The importance of the charge, so far as historical
testimony is concerned, depends entirely upon the
manner in which it was received. ‘ .

If the charge were readily and instantaneously
and constantly denied : the very denial would afford
a distinct proof ; that The early Christians recog-
nised no such doctrine as that of the Trinity and of
the godhead of their Master.

But, if, on the contrary, the charge were always
freely admitted ; if the opinion, involved in it, were
strenuously defended ; and if, in various instances,

Vetus erat decretum, ne deus ab imperatore consecraretur,
nisi a senatu probaretur, ut M. ZEmilius de deo suo Alburno
fecit : et hoc ad causam nostram, quod apud vos de humano
arbitratu divinitas pensitatur. Nisi homini deus placuerit, deus
non erit : homo jam deo propitius esse debebit.—Quales ergo
leges istze, quas adversus nos soli exercent impii, injusti, turpes,
truces, varii, dementes? Tertull. Apol. adv. Gent. Oper.
p. 815, 817.

Such a law could not have affected Christians ; unless it had
been known, and unless they themselves had freely confessed,
that they worshipped Christ as God. The Pagans, with their
notions, might probably sometimes imagine, that Christ was the
. canonised hero-god of the Nazarenes: but this could not have
been the case with the more curious and accurate inguirers
among them ; because, as I observe in the text, the very stress
of their objections rests upon the alleged absurdity, that a cru-
cified malefactor could be the Supreme Divinity.
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the charge itself originated from the very language
of those against whom it was brought: such an
admission and such a defence will afford, I appre-
hend, a no less distinct proof; that The doctrine
of Christ's godhead, included in the doctrine of the
Trinity, was the standard doctrine of the Catholic
Church during the period throughout which the
charge was so perpetually propounded.

Having made these preliminary observations,
I shall now, agreeably to the plan which has been
laid down, trace the matter retrogressively from
the era of the first Nicene Council.

I. About the year 303, or about the latter end
of the third and the beginning of the fourth cen-
tury, flourished Arnobius, originally a pagan rheto-
rician at Sicca in Africa, afterward a convert to
Christianity.

This writer gives the following account of the
charge, as it stood in his time.

The gods, says the pagan enemy of the Gospel,
are not angry at you Christians, because you wor-
ship the Omnipotent God. But they are indig-
nant : both because you contend, that oNE, WHO
WAS BORN A MAN AND WHO WAS PUT TO DEATH BY
THE IGNOMINIOUS PUNISHMENT OF CRUCIFIXION, IS
aop ; and because you believe him still to survive ;
and because YOU ADORE HIM WITH DAILY SUPPLICA-
TIONS ',

} Sed non, inquit, idcirco dii vobis infesti sunt, quod Omnipo-
tentem colatis Deum ; sed quod hominem natum, et quod per-

D2
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Such, in'form, was' the charge. The answer,
after a sarcastic description of the gentile deities,
thus grievously forsooth humiliated by the adora-
tion of the crucified Galilean : the answer (through
the medium of a very just retort, constructed on
the acknowledged principles of Paganism itself)
proceeds to assert and to vindicate the divine
worship of Christ, on the specific ground of his
absolute and proper divinity ; on the specific
ground, to wit, that he is God in the highest
import of the word, God sent economically as a
messenger by God the Father the Supreme Ruler
of the Universe.

We worship then,. it seems, one who was born a
man.

Be it so. But do you yourselves worship no one
who was born a man : and that too, not merely this
or that single individual, but deities innumerable 2
Or rather, in truth, were not all your gods originally
mortals, whom you yourselves have elevated to the
starry heaven 2—

But let us suppose for a moment, in compliment
to your own opinions, that Christ was one of us mere
men, similar in mind and soul and body and frailty
and condition to ourselves : still was he not, on your
avowed principles, worthy to be called a god and to

sonis infame est vilibus crucis supplicio interemptum, et Deum
fuisse contenditis, et superesse adhuc creditis, et quotidianis
supplicationibus adoratis. Arnob. adv. gent. lib. i. p. 19, 20.
Lugdun. Batav. 1651,
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be deemed a god, in'recompense for the benefits which
he has conferred 8 You worship Bacchus, Ceres,
Esculapius, Minerva, and Triptolemus ; because
they severally invented wine, corn, medicine, the
olive, and the plough : you have introduced Hercules
into the assembly of the gods ; because he destroyed
wild-beasts and thieves and the innumerable heads of
the hydra. Shall we then venerate, with more penu-
rious honours, him, who guided us from error into
truth 8—

But you tell us, that We worship one who was
born a man.

Now, even if it were true that we did worship a
mere man : yet, on account of all the blessings which
we have derived from him, he might, on your own
principles, well deserve to be styled a divinity. But,
SINCE HE IS GOD IN REALITY AND WITHOUT THE
SLIGHTEST AMBIGUITY OF DOUBT, do you imagine us
inclined ever to deny, that HE 13 WORSHIPPED BY US
IN THE HIGHEST POSSIBLE DEGREE, and that he is
called the President of our Community #

Some one, maddened and enraged, will say :
What, then, is that Christ God ?

YEs, we answer, AND GOD OF THE VERY INNERMOST
POTENCY. We further profess, however it may
irritate unbelievers, that, for ends of the last
importance, he was sent to us by the Supreme Sove-
reign.—HE WAS THE HIGH GOD : GOD, RADICALLY AND
ESSENTIALLY. From unknown realms, by the Prince
of the Universe, he was sent, God, God the Saviour :
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God, whose origin_and ‘whose essence the rulers and
the gods of this world could neither know nor

suspect .

! Natum hominem colimus.

Quid enim? Vos hominem nullum colitis natum? Non
unum et alium? Non innumeros alios ? Quinimo non omnes,
quos jam templis habetis vestris, mortalium sustulistis ex
numero, et ccelo sideribusque donastis ?—

Sed concedamus interdum, manum vestris opinionibus dantes,
unum Christum fuisse de nobis, mentis, animee, corporis, fra-
gilitatis, et conditionis unius: nonne dignus a nobis est, tanto-
rum ob munerum gratiam, Deus dici, Deusque sentiri? Si
enim vos Liberum, qudd usum reperit vini; si, qudd panis,
Cererem ; si Ksculapium, qudd herbarum ; si Minervam, quod
oleee; si Triptolemum, qudd aratri; si denique Herculem,
qudd feras, qudd fures, qudd multiplicium capitum superavit
compescuitque natrices ; divorum retulistis in coetum : honoribus
quantis afficiendus est nobis, qui ab erroribus nos magnis, in-
sinuata veritate, traduxit 7—

Natum hominem colitis.

Etiam si esset id verum, tamen pro multis et tam liberalibus
donis, quee ab eo profecta in nobis sunt, Deus dici appellarique
deberet. Cum vero Deus sit re certa et sine ullius rei dubi-
tationis ambiguo, inficiaturos arbitramini nos esse, quam maxime
illum a nobis coli et praesidem nostri corporis nuncupari ?

Ergone, inquiet aliquis, furens, iratus, et percitus, Deus il
est Christus ? :

Deus, respondebimus, et interiorum potentiarum Deus: et,
quod magis infidos acerbissimis doloribus torqueat, rei maxime
causa a Summo Rege ad nos missus.—Deus ille sublimis fuit;
Deus radice ab intimé ; Deus ab incognitis regnis, et ab omnium
Principe Deus sospitator, est missus: quem neque sol ipse,
neque ulla, si sentiunt, sidera, non rectores, non principes
mundi, non denique dii magni, aut qui fingentes se deos genus
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The responsive argument of Arnobius, in short,
runs to the following effect.

Even if Christ were a mere man, who had been
elevated to divinity on account of the benefits
which he had conferred : you Pagans, on your own
principles, could not justly object to our adoration
of him; since you yourselves confessedly worship
a whole Olympus of deified mortals who once
actually and corporeally lived in this nether world.
Still less, then, can you object to our practice:
since Christ is not a mere deified man and nothing
more, but truly and unambiguously and essentially
God himself; God the Son, sent by God the
Father ; Jehovah, as the prophet Zechariah speaks,
sent by Jehovah ; God, one with the Father in es-
sence, though distinct from the Father in person.

II. We find the same familiar allegation urged
again and again, almost to absolute satiety, by the
Epicurean Celsus, who flourished about the middle
of the second century : and his testimony is pecu-
liarly valuable, not only for its antiquity, but also
because, like that of the Pagan in Arnobius, it
unequivocally tends to shew, that the Christians
of that period supposed their Lord to be God
essentially'. His Work was answered by Origen,

omne mortalium territant, unde aut qui fuerit, potuerunt nos-
cere vel suspicari. Arnob. adv. gent. lib. i. p. 21, 24, 32.

! The objections of Celsus are put into the mouth of a Jew.
Hence the objections are constructed on the sentiments, which
the Jews were known to entertain of God. Now a Jew never
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who lived about| the;middle of the third century :
so that the objections and the replies may be con-
sidered, as exhibiting the belief of the Church from
about the year 150 to about the year 250.

The fictitious Jew, in the Work of Celsus, says
Origen, thus addresses Jesus.

What need was there, that, while yet an infant,
thou shouldest be carried to Egypt, lest thou shouldest
be slain 8 Surely it was not fitting, that cop should
be alarmed on account of death. But an angel, it
seems, came from heaven, commanding thee and thy
relatives to flee, lest, if caught, ye should die! The
great God, then, who sent two angels on account of
thee, could not, in that country, preserve thee, His
OWN PROPER SON ! — -

But we Christians, giving credit to Jesus, when,
concerning the Deity who was within him, he said,
I am the way and the truth and the life ; and when,
respecting his human body he said, Now ye seek to
slay me, a man who have spoken the truth to you :

could have gone to work on the principle : that A Christian
might deem his lord to be a god, only in the inferior paganising
sense of a canonised hero or demon. Therefore, when a simu-
lated Jew is dramatically made to object that Christians deemed
their Lord to be God : the decorum of the sustained character
plainly requires, that by eop should be meant sEHOVAH Or THE
SUPREME DEITY, Accordingly, we shall find : that all the ob-
jections, which Celsus puts into the mouth of his Jew, are
framed on this precise principle; and that all the answers,
returned by Origen, are still framed on the very same principle.
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we Christians' pronounce 'him to be a certain com-
pound ; and we judge it meet, that he, who had pre-
determined to sojourn among us like a man, should
not unseasonably expose himself to mortal danger.—
For, since he wished to appear only as a man testified
of God, there. would have been an inconsistency in
any extraordinary aid, which might indicate, that,
under the appearance of a man, he possessed some-
what more divine : namely, that he was properly the
Son of God, even God the Word and the Power and
the Wisdom of God, who is called Christ *.

' Eml 8¢ rodroe édijc 6 "lovdaiog wpog rov Inoovy, rapa r¢
Ké\og Néyee.

T( 3¢ xal oc vhmov Eru éxpiiv elg Alyvaroy éxxoplleoDac,
p) dmoopayiic; Ocov ydp oix eixde fiv wepl Bavirov dedowévae
xal dyyehog pév iikev €€ obpavot, xehebwy ool xkal roig goig oi-
xelowg pevyery, p)) dycarakngfévreg drobawnre. Gvhdgoewy 3¢ ae
abrdfy, & Sbo #dn dd oc memopddg dyyélous, 6 péyac Oedg,
rov 1oy vioy ok édbvaro;— .

‘Hpueic &, abrg mworevovreg *Inoov, wepl pév rijc év abrg Oed-
rarog NMéyovry, 'Eyd elpe §f 68o¢ xal ) dMjfeta xal # wi), xal €
e rovroeg wapawhfowy' wepl 8¢ rob, Sre év dvlpunive slpar
#v, ravra ¢a'mtov1"x, Niv 3¢ {nreiré pe dmoxreivar, &vOpwroy,
Soric Ty dA7jfecay Ipiv NehdAnka oivBerdy T xpiipa gaucy
abrov yeyovévar, xai éxpijv rov mpovoodpevoy rilg d¢ dvBpdmov
tavrov eic Tov Blov émdnulac pi) dralpwg opboe xwpety rg Fwe
Oavdrov xiwdive.—To ydp wdvv wapddoloy rijc éx’ abrov Pon-
Ociag, xal éxl whéoy éupavéc, obx fv xphiowpoy 1¢ Bodheofar ab-
rov dddfac ¢ dvOpwmov paprvpolpevoy Ywo roi Oeov, Exew
7 Oecbrepov iv r§ PAemopévy dvBplbmy: Srep Fv & xvplwe vide
Oeov, Oedc Adyog kal Avvdpig kal Ocoi Bodla, 6 kakotpevoe Xpio-
rég. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i. p. 51. 52. Spencer. Cantab. 1618.
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Gob, ke ) continues iin the person of his fictitious
Jew to address Jesus, cannot have such a body as
thine.

But, in answer lo this, we say : that, sojourning
in life as a man, he assumed, from a female, a body
like the human body capable of death .

His fictitious Jew goes on to object : How could
we deem him to be Gop, who performed nothing of
the things which he promised ; and who, when we
had convicted him, was at length apprehended after
a disgraceful attempt to hide himself ; and who was
betrayed by the very persons, whom he called dis-
ciples? Had he been Gop, he could neither have
Jled, nor could he have been led away in bonds.—

To this we reply : that we do not suppose the visi-
ble and sensible body of Jesus to be God, nor even
indeed his human soul concerning which it is said,
My soul is sorrowful even unto death : but, in our
opinion, the Word, who is God and the Son of the
God of all things, spoke, in Jesus, both the saying,
I am the way and the truth and the life, and the
saying, I am the gate, and the saying, I am the
living bread that descended from heaven, and other
sayings of a similar nature. Well, therefore, do
we censure the Jews for not deeming him to be God,
who is by the prophets so often testified of, as being

! ®noly, "Ort Ocob obn dv iy rowbrov oapa, olov T6 ody.

"ANN dueic, xpdg ravra, o@pa abroy Aéyouer dvelngévar,
&¢ dro Onheiag, rg Ply émdnphoavra dvBpémwov, kai Oavd-
rov dyfpémov dexricdy. Orig. cont. Cels, lib, i. p. 54.
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THE GREAT POWER AND GOD according to the God and
Father of all things. For we assert, that, in the
Mosasc Cosmogony, the Father addressed to him the
command, Let there be light, and Let there be a
Jirmament, and whatsoever other things God com-
manded to be made. He, moreover, said to him ;
Let us make man after our image and our likeness :
and the Word, having received these commands, did
all the things which the Father enjoined him.—But
we speak thus, not as separating THE SON OF GOD
Jrom the man Jesus : for, after the economy, the
soul and the body of Jesus became most intimately
one with THE WORD OF GOD '.

! Mera ravrd ¢now 6 'lovdaiog® Hac & éué\opev rovrov
vopilew Oeov, 8¢, Ta re E\\a doxep éxyrobero, obdey dv éxyy-
véXkero éxelelxyvro; kal, éwedn) Ypeic c'M‘yanrc; abrov kai
xarayvovree Hiwvper xohdlesbat, xpvwréuevoe péy xal diade-
dpdoxwy éwovediorérara, ii\w* 3 abray 3¢ dv dvdpale pabn-
r@v wpovddln. Kal rou Oedy, ¢now, brra, oire ey Evijy,
otre deOévra drbyesbar.—

Hpoc rabra 3¢ ¢noopev, bre obd Hpeic Ywohaufavoper ro
Bexbpevoy rére kal alobyrdv rov 'Inoob capa elvar Oeév. Kal
ri Myw 10 odpa; dAX obdé iy Ywxiv, wepl fc Aéhexrac 10,
HepiAvrds borev § Yvxh pov Ewg Bavdrov' 'ANa,—xal’ ypudc,
& Abyogc Oedg, xal Oeov rév EAwy vidg, E\eysy & ¢ 'Inoob
70, 'Eyd elpe § 600¢ xal ¥ dAffewa xal § {wh' xal ro, "Eyd elue
% Obpa* xal ro, 'Eyb el 6 Gprog 6 {&» 6 éx rov odbpavob xara-
Bic* xal €t re 8o rodroig xapawAfooy. "Eyxadovpey oby "lov-
dalorg rovrov pi) voploaoe Oeov, w6 tav wpopnrdv woAayov
pepaprupnuévoy d¢ peydhny dvra Avvépy xai Ocedy, kara To¥
1@y SAwy Ocoy xal warépa. Tobry yap paptv, év rj) xara Mw-
oéa xoopowoiig, wpoararrovra rov Harépa elpyxévat ro, LevnOfre

10
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Let us | see) however, what Celsus ts pleased next
to object.

Being aop, says he, Christ foretold that he should
be betrayed. Therefore, what he foretold, could not
but come to pass. Hence cop compelled his dis-
ciples to .become wicked and impious.— Truly, no
person, who partook of the same table even with a
man, ever plotted against that man : yet one, who
had feasted with cob, plotted against cop ; and,
what is still more inconsistent, oD BIMSELF plotted
against his associates, compelling them to become
traitors.

Even to such allegations as these we will reply,
though they are no better than mere childish quib-
bles. Celsus, then, thinks, that a predicted matter
occurs, because it is predicted. But we, admitting
no such thing, assert, that he, who predicts a matter,
is not the cause of its occurrence: for, though he has
JSoretold what is about to occur; yet that, which is
about to occur, will equally occur, even if it has never
been foretold .

¢idc, xal Tevnbfirw orepéwpa, xai ra Nora doa wpooéralev 6
Ocedc yevéaOar xairovre elpnkévac To, Hothowpey dvBpwroy xar'
eldva xal opolwory hperépav® mpooraxfévra 3¢ rov Adyoy wemoe
nwévae xdvra §oa 6 [larip abrg éverelharo.—~Tavra d¢ papucr,
ob xwpllovree Tov vioy rov Ocov &xd rou "Inoot v yap pdwra,
perd v oixovoplay yeyévnrar mpoc 7ov Adyov Tov Oeob W
Yyuxi kal 10 o@pa rob 'Inoov. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. ii. p. 62,
63, 64. '

. ! Mera raira opey wag Aéyee, Taira Oede, pnow, ov
wpoeize' xal wavrwg éxpiiy yevéoBar ro wpoepnuévov, ©Oedg
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We proceed to notice the next objection, started
with abundance of parade, by our antagonist.

Gob, says Celsus, is good and excellent and happy.
But, if he descends to men, he of necessity expe-
riences @ change : that is to say, a change from good
to bad, from excellent to base, from happiness to
unhappiness. Yet who would choose such a muta-
tion 2 It may be consistent with the nature of a
mortal : but, with that of an immortal, it is wholly
inconsistent. Gob, therefore, can never have expe-
rienced any such mutation.

To this it would afford a syfficient reply, if I were
to shew the character of what in Scripture is called
A DESCENT OF GOD TO MEN : in which there is no need
to admit any change in him (as Celsus imagines us
to assert), mor any conversion from good to bad or
Jrom excellent to base.—But that, which descended

oy, rovg abrov pabnrac xai wpophrac, ped dv ouvedeimve: kai
evvémvey, el Tovro mepjyayev, dc ye boeleic xai dvooiovg ye-
véoBar.—H avOpbme pev 6 xowvwwioag rpawéfne, obx dv Ere
éxefoilevae’ Oep 3¢ ovvevwynbelc, émifovhoc éyivero' kai, Swep
&r. drombrepov, abroc 6 Oedg roic guvrpamélowg éxefovhevae,
rpoBérac xai 3vmnﬁﬁg wOLOY.

Kai xpoc ravra &, éxel Bovhes xal roic épol parvouévois ebre-
Aéoe ot Kéaov émixephpacty dravrgy, roaira ¢foopey. 'O
pév Kéhaog olerar, dua rovro yiveolar t6 Imé revog mpoyvieews
Ocomialiv, éxel é0eomicln. ‘Hpueic 82, tobro ob Siddvrec, pauéy,
obxl rov .Oeaxloavra dirdy elvac rTov Eoopévov, éwel wpoeimey
abro yevnadpevov, &M\a ro éadpcvoy éadpevov dv xal p3) Oco-
miobev, Tiv alrlay ¢ mpoyryvaokovr: wapeaxnkévae Tov alrd
zpoerweiv.  Orig. cont. Cels. lib. ii. p. 72, 78.
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to men, was in the form of God: and, on account of
ks philanthropy, he emptied himself, in order that

he might be apprehended by them ; yet without a

change from good to bad or from happiness to un~

happiness '.—If, however, THE IMMORTAL GOD THE -
WORD, assuming a mortal body and a human soul,

seems to Celsus to be changed and metamorphosed :

let him learn, that THE WORD, REMAINING THE WORD

IN SUBSTANCE, suffers nothing of the matters which

the body and the soul suffer®.

! Philip. ii. 6

* "Iowper 3¢ kal dwep ELiic ¢now & Kéhoog, pera peydhne
&xayyeNiag, Tovrov réy rpérov.

‘0 Oedg dyabdg éort, «al kakdg, xal e&ﬁaqu, xal év rg Kak-
Alory xai dplory. Ei &) éc &»Bpbrovg xdrewot, perafolijc abrg
dei* perafolije &¢ éE dyabob elg xaxov, kal éx xakod elg aioypov,
xal & ebdaiporiag elg xaxodaiporiav, xal éx rob aplorov elc 16
movnpérarov. Tig &v oly E\otro roavrny perafoliy ; Kal peév
o) r¢ Ovnrg pév &ANarreofac kal perarhérrecbar, ¢voyv: rg &
dfavéirg, rara ra abra xal deairwg éxev. Ok &v obdd rab-
v v peraBolyr Ocog déxorro.

Aoxet 3 poc wpoc ravra Néyeobar ra Séovra, dpynoauévey
v év raic ypagaic Neyopévny xaréfacy Oeov wpog ra &rvBpd-
mwa* elg Av ob perafolic abrg Jei, d¢ Kéhoog Hpudc olerac
Aéyew, ovre rpomijs tiic ¢ &yalob elg xaxdv.—Té ¢ xarafe-
Bnxog eig &vBpdmovg &v poppfi Ocov Ymijpxe® xai, da pkarBpw-
wiav, iavroy éxévwoey, iva xwpnbijva. vx' alrav Sumby: ob o4
wov & € byaldy elc xaxoy yéyovey abrg perafoli),—oid’ éx
xalot elg aioxpov,—obde & ebdaipoviag FNbe elc xaxodarpoviay.
—El 3 xai, oaopa Omrov xal Yuxv avBpwxivyy dvarafor, &
&0avaroc Ococ Adyoc dokel rg Kélog &N\arreofac xal pera-
wh\arregfac parBavérw, dre 6 Adyos, rj oboig pévev Adyog,
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On the whole, since he objects to us, I know not
how often, concerning Jesus ; that FROM A MORTAL
BODY WE ESTEEM HIM TO BE GOD, and that in doing
s0 we conceive ourselves to act piously : it were super-
Sluous, so much having already been said, to give him
any further answer. Yet let these objectors know,
that this person, whom, with full persuasion, we be-
lieve to be from the beginning, GOD AND THE SON OF
GOD, i3 the very Word and the very Wisdom and the
very Truth: and we assert, that his mortal body
and the human soul in him, not only by fellowship,
but likewise by absolute union and commizture, hav-
ing participated of Ius divinity, have passed into
THE DEITY %

obdey pev w&axu Jdr r&vxu ro odpa # B Iva{) Orig. cont.
Cels. lib. iv. p. 169, 170.

" ! ’Exei & édyxakel Apiv, obx ¢ ol #3n omoadxig, wepl rob 'In-
o0d, 8re éx Bvnrov obparoc Syra Ocov vopiloper, xal by rovry
8ata Spgv Soxobperv' wepioady pév 1o Ert wpoc Tovro Néyew,
xhelova yap év roic dvwrépw NéAexrat. “Opwg 08 lorwoay oi
éyxalovvreg, 8ri, by pév  voullopev xal weweiopeOa &pxiifév
elvat Ocov xal vioy Oeob, ovroc 6 Abroldyoc éori xal & Abro-
oopla xal % Adroakfifeia* 70 3¢ Ovyrov alrov odpa, kal Ty
&yOpwrivny v abrg Yuxiy, i} wpdc éxeivo ob pbvov xowrwrig,
&A\\a kal évboe xal dvakpaoet, ri péyiora gapéy wposeknpévar,
xal rijic éxelvov Bedryrog xexowvwxéra el Oeov perafefncévac.
Orig. cont. Cels. lib. iii. p. 185, 186. See also lib. ii. p. 101.
lib. vii. p. 868. lib. viii. p. 404.

At the close of these quotations, it may not be useless to
remark : that the simulated Jew of Celsus indifferently argues
on the fact of the Christians deeming their Saviour 6 Oedc as
well as ©edg.  The former term, 6 Oedc, in English most pro-
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It 'will be observed, that the allegations of
Celsus, while they are throughout constructed
upon the express ground that Christ was believed
to be strictly and properly THE SUPREME coD,
respect, not merely a few visionary individuals, but
the whole collective body of the Church. As such,
accordingly, they are understood and answered by
Origen. Hence, whatever in the abstract we may
think of the arguments on either side, we have
(the sole matter with which I am at present con-
cerned) the positive and admitted testimony of
Celsus to the evidently well-known and familiar
circumstance : that The Catholic Church, about the
middle of the second century, or about some fifty or
sixty years after the death of St. John, held and
maintained the essential divinity of Christ, viewed
under the aspect of God the Word, the eternal Son
of the Father, coexistent with him from the begin-
ning in the inseparable unity of the Godhead.

II1. Such being the case, we shall be prepared
to expect the same charge from the mouth of
Trypho the Jew in the celebrated conversation
which he held with Justin Martyr some few years
earlier than the epoch of the attack made by
Celsus.

The conversation in question, as appears from

perly rendered The Deity, effectually precludes, even on gram-
matical principles, any socinian quibble, that ©cd¢ without the
article, may be rendered a god, no less properly than God.
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the evidence distinctly afforded by itself, took place
in the year 136'. Hence the allegations of
Trypho will respect the faith of Christians, as by
an enemy it was alleged to stand, and as by a pro-
fessed believer it was admitted to stand, only thirty-
six years after the death of the Apostle St. John. .

Trypho exclaimed : My good friend, it would be
well for us to follow the advice of our Rabbins, that
we should converse with no one of you Christians.
For you speak many blasphemies, wishing to per-
suade us : that THIS CRUCIFIED MALEFACTOR WAS
WITH MOSES AND AARON, and thdt HE CONVERSED
WITH THEM IN THE PILLAR OF THE CLOUD, and that
afterward he became man, and that he was crucified,
and that he ascended to heaven, and that he will
again appear upon earth, and that BE OUGHT TO BE
WORSHIPPED. '

Whereupon I answered : I know, that, as the word
of God spake, THIS GREAT WISDOM OF GOD THE
ALMIGHTY CREATOR OF ALL THINGS ¢8 hidden from you.
Hence, through pity, I labour, that you may under-

! Trypho speaks of himself, as having emigrated to Greece
in consequence of the war which was then raging: ¢vydy rov
viv yevdpevoy méhepov. Just. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 167.
Sylburg. 15938. And this war is afterward described as the
Jewish war : éuBakdvrog revee abr@y Noyoy wepl ro¥ xard ™y
"Tovdatay yevopévov moképov. Ibid. p. 175. But this then
raging war in Judéa was doubtless the war of Adrian, which
occurred in the year 186, Therefore, in that same year 136,
the dialogue of Justin and Trypho must have been carried on.

VOL. L. E
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stand 'these “our' doctrines which appear so paradox-
tcal ; or, if I fail of success, that at least in the day
of judgment I may be irreprehensible .

' Kal & Tpigwr elwer' Q drBpwrme, xakdv fiv wewobévrac
fpdc roic ddaokdhog wopolerficaot, pndevi £ bpdv dpdely,
pndé oot rovrwy xowwrijoar r@v Néywy* BAaspnpa yap woAli
AMéyeg, r0v oravpwBévra roirov diy wellery hudc yeyevvijolar
pera Moioéwe xat "Aapdy, xal Aehahneévar abrole év aridg
vegélne, elra dvBpwwoy yevdpevoy oravpwbijvac, xal &vaSefn-
xévas elg Tov obpardy, kal wd\y wapaylvesBar éxt riis yijg, xal
wpookvyyrov elvac.

Kaya &wexpwwbpny® Olda 8re, dg 6 Tob Ocot Adyoc E¢m,
xéxpurrar &9’ Ypdy i Sopla #) peydhn abrn Tov wouprov rdv ey
xal wayroxparopog Ocov* Oto cupwabay Yutv wpooxduvew byw-
vijopar, Ewwg ra wapadola Hudy ravra vofoyre: el 38 p), iva
xdy adrdc dOgoc & &v Huépg rploewg. Just. Dial. cum Tryph.
Oper. p. 198.

An objection has been started by Episcopius : that, although
Justin acknowledges Christ to be God; yet he distinguishes
him from the Creator of the world, and therefore denies that ke
was the Creator. See Bull. Judic. Eccles. Cathol. append. ad
¢, vii. § 6.

I. Certainly Justin distinguishes Christ from the Creator of
all things: but then it is in a passage, wherein he declares him
to be the God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob.

“AN\ot yap, kar’ &\\oy rpéxov, (hagpnpciv, rov Hour)y
réy O\wy, xal rov Ux' alrov wpopnrevépevoy ENevoeoflar Xprorov
xal rov Oeoy "APpaay ral Ioaix xal TaxdB, diddoxovory. Justin.
Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 196.

Nor is this all : he immediately afterward employs well nigh
thirty folio pages to demonstrate, that Christ, from time to time
appearing in a human form, was the God worshipped by the old
Patriarchs. 1Ibid. p. 197—228.

Now
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Then said’ Trypho : ' Taking up your discourse
Jrom the point where you ceased, now proceed : for it

Now the God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, or the
God of the old Patriarchs, was undoubtedly and confessedly
Jehovah.

Hence, though Justin rightly distinguishes the Son from the
Paternal Creator of all things, he furthermore, after the in-
spired Apostles Paul and John, teaches us : that God the Father
created the world TRROUGH Christ his Son and Word; and that
The Father spake unto Christ, when he said, Let us make man in
our image, after our likeness.

‘0 3¢ Yidg éxeivov, & pdvoc heydpevog rvplwg viog, 6 Adyog
xp0 T@y mopdrey xal ouvdy kal yevvépevog, 8re My dpylv 8¢
airod wavra Exrue xal éxopnoe, Xporoc pév. Justin. Apol. ii.
Oper. p. 84, 85.

Hothowpey 8vBpwror kar' elxéva Huerépay xal xal® Spolwory.
—'AXAa roiiro 10 ¢ Gvre dwo rov Harpoc wpofAnBey vévimpa,
%pd mévroy rav womudrey, cvvily r¢ HMarpl* xal roire & Manip
wpooopei. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 221, 222.

II. Had these matters been duly attended to by Episcopius,
he would have seen: that, when Justin distinguishes Christ
from the Creator of all things, while at the same time he de-
clares him to be Jehovah the God of Abraham and Isaac and
Jacob and the other old Patriarchs, he means simply to distin-
guish him from God the Father; whom the ancient Church
rightly deemed, the primary Creator of the Universe, and the
abrébeog and the wnyr) Oedrnroc or the alone self-originating
fountain of deity.

The doctrine, in short, of Justin and the Apostles, is: that
The Father created all thmgt THROUGH the Som. Compare
John i. 8. Hebr. i. 2.

Hence, though Justin pronounces the Son to be the Jekovah
worshipped by the old Patriarchs, he rightly and soundly dis-
tinguishes him from the primordial Paternal Creator of the Uni-

E 2




52 THE APOSTOLICITY [Book 1.

strikes'me, as'Somewhat 'paradoxical and as by no
means capable of an entire demonstration. With
regard to what you assert, that THIS CHRIST, INAS-
MUCH AS HE IS GOD, PREEXISTED BEFORE ALL AGES,
and that he endured to be born a created man, and
that he was not a mere man born from man in the
ordinary course of nature: such an assertion seems
to me, not only a paradox, but even a downright
absurdity.

To this I replied : I know, that my discourse
seems paradoxical more especially to those of your
race, who were never willing either to understand or
to perform the things of God'.

And Trypho said : You attempt to shew a matter

verse. Had he done otherwise, he would have anticipated the
subsequent patripassian heresy of Praxeas and Sabellius.

_ Nakedly to state from Justin, that, in kis judgment, Christ
was distinct from the Creator ; and, consequently, to insinuate
the inference, that, in his judgment also, Christ, though styled
God, is not truly and essentially God : thus to exhibit the doc-
trine of Justin, is certainly to misrepresent him.

' Kai & Tpipwy elxev' "Avakafiy odv rov Adyoy 80ey éxalow,
wépave’ wapadoloc rig ydp wore, xal i) duvdpevog SAwg dwo-
decxOijvar, doxei pol elvar 0 yap Néyew oe mpovmdpxew Oedv
dvra wpo albvwy robroy rov Xpiorow, elra xal yevynbijvar &y~
Opwmoy yevbpevoy vropcivar, xal dre odx dvBpwmwog é dvBparov,
ob pdvov wapadobov doxei pol elvar, dAA& xal pwpby.

Kdyd wpdc ravra ipny- Ol &re wapddokoc 6 Néyog doxei elvar,
kai pd\ora roic dwo ToU yévove Iu@v, oirweg ra rov Ocov
obre voijoar obre woujoat woré BefSonofe. Justin, Dial. cum
Tryph. Oper. p. 207.
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incredible and well nigh smpossible ; that Gop EN-

DURED TO BE BORN AND TO BECOME A MAN.

My reply was: If I attempted to shew this by
mere human arguments, there were no need that you
should bear with me : but, if I bring my proofs
Jrom repeated scriptural authorities, you will then
be convicted of hardheartedness in regard to under-
standing the mind and the will of God*.

IV. The allegations of Trypho brought our
evidence within thirty-six years after the death of
St. John: the exactly concurring testimony of
Pliny, regularly founded upon the strictness of
legal depositions, will, in the first instance, bring
it within three years after the death of that Apos-
tle; and, in the next instance, will carry it back
even seventeen years before his death. For St.

! Kai 6 Tpipwy* “Amearov yap xal déivarov oxedov mpdypa
éxuxepeic drodewcviva, dri Oeog Imépeve yevynbijvat kal dvBpw-
wog yevéoDar.

El rovro, #ny, én' dvBpwmeiorg Sddypaoy #§ émexsphipasy
éxeakduny drodewvivar, dvaoxéofac pov obx &v Edet dpdgt el
3¢ ypagag xai elg roiro elpnuévac rooairag, wAeworaxg abrag
Néywy, dii@ Updc ixvyv@var abrag, axAnpoxdpdior mpog 10 Yy~
vat yoiy kat Oéknpa rov Oeov ylveole. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph.
Oper. p. 228.

So again, in another place, Trypho, directly and uncontra-
dictedly, charges Justin with maintaining the preéxistence and
divinity of Christ.

Ocoy abroy wpoimdpyorvra Aéyee' xal, xara iy LovAiy roi
Ocoi, saprowounBévra abrov Néyeic Sua rijc wrapbivov yeyervijobac
dvBpwmor. Ibid. p. 245.
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John'died 'in"the year'100: and, from the Bithy-
nian Nicomedia, in the year 103, was written the
well-known letter of Pliny to Trajan.

Some of the Asiatic Christians, and some of
those who had formerly been Christians, when
called to answer at the tribunal of this philosophic
persecutor, were induced, in an evil hour, to adore
the images of the Emperor and the gods, and
to renounce with imprecations their Lord and
Saviour.

Now, as to the doctrine and practice of the
Church during the very early period which ex-
tended from the year 83 to the year 103 or from
seventeen years before the death of St. John to
three years after his death, these unhappy men
concurred in making the following deposition.

They affirmed before me, says Pliny in his official
report to Trajan, that the sum total of their fault
or their error was this. On a stated day, they were
wont to assemble together before sunrise and alter-
nately to sing among themselves a hymn to Christ as
to God. They then bound themselves by a sacra-
mental pledge, not indeed to the perpetration of any
wickedness, but to abstain from theft and adultery,
to abide by their word, and never to forfeit their
suretyship. When this was done, their custom was
to depart and afterward to meet together again for
the purpose of harmlessly sitting down to a gene-
ral meal: The last practice, however, they had
wholly omitted, in pursuance of my edict : by which,
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agreeably 'to 'your commands, I had forbidden all
societies ',

On this evidence, it is important to remark:
that the persecutor does not speak from vague
hearsay. He officially reports to the Emperor zhe
depositions of the prisomers themselves, regularly
taken down from their own mouths at a public ex-
amination.

Nor were the attested doctrine and practice
merely the attested doctrine and practice of a few
insulated individuals : they were plainly the well
known doctrine and practice of the Catholic Church
at large. For, on the face of the depositions, it
appears : that, In the age of Trajan, at the very
beginning of the second century, and therefore imme-
diately after the death of St. Jokn, the Catholic
Church, in her ordinary stated assemblies and through
the medium of her familiar appointed ritual, was
regularly accustomed to worship Christ as God.

Nor, again, could the attested doctrine and

! Adfirmabant autem, hanc fuisse summam vel culpe sue
vel erroris: quod essent soliti stato die ante lucem convenire,
carmenque Christo quasi Deo dicere secum invicem ; seque
sacramento non in scelus aliquod obstringere, sed ne furta, ne
latrocinia, ne adulteria, committerent, ne fidem fallerent, ne
depositum appellati abnegarent : quibus peractis, morem sibi
discedendi fuisse, rursusque coéundi ad capiendum cibum, pro-
miscuum tamen et innoxium; quod ipsum facere desisse post
edictum meum, quo, secundum mandata f.ua, hetserias esse
vetueram. Plin. Epist. lib. x. epist. 97.
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practice/have suddenly and recently sprungup in
the Church, now no longer under the controuling
authority of St. John. That venerable servant of
Christ had indeed been called to his reward, at the
time when the depositions of the lapsed were taken
before Pliny: but, as yet, we may well say, he
was scarcely cold in his grave. If the doctrine that
Christ is God, and if the practice of worshipping him
as God, were unknown to and unsanctioned by
St. John : they must have started into existence,
and they must have thoroughly infected the
Church, in the short space of three calendar .
years. For, so far as matter of fact is concerned,
we find, on unexceptionable authority: that, Im-
mediately after the death of St. John, the worship of
Christ as God formed a part of the regular stated
liturgical service of the Church. And we detect
this divine adoration, not in some remote corner
of the world which might have been less under
the Apostle’s superintendance, but in a province of
Asia Minor which may justly be deemed to have
specially appertained to his own Patriarchate.
Nor yet is even suck the whole result of the evi-
dence now under consideration. Pliny tells the
Emperor: that, of the persons who were brought
before him and who all made the deposition in
question, some professed to have abjured Christ,
or to have ceased to be Christians, three years ;
some, more than three years ; and some, even twenty
years, previous to their appearance at his tribu-
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nal'. Our' evidence, therefore, now specifies, on
the personal knowledge of the deponents: that,
full seventeen years before the death of St. John no
less than three years after it, the Catholic Church,
in the Apostle’s own immediate jurisdiction, was
liturgically accustomed to worship Christ as God*.

1 Alii, ab indice nominati, esse se Christianos dixerunt, et
mox negaverunt : fuisse quidem, sed desisse; quidam, ante
triennium ; quidam, ante plures annos ; non nemo etiam, ante
viginti quoque. Plin. Epist. lib. x. epist. 97.

* I may here properly notice Dr. Priestley’s attempt to rid
himself of the decisive attestation furnished by Pliny.

It is likewise alleged, that Pliny says: that The Christians,
on a certain day, before it was light, met to sing a hymn to
Christ as to God (or a god). But, as to this writer, if he had
been told that hymns were sung by Christians in honour of Christ,
being himself a heathen, he would naturally imagine ; that they
were such hymns, as had been composed in honour of the heathen
gods who had been men. Hist. of Early Opin. book iii. chap.
15. sect. 1. Works, vol. vi. p. 508.

I. The whole turn of Dr. Priestley’s statement is evidently
such, as to leave, upon the mind of an incautious reader, an
impression: that Pliny had merely, by pure accident, picked
up some idle hearsay account of the liturgical worship of the
primitive Christians; and that he had gratuitously supposed
them to hold Christ in much the same estimation as the Pagans
held their canonized hero-gods.

But the real fact is: that Pliny is forwarding, to the Em-
peror Trajan, a regular report of the depositions of certain
christian prisoners, made before himself, at his own tribunal, in
his quality of a magistrate : and those prisoners, as he expressly
tells his master, pEpossp (‘affirmabant), that they sang or re-
cited alternately a hymn to Christ as to God.

Verbally,
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The strict accuracy of Pliny’s official report to
Trajan is fully established by the joint concurring

Verbally, then, the terms of their deposition are perfectly
well ascertained. Hence, the only real question is: What they
MEANT by the terms in which they made their deposition. For,
as to what Pliny himself might fancy them to mean, thatis a
matter of the very least importance.

II. Their deposition consisted of two parts: the Carmen
Christo di.ere secum invicem, and the Quasi Deo ; that is to say,
Their alternate singing or reciting a hymn to Christ, and Their
s0 doing it to him as to God or (according to the translanon
apparently preferred by Dr. Priestley) as to a god.

1. The first part of their deposition was : that They alter-
nately sang or recited a hymn to Christ.

Now the liturgical alternate singing or reciting a hymn to a
person is clearly an act of adoration paid to that person : and
Dr. Priestley allows, that the performing an act of adoration to &
person is an acknowledgment of that person’s divinity ; for he
devotes a whole section to prove, that Christ could not be God,
because with the primitive Christians he was not the object of
prayer ; thus evidently allowing, that if he were the legitimate
aobject of prayer, he must needs be very God. Hist. of Early
Opin. Introd. sect. iii. What, then, becomes of this argument
against our Lord’s divinity, when, in point of racr, we find even
Asiatic Christians, not only three years after, but even seven-
teen years before, the death of St. John, singing or reciting, in
the course of their stated periodical worship ('stato dic), a re-
ligious liturgical hymn to Christ? On the theory of Dr.
Priestley, that they, all the while, deemed him a mere dead man,
how is this to be accounted for ?

No inference, he replies, can be safely drawn from the hymns :
decause divinity may be ascribed to persons in very different
senses, and some of them very innocent ones, especially in the
language of poetry.

. Doubtless,
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testimony, both of the ancient writer against the

Artemonian heresy, of Clement of Alexandria,
and of Origen.

Doubtless, there are poetical instances of a lover, more silly
than his silly sheep, styling his mistress a goddess : and, doubt-
less also, Virgil and Horace, in a graver strain of flattery, de-
nominate Augustus Cesar a present god. But will Dr. Priestley,
or any admirer of Dr. Priestley, venture to institute a sober
parallelism, between such foolish or profane compositions on the
one hand, and the primitive hymns solemnly and liturgically
addressed to Christ by grave and holy men labouring under
actual persecution on the other hand ? If they will not, what are
we to think of Dr. Priestley’s reply ?

Clearly, then, the liturgical recitation of a hymn to Christ
must be an act of adoration paid to Christ. And, since we are
quite sure that the primitive believers were not idolaters, this
act of theirs, by the argumentative confession of Dr. Priestley
himself, amounts to a formal and direct acknowledgment, on
their part : that Christ is very and essential God.

2. Hence, the first part of the deposition of the prisoners
will distinctly teach us, how we ought to understand the second
part. -

Since their liturgical act of adoration, even if they had deposed
to nothing more, would alone, on the reasonable assumption
that the primitive Church during the life-time of St. John was
not idolatrous, have demonstrated their full belief in the proper
godhead of Christ : it inevitably follows ; that their performing
this act of adoration to Christ qguasi Deo means, in their sense
of the phrase ; that they performed it to him, not as to a god
in the sense of a mere superstitiously canonised human hero-god
(for, in truth, the early believers recognised no such palpable
idolatry), but as {0 God in the sense of the very and essential
Deity. .

To cut off all possibility of evasion, it may be useful to re-
10
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1.'With respect. to the testimony of the ancient
writer alluded to, commonly supposed to be Caius
the Roman Presbyter who flourished about the
year 210, we are indebted for it to the ecclesi-
astical historian Eusebius.

At the beginning of the third century, the dis-
ciples of Artemon ventured to assert: that Their
doctrine had always been the doctrine of the Church
down to the time of Victor of Rome.

This allegation was met, by the ancient writer
in question, with a variety of positive evidence to
the contrary effect : and, among other matters, he
appeals to those liturgical hymns, which from the
very first had been used in the public service of the
Church, and which consequently were as familiar
to every individual Christian as our old English
metrical version of the Psalms is to each member
of our own congregations..

How numerous, moreover, says he, are the hymns
and songs of the brethren, written by the faithful from
the beginning, which celebrate Christ the Word of
God, ascribing to him divinity .

2. Such is the testimony of the ancient author
of the Work against Artemon cited by Eusebius:

mark in conclusion : that the prisoners deposed, not to the
recitation of a hymn concerning Christ, but to the recitation of
a hymn addressed to Christ.

! Wakpoi ¢ Soo kal Pdal diehgav dxapyiic Yxo mier@v ypa-
¢eioar r6v Adyoy Tov Oeov Tov Xpioroy vprouar Oeoloyoivrec.

Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. v. c. 28.
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and its correctness’is abundantly confirmed by the
circumstance, that one of these primitive hymns
still actually exists, either written by Clement of
Alexandria himself upon a model universally
familiar to the faithful, or preserved by him from
a period of yet more remote antiquity. -

The hymn in question is addressed to Christ : and,
though it may not be composed in the very best
possible taste; yet it may serve to give us a suf-
ficiently distinct idea of the mode, in which the
early believers were accustomed to recite among
themselves liturgical hymns to Christ as to God. .

O thou, the bit of untamed colts, the wing of wan-
dering birds, the true rudder of infants, the shepherd
of the royal lambs ; gather together thy simple chil-
dren, holily to praise, guilelessly to hymn, with in-
nocent mouths, Christ the leader of children.

O King of saints, O all-subduing Word of the
Most High Father, dispenser of wisdom, the age-
rejoicing support of the labours of the human race,
Saviour Jesus, shepherd, ploughman, rudder, bit,
heavenly wing of the holy flock, fisher of the saved of
all languages tempting them from the hostile waves
of a sea of wickedness with the sweet bait of life :
lead, O thou shepherd of rational sheep ; lead, O thou
holy king of unpolluted children, after the footsteps
of Christ ; lead, O heavenly way, O eternal Word,
infinite age, everlasting light, fountain of mercy,
performer of virtue, pious life of those who sing
hymns to God, O Christ Jesus.
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Let/us infants; nourished with celestial milk and
JSilled with the dewy Spirit, sing together simple
praises, true hymns, to Christ the King, the holy

repayment for eternal life.

Let us sing together, let us sing with simplicity,
the mighty child.

Let us, the choir of peace, the children of Christ,
a wise people, jointly celebrate the God of peace’.

! Zrépov xbwy ddady, Orepdy dprifwy dmhavéy, Olaf yn-
wiwy drpexg, Moy dpyey Lacwdy, Tovg oovg dpekeig Mai-
dag &yewpov, Alvely dylwg, 'Ypvely dddAwg, 'Axdrois orépaowy,
Haidwy Yyfropa Xpiordy. Baoev dylwv, Abye wavdapdrop
Harpdg ilorov, Zoplac mpiraw, Zrfipiypa wévwy Alwvoxapic,
Bporéag yeveds Zarep 'Inoov, Howunv, dporip, Olaé, ardpewov,
Irepor obpaviov, Havayoiic xolprme, "ANet pepérwy Tav ocwlo-
pévey, Ilehayov kaxiag 'IxBic &yvove Kiparog éxOpov, TAvkepy
Lwij dehealwr 'Hyov, mpofdruy Aoywiv moufy® ‘Ayle, Hyov,
Baogi\et xaldwy dvemdpwy, 'Ixvia Xpiorov. 'Odoc obparia, Ad-
yo¢ dévaog, Aldy &rh.roc, dac didwy, 'ENéovg myyn, ‘Pecrip
dperfic' Zepvy Pory Oeov duvovvrwy, Xpiore 'Incov. Tdla
obpdrvioy Maordy yhukepdv Nipgne xapirwy, Zoplag riic aijc
éxONBépevov, Oi vymiaxor, "Araloig ordpacty *ArcraXiépervor,
On\ijc Aoywijc Mvedpare dpooepy "Epmimhaperor, Alvoug dpeleic,
"Ypuvovg rpexeic, Baoci\ei Xpiorg, Miwtove dafove Zwijc dda-
xiic, Mé\xwuey dpot, MéArwpey dxAie, Maida kparepdy. Xopog
elpfivag, Oi xpioréyovor, Aads chgpwy, ¥dlwpeyr Spov Oeoy
elpivne. Hymn ad cale. Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. iii. Oper.
p- 266, 267, 268. Colon. 1688.

The peculiarity of this hymn is the profuse accumulation of
titles and epithets upon Christ the object of worship. Hence
I think it not unlikely, that it is the precise Hymn of many
names referred to by the scoffing pagan author of the Pkilopatris.
Ty by dxo Iarpée dplapevog, xal miv movavuuoy ¢gony elc
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8. Liturgical hymns of the precise character of
those, which the lapsed described upon evidence
to Pliny, which are appealed to with much parti-
cularity by the old writer cited in Eusebius, and of
which a specimen has actually come down to us
from Clement of Alexandria, still, as we learn from
Origen, continued to be used by the faithful in the
middle of the third century.

In point of character, they were hymns, ad-
dressed conjointly to God the Father and to God
the Word his only-begotten Son : and the plural
form, in which he mentions their use, sufficiently
proves; that they were no mere private unau-
thorised compositions, but that they were part and
parcel of the regular public service of the entire
Church Catholic.

We recite hymns, says he, to the alone God who
is over all, and to his only-begotien Son God the
Word : and thus we hymn God and his only-
begotten .

Téhog éxiBelc. Philopatr. in Oper. Lucian. vol. iii. Probably
he was struck with the resemblance of its plan to that of the
old Orphic Hymns, which similarly accumulate epithet upon
epithet and title upon title.

1 *Yuvovg yap elc pévov rov éml wdae Néyouey Oeov xai rov
povoyevij abroi Oedv Adyor® xal Uuvoiuéy ye Ocov xal rov
povoyevij abrov. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. viii. p. 422.

Nothing more completely shews the true character and pur-
port of these hymns to Christ as God, than the circumstance :
that Paul of Samosata, who denied the divinity of our Lord,
caused them, on the idle and readily confuted plea of novelty,
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to be\removed from! the churches under his controul. ¥aApove
3¢ rovc pév elg rov xipwov Hpev 'Incoiy Xpiorov matoag, d¢ i
vewrépovg xal vewrépwy dvdpav ovyypappara. Epist. Patr.
Antioch. apud Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. vii. c. 30. Very pos-
sibly, the hymns discarded by Paul on the plea of novelty,
might be new in one sense, though old in another. They might
have been recent compositions themselves, though as every
individual well knew, constructed on the same plan, and teach-
ing the same doctrine, as the more ancient hymns. Had they
contained any doctrinal innovation, a reference to the older
hymns would have immediately detected it.




CHAPTER 1V.

RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY, AFFORDED, TO THE FACT
OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF
CHRIST'S ESSENTIAL DIVINITY, BY THE ADORATION
WHICH HE INVARIABLY RECEIVED FROM THE EARLY
CHRISTIANS.

THE notion of Essential Divinity, and the notion of
Divine Worship, are reciprocal and correlative.

If the early Christians believed Christ to be very
God, they would adore him with divine worship :
and, if they adored him with divine worship, they
must have believed him to be very God.

Such divine worship, on the supposition of its
having been paid, would, I think, be irreconcileable
with any modification of the Arian system, save at
the expence of making the early Christians gross
and direct idolaters.

However, on that System, we may elevate
Christ, as a being far superior to the whole angelic
host, and as the operative agent through whom
God created the world : yet, if, after all our
grandiloquence, he himself were strictly a mere

VOL. L ‘ F
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creature, he would, 'in'that case, be still to God
immeasureably inferior, while to man he would
only be measureably superior. For his relation
to God would be that of finite to infinite : while
his relation to man could only be that of finite
to finite.

Now the payment of strict and proper divine
worship to any creature whatsoever, highly as that
creature may be exalted in nature and in office
above all other creatures, is doubtless an act of
idolatry.

Nor can the unintelligible distinction of the
Arian School, that The Soz is a creature though
not as the creature’, afford any legitimate escape
from the express determination of God himself:
I am Jehovah ; that is my name, and my glory will
I not give to another *.

If, therefore, the early believers adored Christ
under any other aspect than that of very and
eternal and uncreated God, we shall, on scriptural
principles at least, be compelled to admit : that,
what has hitherto been always deemed the purest
age of the Church, was, in effect, polluted with
rank idolatry.

On this point, the reasoning of Dr. Priestley is
altogether unexceptionable. -

Christ, he asserts, was NEVER, with the early

! Kriopa, &AN' oby ¢ 10 «riopa.
* Isaiah xlii. 8.
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Christians, an object of prayer. THEREFORE, he
argues, the early Christians could not have be-
- lieved Christ to be God '.

! 1 subjoin Dr. Priestley’s own statement of his argument,
hoping, that the cautious inquirer will carefully bear in memory
the alleged pact upon which it is avowedly founded.

Supposing the second person in the Trinity to be our inde-
pendent maker and governor and final judge, the propriety of
praying to him is so obvious, that no consideration mhatever
could have prevented the practice, if such had been the real belief
of the Christian World from the beginning. That Christians
did wor do so at first, but prayed habitually to the Father onLy,
is, therefore, with me, almost a demonstration, that they did not
consider Christ in that light. Whatever they might think of him,
they did Not regard him as a proper object of worship, and con-
sequently ot as possessed of the altributes which are proper to
constitute him one, and therefore wor as truly God. The per-
suasion, that he was TrRuLYy God and that God on whom we im-
mediately depend, would uvNavoipaBLY have dramwn afler it the
habitual practice of praying to him.—

This argument I yecommend to the serious consideration of all
Trinitarians : as it is with me a sufficient proof, that originally
Christ was wor considered as a proper object of worship by
Christians ; and, consequently, NEITHER as God, NOR as the
maker and governor of the world under God. Hist. of Early
Opin. Introd. sect. ili. Works vol. vi. p. 30, 31.

I quite agree with Dr. Priestley, in recommending, to the
serious attention of all Trinitarians, the preceding argument
and the asserted: racT upon which it reposes : and I would yet
further extend the recommendation to all Antitrinitarians.

What Dr. Priestley means, by starting, in the form of a sup-
position, the dogma, that The second person in the Trinity is
our INDEPENDENT maker and governor and final judge : 1 pre-
tend not to determine. If he would thus intimate, that Trini-

F2
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Such is the argument of Dr. Priestley. But, by
the very nature of its construction, he thence
plainly and inevitably allows: that the early
Christians must have believed Christ to be God,
1r, with them, Christ kad been an object of
prayer.

.In the present argument, the soundness of Dr.
Priestley’s conclusion will readily be admitted.
But, whether the premises, whence he deduces his
conclusion, be equally incontrovertible, is purely a
question of FAacT: a question, therefore, which,
like any other similar historical question, must be
determined by competent evidence.

Dr. Priestley, we see, professedly deduces his
conclusion from the alleged racr: that Z%e early
Christians, Not regarding Christ as a proper ob-
Ject of worship, NEVER invoked him with divine ador-
ation. _

Hence, even by himself, the whole matter is
brought to a mere question of racr: and hence,
with his own free consent, I have simply to inquire,
Whether Dr. Priestley's allegation is contradicted
or supported by historical testimony ; in other words,
I have simply to inquire, Whether the early Christ-
tans did or did not worship Christ.

I. About the year 810, or almost immediately

tarians hold the Son's absolute INDEPENDENCE upon the Paternal
Fountain of Deity (as the ancients speak): he shews himself
lamentably ignorant of the very question which he professes
to discuss. Trinitarians fully assent to John v. 19.
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before the session of the first Nicene Council,
flourished the eloquent Lactantius.

I now, says he, come to the passion of Christ.
This is wont to be opprobriously objected to us, on
the ground : that WE WORSHIP ONE, WHO WAS A MAN
HIMSELF, AND WHO BY MEN WAS IGNOMINIOUSLY
PUNISHED AND TORTURED.— He, however, the supreme
and singular God, cannot be worshipped, except
through his Son. The man who thinks that he
worships the Father alone, inasmuch as he does not
worship the Son, thence neither worships the Father.
But THE MAN, WHO RECEIVES THE SON AND WHO BEARS
HIS NAME: THAT MAN, TOGETHER WITH THE SON,
WORSHIPS THE FATHER ALSO .

II. Arnobius was somewhat earlier than Lac-
tantius : and we may state him as living about the
year 303.

Since Christ, says he, is God in reality and with-
out the slightest ambiguity of doubt : do you imagine
we shall ever deny, that HE 1S WORSHIPPED BY US IN
THE HIGHEST POSSIBLE DEGREE ? Some one, maddened
and enraged, will say : What then, is that Christ,

! Venio nunc ad ipsam passionem : quse velut opprobrium
nobis objectari solet, quod et hominem, et ab hominibus insigni
supplicio affectum et excruciatum, colamus.—Non potest igitur
ille summus ac singularis Deus, nisi per Filium, coli. Qui solum
Patrem se colere putat ; sicut Filium non colit, ita ne Patrem
quidem. Qui autem Filium suscipit, et nomen ejus gerit : is
vero, cum Filio, simul et Patrem colit. Lactant. Instit. lib. iv.
§ 16, 29. p. 400, 447. Lugd. Batav. 1660.
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God ? ' Yes, we answer: he is God, and God of the
very inner potency .

The language of Arnobius, running as it does in
the plural form, clearly imports : that the whole
collective body of Christians in his time, on the
specific ground of their holding Christ to be strictly
and essentially God, worshipped him with the
highest divine adoration.

II1. Accordingly, that such was the universal
faith and practice of fhe entire Church Catholic
of this period, may be yet further learned from a
circumstance which occurred during the fury of
the persecution carried on by Diocletian.

In Phrygia, says the historian Eusebius, an en-
tire city of Christians, together with its inhabitants,
was surrounded by the soldiers. For the destruction
of these devoted men, the agency of fire was employed.:
and, with their wives and children, they perished in
the flames, LOUDLY CALLING UPON CHRIST THE GOD
OVER ALL %, ’

! Cum vero Deus sit re certa et sine ullius rei dubitationis
ambiguo, inficiaturos arbitramini nos esse, quam maxime illum
a nobis coli et preesidem nostri corporis nuncupari? Ergone,
inquiet aliquis, furens, iratus, et percitus, Deus ille esé Christus?
Deus, respondebimus, et interiorum potentiarum Deus. Arnob.
adv. gent. lib. i. p. 24.

* “Hdn yoiv &\qy Xpioriavdy wolixvny avravdpoy &udl miv
Spvyiav év xikhg mepBakdvres omNiral, wip re Updarrec,
caréphelay atrovg, dua wvywlow kai yvralddl, rov éxi mwavrev
BQeov Xporov émBowpévovc. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. viii. c. 11.

Some
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IV. In''the'year 260, flourished Dionysius of
Alexandria. During his time, Paul of Samosata
asserted Christ to be a mere man, and thence
consistently denied that he was to be worshipped
with divine adoration. Respecting this his opinion,
Dionysius addressed to him a letter : in which he
charged him with notoriously running counter to
the invariable judgment and constant practice of
the entire Church Catholic.

How say you : that Christ is merely an eminent
man, and that he is not THE TRUE GOD WHO IS TO BE

Some have conjectured, that, in this passage, the conjunction
xal ought to be inserted between ©ed» and Xpioréy: others,
that the word Xptoréw is an interpolation.

Each conjecture is built on the principle, that the words of
the invocation are those not of the Phrygian martyrs but of the
historian himself, and that such phraseology accords not with
the ordinary phraseology of Eusebius.

I cannot but deem such criticism not a little arbitrary.
Without a shadow of proof, it is first assumed, that the words
of the invocation are the words of Eusebius, and that they are
not (as they naturally purport to be) the honestly recorded
words of the martyrs themselves : and, upon this perfectly gra-
tuitous assumption, it is next asserted, without a shadow of evi-
dence, that the passage has been corrupted. Truly, we shall
make quick work with an ancient author, if such liberties be
warrantable.

With respect to Eusebius himself, the subject of this criticism,
be employs a nearly similar expression in describing the conduct
of Porphyrius at his martyrdom. He says of him, that he suf-
fered, rov Yioy rov.Oeov 'Inooiv BonBoy éxiPobpevoc. Euseb.
de Martyr. Palaest. c. xi. p. 277, Paris. 1678.

10
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WORSHIRPED ABOVE THE WHOLE CREATION CONJOINTLY
WITH THE FATHER AND THE HOLY GHOST; him I
mean, who became incarnate from Mary the holy
virgin and mother of God #—For, on our account,
he submitted to be born of woman. Whence also,
Jor our sake, having emptied himself, he submitted to
suffering : and, though he humbled himself to death
even the death of the cross, yet with God he is
equal’.

We may remark : that the worship of Christ is
here fixed upon its only legitimate basis, tke cir-
cumstance of his essential divinity.

V. Contemporaneously with Dionysius flourished
the Latin Father Novatian : for he lived about the
year 254.

This writer argues, that Christ cannot but be
God : and he rests his argument upon the fact of
Christ’s omnipresence, as involved in the then
familiar circumstance of his universally receiving
religious invocation. :

If Christ were only a man: how, WHEN INVO-
CATED, 8 he every where present 8 For omnipresence

' Tl&c ov Aéyeg, dvOBpwwoy xarelalperay rov Xpioréy, xul ob
Oceoy Gvra dAnfwrov, kel wpooxvvovpever mapa whane Kricews
ovy Harpl xal 'Ayly Ivedpar:, ror oapxwbévra éx rilg dylag
wapOévov kai Ocoréxov Mapiac;—Ad Ypdc yap raredéfaro ye-
véoBar éx yvvaxde 60ev xal o xafog Ywep Wpdv xaredéfaro,
xevwoac davréy* xal, rawewdoac Ewe Oavarov, Oavdrov ¢
eravpod, loa Oeob ywdpxer. Dionys. Alex. Epist. adv. Paul.
Samosat. Oper. p. 210, 211. Rom. 1796.
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is the nature, not of man, but of God. Ir cHRIST
WERE ONLY A MAN: WHY, IN OUR PRAYERS, IS A MAN
INVOCATED AS OUR MEDIATOR ? Since, to afford us
salvation, the invocation of a mere man may well be
deemed inefficacious .

VI. To the same age belonged Cyprian: for
we may place him about the year 250. His testi-
mony to the racr of Christ being universally
invocated perfectly agrees with that of the wit-
nesses already adduced.

God the Father commanded: that HIS OWN SON
SHOULD BE ADORED. The Apostle Paul, therefore,
mindful of the divine precept, determines and says :
God hath highly exalted him : and hath given him
a name which is above every name ; that at the name
of Jesus every knee should bow, of things in heaven,
and of things in earth, and of things under the earth.
In the Apocalypse, also, the angel resists John when
wishing to adore him, and says : See thou do it not ;
Jor I am thy fellow-servant and of thy brethren :
ADORE THE LORD JESUS %,

! Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo adest ubique in-
vocatus ; cum haec hominis natura non sit, sed Dei, ut adesse
omni loco possit ?  Si homo tantummodo Christus, cur homo in
orationibus mediator invocatur; cum invocatio hominis ad pree-
standam salutem inefficax judicetar ? Novat. de Trin. in Oper.
Tertull. p. 610. .

? Pater Deus preecepit Filium suum adorari: et Apostolus
Paulus, divini preecepti memor, ponit et dicit : Deus exaltavit
eum, et donavit illi nomen quod est super omne nomen ; ut in
nomine Jesu omne genu flectatur, ceelestium, terrestrium, et infers
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The brethren who are in chains, and the presbyters,
and the whole Church which with the greatest anxiety
watches for ALL WHO INVOCATE THE NAME OF THE
LORD, salute you'.

If Christ laboured and watched and prayed for us
and for our sins: how much more ought we to be
urgent in our supplications. How MUCH MORE .
OUGHT WE FIRST TO PRAY AND TO BESEECH THE LORD
HIMSELF, and then through him to satisfy God the
Father. We have an advocate and a deprecator for
our sins, even Jesus Christ our Lord and our God®.

By how much the greater anxiety we felt for those
confessors, who through craft were circumvented, and

norum : et, in Apocalypsi, angelus Johanni volenti adorare se
resistit et dicit : Vide ne feceris, quia conservus tuus sum et fra-
trum tuorum ; Jesum Dominum adora. Cyprian. de bon. patient.
Oper. vol. i. p. 220. Oxon. 1682.

Cyprian seems to have read r¢ xvply wposxiynoov, and by

r¢ xvply to have understood Christ. This peculiar mode of
' quotation, however, I am no way concerned with : for my object
is simply to bring evidence to the fact, that the early Christians
of the three first centuries habitually worshipped Christ as God.

! Salutant vos fratres qui sunt in vinculis, et presbyteri, et
tota Ecclesia, quee et ipsa cum summa sollicitudine excubat pro
omnibus qui invocant nomen Domini. Cyprian. Epist. viii. Oper.
vol. ii. p, 18.

* Quod si pro nobis ac pro delictis nostris ille et laborabat
et vigilabat et precabatur, quanto nos magis insistere precibus
et orare, et primo ipsum Dominum rogare, tum deinde per
ipsum Deo Patri satisfacere debemus. Habemus advocatum
et deprecatorem pro peccatis nostris Jesum Christum Dominum
et Deum nostrum. Cyprian. Epist. xi. Oper. vol. ii. p. 25.
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who were well nigh deceived and alienated from the

Church : with so much the greater joy were we

affected, and with so' much the more devotion DID WE

OFFER UP THANKSGIVINGS TO THE OMNIPOTENT GOD

. AND TO CHRIST OUR LORD, when, perceiving their

. error, they freely returned to the Church whence they

had departed.—These matters, therefore, dearest

brother, we transmitted to thee in writing : that,

without any delay, as if present in that Convocation

of the Clergy and in that Assembly of the People,

THOU WOULDEST OFFER UP THANKSGIVINGS TO THE

OMNIPOTENT GOD AND TO CHRIST OUR LORD ',

We profess, dearest brother : that WE BOTH HAVE

_OFFERED UP AND DO OFFER UP, WITHOUT CEASING,

THE GREATEST THANKSGIVINGS TO GOD THE FATHER

ALMIGHTY AND TO HIS CHRIST OUR LORD AND GOD AND
SAVIOUR, that the Church is thus divinely protected *.

! Quantam sollicitadinem et anxietatem sustinuimus de iis
confessoribus, qui, dolo et malitia hominis callidi et veteratoris,
fuerant circumventi, et pene decepti, et ab Ecclesia alienati ;
tanta leetitia adfecti sumus, et Deo Omnipotenti et Christo Do-
mino nostro gratias egimus, cum ii, cognito suo errore, et intel-
lecta hominis maligni velut serpentis astutia venenata, ad
Ecclesiam, unde exierant, sicut ipsi ex suo corde profitentur,
simplici voluntate venerunt—Hazec igitur, frater carissime,
eadem hora, eodem momento, ad te scripta ‘transmisimus ;—
ut, nulla procrastinatione habita, velut preesens in isto Clero et
in isto Populi ceetu, Deo Omnipotenti et Christo Domino nostro
gratias ageres. Cyprian. Epist. xlix. Oper. vol. ii. p. 92, 93.

* Et egisse nos et agere, frater carissime, maximas gratias,
sine cessatione, profitemur, Deo Patri Omnipotenti et Christo
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We must pray to the alone God. who is over all :
and WE MUST PRAY TO THE ONLY-BEGOTTEN, EVEN TO
HIM'WHO 'WAS BORNCBEFORE THE WHOLE CREATION,
THE WORD OF GOD '

VIII. Exactly the same testimony is borne by
Tertullian, who lived about the year 200,

The kingdom and the name of Christ are every
where extended. Every where he is believed on.
BY ALL THE ABOVE SPECIFIED NATIONS HE IS WOR-
sHIPPED. Every where he reigns. EVERY WHERE

Oeparevopev.—Kal ob rov Evayxde ye pavévra, d¢ xpérepov obx
dvra, dwepOpnoxeboper® abrg yap welépeba r¢ eimévry, Iply
"ABpuap yevéoBar, vl elpe xal Aéyoyry, "Eyb eipe i dAffea
xal oby obrw ri¢ Hpav éorwv dvdpamodoy, d¢ oieoBar Bre % riig
dAnfelag obola xpd rav xpbvwy rijc rov Xpisrov éxpareiac obx
Wv. Opnoxebopey odv rov Marépa rijc dAnbelag, xal rov Yiov
v d\fBetay, vra dbo rj Imoordoe: wpaypara, Iy 8¢ i Spovolg
xal 7 ouppwrig xal rjj Tavrérnre tob BovMijparos' é¢ rov dwpa-
kéra rov Yiov (dvra drwabyaopa tiic dékne, xal xapaxrijpa riig
Ymooragewg Tov Ocob) dwpaxévar év abry, Gvre eikéy rov Ocob,
r0¥ Oedy—Tov Eva Oedv, xal rov éva Yioy abrov xal Adyov
xal Eixéva, raic rara ro dvvardy Huiv ikesiawg xal atiboeot oé-
Popev, xposayovreg r¢ Oeg rav EAwy rag ebxac Sua Tov povo-

- yevoig airov® ¢ wparov wpoopépoper abrac, diwivrec abrov,
\aopov Syra rav dpapriov Ypdv, wposayayeiv, dg dpxiepéa,
xal ebxac xal rac Ovolag xal rag évreddes Hudy rg éxl wdoe
Ocy. Orig. cont. Cels. lib, viii. p. 386.

! Mévy yap wpooevkréoy ¢ éxl wiow Oeg* xal wpogevkréov
e 7$ povoyevei kal xpwroréxy xdang kricews, Adyyp Oeov. Orig.
cont. Cels. lib. viii. p. 895. I have already cited another
passage to the same effect from Ibld p. 422. See above,
book i. chap. 3. §1v. 3.
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HE Is ADORED. Among all he is equally distributed.
With him, a king has no especial favour : to him, an
imperious barbarian is no matter of exultation. In
his eyes, personal dignity and high nobility of birth
possess no peculiar merit. To all, he is equal : to
all, ke is their King : to all, he is their Judge > to all,
he is their God and their Lord’.

Finally, with respect to the expression An Eternal
Throne, such an expression agrees better with Christ
the Son of God, than with Solomon a temporal king
who reigned only over Israel. For, AT THIS DAY,
NATIONS, WHICH ONCE KNEW HIM NOT, INVOCATE
CHRIST : and, at this day, tribes flee for refuge to
Christ, of whom formerly they were ignorant *.

IX. We now come to the evidence of Clement
of Alexandria, who flourished about the year 194,

! Christi autem regnum et nomen ubique porrigitur. Ubique
creditur : ab omnibus gentibus supra enumeratis colitur : ubique
regnat : ubique adoratur : omnibus ubique tribuitur aqualiter :
non regis apud illum major gratia : non barbari alicujus imper-
iosi leetitia: non dignitatum aut natalium cujusquam discreta
merita : omnibus, ®qualis; omnibus, rex ; omaibus, judex;
omnibus, Deus et Dominus est. Tertull. adv. Jud. Oper.
p- 126. See also Tertull. Apol. adv. Gent. Oper. p. 848.

? Denique et Thronus in sevum magis Chsisto Dei Filio com-
petit, quam Salamoni temporali scilicet regi qui soli Israel
regnavit. Christum enim hodie invocant nationes, quae eum
non sciebant : et populi hodie ad Christum confugiunt, quem
retro ignorabant. Tertull. adv. Jud. Oper. p. 142. Nearly
the same passage occurs also in Tertull. adv. Marcion. lib. iii.
§ 14. Oper. p. 210, 211.
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O thou, the instructor, be propitious to thy chil-
dren : FATHER, CHARIOTEER OF ISRAEL, SON AND
FATHER, BOTH ONE, O LORD! Grant unto us, who
Jollow/ thy commandments, to accomplish the likeness
of thy image, and to apprehend, according to our
strength, the good God and the clement Judge : and
grant universally, that, when, in tranquil agreement
with the Holy Spirit, we shall wavelessly have sailed
over the flood of sin, we, living in thy peace, may be
translated to thy city. BY NIGHT, BY DAY, EVEN TO
THE PERFECT DAY, LET US OFFER PRAISE AND THANKS-
GIVING, TO THE INEFFABLE WISDOM, TO THE ALONE
FATHER AND SON, TO THE SON AND THE FATHER, TO
THE SON THE INSTRUCTOR AND TEACHER, AND TOGE-
THER ALSO WITH THEM TO THE HOLY GHOST. Al
things are to the One: in whom are all things: on
account of whom, all things are one : on account of
whom, is elernity : whose members we all are : whose
are the glory, the worlds. To the Good are all
things : to the Excellent are all things : to the Wise
are all things: to the Just are all things. To
whom be glory, both now and for ever. Amen'.

1 “Owep pév Nowwow éxl rowatry xavnyipes Tob Adyov, rg Adyyp
wpocevivucda.

"INGOe roig ools, mwadaywye, wadlo, Marep, yvioxe Iapanh,
Yi¢ xal Harép, & dupw, Kipe. Adg 8¢ Huiv, roig ooic émojié-
voig xapayyépaot, 16 dpolwpa whnpacat rije eixbvoc, alobd-
veaOal re, xara xpdrog, dyalov roi OeolU xpirov re u) wicpod’

xal wdpacye dravra abrde, év elpfvp i off wohwrevouévovs, év
rj off perardepévove woher, devpdvrwg riic dpapriag Tov KAv=

b
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X. From the testimony of Clement, let us as-
cend to that of Melito of Sardis, who flourished
about the year 170.

We are worshippers, not of stonmes which possess
®o sensation, but of the only God who is before all
things and above all things. And WE ARE WORSHIP-
PERS LIKEWISE OF HIS CHRIST, TRULY, BEFORE THE
WORLDS, GOD THE WORD .

XI. I shall next, in the regular order of retro-
gressive chronology, cite a competent pagan wit-
ness to the naked racr: that The adoration of
Christ was the uniform practice of the early Church.

Lucian of Samosata is commonly thought to
have been born in the year 90 and to have died in
the year 180. Hence, at the lowest computation,
we may view him as flourishing about the year
150 or about the middle of the second century.

dwva damketoavrag, yaknpmevrac dyiyp ovupépesdar Hveé,;art.
Zoplg ' dvexppdory, vicrwp, ped Huipav, elc Ty  rekeiav
hpépay, ebyapiorovvrac alveiv, aivobyvrag ebxapiareiv, vy povg
Harpl xai Yig, Yig rcal Harpl, xadaywyy xal ddacxdp Yig,
ovy kal rg ‘Ayly Mvebpare wdvra 1§ évic év § ra xdvras 3
Oy ra wdvra Ev* O 8v 10 del* o) péln wdvreg® ob Sdka, ala@vec:
wdvra v¢ dyalg, wdyra ¢ xalg, wdyra ¢ ooy, 1 Owaly
ra wdrra: ¢ ) d6ka xal viv kal eic Tovg aigvag. 'Apfv. Clem.
Padag. lib. iii. c¢. 12. Oper. p. 266.

! O éopev Nibuwy obleplay aisbnowy éxdévrwy Ocpaxevral,
&\\a pévov Bcod Tov wpo wdvrwy kai éxl wdvrwy' xal Ere Tob
Xpiarou abrov, ovrwg Ocob Adyov wpd aldvwy, Eopev Bpnoxevral,
Melit. Apol. in Chron. Pasch. ad A.D. 164, 165. apud Routh.
Relig. Sacr. vol.i. p. 112.

VOL. I G
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From the plural form of this passage, we dis-
tinctly learn :; that, about the year 180 when Jus-

{ov.—Tov¢ ravra wpatarrac Salporac, ob uévor pi) dpbove elvai,
¢apey, dA\a xaxovg kal dvoofovg dalpovag, of obde roic dperiy
wobovoiy dvlpbrorg rac wpdlewc opolac Exovowr. 'EvOérde kal
&0coc xexMjpela’ xal Opoloyobuey Tév TowiTwy opulopévwy
Oev dBeot elvar, dAXN obyi To¥ dAnBeordrov, xal warpoc Swaw-
sumc xal cwppooivgs xal réy EX\Awy dperéy, dvemplixrov Osot.
"AAN’ "Exeivéy re, xal 7oy wap’ alrov Yior éNOéwvra (xal ddal-
dvra Yudc ravra kal 1oy réy &y éxopivey kal ifopotovpé-
vy dyaBéy dyyéAwy orpardy), Hvevpd rs 70 wpognrixéy, oe-
Pépeba xal wpooxvvoipey, Néyyp xal dinfeig rpdvreg, xal ravri
PBovhopéve palbeiv, &¢ E3ddxOnuer, d¢0bvec wapadidéyrec.
Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 43.

I. It is a curious circumstance, that Cardinal Bellarmine and
Dr. Priestley, whether consciously or not on the part of the
latter, should have concurred in their translation or rather per-
version of the leading sentence in this passage.

Through the grammatical mechanism of making the substan-
tive orparov depend upon the verbs oe3dueda and xposxvyovper,
instead of depending (which is its true construction) upon the
participle ddalarra, they bring out the unexpected result, that
Justin, almost at the beginning of the second century and while
the prohibitory words of the angel to St. John (Rev. xix. 10,
xxii. 8, 9.) were still as it were ringing through the Church
Catholic, attested the umiversal worship of the holy angels on
the part of himself and of the whole collective body of
Christians.

Him, and the Son that came from him, says Justin, asinter-
preted by the Cardinal and the Historian, and the kost of other
good angels who accompany and resemble him, and the prophetic
Spirit, we adore and venerate ; in word and in truth honouring
them. '

I1. But, while these two divines thus concur in perverting
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tin was instructed in the peculiarities of Christi-
anity, the €atholic Church of that period, having

the very intelligible Greek of Justin, their respective objects,
as will readily be supposed, are widely different.

The Cardinal, from' the' alleged testimony of Justin, would
prove; that the worship of the holy angels, conjointly with that
of the Father and the Son and the Spirit, was the practice of
that very early generation of the primitive Church which imme-
diately succeeded the age of the Apostle St. John: the His-
torian, through a process by no means equally intelligible, would
demonstrate ; that Justin and his contemporaries did not ac-
knowledge the divinity of the Holy Ghost.

III. With respect to the perversion before us, as Scultet and
Bp. Bull have well remarked, its utter untenability is at once
shewn by the circumstance of its making Justin contradict him-
self. Scultet. Medull. Patr. in synth. doctr. Just. Mart. c. xviii.
Bull. Defens. Fid. Nic. sect. ii. c. 4. § 8.

In this summary manner, so far as its general merits are
concerned, we may well be content to dismiss it : yet the reader
may be curious to know, how, through its medium, Dr. Priestley
contrives to demonstrate, that the divinity of the Holy Ghost
was not acknowledged by Justin and his contemporaries.

1. Justin Martyr, observes the Historian, never says, in ex-
press words, that the Spirit is God in any sense: and, when he
mentions worship as due to the Spirit, it is in the same sentence
on which he speaks of it as due to angels. Hist. of Corrupt.
part. i. sect. 7. Works vol. v. p. 59.

Then follows, in proof of this statement, the perversion,
which is the joint property of himself and Cardinal Bellar-
mine. '

(1.) Such is the not very clear argument of Dr. Priestley.
He means, however, I suppose, that, since Justin, according to
the perversion of his words, maintains the joint adoration of
good angels and of the prophetic Spirit ; and since, confessedly,

"—
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received her doctrine and practice from the Ca-
tholic Church of that yet earlier period which

the good angels are not God : therefore neither, in the opinion
of Justin, can the prophetic Spirit be God.

(2.) It almost exceeds belief, that such an argument could
ever have been constructed by a person, who had read the
entire sentence even in its miserably perverted condition.

If the joint adoration of the angels and the prophetic Spirit
will prove, that Justin did not acknowledge the divinity of the
Holy Ghost ; it will equally prove, that he did not acknowledge
the divinity of the Father: for, even in the Historian’s own
adopted perversion of the passage, Justin and his contemporaries

. appear, as the joint worshippers of the Father and the good
angels, no less than as the joint worshippers of the good angels
and the prophetic Spirit. ,

2. But Justin, it seems, never says, in express words, that the
Spirit is God in any sense.

(1.) Perhaps he may not happen to have used the precise
term God ; though, even if he kad done so, we may be assured
that Dr. Priestley would have quibbled respecting the import
of the title, precisely as he quibbles respecting its import when
it is confessedly applied to the Son: but, since, even in the
present passage, Justin says, that, by himself and by the whole
primitive Catholic Church, the Spirit was adored conjointly with
the Son and the Father ; he says, more expressly and less am-
biguously than any use of the mere ferm could purport, that,
in the very highest sense, the Spirit is God. For, unless this be
admitted, in attesting the peculiar worship offered up by him-
self and by the primitive Church, Justin effectively testifies ;
that even the Church, which had heard St. John, was neverthe-
less hopelessly idolatrous : because, in that case, he testifies ; that
this Church adored, conjointly with the Father whom all acknow-
ledge to be the Supreme Deity, either a creature or a non-entity.

(2.) To
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touched the apostolic age of St. John, was ac-
customed, in express opposition to the polytheistic

(2.) To the same purpose, he speaks in another place.

We worship the Creator of this Universe :—and, having
learnéd/that |Jesus) Christ\is/ the Son of him who is truly God,
and holding the Son in the second place, we honour also, in the
third degree, the prophetic Spirit in conjunction with the
Word.

Tow Snpiovpyor ravde Tov wavroc eefépevo,—Yiov airod rov
Svrwg Ocov paldvreg, xal év devrépg xdpg Exovreg, Uveipd re
wpognricoy v Tplry Takes Sri pera Adyov Tipdpey, dwodelbopev.
Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 46, 47.

According to the plain construction of this passage when
viewed connectedly with the other passage, what can we under-
stand by the second place and the third degree, save that, in the
economy of the worshipped Godhead, the Son and the Spirit
are second and third with reference to the Father.who is first ?

For it were palpable idolatrous blasphemy to say : that any
two creatures are honoured in the second and third degrees with
relation to the Creator, who, specially to these two creatures,
holds the rank of the first degree.

IV. It may be proper to remark : that the clause, which, for
the sake of general perspicuity, I have inclosed within a paren-
thesis, is in itself ambiguous. For it may be translated : either
Who taught to us these things and the army of the other good
angels, or Who taught these things to us and to the army of the
other good angels.

Scultet and Bishop Bull adopt the former of these two ren-
derings : Dr. Grabe prefers the latter. After attentively con-
sidering the clause, I have been led to take the version suggested
by Dr. Grabe.

1. These things, raira, refer, I apprehend, to the attributes
of God, his justice and temperance and all other virtues, as
mentioned above : and, such attributes of the Divinity, it is the
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which she refused to pay to the demon-gods of
the Gentiles, I am not at present concerned to
inquire : my business is exclusively with racts re-
corded by History.

Now one of these recorded racrs is: that,
Thirty years after the death of St. John, the
Catholic Church, having been catechetically taught
by the disciples of the Apostle and his subordinate
contemporaries, worshipped Christ the Son in con-
Junction with the Father and the Holy Spirit.

XIV. The strict accuracy of Justin’s record
is fully -established, not only by the teaching of
Polycarp which has already been noticed, but
likewise by the practice of his venerable fellow-
disciple Ignatius who suffered martyrdom either
in the year 107 or - (as some think) in the year
116. :

Immediately before his death, and when he was
on the point of being led into the amphitheatre, this
Jaithful servant of the Lord, kneeling down with all
the brethrem, PRAYED TO THE SON OF GOD, for the
prosperity of the Churches, for the cessation of
persecution, and for the prevalence of mutual love
among all Christians '. '

! Ofrw, perd yovvk\olag wdvrwy T@v ddeNgdy, mapaxaléoag
\ L33 - - e '\ - » -~ (3 \ -~ - -
Tov Yiov rob Ocob, Umép ra@v ixkAnoiav, mép rijc.Tob Owypod
karawavoews, Umép riic TOv dOeAP@y eic d\Aflove dydmyg,

drix0On pera oxovdiic eic 16 dupdéarpov. Martyr. Sanct. Ig-
nat. § vi. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. ii. p. 160, 161.
The avowed, and indeed only legitimate, principle of this
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or an unadvised act. The deponents stated : that
Christians, wuniversally and collectively, were ac-
customed, on a fized day, to sing a hymn to
Christ as to God. Their evidence makes no ex-
ceptions. It distinctly states the universal and
liturgical practice of the Catholic Church, in the
year 103, or three years after the death of St.
John.

Nor is this all. Some of the deponents alleged
themselves to have apostatised from Christianity
more than twenty years previous to their appear-
ance before Pliny '. Such being the case, they
attested : that the worship of Christ as God was
established in the Church, at least as early as the
year 83, or seventeen years anterior to the death
of St. John.

XVI. With the chaunting of hymns to Christ
as to God, the primitive Church, in her regular
congregational worship, associated the recitation
of prayers to the same believed divine person.

As a specimen of these united acts of adoration,
I subjoin, in illustrative confirmation of the pre-
ceding mass of evidence, a public prayer to Christ,
under the character of the only-begotten Deity the
Son of the great Father, extracted from the Cle-
mentine Liturgy: which Liturgy, though, like
the other primeval Liturgies, not committed to
writing until the fifth century, must, at the very

! Plin. Epist. lib. x. epist. 97.

-—— _wma
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through thee, to thy Father, in the Holy Ghost ; for
ever and ever. Amen'.

XVII. Step by step, in regular succession, we’
have now, without the slightest variation in our
evidence, ‘arrived at the apostolic age itself: and,
as I see not why the sacred records should be
deemed less capable of bearing testimony to a racT
than any other records, I feel perfectly justified
in summoning them also to appear as witnesses.

1. The Apocalypse of St. John, we have reason
to believe, was written in the reign of Domitian
about the year 97 : for, though some place its
composition earlier, I am willing to take the lowest

! 'O rov ioxvpov dfoac, xai mavra ra oxevn abrov daprdoac
6 dovg Yty ékovoiay éxdvw Opewv kal oxopmiwy marely Kkal éxi
waoay iy dbvauwy rov éxOpoi 6 tov dvBpwmoxrévoy Gpwv deo-
porny wapadove uiv, &g orpovbiov maidlo, dv wavra gpirret
xai Tpépet, &xd wpoodmov dvvdpcwe gov' 6 phlag abrov d¢ do-
rpamiy é& obpavov elg yijy, ob romwg phypart, &ANa &wo riuic
eig driplay, 8 ixobaioy adrod xaxdvotay oV To BAéppa Enpaive:
&fdooove, xal §) dxen rhxee Bpn, kal ) dAfjfea péver eic rov
aiwva® v alvel ra viima, xal ebhoyel ra Onhalovras Sy vuvoiae
xai mpooxvvovawy Gyyehor 6 émfAémwy émi iy yijv, xal mwotdy
abmy rpéperv® & dxrduevoc r@v dpéwy, xal karvilovrar 6 dret-
A&y ahdoany xal Enpalvwy abrijv, xai mavrac rovg worapove
iepnpar: o vepélar, xowioprog T@Y wodwy' 6 Wepuwar@y émi
Baldoong, ag én’ édagove” povoyevie Océ, peyalov IMarpoc Yié
émrlpunoov roic movnpoic wyvevpaot, xal pica: ra Epya Tav et
p&v oov é rilg Tov d\\orplov wvevparog évepyelag' rt aou déka,
ryu), xkal oéBag, kal & oov r¢ o¢ Ilarpi, év ‘Ayip Nvebpary,
eic rove alovag. 'Apfiv.  Constit. Apost. lib. viii. c. 7.
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Hence, if such adoration were idolatrous; and
idolatrous it must have been, unless Christ be very
and essential God : I see not, how the inference-
can be avoided ; that the inspired Apostle himselF,
by his'own writings, encouraged and confirmed the

povoyevii abrob Oeov Adyoy* kai Vuvoiuéy ye Oeov xai rov povo-
vevii abrov. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. viii. p. 422. See above,
book i. chap. 3. § 1v.

Such is the account of the liturgical apocalyptic imagery,
rightly given by Sir Isaac Newton.

The beasts and elders represent the primitive Christians of
all nations: and the worship of these Christians in their
churches is here represented under the form of worshipping God
and the Lamb in the temple ; God for his benefaction in creat-
ing all things, and the Lamb for his benefaction in redeeming
us with his blood ; God as sitting upon the throne and living
Jor ever, and the Lamb as exalted above all by the merits of
his death. Rev. v. 11—14. This was the worship of the pri-
mitive Christians. Observ. on the Apoc. chap. ii. p. 262, 263.

Dr. Priestley specially recommends to the serious considera-
tion of all Trinitarians the alleged ract, that the primitive
Christians did not worship Christ, but that they habitually
worshipped the Father only.

The accuracy of such an allegation had already, we see,
been anticipatively denied by Sir Isaac Newton: for he states,
without any apparent dread of contradiction, that the morship
of the primitive Christians was the joint adoration of God and
the Lamb. .

Dr. Priestley, however, kas contradicted him in terminis;
little as Sir Isaac Newton seems to have imagined the possibility
of such a circumstance.

Whether the asserter or the contradicter be best borne out
by history, the prudent inquirer will judge and determine for
himself.
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aboriginally misled Catholic Church in rank and
offensive idolatry.

2//But| in truth, the blame, if blame there e in
the case, must not be borne exclusively by St. John :
it must equitably be skared with his primeval
brethren in the ministry.

(1.) About the year 97, St. John, we see, at the
close of the Apocalypse; addressed a prayer to

- Christ, that he would hasten his advent : and this
the Apostle did, after having previously exhibited
the whole congregated universe, as lauding and
adoring the Son conjointly with God the Father.

At a yet earlier period, the same practice had -
been adopted by St. Paul: for thus, respecting it,
writes, in the year 58, that great doctor of the
Church to his Corinthian Proselytes, :

There was given to me a thorn in the flesh, the
messenger of Satan, to buffet me: lest I should be
exalted above medsure. FOR THIS THING 1 BESOUGHT
THE LORD THRICE, THAT IT MIGHT DEPART FROM ME.
And he said unto me: My grace is sufficient for
thee ; for my strength is made perfect in weakness.
Most gladly, therefore, will I glory in my infirmities,
that the power of Christ may rest upon me’.

The whole context of this passage imperiously
requires us to believe : that Christ is the person,
to whom the Apostle addressed his supplication.

For the person invocated declares : that his

! 2 Corinth. xii. 7—9.
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strength is perfected in Paul's weakness. And, in
the very next sentence, Paul explains this decla-
ration to mean : that the power of Christ will rest
upon him. ’

The person, therefore, whose strength is per-
fected in Paul’s weakness, is indisputably Christ.

Whence, finally, Christ is the person, to whom
the Apostle addressed his thrice repeated suppli-
cation.

Such being the case, since Paul, without the
least scruple, mentions to the Corinthians the
FAcT of his having thrice prayed to Christ for
relief from trouble ; and since, in imperishable
writing, he has recorded the same racr for the
instruction of the Church Catholic to the very end
of time : we cannot wonder at the yet additional
FAcT ; that those, who admitted Paul’s divine in-
spiration, should follow Paul’s recorded example.

(2.) Another remarkable instance of prayer,
addressed, on the part of the same Apostle, to the
Son conjointly with the Father, occurs in the first
Epistle to the Thessalonians, which was written in
the yet earlier year 52.

Now our God and Father himself, and our LoRD
JRSUS CHRIST, DIRECT OUR WAY UNTO YOU : and THE
LORD MAKE YOU TO INCREASE AND ABOUND IN LOVE
ONE TOWARD ANOTHER '.

Here, to the Lord Jesus Christ, prayer is offered

' 1 Thessal. iii. 11, 12.
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up, conjointly with God the Father: first, that he,
~ the same Lord Jesus Christ, would direct the
Apostle’s way to the Thessalonians ; and, secondly,
that the Lord, evidently the Lord mentioned im-
mediately before or still the same Lord Jesus
Chnist, would make the Thessalonians to increase
and abound in all mutual charity.

3. St. Paul's invocation of Christ, however, had,
in the year 33, been anticipated by the proto-
martyr Stephen.

They stomed Stephen, INVOCATING AND SAYING :
LORD JESUS, RECEIVE MY SPIRiIT. And he kneeled
down, and cried with a loud voice: LORD, LAY NOT
THIS SIN TO THEIR CHARGE ',

With respect to the prayer offered up by Ste-
phen, it was plainly no other than a strict and
proper act of adoration.

At a time when men are most anxious about the
success of their petitions, in the hour of death and
on the verge of the grave, the protomartyr is said
to have invocated the Lord Jesus: and the sub-

! Acts vii. 59, 60. As Stephen besought the Lord Jesus
not to lay the sin of his murder to the charge of the Jews who
stoned him : 80, in the year 136, Justin Martyr attests, that
Christians were accustomed to pray on behalf of the Jews,
that they might obtain mercy from Christ.

Kal, wpd¢ robroc xdowy, ebxducla dmép par, iva é\enbijre
7o rov Xpioros. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 258.

The necessary turn of Justin's language shews, that Christ
was the person to whom this liturgical intercessory prayer was
addressed.

10
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stance of his prayer was, partly that Christ would
receive his spirit, and partly that he would not
impute the sin of murder to his executioners.

This prayer and this conduct of the dying
Stephen are, by an inspired historian, recorded,
for the instruction of the Church in all succeeding
ages.

- Now, for such a purpose, they might have been
recorded in two several ways.

If the act of Stephen, in praying to Christ, had
been an act of idolatry : the circumstances, attend-
ant upon his death, might have been vituperatively
recorded, for the timely warning and admonition
of the Church. '

Or, on the other hand, if his invocation of Christ
were strictly in the line of his duty: the circum-
stances of his martyrdom might have been deli-
vered down to posterity, as altogether free from
blame, for the simple purpose of instruction and
encouragement.

What, then, is the plan, which we find to have
been adopted by the sacred historian ?

All the facts, attendant upon the martyrdom of
Stephen, are minutely related. But not a single
word of censure drops from the pen of the his-
torian, though he knew that his writings were
destined to be imperishable.

The argument, which, from the death of St.
John down to the session of the first Nicene
Council, the early believers could not but have
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4. The naked ract, that Stephen and Paul and
John all invocated or addressed prayers to Christ,
is indisputable ; and the naked racr that Jokn ex-
hibited the whole creation as offering up praise and
thanksgiving to the Son conjointly with the Father,
is equally indisputable : because the racTs them-
selves; however we may be pleased to understand
them, are distinctly and specifically recorded.

Hence, if these leaders of the Church both in-
vocated Christ and inculcated the invocation of
Christ, we may be morally certain: that their im-
mediate contemporaries, like their successors
throughout the second and third centuries, would
do the same.

That such, accordingly, was the racr, the writ-
ings of the New Testament bear witness most un-
equivocally.

A general descriptive appellation will never be
conferred upon any collective body of men, or at
least no collective body of men will freely assume
such an appellation, unless real and familiar cir-
cumstances shall furnish an abundantly sufficient
reason. _

Now it can scarcely have escaped the notice
even of the most superficial observer, that pre-
cisely such an appellation is repeatedly bestowed
upon the primitive Christians by the writers of the
New Testament.

When, in the year 35, the converted persecutor
Saul began zealously to preach Christ: AU that
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heard him, we are told, were amased, and said ; Is
not this he, that destroyed THEM WHICH CALLED ON
THIS NAME in Jerusalem '.

In a similar manner, when, in the same year 85,
Christ commanded Ananias to put his hand on the
repentant persecutor that he might receive his
sight, the answer was : Lord, I have heard by many
of this man, how much evil he hath done to thy saints
at Jerusalem ; and here he hath authority, from the
chief priests, to bind ALL THAT CALL UPON THY
NAME*,

Accordingly, in the year 57, the ordinary and
familiar description of the early believers was
couched in terms following: ALL THAT IN EVERY
PLACE CALL UPON THE NAME OF JESUS CHRIST OUR
LORD °.

(1.) It appears, then : that the general descrip-
tive appellation of the very first Christians, an
appellation both assumed by themselves and given
to them by others, was; THOSE WHO CALL UPON THE
NAME OF JESUS CHRIST, O THOSE WHO INVOCATE THE
NAME OF JESUS CHRIST *.

But such an appellation could neither have been
bestowed upon them nor assumed by them, unless
it had fully corresponded with their confessed and
well known universal practice.

' Acts ix. 21,

? Acts ix. 18, 14.

? 1 Corinth. i. 2. written A.D. 57.

4 Oi éxwalodpevor 7 ovopa ’Inoov Xpiorob
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We may be sure, therefore : that, from the very
apostolic age itself, all the primitive believers were,
in their ordinary prayers, accustomed to call upon
or to invocate the Lord Jesus Christ.

Accordingly, as an exemplification of the prac-
tice involved in’'the dppellation, we find Stephen,
in the article of death, doing this precise thing.
For, in the greek original, the very same word is
used ; to describe, both the invocation employed
by Stephen in particular, and the invocation em-
ployed by all Christians in general '.

(2.) We must observe, however, that the appel-
lation does not merely establish A Fact: we must
carefully note, that, in truth, it does muck more.

When the appellation proceeds from the mouth
of Paul or of Ananias, and when it occurs in the
midst of a speech addressed to Christ himself: it
not only establishes A racT ; but, with those who

hold the divine origin of the Gospel, it likewise

establishes THE THEOLOGICAL CORRECTNES8 OF A
PRACTICE.

For, if the invocation of Christ were idolatry,
Paul and Ananias could only have employed the

! ’Emalovpevoy xal Néyovra. Acts vii. 59. Zvv w=dot roig
émwcalovuévorg 76 Gvopa rov Kupiov fuay 'Ingot Xpigrov. 1 Cor.
i 2.

The subject of the divine adoration of Christ, as recorded
in the New Testament, is resumed below, book ii. chap. 7,
for the purpose of meeting the objections of the modern School
of Humanitarianism.
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appellation, and Christ himself could only have
heard the appellation, to bestow, upon the unholy
practice of plain necessity involved in it, a most
-severe and indignant and well-merited censure.
But we, find not, that the slightest vituperation
escaped the lips either of Christ or of his delegated
servants. On the contrary, the mode, in which
the appellation is heard by the former and em-
ployed by the latter, clearly demonstrates, that, by
an authority from which with Christians lies no
appeal, the practice was deemed, not only justifia-
ble, but even the bounden duty of every sound
believer. Yet the religious invocation of a crea-
ture cannot but be idolatry : and idolatry, we
know, is reprehended, in the very strongest terms,
throughout Holy Scripture. Hence, on the prin-
ciple so judiciously laid down by Dr. Priestley him-
self, it will follow : that The apostolically uncen-
sured practice of the primitive Church involves, of
very necessity, the reception of the doctrine of Christ’s
proper divinity'.

! See above, book i. chap. 4. in init.

Dr. Priestley, it will be recollected, not only made the
positive assertion, that Christians did not at first pray to
Christ, but prayed habitually to the Father oNLy: he also
employed this positive assertion of an alleged notorious histori-
cal racT, as the avowed basis of an argument against the
doctrine of Christ’s divinity. )

Numerous Antitrinitarians, who implicitly build, not upon

their own personal researches, but upon the. good faith of
their teachers, have, I make no doubt, admitted Dr. Priest-

VOL. L. I

.
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XVIII. Accordingly, as St. John, the last sur-
vivor of the Apostolic College, bequeathed to the
Catholic Church, at the commencement of the
second century, the practice of worshipping the -
Son conjointly with the Father and the prophetic
Spirit : ‘so, in the last-written of the four Gospels,
did he likewise bequeath to the Catholic Church
the only sound and intelligible rationalé, on which
the Son could be at all worshipped and invocated.

Three years after the death of St. John, it was,
by the lapsed, deposed before Pliny: that Christ-
ians, in the course of their religious worship, statedly
recited hymns to Christ as to God.

In exact harmony with this deposition, St. John
teaches us : that The Word, who became incarnate
in the man Christ Jesus, was himself God with God,
through whom the universe was created'. Whence
it obviously follows : that Christ, as being God in-
carnate, was doubtless the proper object of that
divine adoration, which the inspired Apostle both
recorded and performed.

With respect to the remarkable exordium of
St. John’s Gospel, the primitive Church Catholic
understood it precisely as it is still understood by
the Catholic Church of the present day. As the
Church worshipped ; so the Church, receiving her
doctrine from the Apostles, interpreted. Her

ley’s historical FacT as a matter quite undeniable, and have
thence credulously assented to his concLusioN from it.
! Johni. 1—18.
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practice and her exposition, originating from the
same authority, perfectly corresponded. Justin,
Hippolytus, Athenagoras, Theophilus of Antioch,
Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, Origen, Cyprian,
Novatian, and Dionysius of Alexandria, all under- .
stood the. passage, not as Mr. Lindsey or Dr.
Priestley or Mr. Belsham would variously, each
according to his own mere unsupported dogmatism,
recommend us to understand it; but as, under the
precise aspect of a rule of truth in the Church, it
was expounded by the venerable Irenéus: and,
through the single intervening link of his master
Polycarp, Irenéus received his theology direct from
the Apostle John himself .

1 For the above specified authorities in full, see below,
Append. i. numb. 1. text 12.

As the jarring interpretations of the exordium of St.John’s
Gospel, propounded by the mutually irreconcileable doctors of
the modern Humanitarian School, ‘rest severally upon a
foundation not more solid, than the mere arbitrary dogmatism
of their respective propounders : so Nor ANY ONE of these in-
terpretations, whether proposed by Mr. Lindsey or Dr. Priest-
ley or Mr. Belsham, was, either known to, or received by, the
primitive Church Catholic. In the writings of the early Ante-
nicene Fathers, NoT A VEsTIGE of any one of these recent un-
supported figments can be discovered. See Lindsey’s Sequel
to Apol. p. 129—141. Priestley’s Hist. of Early Opin. In-
trod. sect. v. Works, vol. vi. p. 42, 48. New Testam. in an
Improv. Vers. by Belsham. in loc.

Departing with a high hand from the recorded interpretation
of the primitive Church quite up to the times of the Apostles,
the doctors of the modern Humanitarian School cannot even

12
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agree among themselves what exposition they shall substitute
in its place. Dr. Priestley is in one story : Mr. Lindsey, in
another : and Mr. Belsham, in a third. Let their respective
living admirers produce, if they be able, even a shadow of
tangible evidence, that any one of the mutually discordant
glosses, commonly received on the strength of mere dogmatism
by our readily acquiescent Antitrinitarians, giyes the real
sense of the passage. Certainly, I could never yet discover
any more cogent reason for adopting the interpretation either
of Mr. Lindsey or Dr. Priestley or Mr. Belsham, than that
each severally thinks his own interpretation to be the true one.
Now this, so far as I can perceive, is mere naked unadulterated
dogmatism. Where, that we should receive it, is the convinc-
ing force of an interpretation, which rests solely on the un-
supported self-persuasion of its contriver ?

Under the aspect of collateral evidence, I take this oppor-
tunity of stating : that the Platonist Amelius, who flourished
in the third century, exhibits himself, as understanding the ex-
ordium of St. John’s Gospel precisely as it is now understood
by all who receive the doctrine of the Trinity.

To such a sense of the passage, this unprejudiced and un-
biassed judge was doubtless conducted, partly by the obvious-
ness of its natural import, and partly by finding that it was thus
universally expounded by the whole Christian Church.

Kal orog &pa fiv 6 Adyoc, xal Sv dei Gvra ra ywipeva tyi-
vero, ¢ &v xal § ‘Hpaxhewrog diboete, xal vi) & 8v 6 BapPBapoc
dkwi év 7 riic dpxijec rdlee e xal draklg xabeornkéra mpoc Oeoy
elvay, xkal Oedv elvar 3¢ oV wév® anhie yeyevijobar év § 1o
yevépevoy {@v, xal {wiy, xal by mepvkévar, kal elg ra ocbpara
ninrew, kal capka évdvoapevoy, pavraleabar &vBpwmov pera xai
Tov rqvikaira dekviety Tijc Ppuoews 1O peyaleiov, dpélet xal
dva\vOévra walw dmobeovobar, xal Oeov elvae, olog Hv wpo
Tob €ic 70 o@pa xai Y odpka Kai ror dvfpwmov xaraxfivar.
Amel. apud Euseb. Prep. Evan. lib. xi. c. 17. p. 817, 818.
Lutet. Stephan. 1544,
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cious defence so impertinently obtruded upon the
world in their behalf.

And, again, on the other hand, no Apologist
could well have been hardy enough to introduce
into his Apology, under the professed aspect of the
familiar'/and Caniversally admitted doctrines of tke
Church, certain notoriously mere novel tenets of
his own devising : which, he was conscious, were
not only 7ot the received doctrines of his fellow-
believers, but were even strenuously and (with the
petty exception of his own little upstart party)
unanimously abkorred by them.

In the same class with the ancient Apology
may be fitly arranged all evidence of a kindred
description.

Thus, when, in controversy, an early ecclesias-
tical writer, speaking in the name of the whole
Catholic Church, plurally declares, that we now
hold and WE have always held this or that tenet ; 1
see not how his testimony can be reasonably dis-
allowed : both because he would not have dared
to make' such an assertion, had it been palpably
false ; and because, even if he kad dared, friends
and foes alike would have joined in crying out
against his impudence.

Thus also, when a Bishop or a Community or a
Public Assembly writes and puts forth an official
letter : if such dacument shall have been admitted
and acknowledged by the Church at large, we
must obviously view it, not as propounding some




—

novel and unauthorised private speculation, but as
declaring, and thence as openly testifying to, a
system of doctrine universally familiar and univer-
sally received.

In fact, compositions of this kind speak, as it
were, for themselves. ‘ ‘

As we all instinctively feel, their very tone im-
ports, on the ;;art of the writer, a full conviction :
that he is vindicating or declaring opinions, which
are and always have been held by the Catholic
Church. They exhibit nothing of the timidity of
the mere snsulated individual : who is consciously
advancing some new fancy, hitherto unknown,
and therefore likely to be received with prejudice
and distrust and suspicion. On the contrary, they
display all that boldness, which a man invariably
feels: when he is quite aware, that he speaks the
sense of his brethren, and that his labours will be
rewarded by their unequivocal approbation.

In Works of such a description, this fone will
always be distinctly perceived, even by the most
careless reader : for, in truth, it is impossible, that
he should %ot perceive it.

The tone does not, indeed, demonstrate : The
abstract truth of the DOCTRINE propounded.: but it
establishes, what at present is my exclusive con-
cern, The historical FACT that the writer speaks the
Jamiliar sentiments of the communion to whick he

belongs.
Such a tone, for instance, alike pervades the
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controversial Works of Horsley and of Priestley.
With the abstract truth of eitker of the THEOLOGI-
cAL sYsTEMs which those two authors advocate, it
has obviously no sort of connection: yet, to a
naked HISTORICAL FAcT, it affords that species of
internal evideénce; which every reader involuntarily
feels to be altogether irresistible. In point of
DOCTRINE, this reader may symbolise with Horsley,
and that reader may agree with Priestley. But,
I suppose, there never yet was a reader, let his
doctrinal opinions be what they may, who, from
the very tone of the compositions in question, was
not quite satisfied, in his own mind, as to the bare
Fact : that Horsley spoke the familiar sentiments of
~ the Church which he adorned, and that Priestley

spoke the familiar sentiments of the School which still
venerates his memory. Each is viewed, not as a
solitary theoriser, but as the accredited representa-
tive of a community ; not as an insulated inter-
preter, but as the organ and champion of a party.
In short, were a person gravely to urge, that these
two writers advanced nothing more than their
respective individual speculations, and that the
several doctrinal systems of the Anglican Church
and of the Humanitarian School were by no means
exhibited in their opposing controversial produc-
tions ; were he yet additionally to contend, that
the Church of the stout Trinitarian Prelate was
decidedly antitrinitarian, and that the School of
the strenuous Antitrinitarian Divine was vehe-
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mently ¢rinitarian : we should be apt to pronounce
such a whimsical theorist nothing better than a
moon-struck vender of hopeless paradoxes.

My present class of witnesses, then, will be
taken, from the authors of the ancient Apologies,
and’from-the" conducters of the ancient contro-
versies, and from the writers of the official Epistles
and other public documents of the early Church:
and, in successively adducing them, I shall still
continue to observe that retrograde chronological
order which I have hitherto judged it most expe-
dient to adopt.

I. According to such an arrangement, let us
first hear Arnobius : who flourished about the year
303, and who has left us a controversial Work in
defence of Christianity against Paganism.

If Christ were God, they object : why did he ap-
pear in a human form ; and why was he put to death
after the manner of a man #

To this I reply: Could that Power, which is in-
visible and which has no bodily substance, introduce
itself into the world and be present at the councils
of men, in any other way, than by assuming some
integument of more solid matter, which-even to the
dullest eye-sight might be capable of visibility 3— He
assumed, therefore, the form of man, and shut up
his power under the similitude of our race : in order
that he might be viewed and seen ; in order that he
might utter words and teach ; in order that he might
execute all those matters, for the sake of perform-
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ing which he had come into the world by the com-
mand and disposition of the highest Sovereign.—

But they yet further object : that Christ was put
ta death after the manner of a man.

Not, in absolute strictness of speech, Christ him-
self ;'T'reply : for that, which is divine, cannot be
liable to death ; nor can that, which possesses the
attribute of perfect unity and simplicity, fall asun-
der by the dissolution of destruction. Who, then,
was seen to hang upon the cross® Who was the
person, that died? Doubtless, the human being,
whom he had put on, and whom he himself bore in

conjunction with his own proper self .

1 Sed, si Deus, inquiunt, fuit Christus: cur forma est in
hominis visus ; et cur more est inleremptus humano ?

An aliter potuit invisibilis illa vis, et habens nullam substan-
tiam corporalem, inferre et commodare se mundo, conciliis
interesse mortalium, quam ut aliquod tegmen materiee solidioris
assumeret, quod oculorum susciperet injectum, et ubi se figere
inertissimee posset contemplationis obtutus !—Assumpsit, igitur,
hominis formam, et sub nostri generis similitudine potentiam
suam clausit, ut et videri posset et conspici, verba faceret et
doceret, atque omnes exequeretur res eas, propter quas in
mundum venerat faciendas, Summi Regis imperio et dispo~
sitione servatis.—

Sed more est hominis interemptus.

Non ipse : neque enim cadere divinas in res potest mortis
occasus : nec, interitionis dissolutione, dilabi id, quod est unum
et simplex nec ullarum partium congregatione compactum.
Quis est, ergo, visus in patibulo pendere : quis mortuus est?
Homo, quem induerat, et secum ipse portabat. Arnob. adv.
gent. lib. i. p, 37, 88. See also lib. i. p. 41.
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ITII. From the public letter of the Antiochian
Fathers, let us pass to the Elenchus and Apology
of Dionysius of Alexandria, as we find some
fragments of that Work preserved by Athana-
sius.

Dionysius-presided in the Church of Alexandria
about the year 260.

This Prelate had written against the speculation
of Sabellius : who maintained, that there was only
one person in the Godhead, and that Father and
Son and Spirit were merely varied appellations.
Eager to confute an opinion which confounded
the three persons of the Trinity, Dionysius ap-
pears to have used language, which might import
that he divided the substance of the three persons.
This circumstance led to a charge against him:
and, in consequence of it, he was requested, by the
Bishop of Rome and by others of his episcopal
brethren, distinctly to explain his sentiments.
With their just request Dionysius readily com-
plied: and, since his Elenchus and Apology gave
full satisfaction, we thence sufficiently learn, what
was the standard doctrine of the Catholic Church
about the middle of the third century.

Omitting, says Athanasius, on account of the
length of the discourse, the greater part of what
Dionysius says, either in the way of examination, or
in the way of argument, or in the way of confutation,
I shall adduce only those things which are necessary
in regard to the accusation preferred against him.
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Making, then, his defence, he writes, as follows, in
the first book of his Elenchus and Apology.

There never was a time, when God was not a
Father. .

In what remains, also, he acknowledges the truth
of this position.

Christ, inasmuch as he is the Word and the
Wisdom and the Power, always existed. For God
did not at length beget a Son, as being originally
ungenerative of these: but only the Son was not
of himself ; for he derives his being from out of
the Father.

And, after a short interval, he again speaks con-
cerning the same person.

Inasmuch as he is the effulgence from eternal
light, he himself likewise is altogether eternal.
For, since the light always exists, it is manifest,
that the effulgence likewise must always exist:
because the existence of light is perceived from
the circumstance of its emitting an effulgence ;
and light cannot exist without giving light. But
let us again have recourse to illustrative examples.
If there be a sun : there is splendour, there is day.
But, if there be no such thing : then neither can
the sun be present. Hence, if the sun were eter-
nal: there would be day without cessation. But
now this is not the case. Therefore, when the
sun begins to shine, day begins: and, when the
sun ceases to shine, day ceases. God, however,
is light eternal, neither beginning, nor ending.
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Consequently, his effulgence, being without com-
mencement and being eternally generated, is itself
eternal, and coexists with him eternally.—

And, yet again, after another short interval, he
speaks still concerning the same person.

He," 'then,"“is the'eternal Son of the eternal
Father : inasmuch as he is light from light. For,
since there is a Father: there is also a Son. But,
if there were no Son : how, and of whom, could
the Father be a Father? Both, however, exist:
and both exist eternally.

Again, he adds these following observations.

Wherefore, since God is light, Christ is the
effulgence from him: and, since God is a spirit
(for God, says the sacred writer, is a spirit), the
Son analogically may be called dreath ; for, saith
he, he is the breath of the Power of God.

And, in his second book, ke yet again remarks.

The Son alone always coexists with the Father :
and he is full of the self-existent : and he himself
exists, inasmuch as he is from the Father!'.

! Ta pév oly wheiora rav abrov pnpdrwv, drep §i {nrov ék-
rdlet, fij ovM oyl dpevog auvayet, i épwrav ENéyxer, 1 Tovg Kare-
pnxérag aindrat, ravra wapele dua 70 pijkog T@y Néywy, péva ra
wpo¢ Ty karnyopiay bvaykaia rinue. ’Amoloyovuevog rolvuy
wpdg éxeiva, ypager, Taic Néleow ravrawg év r§ mwpare Ty émi-
vpagopéve "ENéyxov kai ’Arooylag, pe6 Erepa, ovrwg.

Ob yap fv, bre Ococ ok Fv Marhp.

Kal rovro oldev év roig étijc.

"Aei Tov Xpiorov Adyov vra xal Zopiav xat Avvauw: ob yap
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tion. Part of a controversial Work, written by
this author against the patripassianising Sabellians,
has been also preserved by Athanasius.

1 kear, that there are among you some teachers of
the divine word, who run into an error diametrically
opposite'to that of Sabellius. For he blasphemously
asserts the Son to be identical with the Father : but
they, in a manner, set forth three Gods in three alien
essences altogether separate from each other, thus
dividing the sacred Unity. Now the divine Word
must inevitably be united with the God of all things :
and the Holy Ghost must inevitably cohere and dwell
in the Deity. Thus is it altogether necessary : that
the divine Trinity should unite and coalesce in one,
as it were in a certain head, namely the Almighty
God of the universe.— Wherefore, it is no ordinary
blasphemy, but the very greatest, to say: that the
Lord was, in any wise, created. For, if the Son
were made : there would be a time, when he existed
not. Whereas, he hath existed from all eternity '.

! Mémvopar yap elval rwvag rav xap’ buiv xarnyovvrwy xal
ddagxévrwy rov Oetov Noyov, rabrye Ygnynrac riic ¢povijoewe:
ot xara Sudperpov, d¢ Emoc elmeiv, dvrikewwrac t ZafeANlov
yvbpp. 'O pév yap Bhaopnpei, atrov tov Yiov elvar Néywy
rov Harépa oi d¢ rpeic Ocovg Tpdmov Twva kmpirrovawy el Tpeic
vmoordoec Eévag, dAAMjAwr wavramwaoe xexwpiopévag, Sapovyreg
iy ‘Ayiay Movdéa. ‘Hrvaofa: yap dvdykn ry Oep rav SAwv
0¥ Octov Adyov' éupihoxwpeiv 8¢ ¢ Oceg xal évliarrdofar Eet
70 “Aywy Hvedpas fi0n xal iy Oelav Tpudda eic Eva, domep eic
xopvpfiy Twva, TO¥ Oeov T@v GAwy TOV wavrokpdropa, Aéyw, ovy-
xepakawovofal e xal ovvdyeoBar, wdca dvdyxn.—BAdognpov



www.libtool.com.cn



CHAP. V. ] OF TRINITARIANISM. 131

V1. Hippolytus, the pupil of Irenéus, who re-
ceived his theology from St. John through the
medium of Polycarp, flourished about the year
220. The statements, contained in his contro-
versial Works, may justly be referred to the pre-
sent class of testimonies.

Why was the temple desolated #—Because the
Jews put to death the Son of the Benefactor : for he
¢8 coeternal with the Father'. ‘

This, then, is the Word, who was openly shewn
to us. Wherefore we behold the incarnate Word:
we apprehend the Father through him : we believe in
the Son : we adore the Holy Ghost*.

qui negat Deum Christum : si Spiritus Sancti; cum (res unum
sunt, quomodo Spiritus Sanctus placatus esse ei potest, qui aut
Patris aut Filii inimicus est 7—Denique, ubi post resurrec-
tionem a Domino Apostoli ad gentes mittuntur; in nomine
Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti baptizare gentiles jubentur.
Quomodo ergo quidam dicunt foris extra Ecclesiam imo et
contra Ecclesiam, modo in nomine Jesu Christi ubicunque et
quomodocunque gentilem baptizatum, remissionem peccatorum
consequi posse : quando ipse Christus gentes baptizari jubeat in
plena et adunata Trinitate? Cyprian. Epist. Ixxiii. Oper.
vol. ii. p. 200, 203, 2086.

} Tivog xbpwv & vadg fpnudln ;—Ore rov Yidv Tov Ebepyérov
&0avirwoay: atrog ydp éorwv 6 r¢ IMarpl ovvaldoge. Hippol.
Demons. adv. Jud. § vii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 4. Hamburg. 1716.
In another part of the same Work, he styles Christ the true
God : Oedc dv &Anbuvdc. 1Ibid. § iv. p. 3.

*YApa oliréc éorev & Abyoc 6 kal Eupavie devipevog. Obxoiy
Evoapkoy Adyoy Ocwpoipey: Tlarépa 3¢ abrov voovpert Yip d¢
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it were easy to produce testimonies sufficient to
fill a volume, he composed, in the name of the
suffering Church at large, a public Apology, ad-
dressed to the reigning Emperors in their character
of Pontifices Maximi : and to this I shall at present
confine myself.

The Word, WE sAY, was produced out of God:

and, in his prolation, was generated. From the
unity of substance, therefore, he is called both God
and The Son: for God is a spirit. Moreover, as,
when a ray is projected from the solar ord, it is a
portion from the whole ; though the sun will be in
the ray because it is a ray of the sun, nor is the sub-
stance separated but extended : so is the Word,
Spirit from Spirit, and God from God.— What hath
proceeded from God, is both God and the Son of
God: and they two are one God'.
. VIII. My next testimonies shall be extracted
from the Exhortation to the Gentiles, written by
Clement of Alexandria who lived about the year
194.

This ancient Father professed to be a scholar
of Pantenus: who, by some of the early theolo-

! Hunc ex Deo prolatum picrmus, et prolatione generatum,
et idcirco Filium et Deum dictum ex unitate substantie : nam
et Deus spiritus. Etiam, cum radius ex sole porrigitur, portio
ex summa ; sed sol erit in radio quia solis est radius, nec sepa-
ratur substantia sed extenditur : ita de spiritu spiritus, et de
Deo Deus.—Quod de Deo profectum est Deus est et Dei Filius :
et unus ambo. Tertull. Apol. adv. gent. Oper, p. 850.
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Jestion hath now shone out inus. For the préexistent
Saviour hath appeared close at hand. He hath
appeared, who i3 in him that is : because the Word,
who was with God, hath appeared as our teacher ;
Jfor whom all things have been created. The Word,
who as our Creator, gave us, with the act of fashion-
ing us, life in the beginning, hath taught us also to
live well : appearing as our instructor, in order that
hereafter as God he might conduct us to eternal life *.

Believe, then, O man, in him who is both man and
God : believe, O man, in the living God, who suffered
and who i3 adored *.

' AN, 8re pév v 6 Adyoc dvwlev, dpxh Oela Toy xéyrwy Hv
re xal éariv.—Orog yoiv 6 Abyoc 6 Xpiarig, kal 7ob elvac xaha
wpdc (Bv yap év Oeg), xal rov b elvar. Niv & éxepavny av-
Opomorg atroc olrog 6 Adyog, 6 povog Gudw, Oebe Te ral dvBpw-
wog, dxdvrwy Yuiv airwog dyabav: wap’ o 1o e {pv éxdidao-
kbpevor, el Gidov {wiv xapameuwdépueda. Kara yap rov Ocowé-
owy éxeivov rov Kupiov drdarodov, "H xdpic Tov Ocob § owrfiptog
xdow dvfparo éreparn, radevovea Hpdg, tva, dpynoduevo rijy
doéfeiay xal rag roopwag éxBuplag, cwgpdvwg xat dicaiwg xal
eboefic {nowpey év T viv ai@ve wpoadeyduevor Ty paxaplay
é\xlda kai éxupavear rijg d6kng Tov peydlov Oeoi xal cwrijpog
#pov 'Inoov Xpiorov. Tobrd éoriro dopa 10 xavov, # éxpa-
vewa, § viv ék\appaca év Huiv, rov év dpxj Svroc xal xpodvrog
Adyov. 'Ewepavn 3¢ évayyog 6 xpowy owrip® éxepdvn 6 év T¢
dyre Oy, 8re 6 Adyog, b¢ v mpog Tov Oeov, diddoxakog émepavn, ¢
ra xdyra dednpovpynrar.  Adyog 6 kal ro LGy év dpxy pera rov
TAdoat a.'apacxt‘w, &¢ Onpwovpyde, ro v (v édidakev, émpavelg
&g diddoxalog, iva 1o del {fv Yorépov wg Ococ xopnyhop. Clem.
Alex. Protreps. Oper. p. 5, 6.

! liorevaov, dvlpwre, dvBpary kai Ocg* wiorevaov, dvBpuwne,

10
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The Lord—is the divine Word, the most evidently
true God, who is equalled to the Lord of all things :
because he was his Son, and the Word was in God'.

IX. From the attestation of Clement of Alex-
andria, we may proceed to that of Irenéus of

Lyons, 'the’'scholar' ‘of Polycarp the disciple of
St. John.

This we shall find, still to the same effect, in
the controversial Work, which, with the approba-
tion of the Catholic Church, that eminent Prelate,
about the year 175, published against the existing
heresies.

Man is a temperament of soul and body. He was
JSormed according to the likeness of God: and he was
JSashioned by his hands. That is to say : he was
JSashioned. through his Son and through his Spirit ;

to whom also he said, Let us make man*.

9 maBéyvre kat wpooxvyovpévg Ocp {ovri. Clem. Alex. Pro-
treps. Oper. p. 66.

' ‘O Kvpuog,— & Oeiog Adyog, & pavepbraros dyrwe Oeoc, 6 T9
decomdry rav Ehwy dtiowbelc® &re dy Yide abrov, kai &6 Adyog By
év rg Oeg. Clem. Alex. Protreps. Oper. p. 68.

* Homo est autem temperatio animee et carnis, qui secundum
similitudinem Dei formatus est, et per manus ejus plasmatus
est; hoc est per Filium et Spiritum, quibus et dixit, Faciamus
hominem. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv. preef. p. 232.

In another place, Irenéus states it to be sound doctrine, that
the Son is the measure of the Father's immensity : a tenet,
plainly incompatible with any scheme which denies to the Son
complete and essential divinity.

Et bene, qui dixit ipsum immensum Patrem in Filio mensu-
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The angels neither made us nor fashioned us : nor
could the angels make the image of God : nor could
any virtue, far remote from the Father of the uni-
verse, make it : nor could any other, save only the
Word of God. For God wanted none of these to
make, what-he himself within himself had predeter-
mined should be made ; as if he had not his own pro-
per hands. Because with him are ever present, his
Word and his Wisdom, his Son and his Spirit,
through whom and in whom he freely and spontane-
ously made all things: to whom likewise he spake,
when he said ; Let us make man after our image
and likeness '.

Man was made and fashioned after the image and
likeness of God who is uncreated: the Father ap-
proving ; the Son ministering and forming ; the
Spirit nourishing and augmenting *.

revelat omnibus Patrem, quibus vult, et quando vult, et quem-
admodum vult, Pater : et, propter hoc, in omnibus et per omnia,
unus Deus Pater, et unum Verbum, et unus Filius, et unus
Spiritus, et una fides et salus omnibus credentibus in eum.
Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv. c. 14. § 6. p. 242.

! Non angeli fecerunt nos, nec nos plasmaverunt ; nec angeli
potuerunt imaginem facere Dei; nec alius quis, praeter Verbum
Domini ; nec virtus longe absistens a Patre universorum. Nec
enim indigebat horum Deus ad faciendum, quz ipse apud se
preefinierat fieri ; quasi ipse suas non haberet manus. Adest
enim ei semper, Verbum et Sapientia, Filius et Spiritus; per
quos et in quibus omnia liberé et spontd fecit: ad quos et
loquitur, dicens ; Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitu-
dinem nostram. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv. c. 87. § 2. p. 266.

? Talis factus et plasmatus homo secundum imaginem et

———
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Through the hands of the Fdther, that is, through
the Son and the Spirit, man was made according to
the likeness of God'.

X. Contemporaneously with Irenéus, or about
the year 174, flourished the attic Athenagoras.

This learned individual is said to have been
converted to Christianity by the mere perusal of
the Scriptures. His Apology or Legation, on be-
half of his brethren in the faith, is, by some critics,
thought to have been addressed to the Emperors
Marcus Aurelius Antoninus and Lucius Aurelius
Commodus : but, by others, it is supposed to have
been presented to the Emperors Marcus Antoninus
and Lucius Verus.

The testimony, which it bears to the doctrine of
the Church at that period, is eminently valuable,
both on account of its remarkable precision, and
likewise on account of its containing a distinct
assertion even in so many words that the author
accurately propounded the doctrine which then
was wuniversally received among Christians.

That we are not atheists, has sufficiently been de-
monstrated by me : inasmuch as WE worship one un-

similitudinem constituitur infecti Dei: Patre quidem bene sen-
tiente; Filio verd ministrante et formante ; Spiritu verd nutri-
ente et augente. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv. c. 75. § 8. p. 810.

! Per manus enim Patris, id est, per Filium et Spiritum, fit
homo secundum similitudinem Dei. Iren. adv. her. lib. v.
c. 8. § 1. p. 8322, See also lib. v. c. 23. § 5. p. 853. lib. ii.
c. 55. § 4. p. 157.
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produced and eternal and invisible and impassible
Being, who by the mind and reason alone can be
comprehended, and who through the agency of his
own Word created and arranged and compacted the
universe ; for WE receive also the Son of God. Nor
let any person think it strange and ridiculous, that
God should have a Son. For we deem not, either
concerning God the Father, or concerning the Son as,
the poets mythologise, setting forth gods who are no
better than men. But the Son of God is the Word
of the Father in idea and in energy. For by him
and through him were all things made, the Father
and the Son being ome: since the Son is in the
Father and the Father in the Son, through the unity
and power of the Spirit. The Son of God is the
Mind and Word of the Father'.

Who, then, would not wonder, that WE should hear

1 T pév odv d6eot pa) elvas, Eva rov dyévvnroy xal didioy xal
déparov xal-dxabij cal deardAnwrov kal dxdpnrov, v uévy ral
Ndyy xarakapBavbuevov,—ig' ob yeyévwqraw 1o wdv dud rov
avrov Abyov kal duakexbopnrar kai ovyxpareirar, Ocov dyovreg,
ixavic pot dédewcrar vooUpey ydp xal Yioy rov Oeov. Kal uf
pot yekoidy ric voplly To Yiov elvat rg Oeg* ob ydp, d¢ mougral
pvlorowiow obdév Bekriove Ty dvbplxwy dekvivree Tovg Beovg,
# wept Tov Ocov xal Marpoc 7 wepl Tob Yioh weppovhikapey® dAN
Earwv 6 Yidg rov Oeov Adyog rov Iarpdg, év idég xal évepyeig
wpoc abrov yap xai O’ adrov wavra éyévero, évdog Odvroc Tob
Harpoc xai rov Yiov* Svrog 8¢ rov Yiov év Harpl, xal Marpog év

Yig, évérnre kai dvvdpes Oyvebparog. Noig xal Adyog rov Har-
pog, O Yidg rov Ocov. Athenag. Legat. pro Christian. c. ix.
p. 37, 38. Oxon. 1706.
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ourselves called Atheists, when WE profess our belief
in God the Father and in God the Son and in the
Holy Ghost, shewing both their power in unity and
their distinction in order ' #

To this only do WE strenuously apply ourselves,
that we may know God and the Word who is from
him : what is the unity of the Son with the Father ;
what is the communion of the Father with the Son ;
what is the Spirit ; what is the unity and the distinc-
tion of these who are such ; inasmuch as the Spirit and
the Son and the Father are united*.

WE say, that there is God, and the Son his Word,
and the Holy Ghost, united in power ; namely, the
Father, the Son, the Spirit. For the Son is the Mind,
the Word, the Wisdom, of the Father: and the
Spirit i3 an emanation from him, as light flows
Jrom fire®.

But, if I thus accurately set forth THE DOCTRINE

' Tig odv obx &v dwopfigat, Aéyovrac Oeov Ilarépa xai Yidr
Ocov kal Mveipa “Ayiov, Sewcvivrac abrév xal mjy év mf évdoe
Suvapw kai Ty év T rdEe Salpeary, droboac dBéove xalovpé-
vovg. Athen. Legat. c. x. p. 40.

* Y7o ubvov 8¢ mapamepwipevor rovrov, dv towg Ocov kai rov
wap’ abrov Adyov eldévar, ric # rob Hawdog wpdg rov Ilarépa
évérne, ric i rov Iarpoc wpog rov Yiov rowwwyia, rl vo Ivevpa,
7l ) r@v rocoiTwy Evwoig kal dwipeors” Evovuévwy, Tob Mvebpa-
rog, rov HMaiddg, ov Marpde. Athen. Legat. c. xi. p. 46.

? ‘Qg yap Ocby papev, kai Yidv rov Adyov abrov, xal Mvevpa
“Ayioy, évovpeva pév kara dvvapwy* tov Harépa, rov Yiow, 1o
Mvevpas 8¢ Nove, Adyog, Sopla, Yiog rov Harpée” kal dxdfgoa,
d¢ ¢@c &mwo mupoc, ro Myevpa. Athen. Legat. c. xxii. p. 96.
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In the person of God, the Son came into the garden,
and conversed with Adam .

XIII. About the year 165, flourished Tatian.
This individual was a disciple of Justin : and, after
the death of his master, he fell into the errors of
the Encratites.’' But 'that circumstance does not
invalidate his testimony to a fact : for, even inde-
pendently of the very reason of the thing, his
Oration against the Greeks was written before the
death of Justin.

WE do not speak foolishly, nor do WE relate mere
tdle tales, when WE qfffirm that God was born in the
Jorm of man?.

XIV. The conversion of Justin Martyr occurred
prior to the year 136. Hence, though both his
two Apologies were written subsequent to that
year, they will exhibit the received doctrine of
the Church Catholic during the very earliest part
of the second century.

Him the Father ; and his Son, who came forth from
him ;—and the prophetic Spirit : these WE worship
and WE adore, honouring them in word and in truth,
and, to every personwho wishes to learn,ungrudgingly
delivering them as WE OURSELVES have been taught ®.

! Hapeyivero (6 Yiog) eic rov mapadeigoy év wpoodmry rov Oeob,
xal dpiket rg 'Adap. Theoph. ad Autol. lib. ii. c. 22.
* Ol yap pwpaivoper, &vdpec "EX\nvec, obde Apovg &xay-

véN\opey, Ocov év avBpbmov poppy veyovévar karayyéNovree.
Tatian, Orat. cont. Greec. § xxxv. p. 77. Worth.
3 'ANN’ ‘Exeivdv re (scil. rov Hlarépa), xal rov wap' abrod




Atheists, then, we are not, inasmuch as WE worship
the Creator of this universe :—and, having learned
that Jesus Christ is the Son of him who s truly God,
and holding him in the second place, we will shew,
that, in the third degree, WE honour also the pro-
phetic) Spirit in)conjunction with the Word '.

For the Word, who is born from the unborn and
ineffable God, WE worship and wE love next in order
after God the Father : since also, on our account, he
became man, in order that, being a joint partaker of
our sufferings, he might also effect our healing*.

XV. There were two Apologists, Quadratus and
Aristides, of a yet earlier date than Justin: but
their vindications of Christianity, which were ad-
dressed to the Emperor Adrian when in the year
125 he visited Athens for the purpose of being
initiated into the Eleusinian Mysteries, are unfor-
tunately lost. These productions were, however,

Yiov éN06yra,—Ivevph re 70 wpopnrikdv, oeBipeda kal xpoo-,
Kkvvoipey, Aoyp kal aAnbeig ripdvreg, kal warri Bovhopuéve pa-
Octv, ¢ édidaxOnpev, apBovuc wapadidévreg. Justin. Apol. i.
Oper. p. 43.

! “ABeot pev 0Oy wg otk Eopcy, Tov Anuovpyoy T0Ude TOU Tay-
ro¢ oefépevor—kal—'Inoovy Xpiorov—viov abrov rov Svrwe
Ocov pabidvree kai iy 5wre'pq Xopg i'xovrcc, Hvtl'i;u'l TE TPOPNTL-
xov év rplry raked 8re pera Adyov mipdpev, drodeifopev. Justin.
Apol. i. Oper. p. 46, 47.

? Tov yiap and dyevvfirov kai &ppfirov Oeodv Adyov, pera rdv
Ocov, mpookvvolpey kai dyardpey: émedn kal O ypdg &vbpwrog
Yyéyovev, émwg, kal Tov mabdy @y Nperépwy ovppéroxog yevdpes
vog, kat ‘taoey moujenrat.  Justin. Apol. ii. Oper. p. 40.
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extant, both in the time of Eusebius, and in the
yet later time of Jerome. Hence, from the
account which those two writers give of them, we
may form a very clear idea of the nature of the
doctrines, which they propounded as the univer-
sally received doctrines of the then existing Church
Catholic.

Eusebius styles the Work of Quadratus an Apo-
logy on behalf of the worship of God which prevails
among us': and he praises it as a production,
JSrom which we might discern clear indications, both
of its author’s intelligence, and of his apostolically
right division of doctrine®. With Quadratus he
joins his contemporary Aristides: calling him a
Jaithful man ; and stating, that his Apology, like
that of Quadratus, was a defence of the worship of
God as conducted by Christians®.

1 *Amoloyiav Uwép rijc ka8 Audc OcooeBelag. Euseb. Hist.
Eccles. lib. iv. c. 3.

? *E& od xarileiv doTe Napwpa rexphpia rije Te Tob &vdpoc Sia-
volag xal rijc &xoorohwijc dploropéiagc. Euseb. Hist. Eccles.
lib. iv. c. 8. The expression, dpforoulac, plainly alludes to
St. Paul's dpforopovvra rov Ndyov rijc &Anbetac. 2 Tim. ii. 15.
Hence, in the judgment of bne who had subscribed the Ni-
cene Creed, and who has given us the yet older Creed into
the profession of which he was baptised, Quadratus was a di-
vine, who rightly divided the word of truth. See above, book i.
chap. 2. § . 1.

* Kal 'Apioreldne 8¢ miordg avip rijc xal Hpdc dpubpevoc eb-
ocfeclac, rg Kodpary wapanhnolwe vmép rijg wlorewg dwoloylaw
énpurfiocag *Adpavy, xarakéowre. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib.
iv. ¢. 8.
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Apology of Aristides; which he notes as setting
SJorth the right principles of our dogmatic theology ' :
and, in another place, he distinctly tells us, that
the Apologies of Justin were imitations of the Apo-
logy of Aristides ®.

From such descriptions of their writings, it is
evident, that the system of doctrine, defended by
Quadratus and Aristides, was the very same as
that defended by Justin and Melito and Athen-
agoras. It was a system, therefore, which pro-
pounded the godhead of Christ and a triad of
persons in the essence of the Deity: and, this
system, Quadratus, the disciple of the Apostles,
professed to have received from the Apostles.

XVI. With Quadratus and Aristides, Ignatius,
during a part of their lives, was contemporary :
for, like Polycarp, he was a disciple of St. John
who died in the year 100; and he suffered mar-
tyrdom at Rome, either in the year 107, or (as
some think) in the year 116. The genuineness of
his seven Epistles, in their shorter form, has been

! Aristides Atheniensis, philosophus eloquentissimus, et sub
pristino habitu discipulus Christi, volumen, nostri dogmatis
rationem continens, eodem tempore quo et Quadratus, Adriano
principi dedit, id -est, Apologeticum pro Christianis: quod,
usque hodie perseverans, apud philologos ingenii ejus judicium
est. Hieron. Catal. Scriptor. Eccles. Oper. vol. i. p. 104.

* Aristides philosophus, vir eloquentissimus, eidem principi
(Adriano) Apologeticum pro Christianis obtulit, contextum
philosophorum sententiis: quem imitatus postea Justinus, et
ipse philosophus. Hieron. Epist. Ixxxiv. Oper. vol. i. p. 259,

L2
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Permit me to be an imitator of the passion of my
God'.

I glorify Jesus Christ, the God who has thus
endued you with wisdom*.

Eaxpect kim who is beyond all time, the eternal,
the invisible ; even him, who on our account became
visible : him, who is intangible and impassible ; who
yet, on our account, suffered ; who yet, on our ac-
count, endured after every manner ®.

XVII. The very short Epistle of Polycarp to
the Philippians, which alone has survived him, is
chiefly practical. Hence, we cannot expect there
to find any very precise doctrinal statement. Yet,
even in this document which appears to have been
written almost immediately after the martyrdom of
his friend and fellow-disciple Ignatius about the
year 107, we may observe an incidental recognition
of the divine nature of our Saviour.

Moy the God and Father of our Lord Jesus
Christ ; and may he himself, the eternal high-priest,
the Son of God, Jesus Christ; butld you up in faith
and truth ;—and grant unto you a lot and portion

! "Empédaré pou pupnriyy elvac vdfove rov Ocov pov. Ignat,
Epist. ad Rom. § vi. p. 29.

* Aotélw 'Inooty Xpiorov Tov Ocdv Tov orwe dpdc copl-
cavra. Ignat. Epist. ad Smyrmn. § i. p. 38.

3 Tov vrepratpoy wpoodika, rov &xpovov, rov &dbparov, Tov
3¢ Hudg dpardv, rov &ynhdgnrov, rov dwabii, rov O Hude wa-
Onrov, rov xara wavra tpémov O Hudc Vwopeivavra. Ignat.
Epist. ad Polye. § iii. p. 40.
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among his saints, and to us also along with you, and
to all who are under heaven and who hereafter shall
believe in our Lord Jesus Christ and in his Father
who raised him up from the dead’.

This passage is indisputably a prayer, for edifi-
cation 'in' faith ‘and ‘truth, and for eternal felicity
in heaven, addressed jointly to God the Father
and to his Son Jesus Christ: for the Father and
the Son are supplicated, that they would jointly
confer these blessings, upon the Philippians, upon
Polycarp himself, and upon all the faithful through-
out all ages. Hence I see not how we can avoid
the conclusion, that Polycarp, the disciple of St.
John, must either have held the proper divinity of
the Son, or have been apostatically guilty of gross
and most indecent idolatry. How he taught his
flock at Smyrna, over which he had been placed
by the Apostles themselves about the year 83, we
have already seen. In evident consequence of
their primitive instructor’s authoritative lessons,
they habitually offered to Christ that divine adora-

! Deus autem et Pater Domini nostri Jesu Christi; et ipse
sempiternus pontifex, Dei Filius, Jesus Christus ; zdificet vos
in fide et veritate ;—et det vobis sortem et partem inter sanctos
suos, et nobis vobiscum, et omnibus qui sunt sub ccelo qui
credituri sunt in Dominum nostrum Jesum Christum et in
ipsius Patrem qui resuscitavit eum a mortuis. Polycarp.
Epist. ad Philipp. § xii. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. ii. p. 191.
This part of the Epistle exists only in the ancient Latin
Version.
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tion, which they shrank with horror from paying
to their martyred Bishop '.

XVIII. We can as little expect, from the plan
of their composition, any very copious and precise
statement of doctrine in either of the two Epistles
to the Corinthians written by the venerable Cle-
ment of Rome. Yet, though the first is altogether
a practical dissuasive from schism and division,
and though the second is professedly of a didactic
and kortatory character : yet, in both of them, do
the recognised opinions of the early Church shew
themselves with abundantly sufficient distinctness.

1. The first Epistle is thought, by some, to
have been written about the year 67: by others,
about the year 96. To my present purpose, its
date is no way material : for I am concerned only
with the authority of its writer. Now, on this
point, St. Paul himself bears testimony to Clement,
as being one of his fellow-labourers whose names
are in the book of life *.

Ye were all humble-minded, in no wise boastful,
subject rather than subjecting, giving rather than
receiving. Being satisfied with the supplies which
God has furnished for your journey, and diligently
attending to his words, you received them into your
very breasts and bowels : and before your eyes were
his sufferings. Thus was there given unto all, a deep

! See above, book i. chap. 4. § xn. 2.
? Philip. iv. 8.
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and glorious peace, and an insatiable desire of doing
good : and, over all, there was a full effusion of the
Holy Ghost .

For Christ is of the number of the humble-minded,
not of those who exalt themselves above his flock.
The sceptre of the majesty of God, our Lord Jesus
Christ, came not in the pride of pomp and circum-
stance, though he was able to have done so ; but with
humbleness of mind, as the Holy Ghost spake con-
cerning him.— Ye see, beloved, what an example has
been given unto us. For, if the Lord bore himself
thus humbly : what ought we to do, who have come
under the yoke of his grace* ?

! Iérreg te éramewvopporeire, pndey &halovevéuevor, dxorac-
abpevor p@Noy 7} Ymorasoovreg, pallov diddvres 7 NapBavovres
roig épodloc Tov Ocol dpxovuevot, kal wpogéxorrec Tovg Adyovg
abroi émepele, éorepviopévon fire Toic amhdyyvo® kai ra xabi-
para abrov iy wpo dpOakpay budy. Ofrwc eipfivy Babeia ral
Mrapa é3édoro wdo, xal dxdpeorog wébog ei¢ dyaboxoctar' xal
mAnpne Mvedparog ‘Aylov Exyvorg éxt whvrag &yivero. Clem.
Rom. Epist. i. ad Corinth. §ii. Patr. Apost. Cotel. vol. i.
p- 147, 148.

For mabfipara, Junius would read padpuara, totally remodel-
ling according to his humour the entire passage. The whole
alteration is merely conjectural, and rests upon no authority.
Junius, indeed, himself confesses it, when he says : Totus hic
locus corruptus, et sic FORTE restituendus. The bold assertion
and the projected correction are alike altogether arbitrary,
They are supported by no evidence.

* Tawewvoppovoivrwy ydp éoriv & Xpioroe, otk émaipopévery
éxt 10 woluvwov abrov. To oxijwrpov Tijc peyalwatvne rov Oeob,
6 Kipiog huav 'Incovic Xpordg, obx §NOsy év xoure dhaovelag
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The construction of the first of these two pas-
sages, in which kis words and his sufferings can
only be referred to the antecedent God, exhibits
Clement, as applying the title of Giod to him who
suffered upon the cross: and, in exact corres-
pondence with it, the second of the two passages
declares his glorious existence, as the sceptre of
God’s majesty, anterior to his stooping with great
humility to assume our nature; intimating, at the
same time, that he might, had it so pleased him,
have come into this our nether world under a very
different appearance.

In the last-cited passage, Clement obviously
refers to the well known text in his fellow-labour-
er’s Epistle to the Philippians ': and his language
perfectly agrees with that of Irenéus, who, through
the medium of Polycarp, derived his theology from
St. John.,

On this account, our Lord, in the last times,
recapitulating all things in himself, came to us,
not as he might have dome, but as we were able
to behold him. For he might have come to us
in his own proper ingffable glory : but, of his own

obdé dxepnpariag, calwep Suvdpevoc dA\Aa rawervogporiy, rabldc
76 Hvebpa ro“Aywy mepl abrov éNa\noev.~ Opdre, &vdpec dya-~
myrol, Tic 6 Imoypappoc 6 deddpevoc iy el yiap 6 Kipiog obree
éraxewvoppdvnoe, rl wofoopey Hueic ol Iwo Tov Lvyoy rijc xdpiroe
abrov éN@évrec; Clem. Rom. Epist. i. ad Corinth. § xvi. Patr.
Apost. Cotel. vol. i. p. 156, 157.

! Philip. ii. 5—11.
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proper glory, we were not able to endure the mag-
nitude .

Similar phraseology occurs in the very ancient
Ebpistle, which is ascribed to the Apostle Barnabas,
but which really seems to have been written by a
Hebrew Christian ‘of that name about the year 137.

When he chose his Apostles who were about to
preach his Gospel,—then he manifested himself to be
the Son of God. For, unless he had come in the
Slesh, how could we men, when looking upon him, have
been saved # For they, who look even upon the perish-
able sun, which is the work of his hands, are unable
to gase upon its beams. Wherefore, the Son of God
came in the flesh, that he might sum up the full
measure of iniquity to those who have persecuted his
prophets to death*.

! Propter hoc, Dominus noster, in novissimis temporibus
recapitulans in seipso omnia, venit ad nos, non quomodo ipse
poterat, sed quomodo illum nos videre poteramus. Ipse enim,
in sua enarrabili gloria, ad nos venire poterat: sed nos magni-
tudinem gloriee suse portare non poteramus. Iren. adv. heer.
lib. iv. c. 74. p. 309.

? “Ore 8 rodc idlove dmooréhove, rove péorrde kmpvocewy
7o ebayyé\wy abrov, éekélaro,- —rére ipavépwoey Eavrov Yiow
Ocoi elvar.  El yap pi) fNOev év oapxl, wie &y éobOnpey drvBpw-
woi, B\éxovreg abrdy ; “Ore rov péAhovra pi) elvac #kwoy, épyoy
Xep@y abrob Vwdpxovra, BNéxovres, obx loxvoverwy cig drrivag
abrov dvrogplaluijcar. Obxovw 6 Yidg rov Ocov é rovro fNOe év
capki, iva 0 tékewy r@v dpapriay cepalawoy roic dubkacey év
Oavary rovc xmpopfrac atrov. Barnab. Epist. Cathol. § v. Patr.
Apost. Cotel. vol. i. p. 15, 16.

For the ascription of this Epistle to a Hebrew Christian of

10
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2. The second Epistle of Clement opens with
what is equivalent to a direct assertion of Christ’s
godhead.

Brethren, we ought thus to think concerning Jesus
Christ, as concerning God, as concerning the judge
of both'the quick and the dead. And we ought not
to think small things concerning our salvation: for,
in thinking small things concerning him, we are
hoping to receive only small things®.

the Church of Jerusalem about the year 187, see below, ap-
pend. i. numb. 2, sect. 2. § v. It is cited or referred to by
Clement of Alexandria and Tertullian and Origen and Euse-
bius. See Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. ii. v. Oper. p. 878, 875,
389, 896, 410, 571, 572, 577. Colon. 1688. Tertull, de Pudic.
Oper. p. 766. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i. p. 49. Euseb., Hist.
Eccles. lib, iii. c. 26. Hence, whether my particular ascription
be right or wrong, it at least exhibits the doctrine of the Church
anterior to the time of Clement of Alexandria,

! "Adehgol, olirwc 3ei fpdc ppoveiv mepl 'Inoov Xprorod, &g
wepl Ocod, &g wepl kperov Lbyrwy xal vexpav. Kal ob 3et hudg
Hixpa ppovety wepl rije owrnplac Hpdv: Ev Ty yap ¢poveiv Hpdc
pupi wepl abrod, pupa xal EAwilopey Aafeiv. Clem. Rom.
Epist. ii. ad Corinth. §i. p. 185. :

On the alleged authority of Eusebius, some have pronounced
this second Epistle to be spurious. Eusebius Aimself, however,
does not say so : he merely intimates, that it was not so well
known as the first Epistle, and that (so far as he was acquainted)
the ancients did not use it.

Toréoy & dc xal devrépa Tig elvar Aéyerar rov KMfpuevrog
emoroNy* ob piy é0° dpolwg T wporépg xal ravrmy yvbpuuoy
¢mwordpela, Ore pnde rove dpxalove abrj xexpnuévove lopev.
Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iii. c. 38.

The
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Clement is evidently censuring those early

judaising heretics of the Ebionitic School, whose .

object, in defiance of the apostolic doctrine of the
entire Church Catholic, was to degrade the Saviour
to the rank of a mere creature.

The reason why the second Epistle was not so well known
as the first, and the import of his saying that the ancients
did not use it so far as he was acquainted, seem to be ex-
plained in the subsequent statement of Eusebius : that, accord-
ing to old custom, the first Epistle was publicly read in the
churches on the Lord’s day. For the antiquity of this practice,
he cites Dionysius of Corinth. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv.
c. 28. Now the second Epistle was not thus used by the
ancients. Hence, of course, it was not so well known as the
first. But I see not, how this circumstance establishes its
spuriousness : and, therefore, I have not scrupled to cite it.
At all events, whether it be the production of Clement or not, it
is considerably older than the time of the first Nicene Council.
Under this aspect, even taken at the lowest, it must certainly
be reckoned among antenicene testimonies to the divinity of
Christ.

b W

-p—



CHAPTER VL

RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY AFFORDED TO THE FACT
OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF
THE TRINITY AND THE GODHEAD OF CHRIST, BY THB
ANCIENT CREEDS OR SYMBOLS OF THE EARLY
CHURCH.

Ir the received doctrine of the first Christians
may be historically ascertained from accredited
Apologies and Epistles, even still more positively
may it be gathered from certain public instru-
ments of yet another description.

From the very beginning, the Catholic Church
has found it convenient to arrange, in the form
of Creeds or Symbols, those doctrines, which were
taught to the Catechumens, and which were be-
lieved by the whole body of the faithful in com-
munion with her. These Creeds or Symbols,
though not originally recited in the ordinary ec-
clesiastical service, but only at the two great bap-
tismal seasons of Easter and Whitsuntide, were
yet most familiarly known and received, as indeed
their very name imports, by the whole assembly
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of the baptised whether Clergy or Laity'. They
formed the basis of the consummating lectures,
which were delivered by the Catechists to the
more advanced.class of the Catechumens during
the forty days which immediately preceded their
baptism: and the same Creed, which had thus
been employed as a text-book, was recited by the
candidate at the font ere he was solemnly washed
in the laver of regeneration®. Such being the
case, as the Creed of each Church was communi-
cated to every Catechumen, and was received by
every Catechumen, and at the font in answer to
the interrogation of the Bishop cr Presbyter was
recited by every Catechumen : it, of course and by
absolute necessity, expressed the faith of every
baptised member of the Catholic Church.

If, at a subsequent period, any one became dis-
satisfied with the Symbol which he had approba-
tively recited at his baptism, and if he thence
adopted a different system of belief; he quitted the
Catholic Church, and joined himself to the party

! About the year 500, the custom of publicly reciting the
Creed, whenever divine service was performed, was introduced
by Peter Gnapheus Bishop of Antioch. Kal év xdoy cvvake ro
obpPohoy ANéyeoBar. Theodor. Lector. Hist. Eccles. lib. ii.
p. 566. Paris. 1673. The benefit of such a plan was soon
perceived : and thence the plan itself was soon universally

_adopted.

* Cyril. Hieros. Catech. iv. p. 24—380. Lutet. 1631. Hieron.
ad Pammach. epist. Ixi. c. 4. Oper. vol. i. p. 180. Colon.
Agripp. 1616.
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of the leader whose principles he had preferred :
or, if he attempted to remain within the pale of
the Church, as soon as his departure from the
common faith was known or suspected, he was
called to account ; and, if he refused to abandon
the speculations'whichyhechad embraced, he was
solemnly excommunicated, and by this marked
separation from the body of the faithful was pre-
vented as much as possible from doing further
mischief.

Thus, when Dionysius of Alexandria, about the
middle of the third century, was accused of having
taken up some unscriptural notions respecting the
doctrine of the Trinity; he was forthwith called
to account by a synod of his brethren, in order that
he might have an opportunity of vindicating him-
self in the face of the whole Church. This he did
to their perfect satisfaction: for, the synod being
convened at Rome, he wrote to the Bishop of that
See ; and, in his letter, he so effectually defended
himself against the charge of heterodoxy, that he
was fully acquitted of the accusation which had
been preferred against him .

. Thus also, when Theodotus, at the close of the
second century, attempted to propagate at Rome
the doctrine, that Christ was a mere man and that
There is no distinction of persons in the Unity of the
Godhead ; he was similarly called to account by

! See above, book i. chap. 5. § nr,
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These facts are often alluded to by the ancient
ecclesiastical authors.

We must flee, says Irenéus, from the doctrines of
heretics : and we must take refuge from them in the
bosom of the Church . '

There'both"are and have. been, says Justin Martyr,
many persons; who have taught, coming in the
name of Jesus, both to say and to do things atheis-

terms with the early Trinitarians, that they were admitted into
the most full and the most harmonious communion.

I have read his statement: but, as I have also read sundry
of the ancient ecclesiastical writers, I have read it without con-
viction. :

For anathemas, with which we frail mortals have but small
concern, I entertain no great affection : yet, simply as a matter
of fact, when we find Irenéus pronouncing that the humanitarian
Ebionites are deprived of eternal life, it is difficult to compre-
hend the existence of the amiable confraternity celebrated by
Dr. Priestley.

Qui nud@ tantum hominem eum dicunt ex Joseph generatum,
perseverantes in servitute pristinse inobedientiee, moriuntur.—
Ignorantes eum qui ex Virgine est Emanuel, privantur munere
ejus, quod est vita seterna. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 21. § 1.
p- 212.

Even independently of all anathemas, the discrepance, be-
tween those who adore Christ as very God, and those who deem
him a mere peccable man, is plainly, in the nature of things,
too immeasureably great to admit of any communion of social
religious worship. But, when to this irreconcileable difference
a plain curse is superadded, the matter becomes quite hopeless.
Irenéus and Dr. Priestley would have been sorry company, 1
should think, in the primitive cathedral church of Lyons.

! Iren. adv. heer. lib. v, c. 17, § 2. p. 342.

VOL. L. M
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tical and blasphemous : and they are severally en-
titled from the names of the persons, who first in-
troduced each particular doctrine and opinion.—
With no one of these do we hold communion : inas-
much as we know them to be atheistical and im-
pious’', '

We are prophetically commanded, says' Clement
of Alexandria, to separate ourselves from the above-
named heresies, since they are impure and atheis-
tical ®.

The Lord, says Tertullian, kroweth those who
are his : and the plant, which his Father hath not
planted, he eradicates. Hence the first he sheweth
to be last: and his fan he beareth in his hand to
" purge his floor. Let, then, the mere light chaff fly
away. By its departure, the mass of corn will only
be laid up the more pure in the Lord's granary.
Did not some even of his own disciples, being of-
Jended, turn away from the Lord himself 2—Shall
we, then, indignantly wonder; if some persons desert
our Churches 2—Being heretics, these individuals
cannot be Christians ®.

With those who have been in the Church from the
very beginning, says Basil, it has ever been an in-
variably standing rule, to reject altogether the en-
tire collective body of heretics *.

! Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 196.

* Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. iii. Oper. p. 456.

? Tertull. de praescript. adv. heer. Oper. p. 96, 109,

* Basil. Epist. ad Amphil. Oper. vol. ii. p. 758. Paris.
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No sooner did each heresy start-into existence,
says Augustine, than it forthwith went out from the
_ congregation of the catholic communion '.

The very circumstance, indeed, of this departure,
is a proof : that, on the sound principles of his-
torical testimony, we must, in those early times,
seek the doctrine of the Apostles, whatever such
doctrine might be, within the pale of the Catholic
Church. For, in revealed religion, WHATEVER I8
FIRST, 1S TRUE : and the primitive Church Catholic
was a congeries of numerous harmonising pro-
vincial Churches; which, as Chrysostom speaks,
received its name from the Faith itself, and not from
the name of some mere innovating individual, who
undertook to become an heresiarch *.

I. The Symbol, which ascriptively bears the
name of the Apostles, is, in truth, the ancient
symbol of the great western patriarchal Church of
Rome.

In its somewhat enlarged form, we are all
familiar with it. I shall, therefore, give it in its
shorter primitive form, as ‘we read it in the Ex-
position of Ruffinus” of Aquileia, who flourished
during the lapse of the fourth century.

I believe in God the Father Almighty.

And in Jesus Christ his only Son our Lord : who

' August. de Baptism. cont. Donat. lib, v. c¢. 19. Oper.
vol. vii. p. 57. Colon.

* Chrysost. Homil. xxxiii. in Act. Apost. c. xv. Oper.
vol. viii. p. 680.

M 2
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Jrom the Holy Ghost was born of the Virgin Mary,
was crucified under Pontius Pilate, and was buried ;
he descended into kell; on the third day, he rose
again from the dead ; he ascended into heaven ; he
sitteth at the right hand of the Father ; from thence
he will come to judge the quick and the dead.

And in the Holy Ghost; in the holy Catholic
Church ; in the forgiveness of sins ; and in the re-
surrection of this flesh'.

For the primitive simplicity of this Symbol,
Ruffinus well accounts, by a remark singularly
honourable to the early Church of Rome.

In that Church no heresy ever originated.
Hence, those minute and precise definitions, which
from the first the subtle genius of oriental aberra-
tion made necessary, were not found requisite to se-
cure the faith of the more simple-minded Latins *.

! Credoin Deum Patrem Omnipotentem: etinJesum Christum
unicum Filium ejus Dominum nostrum ; qui natus est de Spiritu
Sancto ex Maria Virgine, crucifixus est sub Pontio Pilato, et
sepultus ; descendit in inferna : tertia die resurrexit a mortuis ;
ascendit in coelos; sedet ad dexteram Patris; inde venturus
est judicare vivos et mortuos: et in Spiritum Sanctum ; Sanc-
tam Ecclesiam Catholicam ; remissionem peccatorum ; hujus
carnis resurrectionem. Ruffin. Expos. Symbol. Apost. ad calc.
Cyprian. Oper. p. 17—26.

This Creed, in its general use, was finally brought into its
present somewhat enlarged familiar form subsequent to the
year 400,

The Church of Aquileia added invisibilem et impassibilem
after Patrem Omnipotentem. Ibid. art. i. p. 19.

? Ruffin. Expos. Symbol. Apost. art. i. p. 17.
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will thence come in glory to judge both the quick and
the dead ; of whose kingdom there shall be no end.

And in one Holy Ghost: who, with the Father
and the Son, is honoured in the glory of the God-
head ; who operated in the Law and in the Prophets,
operating 'indeed “variously, but being himself un-
divided .

Cyril styles this Creed The Holy Apostolical
Faith delivered to us for our profession® : and, as
while yet a Catechist he expounded it to the candi-

! Mworedw elg éva Ocov Marépa wavroxpdropa, pévov dyévvn-
rov, dvapyov, drpemrov, dval\olwrov, oby Vg’ érépov yeyevyn-
pévoy, Ilarépa npo aldvwy évég pévov rov povoyevoic Yiov abrov,
rov Kipov Hpdv 'Inoov Xpiarov, 3’ ob éxoinoe xdvra ré dpara
xal r& dépara’ ral elg rov Yidv rov Oeob, rov Eva xal pévoy, rov
Kipoy fpov 'Inoovy Xpiorov, rov éx rov Ocov Ocov yevynbévra,
rov &k pwrdc puc yevvnBévra, rov Spowy xard xavra ry yevvh-
oavry, Tov obk év xpbvorg 10 elvar xrnodpevov, dAAi Tpo wav-
rwy r@v aldvwy didivg kal draraNfjrrwe ék rov Marpoc yeyevvy-
pévoy, mpo wdvrwy Ty aldvwy Oeov Adyov, rov yevvnbévra €&
&ylag mapfévov xal ‘Ayiov Ivebparog, &vfpwmoy pev dinbac
Oceov d¢ dAnbdc, rov oravpwbévra Ywép rév dpapridv Huey
aAnfac, xai ragévra, xal bvacravra ék vexpdv Tt rpirp Huépg,
xai aveN@évra elg rove obpavovg, xal xabloavra éx dekidy rov
Harpdg, xal épxdpevoy &v 36ty kpivac {@vrac xal vexpovg, ob rij
Bagelag obk éorar Téoc” kal eig &v "Ayiov Mvevpa, Grep ovv
Harpl kai Yig 7fj rijc Oebrnroc 36y reripnrar, 0 év vépy xal
wpodhiracs évepyiioar, moA\a pév évepyouv, abro 8¢ pi) pepeldps-
vov. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. iv. p. 24—380.

* DNepi pév odv riic mapadoBelong iy elg irayyeiay dylac
xai droorohijc wlorews, boag fyxwpel xarnyfoes, da Ty TOU
Kupiov xdptv eipicapey év raic dteNBovoatg ravrate rijc reooa-
paxoariic yuéparg. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. xviii. p. 224.
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dates for baptism, and as in the administration of
baptism it is well known that both the Eastern
and the Western Churches retained their own
several ancient Creeds even after the time of the
great Nicene Council; it can only be the old
Creed 'of the Church of Jerusalem. Its high an-
tiquity is marked, indeed, by its frequent allusions
to the peculiarities of Gnosticism, which troubled
chiefly the Church of the first and second centuries.

ITI. Another ancient Creed, apparently of the
Alexandrian Church, has been preserved by Atha-
nasius in his Epistle to the Africans: and to their
own knowledge of mere facts he appeals, whether
it does not set forth doctrines, which had always
been universally received, and respecting which no
Christian ever doubted.

I believe in one God the Father Almighty, maker
of all things both visible and invisible.

And in one Lord Jesus Christ, his only-begotten
Son. '

And in one Holy Ghost.

I believe in one God, who is known as the holy
and perfect Trinity.

Into which Trinity being baptised, and in this
Godhead assenting, I believe, that I shall inherit the
kingdom of heaven in our Lord Jesus Christ'.

) Moredw elg Eva Ocov Larépa mavrokparopa, wavrwy éparav
re xal doparwy momriy' ral el éva Kipwoy ‘Incovy Xpiorov, rov
Yiov abrov povoyevii xal eic &v Mvevpua “Ayiov Eva Ozov Tov év

Tf) ayig xai reheig Tpuade yovwordpevoy eig fiv kal Banriépevog
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the Father is manifested who is over all and in all,
and God the Son who is through all.

There is a perfect Trinity, in glory and eternity
and sovereignty neither divided nor separated’.

Here ends the Confession of Gregory Thauma-
turgus himself: its conclusion was subsequently
- added by Gregory of Nyssa.

Wherefore, in this Trinity, there is nothing either
created or servile or adventitious ; as if it existed
not before, but was afterward introduced. For the
Son was never wanting to the Father : nor the Spirit,
to the Son. But this Trinity is eternally the same,
unchangeable and invariable '.

V. Such was the highly venerated Creed or

! Elg ©edg, Mardp Abyov Lavroc, Zoplag dpeardbone, xal Av-
vapews, kat Xapaxrijpoc &idfov' rélewg reheiov yervirwp® Hamp
Yiov povoyevoic. Elc Kipiog, pévoc éx pdvov, Oedg éx Ocot
xapaxrlp kai elkbv tiic Oedrnrog, Adyoc Evepyds, Bopla rijc
r@v 8\wv overhoewg wepierrikn), kai Avvapie Tiic GAng xrioewe
wouprecn®  Yiog @AnBuvoe dAnBuwot Marpdc, ddparog depérov, xai
d¢Baprogc dgbaprov, xal dbdvaroc dbavérov, kal didig didlov.
Kal &v Ivevpa Ay, éx Ocwov )y Imaply Exov, xal & Yio
wepnroc dnkady) roig dvBpomois, elkay rov Yiob, relelov reheia
Lwi), Lovrwy airia® wnyy dyia, &yérng, dytacuov xopnydc: év
,'p' pavepovrar Ocog 6 Ilardp 6 éml wavrwy kai év wdor, kai Oeoc &
Yidc 6 dta mdvrwy. Tplac relela, dékg xat didibrnre xai Pacihelg
) peplopévn pnde draXhorpovpévy. Gregor. Thaum. Symbol.
in vit. Gregor. apud Gregor. Nyssen. Oper. vol. ii. p. 978.

' Obre odv krworéy ru i) dothoy év rff Tpiade, odre émeroarxrdy

i, &g wpbrepov pév oby Imapyov, Vorepov O¢ émetoeNfov. Otre
ody évéhure wére Yiog Marpi, obre Yig Iveipa dAN' drpexroc
xal dvalloiwrog % abry Tpiac dei.  1bid. p. 979.
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Confession of Gregory Thaumaturgus : and with
it fully agree two very ancient Latin Symbols,
which have been preserved by Tertullian.

The precise age of these two documents we may
not be able to determine: but, as that writer
flourished' ‘about “the year 200; they obviously
must have been drawn up, not later than during
the lapse of the second century, or not later than
during the lives of the first succession from the
Apostles . .

I. One of these ancient Symbols, with Tertul-
lian’s introductory comment, runs in manner fol-
lowing.

There is a Rule of Faith, that now henceforth we
may profess what we may defend : that Rule, to wit,
by which it is thus believed.

Without all doubt, there is one God: nor is there
any other beside the Creator of the world ; who,
through his own Word emitted first of all things,
produced all things out of nothing.

That Word is called his Son. In his name, that
is, of God, the Word variously appeared to the
Patriarchs : was always heard in the Prophets : was
lastly sent, from the Spirit and Virtue of God, into
the Virgin Mary ; was made flesh in her womb ;
was born from her a man ; and was Jesus Christ.
Henceforth, the Word preached a new law and a
new promise of the kingdom of heaven : accom-
plished virtues : was fixed to the cross: rose again

! See Clem. Alex. Strom, lib. i. Oper. p. 274, 275.
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on the third day : was snatched up into the heavens :
and sat at the right hand of the Father.

This same Word further sent the vicarious erergy
of the Holy Ghost, who might guide those that
believe : and he will finally come with brightness, to
take the saints to the fruition of eternal life and of
the heavenly promises, and to judge the profane with
perpetual fire; a resurrection of each part being
made with the restitution of the flesh’.

2. The other Symbol speaks exactly to the
same purpose.

Both always, and now yet more as being instructed
by the Paraclete, we receive and maintain the fol-
lowing articles of Faith.

We believe in one God: but, nevertheless, under
this dispensation, which we call the Economy.

! Regula est autem fidei, ut jam hinc quid defendamus pro-
fiteamur ; illa scilicit, qua creditur :

Unum omnino Deum esse, nec alium preeter mundi condi-
torem ; qui universa ex nihilo produxerit per Verbum suum
primo omnium emissum. Id Verbum Filius ‘ejus in nomine
Dei varié visum patriarchis, in prophetis semper auditum, pos-
tremo delatum ex Spiritu Dei et virtute in Virginem Mariam,
carnem factum in utero ejus, et ex ea natum hominem, et esse
Jesum Christum : exinde preedicasse novam legem et novam
promissionem regni ccelorum, virtutes fecisse, fixum cruci,
tertia die resurrexisse : in ccelos ereptum, sedisse ad dexteram
Patris : misisse vicariam vim Spiritus Sancti, qui credentes agat :
venturum cum claritate, ad sumendos sanctos in vitee sternse

et promissorum ceelestium fructum, et ad prophanos judicandos
igni perpetuo, facta utriusque partis resuscitatione cum carnis
restitutione. Tertull. de preescript. adv. beeret. Oper. p. 100.

10
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We say, that of the one God there is also his Son,
namely his Word : who proceeded from him ; through
whom all things were made ; and without whom no-
thing was made. We believe, that he was sent by
the Father into the Virgin; and that from her ke
was born both man and God, the son of man and the
Son of God, named Jesus Christ. We believe, that
he suffered, that he died and was buried according
to the Scriptures, that he was raised again by the
Father, that he was taken back into heaven, that he
sitteth at the right hand of the Father, and that he
will come again to judge both the quick and the dead.

Who thence, according to his promise, sent forth,
Jrom the Father, the Holy Ghost the Paraclete, the
sanctifier of the faith of those who believe in the
Father and in the Son and in the Holy Ghost .

! Nos vero, et semper, et nunc magis ut instructiores per
Paracletum deductorem scilicet omnis veritatis, unicum quidem
Deum credimus: sub tamen hac dispensatione, quam oixovopiay
dicimus : ut unici Dei sit et Filius Sermo ipsius, qui ex ipso
processerit, per quem omnia facta sunt, et sine quo factum est
nihil. Hunc missum a Patre in Virginem, et ex ea natum ho-
minem et Deum, filium hominis et Filium Dei, et cognominatum
Jesum Christum. Hunc passum, hunc mortuum et sepultum
secundum Scripturas, et resuscitatum a Patre, et in ccelo re-
sumptam, sedere ad dexteram Patris, venturum judicare vivos
et mortuos. Qui exinde miserit, secundum promissionem suam,
a Patre Spiritum, Sanctum Paracletum, sanctificatorem fidei
eorum qui credunt in Patrem et Filium et Spiritum Sanctum.
Tertull, adv. Prax. § 1. Oper. p. 405.

I need scarcely to remark : that Tertullian's adoption of the
whimsical speculation of the descent of the Paraclete upon Mon-
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3. It is worthy of remark : that, to these two
Symbols respectively, Tertullian subjoins two very

tanus, to which he alludes in the exordium of this second Sym-
bol, affects not the doctrine set forth in the Symbol itself.
Tertullian’s montanistical fancy did not at all interfere with his
own abstract belief respecting the nature and economical office
of the Holy Ghost. Here, so far as I know, he perfectly agreed
with the Catholic Church: the standard doctrine of which is
propounded in the Symbol.

As for Montanus, whose enthusiastic reveries were so unac-
countably adopted by Tertullian, he has been, I think, much
misrepresented. ;

His doctrine I have stated to be; that The Paraclete de-
scended upon him : for, in truth, I can find no sufficient evi-
dence, on the strength of which to charge him with the monstrous
notion, sometimes ascribed to him ; that HE HIMSELY was the
Paraclete incarnate.

From the writings of his proselyte Tertullian, at least, I
gather his real doctrine to have been: that The Paraclete
descended upon him, not in the way of personal incarnation, but
only as the same Paraclete had already descended upon the
Apostles in the day of Pentecost. Whence, in consequence of
this lamentable delusion, he claimed to be the appointed instru-
ment of putting the last finish to the Gospel by rendering it more
completely spiritual than the less-gifted Apostles had left it.

Such, through the specially extraordinary inspiration of the
Spirit, was the lofty commission, with which Montanus asserted
himself to be entrusted : and, avowedly on the strength of it,
his followers assumed the name of wxvevuparwoi or spiritual ;
while the despised Catholics they denominated yYwywol or
animal,

On the whole, I should incline to say, that Montanus was a
wrong-headed fanatic ; rather than, in the strictly legitimate
sense of the word, that he was a doctrinal heretic.
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important declaratory attestations ; each of which
respects, not a mere opinion, but an absolute his-
torical pacT.

The following is the attestation, subjoined to the
first Symbol. .

- This Rule, instituted by Christ, admits of no ques-
tions among us : except, indeed, only those questions,
which herestes introduce, and which in return make
heretics *.

The following, again, is the attestation, sub-
joined to the second Symbol.

This Rule or Symbol of Faith has descended to
us from the very beginning of the Gospel, even prior
to every heretic who can claim the highest antiquity :
a matter, which the very circumstance, of All here-
tics being later than it, will most abundantly demon-
strate. In short, against all heresies, this canon may
be safely laid down : WHATEVER 1S FIRST, IS TRUE ;
WHATEVER IS LATER, IS SPURIOUS *,

We can with difficulty conceive, how two such
declarations as these could have been publicly and

! Haec regula, a Christo, ut probabitur, instituta, nullas
habet apud nos queestiones ; nisi quas haereses inferunt, et quae
heereticos faciunt. Tertull. de preescript. adv. heer. Oper.
p. 100.

* Hanc regulam ab initio Evangelii decucurrisse, etiam ante
priores quosque heereticos,—probabit ipsa posteritas omnium
heereticorum.—Quoper seque adversus universas heereses jam
hine preejudicatum sit: Id esse verum, quodcunque primum ;
id esse adulterum, quodcunque posterius. Tertull. adv. Prax.

§ 1. Oper. p. 405.



CHAP. V1.] OF TRINITARIANISM. 175

_controversially hazarded by Tertullian ; declara-
tions, it will be observed, which respect the yea
or the nay of a mere naked rFact: unless he had
known it to be a matter past all contradiction ;
both thatOthe Symbols were universally known
and believed, by his contemporaries, to set forth
the aboriginal faith of the Catholic Church as
taught by Christ and his Apostles ; that the
Catholic Church of his own time received them as
accurate statements of that faith; and that a
dissent from them, or a rejection of them, was an
acknowledged mark of innovating heretical pravity.

VI. We have, however, yet earlier attestation
to a FacT, than even that of Tertullian, though e
was flourishing at the latter end of the second cen-
tury : the attestation, too, of a much more venera-
ble, and in some respects of a much more compe-
tent, witness; the attestation, annexed to the pré-
eminently ancient Symbol, which has been handed
down to us by the holy Irenéus, the scholar of
Polycarp, the disciple of St. John .

! Perhaps I may be permitted here to mention : that Eu-
sebius has preserved a summary of doctrine equivalent to a
Symbol, which, if genuine, may indeed claim to itself the very
highest praise both of antiquity and of authority.

This summary purports to be the substance of the prepared
first address of the Apostle Thaddéus to King Agbarus and the
Edesscnes : and Eusebius states ; that he himself translated it
verbatim from the syriac original, which the Church of Edessa
had preserved in her archives,

Such
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Polycarp received the crown of martyrdom in
the year 147 : and Irenéus, who in his youth was
a diligent hearer of him, was born in the year 97,
and wrote his Work against heresies in the year
175, Great, therefore, and important, so far as
the two points of chronology and personal charac-
ter are concerned, is the value of his testimony.

But its value is yet further increased by the
circumstance, of his having been intimately ac-
quainted with the Churches both of the East and
of the West. For, as, during the earlier part of
his life, he dwelt in Asia under the immediate eye
of his apostolic master Polycarp : so, during the
latter part of it, he presided, as Bishop, in the
Gallican Church of Lyons. :

Thus excellently, in every respect, is he qua-
lified to be an unimpeachable witness both to

Such testimony sufficiently proves the remote antiquity of
the document : but, whether it were actually the profession of
faith made by the Apostle Thadd@us, is a somewhat different
question.

In general, I may observe : that it exhibits the distinct out-
line of a Creed or rather of an Ecthesis treating of the nature
and offices of Christ. And, in particular, I may remark : that,
with a plain allusion to the doctrine propounded by the well
known text in Philipp. ii. 6—8, it unequivocally sets forth the
tenet of our Lord’s divinity. Christ, it says, submitted to
death: and, by that extraordinary act of humility, éopixpvyvey
abrov )y Bedryra, he diminished his own godhead, or made his

e 2+ e g g
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DOCTRINES and to FACTS: to DOCTRINES, wh Téx
they agreed or disagreed with those which he hs.d
received from St. John through only the smgle
intervening channel of Polycarp; to racts, whether
such doctrines were universally received in the
Churches both of the East and of the West, and
whether the members of those Churches unani-
mously maintained that in each line of succession
they had been regularly handed down from Christ
and his Apostles. -

In all points, therefore, we cannot have a more
thoroughly satisfactory witness than Irenéus: for,
in chronology and in character and in competency,
he is alike unexceptionable.

The Church, though dispersed through the whole
world to the ends of the earth, hath received this
Faith from the Apostles and their, disciples.

She believes in one God the Father Almighty, who
hath made the heaven and the earth and the seas and
all things in them.

And in ome Jesus Christ the Son of God, who
became incarnate for our salvation.

And in the Holy Ghost: who, through the pro-
phets, preached the dispensations, and the advents,
and the birth from the Virgin, and the passion, and
the resurrection from the dead, and the incarnate
assumption to heaven, of our beloved Lord Jesus
Christ ; and his coming from heaven, in the glory
of the Father, to recapitulate all things, and to
raise up all flesh of all mankind: in order that, to

VoL. I. N
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Jesus Christ, our Lord and God and Saviour and
King, according to the good pleasure of the invisi-
ble Father, every knee may bow, of things in heaven
and things on earth and things under the earth ;
and\\in lorder)| that).every tongue may confess him ;
and in order that he may in all things execute just
Judgment .

What, in point of its actual composition or its
actual drawing up, the precise age of this venera-
ble Symbol may be, I pretend not to determine:
but we can scarcely deem it more modern, than
the earlier part of the second century. From his
very boyhood, it was evidently familiar to Irenéus :
and he both attests, we see, the universal recep-

' ‘H pév yap 'ExxA\nola, xaimep ka6 E\ng rijc olxovpévne Ewg
wepdrwy Tiig yiic dteomapuéyy, wapa 06 r@v dmooré\wy xal TEV
éxelvwy palnray wapalaPoioa iy cic éva Oeov Harépa wavro-
xpdropa, Tov wemotnkira Tov obpavoy kal riv yijy kai rac Guldo-
oag kal wavra ta év abroig, wiorw: xal elc Eva Xporoy Inooiy,
T0v Yiov 70V Oeol, TOv caprwbévra Vmép rijc Huerépag owrnplac
xal eic TIvepa “Aywov, 10 &ia T@v Tpopnr@y Kexnpuxoc rTag oixo-
voplag, kal rac éNevoeig, kal rv & mwapOévov yévvmow, xal 76
wdfoc, kai v Eyepaw Ex vexpav, xal Ty Evaapkov elg Tovg ob-
pavove dvakquy, rov fyamnuévov Xpiarov 'Incov rov Kupiov
np@v, kal my €k rdv obpavdy év i d6ky rov Marpdc rapovolay
abrob, éxl 1o dvaxepalatboasfat r& wévra, xal &vaorijoar wa-
oav oapka waong dvBpwmérnrog, (va Xpiory ‘Inoov, r¢ Kuply
Npdv, kai Oeg, kai Swrijpt, xai Bao\ei, kard iy ebdoxiay rov
Tarpéc rov dopdrov, wiv yévv xdply émovpaviwy kal émvyelwy
xal karaxfoviwy, kai wioca yhboosa ééopoloyhonrar abrg, xai
xplow dwcalay év roi¢ mdot mofonrac. Iren. adv. heer. lib. i.
c. 2. p. 34—36.
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tion of the doctrines which it inculcates; anc
stamps, with his own unimpeachable impress the
strict apostolicity of those doctrines.

In another place, he gives what may be deemec
a sort of paraphrase of it : still, as a FacT, declaring
the universal reception of its doctrines, whethe
delivered in writing or communicated orally.

If it had so happened, that the Apostles had lefi
us no Scriptures: must we not then have followea
the order of that tradition, which they committed ta
those with whom they entrusted the Churches # Tc
this, many nations of illiterate barbarians, who be-
lieve in Christ, do virtually assent. For, by the
Spirit, without ink or letters, they have salvation
written in their hearts: and they diligently preserve
the aboriginal tradition.

Hence, they believe in one God, the maker of
heaven and earth and all things in them through
Jesus Christ the Son of God: who, out of his ex-
ceeding great love toward his own creature, submitted
to be born of a virgin, uniting in himself man to
God. He suffered under Pontius Pilate: rose
again : was received into glory. And he shall come
again, the Saviour of those who are saved, and the
Judge of those who are judged : sending into eternal

JSire those, who change the truth, and who despise his
Father and his own advent.

Those, who, without letters, have received this
Saith, are, with respect to our language indeed, bar-
barians : but, with respect to sentiment and morality

N 2
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and conversation, they are very wise through faith ;
and, living in all justice and chastity and wisdom,
they are pleasing unto God. If any person, speaking
in their own language, reports to them the strange
inventions | of chenetics, they quickly shut their ears
and flee from them as far as possible, not enduring
to hear their blasphemous discourse’.

1. From the testimony of Irenéus, we may learn,
I think, the following important historical racts.

! Quid autem, si neque Apostoli quidem Scripturas reliquis-
sent nobis, nonne oportebat ordinem sequi traditionis, quam
tradiderunt iis quibus committebant ecclesias ? Cui ordinationi
assentiunt multee gentes barbarorum eorum qui in Christum
credunt, sine charactere vel atramento scriptam habentes per
Spiritum in cordibus suis salutem, et veterem traditionem dili-
genter custodientes, in unum Deum credentes fabricatorem cceli
et terree et omnium quee in eis sunt per Christum Jesum Dei
Filium. Qui, propter eminentissimam erga figmentum suum
dilectionem, eam quee esset ex Virgine generationem sustinuit,
ipse per se hominem adunans Deo ; et passus sub Pontio Pilato;
et, resurgens et in claritate receptus in gloria, venturus salvator
eorum qui salvantur, et judex eorum qui judicantur, et mittens
in ignem seternum transfiguratores veritatis et contemptores
Patris sui et adventus ejus.

Hanc fidem qui sine literis crediderunt, quantum ad sermo-
nem nostrum, barbari sunt: quantum autem ad sententiam et
consuetudinem et conversationem, propter fidem, perquam sapi-
entissimi sunt, et placent Deo, conversantes in omni justitia et
castitate et sapientia. Quibus si aliquis annunciaverit ea qua
ab heereticis adinventa sunt, proprio sermone eorum colloquens,
statim concludentes aures, longo longius fugient, ne audire qui-
dem sustinentes blasphemum colloquium. Iren. adv. heer.
lib. iii. c. 4. § 2. p. 172.
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(1.) The doctrines, contained in the mutually
harmonious Symbols of the Church Catholic, were
the doctrines, not merely of a few speculative indi-
viduals, but of the whole body of the faithful,
whether high or low, whether rich or poor,
whether lettered or unlettered, whether refined or
barbarian.

(2.) At that early period, those doctrines, in
every part of the world and in every distinct pro-
vincial Church, were unanimously believed to be
the doctrines taught by the Apostles and concord-
antly handed down from them in each ecclesiastical
succession.

(8.) Irenéus, who with perfect certainty must
have known wkat doctrines had been in early life
communicated to him by Polycarp the immediate
disciple of St. John, pronounced the doctrines,
taught in the universally received Symbols, to be
those identical doctrines, which he had himself
personally received from his venerable preceptor
under the assurance that his preceptor had first
personally received the very same doctrines from
the mouth of the inspired Apostle.

(4.) Such persons, as, starting up occasionally,
in this place or in that place, in this year or in that
year, impugned the doctrines contained in the
Symbols, were invariably, by the members of the
Catholic Communion, viewed with horror, as pro-
fane innovators, who had departed from the primi-
tive rule of faith : that rule, which was well known
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to have been delivered by the Apostles, and which
was carefully preserved, with perfect mutual agree-
ment, by each detached Society of Christians, in
whatever part of the earth, under its proper Bishop
and Presbyters, that Socwty might have its local
habitation.

2. These racts, simply as facts, are manifestly
established by the direct testimony of Irenéus:
and, from them all conjointly, on the just princi-
ples of historical evidence, the following additional
palmary rFact must assuredly result.

The doctrines, contained in the Symbol pre-
served and explained by Irenéus, were the precise
doctrines, taught by the Apostles, and from them
handed down in all the various harmonising suc-
cessions to the entire and collective Church
Catholic.

3. In the abstract, the Apostles themselves may
have been men divinely inspired, as Christians
believe ; or they may have been crafty impostors,
as infidels contend : but zkis precise question, un-
der this special aspect, is nothing to my present
purpose. I am now concerned with mere histo-
rical racts: and one of those racts is; that,
Whether abstractedly true or abstractedly false, the
Apostles taught the identical doctrines contained in
the Symbol handed down to us by Irenéus.

VII. Beside the larger Symbols which I have
adduced, there was occasionally used in the
early Church a very short Symbol, which seems
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to have been denominated the Symbol of the
Trinity.

The notice of this short Creed will lead me to
dwell somewhat more fully than I have hithertg
done on that very important part of my subject,
the publie’profession of 'faith made by every Cate-
chumen, at the time of his baptism, in the words
of some one of the several harmonising Symbols
adopted by the various provincial branches of the
one Church Catholic.

I call this part of my subject important, because
the very circumstance of such universal public pro-
- fession distinctly evinces : that the doctrinal sys-
tem, uniformly propounded in all the Symbols
alike, was not a congeries of speculations, taken
up by a few fanciful individuals, subsequent to the
time of the Apostles, and in opposition to the,.
system which zkey had taught; but that it was
the system, invariably received throughout the
entire Church, in all parts of the world, from the
very apostolic age itself’.

 “Ocot &y xetoBdoe xal xiorevwory dAnbij ravira ra v’ Hpav
ddaorépera xal Aeybpeva elvay, kal Buwiy obrwg dvvasfac Ymwoy-
vavras, ebxeoOal re kal aireiv ynorevovreg wapd 7ov Oco¥ r@v
wponpaprnpévey dpeowy Sidaokovras, Huay cvvevyopévey kal auy-
ynorevéyrwy abrotg. "Erara dyovrar v¢' Hpdy évla Udwp éorit
xal, rpémov dvayevviigewg By ral Hueic avrol dvayevviiOnuey,
&vayevvavrai, 'Ex’ dvéparog yap rov Marpic rav dAwy kal
Acoxérov Ocov, xal roi Swriipog Hpuav "Inoov Xpiorod, rai Myev-.
parog ‘Ayiov, 70 év r¢ Ulart rore hovrpoy wowobvrar. Justin.

10
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Immediately previous to his baptism, eack Cate-
chumen, whatever might be his rank or attain-
ments, was interrogated as to his faith: and he
then, thus adopting it as his own, made his public
profession, either in the form of some one of the
longer Symbols, or in the form of that shorter
Symbol which was called the Symbol of the Trinity.
Now this shorter Symbol was evidently constructed
upon the form of administering baptism, which
our Lord himself had prescribed : and it ran in
manner following.

I believe in God : the Father, the Son, and the
Holy Ghost’.

In the original Greek, as Bishop Bull justly ob-
serves, the sentence is so constructed, that the
word God belongs, as a common predicate, to tke
Son and to the Spirit, no less than to the Father :
and, this indubitable sense of the Creed, I have,
accordingly, in the English version of it, expressed
by the instrumentality of punctuation. I say in-
dubitable : because, agreeably to the force of the
original, it was thus understood by the ancients,

Apol. i. Oper. p. 73. See also Queest. et Respons. ad Ortho-
dox. in Oper. Justin. p. 826. Cyprian. Epist. lxxiii. Oper. vol.
ii. p. 200,

! Hwredw elg Tov Ocdyv* rov Marépa, rov Yiov, xai o "Ayior
Mveipa. See Bull. Jud. Eccles. Cathol. c. iv. § 8. The most
absolutely strict translation of this Creed gives the sense of its
framers even yet more definitely and precisely. I believe in the
Deity : the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost.
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who should best know the meaning which 1t was
intended to convey.

My authority for styling this short Creed tke
Symbol of the Trinity is Firmilian in his epistle to
Cyprian. The very name, which he bestows upon
it, shews how it 'was understood : and he speaks,
at the same time, of the legitimate ecclesiastical
interrogation, to which this Symbol of the Trinity
was the appointed answer .

The same account of the matter is given by
Cyril of Jerusalem in those supplemental lectures,
which he was wont to deliver to his late Cate-
chumens subsequent to their baptism.

Ye were brought, says he, to the holy laver of
divine baptism, as Christ was brought from the cross
to his appointed sepulchre : and there each one of
you was asked, if he believed in the name of the
Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost ; and
ye confessed a salutary confession, and ye were thrice
plunged beneath the water and thrice emerged from
it *.—For each one of you, when interrogated, was

! Nunquid et hoc Stephanus, et qui illi consentiunt, compro-~
bant: maximé cui nec Symbolum T'rinitatis, nec interrogatio
legitima et ecclesiastica defuit? Potest credi aut remissio pec-
catorum data, aut lavacri salutaris regeneratio rite perfecta, ubi
omnia, quamvis ad imaginem veritatis, tamen per deemonem
gesta sunt ? Nisi si et deemonem in nomine Patris et Filii et
Spiritus Sancti, gratiam baptismi dedisse contendunt, qui hee-
reticorum baptisma defendunt. Firmil. Epist. ad Cyprian.
Epist. Ixxv. Cyprian. Oper. vol. ii. p. 223.

? Mera ravra émi miy dylav rov Oelov Barrioparog éxepayw-
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directed to answer : I believe in the Father, and in
the Son, and in the Holy Ghost, and in one baptism
of repentance’.

To the same purpose also speaks Tertullian, at
a much earlier period than that during which Cyril
flourished.

When our Lord was leaving this world, his last
command was, that his Apostles should baptise into
the Father and into the Son and into the Holy
Ghost, not into any one of them separately from the
others. Hence we are dipped, not merely once, but
three times ; each immersion at each name of each
person *.— Before we enter into the water, and some
little time previously in the church under the hand of
the Bishop, we protest, that we renounce the devil
and his pomp and his angels. Then we are immerged
three times, answering somewhat more than the Lord
in the Gospel commanded®.

yeiofe xoAvpPhrbpay, g 6 Xpiorog &xo rov oravpot éxl ro wpo-
xelpevoy pyvijpa: xal fpwrdro Exagrog, el mioTeve eig 0 ovopa
rov Ilarpic kal rov Yiob xal ro¥ ‘Avyiov Myevparoc® xal dpolo-
vhoare rijy owrfipwy dpoloyiav, xai xaredvere rpiroy elg 7o Héwp,
xal wakwv avedvere. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. Myst. ii. p. 232.

! Tére ool éNéyero elmeiy® Iioreiw elg rov arépa, xai eic rov
Yiov, xal elc 0 "Ayioy Mvevpa, cal elg & Barriopa peravolac.
Cyril. Hieros. Catech. Myst. i. p. 280.

* Novissim@ mandans, ut tingerent in Patrem et Filium et
Spiritum Sanctum, non in unum. Nam, nec semel, sed ter, ad
singula nomina in singulas personas tingimur. Tertull. adv.
Prax. § xvi. Oper. p. 426.

* Aquam adituri ibidem, sed et aliquanto prius in ecclesia sub
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Tertullian’s expression, answering somewhai
more, plainly refers to the renunciation of the devi
and his works : which he had mentioned imme
diately before ; and which, he tells us, was made¢
at the font as well as previously in the church
before “the' Bishop. This renunciation, howevel
decorous and proper, still constituted no part ol
the precise baptismal formula which our Lor¢
commanded in the Gospel. Hence Tertulliar
accurately calls it somewhat more. But the very
necessity of his language implies, that, as in bap-
tism the candidates answered somewhat more thar
our Lord commanded, they of course answerec
also what our Lord did command. If, then, they
answered according to what our Lord did com
mand, they must clearly, when interrogated, have
made a profession of faith expressly built upon the
baptismal formula. And, accordingly, as we learr
both from Firmilian and from Cyril, that profes
sion was a solemn recital of the short Creed deno
minated the Symbol of the Trinity. 1 may add
that Tertullian has given us, what is manifestly ar
interpretation of the present Symbol, and wha:
shews most distinctly the propriety of its familial
. appellation.

The Father is God; and the Sonm is God

antistitis manu contestamur, nos renunciare diabolo et pompa
et angelis ejus. Dehinc ter mergitamur, amplius aliquid re
spondentes, quam Dominus in evangelio determinavit. Tertull
de coron. mil. § ii. Oper, p. 449.
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and the Spirit is God: and each one of them is
God'.

Such was the Creed publicly professed by every
individual, when, by baptism, he was admitted into
the Catholic Church of Christ. On receiving the
legitimate ecclesiastical interrogation, as Firmilian
speaks, he recited and declared his assent to the
Symbol of the Trinity. The necessity of making
this profession excluded all, who could not receive,
what was, in all the Churches, held and believed
to be the primitive apostolic doctrine: and those,
who stood thus excluded, or those, who subse-
quently (in the language of the Antiochian Fathers)
abjured the mystery into which they had been
baptised, were from the very first pronounced,
even by the mere circumstance of their upstart
novelty, to be manifest corrupters of the ancient
and sincere faith *,

If any one, says Cyprian, could be baptised among
the heretics, he might obtain also remission of sins :
and, if he obtained remission of sins, he might be
sanctified and made the temple of God. But, I ask,
of what God 2 If of the Creator ; ke, who did not
© believe in him, could not be made his temple : if of
Christ ; neither could he, who denies Christ to be
God, be the temple of Christ : if of the Holy Spirit ;

) Pater Deus; et Filius Deus; et Spiritus Deus: et Deus
unusquisque. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 10. Oper: p. 414.

* Tov élopxnoduevor o pvorfipov. Epist. Episc. Antioch.
Concil. apud Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. vii. ¢. 80. p. 230.
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since these three are one, how could the Holy Spirit
be reconciled to him, who is an enemy both to the
Father and to the Son' 2

But not only was the brief Symbol of the Trinity
recited by every Catechumen at the time of his
baptism : some one of the larger Creeds, whatever
might be the precise form adopted by each par-
ticular provincial Church, was also recited by him,
on the same occasion, before the Bishop or Pres-
byter and the whole Assembly of the Faithful.

Such, as Ruffinus testifies, was the ancient cus-
tom in the Roman Church?: and such, as the
assembled Fathers of the first Nicene Council tes-
tify, was the custom in all the various Churches,
where they themselves had severally been cate-
chised and baptised *.

! Cyprian. Epist. Ixxiii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 203. See above,
book i. c. 5. § v.

* Mos ibi (scil. Romee) servatur antiquus, eos, qui gratiam
baptismi suscepturi sunt, publice, id est, fidelium populo audi-
enti, symbolum reddere. Ruffin. Expos. in Symbol. Apost.
art. i. ad cale. Cyprian. Oper. p. 17. Oxon. 1682,

Ruffinus of Aquileia flourished in the fourth century : and he
speaks of the custom, we see, as being even then an ancient one.

! KabBag mapehdfopey, say the collective Fathers of the first
Nicene Council respecting the Symbol out of which they had
severally received their christian institution, wapa rév xpd

Hpdy éxoxdrwy, cal év rjj xpory xaryfioe, kai Sre o Novrpov
é\apPBavouey. Euseb. Pamphil. Epist. ad Eccles. Ceesar. Pa-
leest. apud Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 8. Theodor. Hist.
Eccles. lib. i. c. 12. Gelas. Cyzic. Hist. Concil. Nic. prim.
lib. ii. c. 34.
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One of the larger Symbols, with the antecedent
renunciation, thrown into the precise form in which
immediately before his baptism it was publicly
recited by the now fully prepared Catechumen,
has \béén. préeserved.in the Work denominated
The Apostolical Constitutions.

1 renounce Satan, and his works, and his pomps,
and his service, and his angels, and his inventions,
and all that are subject to him : and I devote myself
to Christ.

And I believe : and I am baptised into the one
unbegotten alone true Almighty God, the Father of
the Christ, the maker and creator of all things, from
whom are all things.

And into the Lord Jesus Christ, hzs only-begotten
Son ; born before the whole creation, begotten before
the worlds through the good pleasure of the Father ;
through whom all things were made, both in heaven
and on earth, both visible and invisible ; who came
down from heaven in the last days, and assumed
Slesh, and was born from the holy Virgin Mary, and
lived holily after the laws of his God and Father,
and was crucified under Pontius Pilate, and died for
us ; and after his passion rose again from the dead
on the third day, and ascended to heaven, and sitteth
at the right hand of the Father ; and will come again
with glory at the end of the world to judge the
quick and the dead, of whose kingdom there shall be
no end.

And I am baptised into the Holy Ghost, that is
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the Paraclete ; who worketh in all the saints, from
the beginning of the world ; but who was afterward
sent also to the Apostles from the Father according
to the promise of our Saviour the Lord Jesus Christ,
and, after the Apostles, to all who believe in the
Holy Catholic Church : and I am baptised into the
resurrection of the flesh, and the forgiveness of sins,
and the kingdom of heaven, and the life of the future
world .

! Axoracoopat r¢ Saravd, xai roig ipyog adrov, kal raic
wouwaic avrov, kal Taic Aarpelaig abrov, ral roi¢ dyyédoi abrov,
xal raig épevpeay abrov, kal wdoe roic vn’ abrév. Mera &€ mv
amorayy, ovvracaduevog Neyérw, ore Kal ovvrdooopar r¢ Xptory,
xal morevw, xat Sawrifopar eic Eva dyévvnrov pévov &Anbivoy
Ocdv wavroxphropa, rov Marépa rob Xptorod, xriorqy kal Sgp-
ovpyoy rév amavrwy, ¢ oY ra mavra® xal ei¢ Tov Kipioy "Inoovw
rov Xpiarov, Tov povoyevij abrov Yiov, rov wpwrérokoy wdong
xrigewg, Tov mpo aibvwy ebdoxig rov Marpdc yevvnOévra, 8¢ ob
& wavra éyévero ra év obpavoic kai éri yijc, épara re kai adpara,
0¥ én' éoxarwy Hpepdv careNBovra €€ obpavav, kal odpxa dvala-
Bévra, xal éx riig dyiag wapBévov Maplag yevynBévra, rai mole-
revodpevoy oofwg pera Tovg vépoug Tov Oeov kal IMarpoc abrow,
xai oravpwhévra éxl Hovrlov Ilihdrov, xal dwoBavévra Ymép
Yudv, xal dvasravra éx vexpay pera ro wabeiv T tpiry Muépq,
xal dveA@dvra eic Tovc olpavovg, kai rxalecBévra év 8ebig Tov
Narpoc, kal wdAewy épxbuevoy éml ovvrekelg rob aldvoc perd déEng
xpivar {@vrag xal vexpodg, ov rijc Bacihelag ovx Eerar Téhog’
Baxrilopar xal el 6 Mvebpa ro."Aywv, Tovréort rov Mapd-
KA\nrov, 70 évepyiioay év wdor roig dx al@voc dyloc, borepov
d¢ dmooraliv kal roic dmoordhoc mapd rov arpoe xarad miv
¢rayyeNiay Tob owripoc Hpudv Kvplov 'Ingot Xpiorol, xal perd
rove droordlovg &6 wdou roi¢ morebovary, vt dylg xabokwy

éxxhnolg, eic caproc dvdoracwy, xai eig Ageary dpapridy, xal
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To the testimonies which have been already

adduced for the historical establishment of the

very important fact, that, at the time of his bap-
tism, every Catechumen openly received and so-
lemnlyadopted-@s) his own the Symbol of the
Church into which he was admitted a member, I
may fitly subjoin that of the venerable Irenéus.

He has preserved to us, as we have seen, the
primitive Symbol which was used in his days : and
he has attached to it the two-fold declaration ;
that it exhibited the faith of the Universal Church
in every quarter of the world, and that the Universal
Church received it from the Apostles and their
disciples .

Now, respecting this Symbol which he pro-
nounces to be the immoveable rule of the truth, he
informs us: that eack believer, at the time of his
baptism, accepted and adopted it, as a firm safe-
guard against the blasphemies of heresy *.

Would we, therefore, learn the faith of every
individual member of the Catholic Church from
the very beginning, nothing more is requisite, than

eic Baoelay obpavav, rai eic lw)v rob péXhovroc al@vog.
Constit. Apost. lib. vii. c. 41. Patr. Apost. Cotel. vol. i. p. 383.

! See above, book i. chap. 6. § vI.

* Oirw 3¢ 6 rov xavéva riig dAnfelag dxhwij év favryg xaré-
Xwv, &y diud Tov Bawrioparog eiknpe, ra piv i rav ypapay ovd-
para, kal rd¢ Aéeg, kai rdg wapafolde, émcyvboerar, riv d¢
BAdognpov ¥xdBeoty rairny émiyvéoerar. Iren. adv. heer. lib.
i ¢ 1. § 57. p. 4.




CHAP. VI. | OF TRINITARIANISM. 190

that we should simply peruse the Symbol handed
down to us by Irenéus from the Apostles and their
disciples. )

VIIL In conclusion, I may be allowed to call
the attention of the dispassionate investigator of
historical truth to the remarkable harmony of all
these ancient Creeds which I have collected to-
gether.

Irenéus asserts the unity of the catholic faith
throughout the whole world: and the various
Symbols of the three first centuries, whether Latin
or Greek or African, fully bear him out in his
assertion.

" For the most part, even their phraseology is
the same : but, invariably, their arrangement and
their doctrine are identical.

Now this is A MERE NAKED FAcT, of which each
individual may form a competent judgment. The
DOCTRINE, taught in the Symbols, he may receive
or he may reject. But the bare racr itself will re-
main unaltered, whatever may be his own personal
opinion as to the abstract truth or falsehood of the
doctrine in question.

VOL. L. 0




CHAPTER VIIL

RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY AFFORDED TO THE FACT
OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF
THE TRINITY, BY THE ANCIENT LITURGIES OF THE
EARLY CHURCH.

|

Wirn the avowed theological belief of men, their
mode of worship will inevitably correspond: for
it is a plain contradiction to suppose, that their
belief will be of one description, but that their
mode of worship will be of another.

A Trinitarian will ever worship, as a Trini-
tarian : and an Antitrinitarian will ever worship,
as an Antitrinitarian.

Neither can unite with the other in the same
form of public adoration. By the conscience of
each, whether well or ill informed, this species of
communion is effectually precluded.

Hence, even by necessary anticipation, we may
be morally certain : that the Liturgies of the early
Church will speak the same language as her
Symbols.

Such, accordingly, is the fact.




THE APOSTOLICITY OF TRINITARIANISM. 195

As Bishop Bull well observes, all the ancient
Liturgies extant, in whatever part of the world
they may have been used, contain, under one
modification or another, that solemn concluding
Doxology to the Blessed Trinity with which every
Catholic is so abundantly familiar .

GLORY BE TO THE FATHER, AND TO THE SON, AND
TO THE HOLY GHOST : BOTH NOW, AND ALWAY, AND TO
ALL ETERNITY % '

This Doxology is evidently built upon that brief
and most remotely ancient Creed, which was fa-
miliarly denominated the Symbol of the Trinity.

I BELIEVE IN GOD : THE FATHER, THE SON, AND THE
HOLY GHOST °.

And the Symbol of the Trinity, again, is mani-
festly founded upon the formula of baptism en-
joined and appointed by our Lord himself.

BAPTISE IN THE NAME OF THE FATHER, AND OF THE
8ON, AND OF THE HOLY GHOST ‘.

! Bull's Serm. serm. xiii. Werks, vol. i. p. 831—3838.
Oxon.

* Adka Marpl, xal Yig, xal ‘Aylp Ivedpare xal viv, cal del,
xal eic rovg ai@vag. Athan. de Virginit. Oper. vol. i. p. 829.

The clause, As it mas in the beginning, is not so ancient
as the rest of the Doxology, having been saubsequently added
by the Western or Latin Church. Hence, as we shall pre-
sently observe, it occurs not in any of the modifications of the
Doxology, which are about to be adduced.

? Mworevw eic rov Oedy* rov Marépa, rov Yidw, kai ro "Aywoy
vevpa.

* Matt. xxviii. 19,

o2




196 THE APOSTOLICITY [Book 1.

For, if each Catechumen is to be baptised in
the name of the three divine persons : each Christ-
ian is required to profess his belief in the three
divine persons. And, if each Christian be required
thus, to profess his belief in the three divine per-
sons: the Doxology, to the Father and to the Son
and to the Holy Ghost, as used in public worship,
will be the necessary consequence.

The Liturgy which commonly bears the name
of the Clementine Liturgy, and the Directory which
accompanies it, have been preserved in the eighth
book of the Apostolical Constitutions.

This Liturgy, whatever may be its actual an-
tiquity, is confessed, in all its leading or principal
parts, to exhibit the order of public worship ob-
served in the Eastern Churches at least before the
time of Constantine. Neither the Clementine
Liturgy, however, nor any other of the old Litur-
gies, was committed to writing until the fifth cen-
tury. Hence, as it is impossible to know with
certainty what additions may have been then made
to the really ancient formula, I should not deem
it satisfactory to produce evidence from this Li-
turgy under the aspect of primitive testimony,
unless such evidence were confirmed by other
distinct and more ancient parallel testimony. Now
the Clementine Liturgy affords evidence of the
precise description here required. Under various
modifications, it again and again presents the
Doxology to the three persons of the Trinity, as
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itself a complete profession of the Catholic Faith :
while it analogously is ushered in by a solemn
benediction in the names of the three persons of
the Holy Trinity.

The, grace of the Almighty God, and the love of
our Lord Jesus Christ, and the fellowship of the
Holy Ghost, be with you all.

And with thy spirit.

Lift up your hearts.

We lift them up unto the Lord*.

Let us give thanks unto the Lord.

It is meet and right so to do.

It is very meet and right to praise the trué God
before all things—For all glory and worship and
thanksgiving and honour and adoration be unto thee,
the Father and the Son and the Holy Ghost, both
now and alway and through the unceasing and end-
less ages of eternity®.

' This venerable formula is at least as old as the days bf
Cyprian, most probably much older.

Ideo et sacerdos ante orationem, prafatione preemissa, parat
fratrum mentes, dicendo, Sursum corda:—respondet plebs,
Habemus ad Dominum. Cyprian. de Orat. Domin. Oper. vol. i.
p- 152.

2 'H xdpig rov wavroxphropoc Ocov, kal # &ydwn rov Kuplov
npey "Inoov Xpiorov, xal # kotvwria rob *Ayiov Ovedparog, éorw
pera xavrov Ypar.

Kal pera rov tvn?paroc aov.

"Avw 0y vouv.

“Exopey wpdg ov Kipeov.

Ebyapiorfiowper
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7. Such, again, is the close of the Bishop’s invo-
cation, which immediately follows the general
prayer for the whole body of the faithful.

Be our help, our assistance, our defence, through
thy Chmist i \with whom; to thee and to the Holy
Ghost, be glory, honour, praise, doxology, thanks-
giving, for ever and ever'.

8. A similar Doxology occurs at the end of the
prayer after the communion.

Gather us all together into the kingdom of heaven,
in Christ Jesus our Lord : with whom, to thee and
to the Holy Ghost, be glory and honour and worship,
Jor ever and ever*.

9. The consecutive prayer of the Bishop is still
characterised by the same regular doxological
conclusion.

Ebxapiorfiowpey r¢ Kupig.

¥Alwv xai dixatoy.

“Abwy g dA\nd¢ xal dixawv, xpd whyvrwy drupvely oe rov
ovrwg ovra Oeéy.—'Ort oot wioa Oékn, oéfag ral ebyapioria,
ruu) kal wpookivnoig, v Marpl, xal r¢ Yig, xal r¢ ‘Aylp Hyev-
part, kal oy, xai dely kal eic Tovg dveAherweic xal drekevrfirovg
ai@vac r@v alévwv. Const. Apos. lib. viii. c. 12. p. 403, 408.

! Bonfoc Npav vyevov, dvriNfrrwp, Umepacwiomic, Sia ToU
Xpiorov gov' ped’ od oo d6ka, repn, alvoc, dofoloyla, ebyapioria,
xal 7§ ‘Ayly Mvebpary, el rove alévag. Const, Apos. lib. viii.
c. 18. p. 409.

? Mavrag fpdc émavvayaye eic Miv rév obpavdy Backeiav,
év Xpiorg "Inaov rg Kuply juav: ped ob oo déka, rps), xkal
oéflag, xairg "Ayiyp Myvebpare, eig rov¢ aiwvac. Const. Apos.
lib. viii. c. 15. p. 410.

N
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To thee be glory, praise, majesty, worship, adora- -
tion ; and to thy Son Jesus thy Christ, our Lord
and God and King ; and to the Holy Ghost : now,
and alway, and to all eternity .

10. With a similar Doxology concludes the
prayer at the ordination of Presbyters.

Through thy Christ: with whom, to thee and to
the Holy Ghost, be glory, honour, and worship, for
ever and ever*,

11. Such, also, is the conclusion of the prayer
at the ordination of Deacons.

Through the mediation of thy only-begotten Son :
with whom, to thee and to the Holy Ghost, be glory,
honour, and worship, through all eternity ®.

12. Such, finally, are the conclusions of the two
prayers at the appointment of Subdeacons and
Readers. .

Through thy Christ : with whom, to thee and to
the Holy Ghost, be glory, honour, and worskzp, Jor

ever and ever *.

1¥Or¢ gou d6fa, alvog, peyalompéxewa, oéfac, wpooxivna,
xal r¢ o¢ wawdl 'Insov v Xpiorg oov 7§ Kuply #udv xai Ocp
xal Bag\ei, xal g ‘Ayly Ovedpary, viv xal del kal eig Tovg ai-
wvag ray alévwy. Const. Apos. lib. viii. c. 15. p. 411.

2 Awt Tov Xpiorod cov' pel’ ob gow d6ku, rep), xal oéfag, ral
r¢ 'Ayip Nvedpare, elc rovg alévag. Const. Apos. lib. viii.
c. 16. p. 411. ’

" Awa rije peorelag Tob povoyevoig oov Yiov* ‘uel’ ov oot déka,

rep), kai oéPag, cal g "Ayip Mvevpare, eic rove alévag. Const,
Apos. lib. viii. c. 18. p. 412.
* A rov Xpiorov oov' pe® ob oot d6ka, ripd), rat oéfdag, xal
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3. About the year 194, we find it used by
Clement of Alexandria ',

4."About the'year 115, Irenéus incidentally re-
marks, that it was employed by the Catholic
Church in the course of her ordinary liturgical
thanksgivings *.

5. In the year 147, it was used at the stake by
the venerable Polycarp : and, at the same time, it
was attached, by the collective members of the

moninm reddere; el¢ al@vac alii omnino dicere, nisi Deo
Christo? Tertull. de Spectae. Oper. p. 700.

On the ground of the Doxology referring to Christ's god-
head, ‘Tertullian reprobates the laudatory cry of eic aidvac,
its invariable conclusion, when directed from any christian
mouth to a victorious gladiator.

' Abrg wpéwee doka kal Tpd), ovy r¢ Tarpl kai r¢ ‘Ayly
Ivedpare, elg Tove aidvac rdy alovwy. Clem. Alex. Frag-
ment. iv. in Oper. Hippol. vol. ii. p. 70. See also, under a
somewhat larger form, this Doxology at the conclusion of
Clem. Alex. Pedag. lib. iii. c. 12. Oper. p. 266.

* "ANAa «al fpdg, éxl rijc ebxapioriag Aéyovrag, Eig rovg al-
wrac ray aibvwy, éxelvovg rot)c alovag onpalverv.  Iren. adv.
Heer. lib. i. c. 1. p. 10.

From the circumstance of the Church, in the course of her
ordinary liturgical thanksgivings, always concluding the Dox-
ology with the phrase Eig rod¢ aldvac rév aidvwy, the Valen-
tinians argued in favour of their wild theory of Eons. But
this they could not have done, bad not the constant liturgical
use of the Doxology, throughout the entire second century,
been a matter so universally known, as to be perfectly familiar
to the very Heretics.
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and praises of the Church, from at the least an
era which within thirty years reaches the aposto-
lic age, always terminated with a solemn joint
doxology''to’ the 'three persons of the Trinity ;
those three divine persons, whom Justin, speaking
in the plural form, declares to have been univer-
sally worshipped by his contemporaries, in avowed
consequence of the catechetical instruction which
they themselves had received from their ecclesias-
tical predecessors '.

! Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 43. For the passage itself, see
above, book i. chap. 4. § xmm.




CHAPTER VIIIL

RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY AFFORDED TO THE FACT
OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF
THE TRINITY, BY THE DISCIPLINE OF THE CHRISTIAN
MYSTERIES.

As men religiously believe, and as they frame
their liturgies in correspondence with their re-
ligious belief: so likewise, to proselytes or to
children, will they communicate theological in-
struction.

If the early Church held the doctrine of the
Trinity : we may be sure, that that doctrine
would, in due time, be communicated to every
convert and to every child of christian parents.

Hence, if it should appear that no such doc-
trine was ever so communicated : there would be
a strong presumption, that no such doctrine was
ever collectively or ecclesiastically maintained.

Having observed, as Athanasius remarks, the
great wisdom of the Apostles, in not prematurely
communicating the doctrine of Christ’s divinity to
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those who were unprepared to receive it': tk
Church, from a very early period, adopted a moc
of institution; reasonable and natural in itself, bt
singular on account of its attendant phraseology.
During the first part of their theological edt
cation, nothing more than the general truths
Christianity was communicated to the Catech
mens : and so slowly was the divine light suffere
to beam upon what Tertullian calls tke preparc
tory Schools of the Auditors*, that it was not unt
the very eve of their baptism, that its particulc
truths, viewed as universally depending upon on
preéminent truth, were at length distinctly pr
pounded. To their instruction in these particule
truths, of which they had hitherto been kept (s
far as it was possible to keep them) in a -state «
profound ignorance, were devoted the forty day
which immediately preceded their baptism: an
this studied concealment was rendered the mor
easy, because, in the primitive Church, the sacr:
ment of Baptism was administered only at the tw
great festivals of Easter and Whitsuntide °.

! See Athan. de sent. Dionys. cont. Arian. Oper. vol.
p- 432. This was the precise mode of instruction employed i
the Christian Mysteries.

? Auditorum tyrocinia. Tertull. de Pcenit. Oper. p. 48]
Audientes et Auditores ea setas vocabat Catechumenos. Rhe
nan. Comment. in loc.

* Awmbros. Epist. ad Marcell. xxxiii. Oper. col. 582. Am
bros. de his qui myster. initiant. ¢. i. Oper. col. 1229. Hiero
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Such a catechetical process, advancing from
generals to particulars and from the less recondite
to the more recondite, was undoubtedly both natural
and rational: but its attendant phraseology was
not a little remarkable.

The institution of the Catechumens was spoken
of as AN INITIATION INTO THE CHRISTIAN MYSTERIES :
and the communication of what was deemed the
preéminent particular truth of Revelation, with its
subordinate and dependent particular truths, was
considered and technically mentioned as THE FINAL
ENUNCIATION OF THE GRAND SECRET.

After this vital secret had been propounded to
him, the now fully instructed and therefore com-
petent Catechumen, advancing to the laver of re-
generation, and there (when questioned as to his
faith) distinctly asserting the secret which he had
previously received, became henceforth an Ilu-
minated Mysta: and, in such capacity, he was
carefully charged to refrain from betraying the
secret to those who were without or to those who
were still uninitiated '.

Epist. ad Pammach. Ixi. c. 4. Oper. vol. ii. p. 180. Cyril.
Catech. xvii. p. 201. Rhenan. Comment. in Tertull. de coron.
mil. Oper. p. 488. Isidor. in Comment. in Tertull. adv. Mar-
cion. lib. iv. Oper. p. 219. Wheatley on the Common Prayer.
chap. v. sect. 19, § 2.

! Cui nec Symbolum Trinitatis, nec interrogatio legitima et
ecclesiastica, defuit. Firmil. Epist. ad Cyprian. lxxv. in Oper.
Cyprian. vol. ii. p. 228. '

*Hpwréro éaorog, € moreve elc 10 dvopa rob Marpdge ral
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When the Catechism is recited, says Cyril of
Jerusalem in the Preface to those Catecheses
wherein he professes to reveal the secret of the
Mysteries; if @ Catechumen shall ask you that the
Teachers said : tell nothing to him that is without.
For we have delivered to you the mystery and the
- hope of the future contest. Keep, then, the mystery
to him who will repay you : and regard not, if any
one shall say ; What great harm can there be, should
I also learn # Know, that sick men ask for wine:
yet, if it shall be unseasonably given to them, it
produces frenzy. And thence result two bad conse-
quences : the sick man dies; and the physician is
blamed. In like manner, the Catechumen, if he hear
the Mysteries from the faithful, becomes phrenetical.
For he understands not what ke hears: and thence
the faithful is condemned as a betrayer.— When you
were only a Catechumen, I did not reveal the Mys-
teries to you: and, when by experience you shall
have learned their sublimity, you will then perceive,
that the mere Catechumens are unworthy to hear
them.— These Catechetical Lectures of the Illumi-
nated you may, indeed, communicate, either to those
who are approaching to baptism, or to the faithful
who have been already baptised. But reveal them
not, in any wise, either to the Catechumens, or to

rob Yiov kal rov ‘Avyiov MIvedparoc. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. Myst.

ii. p. 232.

. Tére ovl éNéyero eimely: Iiorevw elc rov Marépa xat el¢ rov

Yid» xal eic o “Aywov Mrevpa. Cyril. Catech., Myst. i. p. 280.
VOL. 1. P
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those who are not Christians: lest you should thus
make yourself accountable to the Lord’.

Thus speaks Cyril of Jerusalem in the fourth
century : and, from the concurring attestation of
Lactantius, Origen, Tertullian, Clement of Alex-
andria, and others who might easily be enume-
rated, the existence of these Mysteries in the early
Church is indisputable *.

Our present business, however, is: partly, with
the amount of their antiquity ; and, partly, with
the nature of the grand secret which they professed
to communicate.

I. In regard to the antiquity of the Christian
Mysteries, Origen and Clement of Alexandria
seem inclined to carry it up even to the time of
Christ and his Apostles.

They observe : that the founder of our faith and
his inspired servants, among whom may specially
be mentioned St. Paul, both adopted, in the way
of accommodation, the very phraseology of the
old Pagan Mysteries; and likewise systematically
communicated the secrets of revelation, not pro-
miscuously to every casual hearer, but only to

' Cyril. Hieros. Pref. in Catech. p. 6, 9.

* Cyril. Hieros. Pref. in Catech. p. 3, 6, 7, 8, 9. Lactant.
Inst. lib. vii. § 26. p. 729. Orig. Comment. in Johan. Oper.
vol. ii. p. 97, 98. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i. p. 7, 8. lib. iii.
p. 139, 143. Tertull. Apol. adv. gent. Oper. p. 821. Clem.
Alex. Strom. lib. v. p. 574—579. lib. vi. p. 665, 676. lib, vii.
p- 752.
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those who by previous discipline had been p:
pared for their reception .

Whence)/they evidently would have us infe
that the Christian Mysteries, as conducted in th
days, though in form and phraseology copied frc |
the Pagan Mysteries, had been instituted a |
appointed from the very beginning .

Be this as it may, we can certainly trace t
actual existence of the Ecclesiastical Myster:
considerably higher than the middle of the seco: |
century.

1. It has been doubted: whether the ve
ancient author of the Epistle to Diognetus w .
Justin Martyr himself, to whom it is common '
ascribed, and among whose Works it. is common
placed ; or whether he was some other primiti
writer, whose name has not come down to t:
But, whoever this individual may have been, |
distinctly professes himself to be a disciple of tl
Apostles : and the vein of genuine piety, whid'
runs through the whole composition, forbids tl

! See Orig. cont. Cels. lib. iii. p. 189, 143. Clem. Ale
Strom. lib. v. p. §74—579. lib. vi. p. 676. lib. vii. p. 752.

* The phraseological and mechanical correspondence of ti
Christian Mysteries with the Pagan Mysteries was too obvio'|
to be overlooked. Accordingly, we find it noticed and ev:
insisted upon, in a very full and remarkable manner, both I
Tertullian and Clement of Alexandria. See Tertull. Apol. ad:
gent. Oper. p. 821. Clem. Alex. Admon. ad gent. Oper. p. 7!
75. Strom. lib. v. p. 574—579.

P2
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uncharitable conjecture, that this profession was
simulated.

Now his language imports: not only that the
Mysteries existed in his days; but that, on the
divine, anthority of  Christ himself, they had been
handed down from the Apostles'.

2. An incidental testimony, to the same effect,
is borne also by the real Justin Martyr, who was
converted to Christianity about the year 130.

He informs us : that, in his time, the laver of
Baptism was styled Illumination ; and that the
person baptised was said to be Jlluminated?.

' To riic idiac adr@v Oeooefeiac pvorfipiov un wpoodoxfiene
duvgofar wapa dvlpomov paleiv.—Ob Eéva opd, obdé wapa-
Noywe {nr@° dANa, admooréhwy yevépevog pabnrig, yivopar di-
daokakog éOvav. Ta mapadobévra dliog Ymnperd ywopévorg
d\nbeiac pabnraic.—Oi morot Noywobévreg vn' avrov éyvwoav
Marpéc pvorfipa. Epist. ad Diognet. in Oper. Justin. p. 383,
387. :

? Kakétrar 8¢ rovro 16 Aovrpoy dwriopds, d¢ Pwrilopévwy
v Sudvoray Téy raira pavBavévrwy' xal, ér’ ovdparog O¢ Incov
Xpuorov rov oravpwlévrog émi Movriov IMidrov, kal én’ dvéparog
Ivedparoc ‘Aylov & dua @y mpopnrav mpoexiipvie ta xara rov
"Inoovy wavra, & dwrdpevoc Noverat.— Hueic 8¢, pera ro oi-
Twg Novoar Tov wemetopévor kal ovykarareOeipévov, éml rTovg
Aeyopévovg ddehgovc dyouev, Evla quvnypévor eial, kowdg ebxdc
woaduevol vmép re tavray xal tov Pwriobévroc. Justin. Apol.
i. Oper. p. 74, 76.

In another place of the same Apology, Justin says, Oix Zorev
YUty pvaripoy ¥ avédny pik, Promiscuous fornication is not
our Mystery. TIbid. p. 55.

A denial of the common pagan accusation, when couched in
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Now this is the precise technical phraseology of
the Christian Mysteries : as any one may satisfy
himself by a mere perusal of the titles prefixed
to each of the eighteen Catecheses of Cyril of
Jerusalem.

But the technical phraseology of the Mysteries
implies the existence of the Mysteries themselves :
for the Mysteries, no doubt, gave birth to the
phraseology.

Therefore, the conventional language of Illumi-
nation and Illuminated, as recorded by Justin,
imports : that, in his days, the Mysteries were in
actual existence; and that, from whatever source,
their mechanism had been adopted into the disci-
pline of the Church.

8. In truth, the very narrative of Justin im-
plies : that the Mysteries were still more ancient,
than even the period during whieh %e flourished.

He speaks not of their having been then re-
cently instituted, as an smproved mode of com-
municating doctrinal Christianity. But he alludes
to them as already existing: and he notes their
phraseology, as at that time familiarly and gene-
rally employed in the administration of Baptism.
That laver, says he, is called Ilumination: for

such terms as these, imports : that the Christians, as the Pagans
well knew, kad certain Mysteries, which faught a certain secret ;
though that secret was not, as the Pagans calumniously alleged,
the practice of promiscuous fornication.

10

T -
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those, who 'have' been instructed in our doctrines, are
slluminated.

- Accordingly, about the year 107, and conse-
quently within seven years after the death of St.
John, we find Ignatius of Antioch using an ex-
pression, which obviously involves the then actual
existence of the Mysteries. He styles the Ephe-
sians, Fellow-Myste with St. Paul'. But the
technical term Mpysta was confined to those, who
had partaken of what was conventionally deno-
minated Illumination. The use of the term, there-
fore, imports the existence of those Mysteries, which
themselves gave rise to the term.

4. Thus, on the whole, even if the testimony of
Ignatius be rejected as not sufficiently distinct, we
may still safely conclude : that the Mysteries were
at least as ancient as the conversion of Justin
Martyr, which occurred about the year 130, and
which therefore followed the death of St. John by
an interval of only about thirty years.

II. The very high antiquity of the Mysteries
having been now established, our next business is
to ascertain the grand and preéminent secret which
they professed to reveal.

For the more satisfactory development of this
matter, I shall commence my inquiries somewhat
later than the first Council of Nice, and then

! HadAov ovpplorar rob dyaopévov. Ignat. Epist. ad Ephes.
§ xii. Patr. Apost. Cotel. vol. ii. p. 14.
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gradually/'work ) 'my. ‘way ‘back as high as I can
reach.

1. The secret of the Christian Mysteries, though
so much is said about it by the early ecclesiastical
writers, was, in truth, rather nominal, than real.
With the primitive believers, the term MYSTERIES
by no means imported : that certain recondite doc-
trines were confided exclusively to a few master-
minds, while the vulgar bulk of the Society were
systematically kept in a state of profound ignorance
respecting them. On the contrary, the peculiar
tenets, set forth through the medium of the secret
discipline, were unreservedly communicated to
every individual who was admitted to the rite of
Baptism'. Hence, when the interest of religion
required it, the initiated scrupled not to declare

! The notion, that The Apostles had delivered a secret system
of Theology traditionally confined to one peculiar class of Epopts,
was indeed early started by certain of the gnosticising heretics ;
but was promptly condemned, both as unknown to the Catholic
Church in any one of its various successions, and as character-
istic of a departure from genuine primitive verity.

Traditionem itaque Apostolorum, in toto mundo manifestatam,
in Ecclesia adest perspicere omnibus qui vera velint audire : et
habemus annumerare eos, qui ab Apostolis instituti sunt Epis-
copi in Ecclesiis, et successores eorum usque ad nos, qui nihil
docuerunt neque cognoverunt, quale ab his deliratur. Etenim, s
recondita mysteria scissent Apostoli, quee SEORSIM et LATENTER
ab reliquis PERPECTOS docebant ; his vel maxime traderent ea,
quibus etiam ipsas Ecclesias committebant. Iren. adv. heer.
lib. iii. c. 8. p. 170.
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their, arcanum, tothe very Pagans themselves.
Thus Justin in his first Apology, and Athenagoras
in his Legation, though both these compositions
are addressed to the Roman Emperors, unre-
servedly propound that identical doctrine, which,
so far as ecclesiastical discipline was concerned,
we shall presently find to have been the grand
and palmary secret of the Mysteries . Such being
the case, it is small wonder, that, in the fourth
century, this secret, under the precise aspect of
the secret of the Christian Mysteries, should have
been known to the Pagans.

Among the Works of Lucian is usually printed
a very curious Dialogue, entitled Philopatris. Its
author is unknown : but, in regard to the time of
its composition, Gesner seems to have proved, so
far as matters of that kind caz be proved, that it
was written during the reign of the Emperor
Julian *. .

In this Dialogue, the speakers are Triephon and
Critias : the former, a Christian; the latter, a
Pagan. Critias, playing the buffoon, amuses him-
self with assuming the character of a Catechumen ;
and, in that mock capaeity, solicits instruction
from Triephon : while the wretched humour of
the piece consists in the circumstance of the simu-
lated Catechumen’s real Paganism, perpetually,

! See above, book i. chap. 5. § x. xiv.
* See Gesner. Disput. de etat. et auctor. Philopatr. in Oper.
Lucian. ad calc. vol. iii. Reitz. Amstel. 1748,
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and as 'it''were “unguardedly, betraying itself.
Critias, at length, swears by Jupiter : and this is
the moment, which Triephon is made to select for
the purpose of initiating him into the grand secret
of the Christian Mysteries.

THE LOFTY, THE GREAT, THE IMMORTAL, THE
CELESTIAL, GOD: THE SON OF THE FATHER; THE
SPIRIT PROCEEDING FROM THE FATHER : ONE FROM
THREE, AND THREE FROM ONE : DEEM THESE THINGH
JOVE ; RECKON THIS TO BE GOD ',

From the present remarkable passage it is evi-
dent, that the palmary secret of the Mysteries was
THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY : a doctrine, viewed,
however, as subincluding those various dependent
doctrines, which constitute the leading peculiarities
of Christianity, and which were esteemed the sub-

! Yyupédovra Osov, péyav, dufporov, obpaviwva: Yioy Marpdc*
Myedpa éx Marpoc éxmopevbpevoy® ¥ ik rpidv, xal € &vig rpia’
ravra vépile Zijva, Tév& iryov Ocedv. Philopatr. c. xi. in Oper.
Lucian. vol. iii.

To this enunciation of the secret of the Christian Mysteries,
Critias is made to reply as follows.

‘ApBpéery pe Siddoxerg, kal 8pxoc # dplBuerich xal ydp dpd-
péeeg &¢ Nwbpayoe 6 Tepaonvéc. Obr olda ydp 71 Adyeg. ‘EN,
TPIA* TPIA, ‘EN. M) v rerpaxrvv ¢ijc iy HvBaydpov, §
)y ¢ydvdda xai rpiakdda ;

Thou art teaching me arithmetic : thy oath is purely arith-
metical. Verily, in the science of numeration, thou rivallest
Nicomachus the Gerasenian. I know not what thou art saying.
OxE, THREE : THREE, ONE! Certainly, thou art dealing with
the Tetractys or the Ogdoad or the Triad of Pythagoras.
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fore professing to reveal the secret of the Mys-
teries, has been preserved among the writings of
Augustine. The Work is comprised in four books:
and, like the kindred Catecheses of Cyril, it is
wholly occupied in developing THE DOCTRINE oF
THE TRINITY with the subordinate doctrines de-
pendent upon it. At the close of an elaborate
discussion of this precise topic, the author thus
briefly states the grand secret of the IHNuminated.

This, therefore, is the Catholic Faith: to believe
in GOD THE FATHER ; ommnipotent, tmmortal, and in-
visible : to believe in GOD THE SON; omnipotent,
immortal, and invisible, according to his divine nati-
vity, but visible, mortal, and made less than the
angels, according to his assumed humanity : to be-
lieve in THE HOLY GHOST ; omnipotent, immortal, and
invisible, according to his equal divinity, but appa-
rent in the shape of a dove, for the sake of bearing
testimony to the Son. And this is THE TRINITY,
SIMPLE UNITY, inseparable, ineffable, alway perma-
nent, alway present, every where regnant, oNE Gop ',

! Fides itaque catholica heec est: Omnipotentem, immor-
talem, atque invisibilem, credere Deum Patrem : omnipotentem,
fmmortalem, atque invisibilem, credere Deum Filium, secundum
divinam nativitatem ; visibilem autem, mortalem, minoremque
angelis factum, secundum susceptam humanitatem : omnipo-
tentem, immortalem, atque invisibilem, credere Spiritum Sanc-
tum, secundum gequalem divinitatem ; visum autem in specie
columbee propter Filii attestationem. Et heec est Trinitas,
simplex Unitas, inseparabilis, inenarrabilis, semper manens,
semper preesens, ubique regnans, unus Deus. August. de
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4. The result, to which' we have been brought
by Cyril and Augustine and the author of the
Philopatris, is confirmed by the positive attestation
of Jerome, who also flourished in the course of
the same fourth century.

That eminent Father, when mentioning the an-
cient practice of revealing the Mysteries to the
Competentes, during the course of the forty days
which immediately preceded their baptism at
Easter, is so absorbed by the idea of the palmary
secret, that he notices that secret alome, as if it
were even exclusively the subject of the arcane
discipline.

We have a custom of publicly delivering to those
who are about to be baptised, during the forty days
which precede their baptism, the doctrine of THE
HOLY AND ADORABLE TRINITY ',

During Lent, a complete system of Theology
was delivered to the Competentes : yet the whole
of this system rested so entirely upon the funda-
mental doctrine of the Trinity, that Jerome speaks,
as if that grand mystery were even the exclusive
topic of the preparatory Lectures.

~ 5. Similar also is the testimony borne by yet

Symbol. ad Catech. lib. ii. c. 4. Oper. vol. ix. p. 262. Vide
etiam Ibid. lib. iii. c¢. 9. p. 269. lib. iv. c. 9. p. 272,

! Consuetudo autem apud nos istiusmodi est, ut iis, qui
baptizandi sunt, per quadraginta dies publicé tradamus sanctam
et adorandam Trinitatem. Hieron. ad Pammach. Epist. Ixi.
c. 4. Oper. vol. ii. p. 180.
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another writer of the fourth century, the great
Ambrose of Milan.

The time now admonishes me to speak concerning
THE MYSTERIES.— Unless a person shall have been
baptised in the name of THE FATHER AND THE SON
AND THE HOLY GHOST, he cannot receive remission of
sins.—But thou hast been baptised in the name of
THE TRINITY : remember, then, what thou hast done.
Thou hast confessed THE FATHER : thou hast con-
Jessed THE soN : thou hast conmfessed THE HoLY
6HOST.— Thou hast descended into the laver: re-
member, what thou hast answered : that thou believest
in THE FATHER; that thou believest \in THE SON;
that thou believest in THE HoLY cHosT. Thy con-
Jession was not : I believe in the greater and in the
less and in the last. But, by the very pledge of thy
voice, thou art consirained, to believe in THE SON as
thou believest in THE FATHER, to believe in THE HOLY
GHOST as thou believest in THE SON; this only ex-
cepted, that thou confessest thyself bound to believe
in the cross of the alone Lord Jesus'.

! Nunc de Mysteriis dicere tempus admonet.—Nisi bapti-
zatus fuerit in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritis Sancti, remis-
sionem non potest accipere peccatorum.—Tu autem baptizatus
es in nomine Trinitatis : confessus es Patrem; recordare quid
feceris : confessus es Filium: confessus es Spiritum Sanctum.
—Descendisti igitur : recordare quid responderis ; quod credas
in Patrem, credas in Filium, credas in Spiritum Sanctum. Non
habes illic: Credo in majorem et minorem et ultimum. Sed,
eadem vogis tuge cautione constringeris, ut similiter credas in
Filium sicut in Patrem credis, similiter in Spiritum Sanctum
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6. To the same purpose is the attestation .of
the Fathers of the Council of Antioch; which, in
the year 269, sat to condemn the humanitarian
heresy of Paul of Samosata : though, of course,
their subject led them to mention only that part
of the grand secret which respected the godhead
and incarnation of the second person of the
Trinity.

In their synodical epistle, as preserved by Eu-
sebius, they state, that Paul, in rejecting the di-
vinity of Christ, denied kis own Lord and cop':
and then, afterward, they remark, that, by so do-
ing, ke had abjured THE MYSTERY and had joined
himself to the impious heresy of Artemas®.

If, by renouncing the doctrine of Christ’s god-
head, Paul abjured the secret of the Mysteries,
which had been communicated to him immediately
before his baptism : it is obvious, that that secret
must have been the fundamental doctrine of the
Trinity, upon which the doctrine of Christ’s god-
head immediately depends.

credas sicut credis in Filium ; hoc solo excepto, quod in crucem
solius Domini Jesu fateris tibi esse credendum. Awmbros. de
iis qui myster. initiant. c. i, iv, v. Oper. col. 1229, 1231,
1232.

! Tov Oedv rov éavrov kal Kipwy. Epist. Episc. Antioch.
Concil. apud Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. vii. ¢. 30.

* Tov ékopxnaauevoy ro pvariipoy, Kal éuropurevovra T peapd
aipéoed 7y "Aprepd. Epist. Episc. Antioch. Concil. apud Euseb.
Hist. Eccles. lib. vii. c. 30.
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7./SimilarOlanguage is held by Dionysius of
Alexandria, who flourished about the year 260 :
for, according to this ancient Prelate, the secret
of the Mysteries, as declared by the grand mys-
tagogue St. Paul, is the doctrine of the Trinity
running into the doctrine of the incarnation.

To us the Father has manifested Christ, who with
him exists eternally, in whom dwelleth all the fulness
of the Godhead bodily. Hear, how the holy Apostle
Paul declares TRE MYSTERY: namely, that THE
FATHER AND THE SPIRIT DWELL BODILY IN THE CHRIST.
When Christ THE WORD became flesh, THE FATHER
was not separated from him who became flesh, because
the Christ became a body. The Word became flesh :
and he shews, that CHRIST, BY BECOMING FLESH, 18
NOT TURNED FROM WHAT HE WAS BEFORE, BEING EVER
COETERNAL WITH HIM WHO BEGAT HIM. In him
dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily'.

8. The same account of the matter is given also
by Clement of Alexandria, who lived about the
year 194.

! 'O Harnp épavépwaey Huiv ror bvra vy airg ael Xpiorov,
v g xarowei wdy ro n\ipwpa Tilg Oebrnroc owparwag. Axovere,
g Néyet 70 pvarhipioy 6 iepog dmwdéorohog Mavhog, 70 yap owpa-
Twic karoweiv rov Marépa xat ro Myvetpa év rg Xptorg. "Exedn
oapk yéyovey & Abyog 6 Xpiaroc, ob wapa ro yevéoba: ody owpa
rov Xpeordv, obx éwavéorn é Harp rob xwptoBijvar g yevouéve
oapxl. ZBapl 6 Adyoc yéyove' xal delevvowy, 8ri drpexrog 6
Xpearog yevbuevog oiapl, &el ovvatdiog dv rov yevvijoavroc. 'Ev
alrg carowei xdy ro x\jpwpa rijc Oedrnrog owparwae. Dionys.
Alex. adv. Paul. Samosat. quest. vii. Oper. p. 259.
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(1.) Let us first note his general assertion, that
the secret, communicated to the Competentes pre-
paratory to their baptism, was a full knowledge of
the Divine Nature or Essence or Substance.

We have been ILLUMINATED : but this is TO KNOW
aop.—Being baptised, we are illuminated: being
tlluminated, we are made sons : being made sons, we
are perfected: being perfected, we become immortal.
— But this matter is called by various names : and,
among the rest, it is called ILLUMINATION, as being
that through which that holy saving light is distinctly
beheld ; that is to say, THROUGH WHICH WE CLEARLY
BEHOLD THE DEITY.— We who are baptised, having
through the Divine Spirit put away like a thick fog
our darkening sins, have the mind’s eye free and
unshackled and full of light: by whick alone wr
BEHOLD THE GODHEAD, the Holy Spirit flowing into
us from heaven. This is the eternal temperament of
lustre, WHICH 1S ABLE TO BEHOLD THE ETERNAL LIGHT .

' *EgurlaBnpey ybp' 1o 3 éorwy imyvvar 1oy Ocdv—Bamri-
Lbpevor, pwrildusla’ pwrilduevor, viomwowodpeBa® viowoovpevor, re-
Aetodpefa® reNodpevor, arabavarilépeda.—Kakeira 3¢ woAAax e
76 Epyov roiro* xdpiopa, kal gériopa, kai rékeov, kal Novrpéy.—
Bariopa 02 3¢ ol 1o dyiov éxeivo piac owrfipiov Emomrederat, rovr-
éoriv, 8¢ ob 16 Ociov dlvwmoiper.—Oi Paxrdpevor, rag émiaxo-
rovoag dpapriac ¢ Oely Mvebpard dyAbog dixny &morpudpevor,
é\edBepov kal &vepmddiorov kal puwrewdv Supa rov wvebparoc

= loxouer: ¢ 3 uovy 16 Ocior érorredopey, ovpavéley éxciopéovroc
Wiy rob ‘Aylov lvedparoc. Kpdpa rovro abyijc &idov, 1o "Atdioy
®éc l0etv duvapévne. Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. i. ¢ 6. Oper.
p. 9294, The
VOL. I Q
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- It'is''shewn," what ‘those things are, which are in
THE MYSTERY. Well, therefore, did Plato in his
Epistles remark concerning cop, that We ought to
speak of HIM in ENIGMAS : S0 that, if a book on the
subject should be found either by sea or by land, he,
who might read it, should not understand it.—If,
then, by the Apostle, milk is said to be the nourish-
ment of infants, and meat the nourishment of the per-
Sect : catechising, as being the first nourishment of
the soul, will be milk ; and THE FULL DISTINCT IN-
SPECTION will be meat. But these are the flesh and
blood of the Word: that is to say, THEY ARE THE
COMPLETE COMPREHENSION OF THE DIVINE POWER AND
SUBSTANCE '.

(2.) Let us next observe, how, after teaching us
generally that the secret of the Mysteries is the
distinct knowledge of the Deity, he further teaches
us more particularly, that that distinct knowledge

The several words in this passage, épwrioOnuer and relewod-

peba and ¢pdriopa and éroxreboper and ¢, are all technical
expressions used in the Mysteries.
! Kal 79, rlva raira éori ra &v pvornply, delxvvrac. Eixdreg
roivuy xai M\érwy, & raic émorohaic wepl Oeov SiakapSBavwy,
®pacréov 3 oor, ¢nol, O alviyparog, 1, #v v déhrog 7} wévrov
#i viic & wrvxaic ndfp, 6 dvayvodg p) yvg.—Ei rolvvy 1o pdv
ydha, rév voxlwy' 70 Bpopa 3, rev Tehelwy, Tpod)) wpc Tov
&r'oarékov cipyrar ydha péy § xarfixnaig, oiovel wphrn Yvxiic
rpogn, vonbhoerar Ppopa 8¢, # éxorruy Bewpla, Sapkég adrac
xai alua rov Adyov, rovréory, xardmfic riic Oclac Avvdpewe
xai Obolag. Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. v. Oper. p. 579.

Here again, the phrase, # éxorruc) Oewpla, is strictly technical.
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is the communication of the doctrine of the Trinity
united with that of Christ's godhead and incar-
nation.

O MYSTIC WONDER! ONE IS THE FATHER OF THE
UNIVERSE : ONE IS THE WORD OF THE UNIVERSE : ONE
. ALSO IS THE HOLY GHOST, AND THAT SAME EVERY
WHERE ', :

The most perfect and the most holy and the most

lordly and the most sovereign and the most royal and
the most beneficent is the nature of THE soN, which is
the most closely adherent to THE ALONE OMNIPOTENT.
— For THE soX OF Gop never departs from his own
place of speculation: not being divided, not being
abscinded, not passing from place to place, but
being every where always, dnd being no where com-
prehended ; altogether Mind, altogether THE LiGHT
OF THE FATHER, altogether the Eye; beholding all
things, hearing all things, knowing all things,
searching out powers by power. To him the whole
army of angels and of gods is subjected, even to THE
PATERNAL WORD who undertook the holy dispensation
on account of him who subjected him.—THis 1s THE
MASTER, WHO INSTRUCTS THE ADEPT IN THE MYS-
TERIES.—For ignorance reaches not unto THE GoD
WHO BEFORE THE FOUNDATION OF THE WORLD WAS
THE FELLOW-COUNSELLOR OF THE FATHER: for this

' ’Q Oavparoc pvorwors Elg pév 6 rov Awy Marfp: ele 8¢
xal 6 T@y Awy Adyoc® kal 76 Ivevpa 16 "Aywy v, xal 76 abro
warraxov. Clem. Alex. Paedag. lib. i. c. 6. Oper. p. 102.

Q2
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is THE WISDOM, in which THE OMNIPOTENT GOD 7e-
Jjoiced. The Son is the Power of God and the
Wisdom of God, as being THE MOST ANCIENT WORD
OF THE FATHER BEFORE ALL THINGS THAT WERE
CREATED. Wherefore also he may justly be called
THE TEACHER OF HIS CREATURES ',

When -one certain person DECLARES, while the
others sit as AUDITORS ; that THE SON OF GOD, WHO
CREATED THE UNIVERSE, TOOK FLESH UPON HIM AND
WAS CONCEIVED IN THE WOMB OF A VIRGIN : to those
who know not, the whole economy, which is foretold
respecting the Lord, seems truly anm absolute pa-
rable®.

! Tekewordrn &), xail &ywrarn, xai kvplordry, xal Hyepovicws
réry, xai Bacwardrn, kai ebepyerwwrarn, # Yiov gpboug, nre
péve Havroxpdrope wpoocexeardrn.—OV yap éiorarai mwore Tijg
atrob weprwniic 6 Yidg rov Oeov® ob peptldpevog, obx dmorepvd-
pevog, ob perafalvay éx rémov elg rémov, wdvry O dv mwavrore,
xal pndauii mepiexduevog, Sho¢ voig, Shoc ¢pdc mwarpgov, Ehog
6¢p0arpoc, mhvra Spdy, wavra brolwy, elddc wavra, Svvdpe
rac dvvdpec épevvav. Toiry wica vmoréraxrar erpara dyyé-
Aoy re kal Oeav, g Abyp r¢ warpg my dylayv oixovopiay
avadedeypévy dua rov bwordlavra.—'0 diddoxalog olroc 6 was
debwy pvornpiots piv Tov yywarwdv—"Ayvowa piv obx dwrerar
Tob Ocov, Tob wpd karafoliic kdapov ovpfodilov yevouévov Tob
Harpéc* airn yip Ay Sopla, Jj mpocéxatpey 6 wavroxpirwp Oede.
Avvapic yap rov Oeod 6 Yidg, &re wpo whvrwy TV yevopévey
&pywararog Adyoc rov Harpic kal Sopia avrov. Kupiwg &v kail
diddoxakog hexBeln rav 3¢ abroi whacBévrwy. Clem. Alex.
Strom. lib. vii. Oper. p. 702, 703.

* "Hén ¢ xai § oixovopia wioa, # mepl rov Kiptov wpognrev-
Ocica, mapafoly d¢ &Anbac palverar Toic py miy &Afbeay éyvw-
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9. To/the'same sécret; and precisely in the same
manner with Dionysius of Alexandria whom in
technical phraseology -we have seen exhibiting
St. Paul as the declarer of the Mystery, alludes
Irenéus, the scholar of . Polycarp the disciple of
St. John, who wrote in the year 175, but who was
born in the year 97.

This is TBE CHRIST THE SON OF GoD. Swuch is THE
MYSTERY, which Paul declares to have beem mani-
Jested to him by revelation : namely, that BE, wHO
SUFFERED UNDER PONTIUS PILATE, I8 THE LORD AND
KING AND GOD AND JUDGE OF ALL, RECEIVING POWER
FROM HIM WHO IS GOD OF ALL, SINCE HE BECAME
S8UBJECT UNTO DEATH, EVEN THE DEATH OF THE
Ccross .

10." To these testimonies I may add that of the
ancient author of the Epistle to Diognetus : whe-
ther he were Justin Martyr himself, or whether
(according to his own descriptive statement of his

céowv, Sray rig Yioy rov Ocol, ro¥ ra wavra wewoukdroc, capra
dvengora, xai év ufirpg mapBévou kvopopnOévra,—o pev Néye,
oi d¢ dxovoverv. Clem. Alex. Strom., lib. vi. Oper. p. 677.

The term, dxotovoey, is technical. As we have seen above,
the Catechumens were styled Auditors.

! Hic est Christus Filius Dei. Hoc est mysterium, quod
dicit per revelationem manifestatum sibi : quoniam, qui passus
est sub Pontio Pilato, hic Dominus est omnium et Rex et Deus
et Judex, ab eo, qui est omnium Deus, accipiens potestatem,
quoniam subjectus factus est usque ad mortem, mortem autem
crucis. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 12. § 8. p. 193.
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character) he were some apostolical man a contem-
porary of Justin Martyr.

In the course of a very long and a very fine
passage, while this writer styles the christian
worship of God THE MYSTERY which man can never
discover ' : he teaches us, when largely treating. of
the nature and offices of Christ, that THE worp,
THOUGH TODAY CALLED A SON, EXISTED NEVERTHELESS
ETERNALLY *,

Such was the doctrine, communicated from the
beginning to every Catechumen before he was
admitted to the sacrament of Baptism : such was
the doctrine, which, in the Symbol of the Trinity,
he professed at the laver of illumination : such was
the doctrine, which formed the basis of that Liturgy
in the recital of which he ever afterward joined
with the whole body of the faithful.

3 T4 ¥ ric ldlac abr@v Ocooefelag pvorhpioy ) xposdoxhapc
divasBa: wapa &vfpbmov paldeiv. Epist. ad Diognet. in Oper.
Justin, Mart. p. 383.

* Orog, 6 &el, ofipepoy viog Aoywolelc. Epist. ad Diogn. in
Oper. Justin. p. 387.




CHAPTER IX.

RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY AFFORDED TO THE FACT
OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF
THE TRINITY, BY THE UNANIMOUS PRIMITIVE IN-
TERPRETATION OF THOSE TEXTS, THE TRUE IMPORT
OF "WHICH IS NOW LITIGATED BETWEEN MODERN
TRINITARIANS AND MODERN ANTITRINITARIANS.

To the testimonies which have already been
brought forward, I may here, in confirmation, be
allowed to add a circumstance, which, in point of
evidence, well deserves the serious notice of the
really hounest inquirer.

I. In Holy Scripture, as we all know, there are
various remarkable texts : from which, in what he
deems their plain and natural acceptation, the
Catholic deduces the doctrines of the Trinity and
of Christ’s godhead.

II. To nullify the force of these texts, the
Unipersonalist puts upon them an interpretation
which brings out no such result as the interpreta-
tion adopted by the Catholic: and thence he con-
tends; that, for the doctrines in question, we have
no warrant. from Holy Scripture.
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III./Nowthe point; with which I am at present
concerned, is not the congruity or incongruity of
either system of interpretation : my sole business
is With FACTS WHICH RESPECT EVIDENCE.

If the primitive Church, up to the apostolic age,
were antitrinitarian ;. the system of scriptural in-
terpretation, nniformly adopted by the Fathers of
that.Church, must plainly have been antitrinitaxan
likewise : and, conversely, if the primitive Church,
up to the apostalic age, were trinitarian ; the sys-
tem of scriptural interpretation, uniformly adopted
by the Fathers of that Church, must also have
been trinitarian.

IV. The ground of this statement is so obvious,
that it needs scarcely to be pointed out.

A Church collectively cannot hold one set of
doctrines ; while all the leading teachers and
writers and divines and bishops, in direct and full
communion with it, openly and avowedly, maintain
quite another set of doctrines. - From the accre-
dited ecclesiastics of a Church we may always
know the peculiar tenets of the Church to which
they belong: and, while we possess the writings
of Bull and of Horsley on the one hand and of
Lindsey and of Priestley on the other hand; it
would be no less absurd, to assert the Antitrini-
tarianism of the Church in which the two former
presided, than to assert the Trinitarianism of the
congregations in which the two latter ministered.
The very secession indced of Mr. Lindsey.from




e

“w

CHAP. IX.]] OF TRINITARIANISH. 238

the communion of the Church of England, on the
avowed score of irreconcileable difference in re..
spect to doctrine, would, in itself, plainly deter-
mine the theological character both of the Society

which he quitted and of the Society which he

joined. -

. V. On this perfeetly intelligible principle, it is
clear : that the umanimous system of exposition
adopted by the Fathers of the three first centuries,
if indeed they shall be found to have adopted any
system of exposition uranimously, will in itself be
evidence, as to what system of exposition was
familiarly received in the Church of the three first
centuries under the aspect of setting forth the un-
doubted mind of Holy Scripture. _

For, though the insulated exposition of an insu-
lated writer might justly be deemed nothing more
than the unauthoritative specification of his own
private judgment : it is morally impossible, that
all the writers. of a Church should be unanimous
in their system of scriptural interpretation, re-
maining all the while in full and uncensured com-
munion with that Church; if, in point of 'syste-
matic scriptural interpretation, the Church itself
collectively differed from them utterly and radi-
cally and essentially.

VI. In regard, then, to those Fathers of the
three first centuries, who were always deemed
the very lights of that Catholic Church, to which
they belonged, and in which they. ministered or

/.
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presided, | andoof ‘which they were the accredited
defenders and instructors : in regard to these pri-
mitive ecclesiastics, how stands the matter in
question ?

1. So far as my own reading and observation
extend, they énvariably and unanimously interpret
the texts now litigated between Trinitarians and
Antitrinitarians, not after the mode recommended
by the latter, but precisely after the mode adopted
by the former.

In 7o one instance, which, in the course of a
tolerably wide investigation, I have been able to
discover, do they ever interpret even a single text,
so as to bring out the result : that That text does
NoT teach the doctrine of the Trinity or the doctrine
of Christ's godhead.

With respect to their expositions, they are at
once unanimous among themselves and perfectly
accordant with modern Catholics.

If, among the Fathers of the three first centu-
ries, there be an exception : I can only say, that I
have inadvertently overlooked it. To this general
rule, I myself, at least, am unable to produce a
single exception.

2. My accuracy, however, in laying down my
general rule, I strongly infer from the ominously
profound silence of Dr. Priestley. :

That indefatigable author has written two large
Histories, for the express purpose of shewing:
that Trinitarianism, as.involving the dependent doc-
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trine of \Christ's godhead, is\the grand and palmary
corruption of primitive Christianity.

Now, in the prosecution of such a plan, nothing
surely could be more obvious to the writer and
more satisfactory to the reader, than, by the direct
adduction of passages, to shew: that The early
Bishops and Doctors of the original Catholic Church,
quite up to the time of the Apostles themselves, IN-
VARIABLY and UNANIMOUSLY understood and expounded
the scriptural texts, now litigated between Catholics
and Unipersonalists, precisely in the same manner and
precisely on the same doctrinal principle, as Uni-
personalists still continue to expound them after the
laudable example of the uncorrupted_ ancients.

No attempt of this kind, however, has been
made by that painful historian. '

He roundly asserts, indeed : that the texts in
question were read by the primitive Christians,
WITHOUT suggesting any such notions of the divinity
or the preéxistence of Christ as are Now supposed to
be clearly contained in them'. But, so far as I re-
collect, he substantiates not his assertion, by the
adduction even so much as of a single instance, in
which one of those texts is, by an ancient of the
three first centuries, understood and interpreted,
after the manner and on the principle in which it
is understood and interpreted by himself and his
modern associates.

! Priestley’s Letters to Bp. Horsley, part ii. pref. Works,
vol. xviii. p. 148, .
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- 8. Havingoperused 'the writings of the Ante-
nicene Fathers pretty extensively and in most
cases universally, I think I can account for the
remarkable silence of Dr. Priestley, where silence
on his part, as a professed historian, was peculiarly
unbecoming.

As I myself have never been able to find a liti-
gated text, interpreted by one of those ancient
theologians, as Dr. Priestley and his friends would
interpret it: so the researches of the historian, to
that same effect, were, I incline to believe, not
more successful than my own.

The ancients, in short, of the three first centu-
ries, within which period (Dr. Priestley himself
being judge) lie the true materials of historic tes-
timony, INVARIABLY and UNANIMOUSLY, unless I al-
together mistake, understand and expound the
litigated texts, not in the manner recommended
by modern Unipersonalists, but precisely in the
manner still from their predecessors adopted by
modern Catholics ',

VIIL. So far as I can figure to my imagination,
the only mode, in which a modern Antitrinitarian
can even attempt to escape from this difficulty, is
the following.

He may urge: that, although, from the inter-
ested management of a corrupt Church, the inter-

! For a full substantiation of this statement, by an adduction
of the actual expositions themselves, see below, append. i.
numb. 1.
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pretations of the,early, Humanitarians have not
come down to us, we may, from the very character
of their doctrine, be morally certain; that they
must have understood the litigated texts much in
the same manner as they are now understood by
modern Humanitarians : for, without such a view
of the texts in question, their scheme of doctrine
could never have been adopted, in those primitive
times, as exhibiting the real mind of Christianity.

Lest, peradventure, this mode of escape should
be attempted : I shall, by anticipation, expose its
hopeless insufficiency.

1. Instead of the litigated texts being read by
these religienists, WiTHOUT suggesting to them any
such notions of the divinity or the preéxistence of
Christ as are Now supposed to be clearly contained in
them, the truth is: that they allowed to those
texts no voice whatever in the decision of the
question, Whether Christ was a mere man or
whether he is very God mysteriously united to very
man ; for they cut the matter short by the com-
pendious process of utterly rejecting the whole of
St. Paul’s writings and all the Gospels save that of
St. Matthew or rather what they were pleased to
call that of St. Matthew .

(1.) So incorrigible, indeed, were the Ebionites

! Iren. adv. heer. lib. i. c. 26. p. 81, Hieron. Comment. in
Matt. xii. 2. Oper. vol. vi. p. 20. Epiph. adv. her. lib. i. tom. ii.
heer. 30.
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in their error, and so completely did they proceed
upon the plan of ¢otal rejection rather than on the
plan of perverse misinterpretation, that they actually
disregarded even apostolical authority itself.

According to the testimony of antiquity, St.John
wrote his Gospel, later than all the other Gospels,
at the desire of the Asiatic Bishops, expressly to
condemn their speculation : which he did, by en-
tering more deeply into the doctrine of the divinity
of the Saviour .

In despite of St. John, they chose, however, to
retain their own opinion: and the consequence
was their rejection of the particular Gospel which
formally condemned them, as well as the Gospels
of St. Luke and St. Mark.

(2.) Not, indeed, that even St. Matthew’s Gospel
was favourable to them: for, as Iréneus well re-
marks, they might be convicted of entertaining
erroneous sentiments, respecting the Lord, even
out of that Gospel which they professed to re-
ceive %

To prevent, therefore, such conviction, they
adopted, as Epiphanius tells us, the Gospel of

! Coactus est, ab omnibus paene tunc Asiee Episcopis et mul-
tarum Ecclesiarum legationibus, de divinitate Salvatoris altius
scribere. Hieron. Proeem. in Comment. in Matt. Evan. Oper.
vol. vi. in init.

? Ebionei etenim, eo Evangelio quod est secundum Mat-
theeum solo utentes, ex illo ipso convincuntur non recte praesu-
mentes de Domino. Iren. adv, heer. lib. iii. c¢. 11. p. 186.
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St. Matthew, in a state not only of mutilation but
of corruption also: omitting, on the one hand,
whatever might be hostile to their predetermined
speculations ; and adding, on the other hand, what-
ever might be favourable to-them.

Thus, for instance, since the two first chapters
of the genuine Gospel of St. Matthew plainly con-
demned them : they altogether, with the exception
of the date which occurs at the beginning of the
second chapter, erased those two chapters; and
made their gratuitously improved Gospel com-
mence, with a corrupted intermingling of the third
and tenth chapters, associated with the date bor-
rowed from the first verse of the rejected second
chapter'.

! The Gospel of St. Matthew, as altered and improved by
the Ebionites, commenced, according to the extracts made by
Epiphanius, in manner following.

It came to pass, in the days of Herod king of Judéa and of
Caiaphkas the high-priest, that there came a certain man called
John, baptising with the baptism of repentance in the river
Jordan, who was said to be of the lineage of Aaron the priest,
the son of Zacharias and Elizabeth : and all men went oul to
him.

And there was a certain man called Jesus, aboul thirly years
of age : who chose us, and came into Capcmaum,' and entered
into the house of Simon called Peter. And, passing over the
lake of Tiberias, having opened his mouth, he said: I have
chosen John and James the sons of Zebedee, and Simon, and
Andrew, and Philip, and Bartholomew, and Jude, and Thad-
déus, and Thomas, and Stmon Zelotes, and Judas Iscarist : and
thee, Matthew, sitting at the receipt of custom, I have called ; and
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2."'"Now, ‘from’ this statement, it is obvious :
that the texts, a¢ present litigated between Trini-

thou hast followed me. You, therefore, I will to be tmelve
Apostles, for a testimony to Israel.

And John was baptising : and there went out to him the
Pharisees and all Jerusalem; and they mere baptised. And
John had his raiment of camels hair and a leathern girdle
round his loins. And his food was wild honey, the taste of
which was that of manna, like a watery sweetness in oil.

And, when the people had been baptised, Jesus also came,

and was baptised of John. And, when he ascended from the
water, the heavens were opened ; and he saw the Spirit of God,
in the appearance of a dove, descending and entering into him.
And there came a voice from heaven, saying: Thou art my
beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased; and again, This day
I have begotten thee.
" And, immediately, a great light shone round the place. Which
when John had seen, ke saith unto him : Who art thou, Lord?
And again a voice from heaven came unto him : This is my be-
loved Son, in whom I am well pleased.

And John, falling down before him, said: I pray thee, Lord,
baptise me. But he hindered him, saying: Let me go; for
thus is it fitting that all things should be fulfilled. Epiph. adv.
heer. lib. i. tom. ii. her. 30.

I. On the Gospel thus mutilated and depraved, Epiphanius
remarks: See, how, every where, sound doctrine is adulterated
by these Lbionites : see, how, with them, all things are lame and
distorted and possessing no rectitude.

II. Yet,upon the authority of these miserable garblers, whose
very production of the date, In the days of Herod king of Judéa,
taken from the first verse of the second chapter of St. Mat-
thew’s Gospel, furnishes, against themselves, a distinct proof of
their dishonest and interested mutilation : the Editor of The

New Testament in an improved version rejects, as spurious, the
10

-
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tarians and'Antitrinitarians, came not, in the form-
ing of their sentiments respecting the nature of
Christ, even so much as within the contemplation
of the early Humanitarians.

(1.) It was not: that Suck texts, viewed as a

whole of the two first chapters of that Gospel, save the seven-
teen opening verses which contain the genealogy.

1. It is true, indeed, that the very early Fathers, Ignatius
and Justin and Irendus and Tertullian, all either cite or refer to
the rejected chapters, as an undoubted and universally received
part of Holy Writ ; expressly building upon those chapters the
doctrine of Christ’s godhead and incarnation from the virgin
Mary (See below, append. i. numb. 1. texts 5, 6.): and it is
true, that the daring mutilation of the Ebionites was always
strenuously reprobated and condemaned by the Cbureh Catholic.
But the Editor, as a critic, quite dissatisfied with these ancient
authorities, both greek and latin, both oriental and occidental,
rests confidently upon the expurgation of the Ebionites : who,
in the manufactory of their pretended Gospel of St. Matthew,
erased the whole of the two first chapters of the genuine Gos-
pel, save the date in the first verse of the second chapter ; and

- then made their apocryphal compilation to commenee with the
strangely garbled mingle-mangle exhibited above.

2. Had the Editor been consistent in his criticism, the same
ebionitic authority, which has induced him to describe as
spurious the greater part of the two first chapters of St. Mat-
thew, ought also, not only to have guided him in his verbal ar+
rangement of the third chapter, but to have led him to reject,
as likewise spurious, the entire three Gospels of St. Mark and
St. Luke and St. John and the whole of the Epistles of St.
Paul. So far as authority is concerned, the authority in all
these cases is precisely the same ; the authority, to wit, of those
early branded mutilators the Ebionites.

VOL. I. R




242 THE APOSTOLICITY [BooK 1.

portion/ of the authoritative word of God, were read
by them, witHout (as Dr. Priestley speaks) sug-
gesting any such notions of the divinity or the pre-
éxistence of Christ as are Now supposed to be clearly
contained in them. Or, in other words, it was not :
that Their system was founded upon some such tn-
terpretation of those texts, as the interpretation
current among modern Humanitarians.

(2.) But it was: that They rejected the now
litigated texts altogether ; and that They received
only a single apocryphal Gospel which by mutilation
and corruption they had made to harmonise with their
own peculiar views, while they discarded the whole
canonical New Testament as it has been delivered
down to us from the primitive Church Catholic.

8. Thus, on the whole, these early Humani-
tarians of the Ebionitic School will, if I mistake
not, turn out to be reluctant witnesses for the
trinitarian exposition of the now litigated texts.

Their retention of their own sentiments respect-
ing the nature of Christ, and a reception of the
genuine canonical New Testament in all its several
portions, they plainly perceived to be incompatible :
for they felt, that the now litigated texts suggested
such notions of the divinity and preéxistence of
the Saviour, as they were predetermined not to
admit.

Hence, in order to rid themselves of the texts,
they rejected, with a high hand, the books which
contained them.
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This, however, they would not have done, had
the texts suggested to early believers nothing more
than what Dr. Priestley supposes them to have
suggested.

Consequently, their very act of rejection is a
tacit acknowledgment : that the texts neither could
nor did suggest any other notions, than those of
Christ’s preéxistence and divinity.

I may now, therefore, repeat : that The ancients
of the three first centuries, INVARIABLY and UNANI-
MousLY, understood and expounded the litigated
texts, not in the manner recommended by modern
Unipersonalists, but in the manner received from
their predecessors by modern Catholics.

VIII. This remarkable concord might, even in
itself, establish the position: that The primitive
Church, up to the very time of the Apostles, was in-
variably trinitarian. For the primitive Church at
large could not have held ore scheme of theology :
while, professedly out of Scripture, its Bishops and
Doctors, diligently and openly, unanimously and
unreprovedly, inculcated quite another scheme.

But the argument acquires a tenfold force, when
we consider the strict harmony of the present line
of evidence with all the other lines of evidence
which have now in review successively passed
before us : and that force, so far as I can judge,
becomes absolutely irresistible, when we bear in

“mind, ‘that the present position is established, not
merely by a single testimony or by a single class
R 2
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of testimonies, but by a concurrence of numerous
distinct classes of testimonies all vouching for the
same fact and all tending to the same purpose.
As, in regard to Scripture, the early Doctors
expounded : so, in point of fact, without any con-
tradiction on the part of Christians, did the ene-
mies of Christianity allege’; so, from generation
to generation, did the primitive Christians wor-
ship?; so, with one mouth, to be the universally
received doctrine of the Church Catholic, did the
ancient apologists profess®; so, with rare and
striking concord, did all the early Creeds or Sym-
bols propound*; so were all the ancient Liturgies
constructed ®; so were all the Catechumens in-

" stituted S.

If the Church of the first ages had been anti-
trinitarian, this accordance, in so many different
points, could never have existed.

By all the laws of evidence, therefore, the in-
evitable result from it is: that The primitive
Church, up to the age of the Apostles, held and
taught, as vitally essential truths, the doctrines of the
Trinity and of the godhead of our Lord and Saviour
Jesus Christ.

! See above, book i. chap-. 3.
? See above, book i. chap. 4.
¥ See above, book i. chap. 5.
¢ See above, book i. chap. 6.
® See above, book i. chap. 7.
® See above, book i. chap. 8.




CHAPTER X.

RESPECTING THE ARGUMENT FROM PRESCRIPTION AND
UNIVERSALITY.

FuLL as it is, my evidence might, nevertheless, be
deemed incomplete, if I pretermitted the ancient
argument from prescription and universality, urged
with such invincible force by Tertullian and Ire-
neéus, and resorted to likewise in connection with
their testimony by many of their successors.
There is no maxim, as Dr. Priestley judiciously
remarks, the truth of which is more fully verified by
observation and experience, than that great bodies
of men do not soon, or without great causes, change
their opinions'.— The true doctrine, concerning the
person of Christ, must be allowed to have been held
by the Aposiles. They, no doubt, knew: whether
their Master was only a man like themselves, or
their Maker. Their immediate disciples would re-
ceive and maintain the same doctrine that they held.

! Hist. of Early Opin. book iii. chap. 13. Works, vol. vi.
p. 478.
10
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And'it ' must 'have 'been' some time, before any other
could have been introduced and have spread to any
extent : and, especially, before it could have become
the prevailing opinion .

On this sound and rational principle, is ulti-
mately and effectively built the argument from
prescription and universality, which I shall now
lay before the serious inquirer.

I. The argument in question is strictly an argu-
ment _from AN HISTORICAL FACT : which racr, in the
face of those very heretics whom they were con-
troversially opposing, is, by Irenéus and Tertullian,
publicly appealed to, as perfectly notorious and as
altogether incontrovertible.

Now the ract, thus publicly appealed to, as a
FACT incapable of contradiction, was the following.

About the year 175 when the then aged Irenéus
wrote, and about the year 200 when Tertullian
flourished ; that is to say, about 75 years, and
about 100 years, after the death of St. Johnm,
when, through chronological necessity and agree-
ably to positive attestation, no particular Church
could have been separated, from the apostolic age,
by more than #wo intervening steps of communi-
cation: aLL the then existing Churches mutually
in communion with each other, though variously
deriving their succession from twelve different

' Reply to Animadvers. Introd. sect. iv. Works, vol. xviii.
p- 23.
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Apostles; held precisely the same system of doc-
trine respecting the nature of the Deity or respect-
ing the mode in which the Deity exists ; and, on
this point, their harmony was such, that not a
sINGLE Church could be found, which ‘held any
other system.

The system of doctrine, thus uNIvERsALLY held
by the various Churches which derived their un-
broken succession from the Apostles, is given at
length, under the character of A puBLIC RULE OF
FAITH, both by Irenéus and by Tertullian : so that
we cannot mistake its true nature and character '.
And this system of doctrine was the system, which,
in the present day, is commonly denominated ¢rin:-
tarian. That is to say, it was a system : which
asserted the existence of the one Deity in three
persons ; and which maintained, that the second
of these three persons became incarnate and ap-
peared upon earth as the man Christ Jesus.

Such, however, is not the whole amount of the
FAcT publicly appealed to by Irenéus and Ter-
tullian.

During the period which has been specified, ALL
the Churches not only agreed in maintaining the
system of doctrine usually styled trinitarian: but
they aLw likewise agreed in yet another very im-
portant matter.

! The primitive Rule of Faith, as severally delivered by
Irenéus and Tertullian, I have already given at large. See
above, book i. chap. 6. § v. vi.
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While, without a single exception, they aLL
concurred in holding that peculiar doctrine, which
is briefly denominated e doctrine of the Trinity ;
they aLL, moreover, without a single exception,
concurred in declaring: that, Through one or at
the most through two intermediate channels, they had
received this doctrine from some one or other of the
twelve Apostles, up to whom they severally carried
their ecclesiastical succession ; that The Rule of
Faith, which propounded this doctrine, was ultimately
derived from Christ himself ; and that, As it was
universal in point of reception, throughout all the
provincial Churches in mutual communion with each
other, 8o it was questioned by none save heretics who
in parties of scattered individuals had gone out from
the great and more ancient body of the Church
C atholic'.

II. This is THE HISTORICAL FACT, appealed to by
Irenéus and Tertullian as notorious and incontro-
vertible : and their strict accuracy in asserting it is

! See Iren. adv. her. lib. i. c. 2. p. 834—88. lib. iii. c. 4. § 2.
p- 172. Tertull. de preescript. adv. heer. § 4. Oper. p. 100.

The argument of these two early Fathers, as founded upon the
universal reception and the apostolic derivation of the Rule of
Faith, professedly touches all heretics of every description who
departed from the Rule in question. But, in the present appli-
cation of their argument, my omn limited subject leads me to
consider only the speculations of those religionists, who may be
briefly designated as Humanitarian Unipersonalists, and who
may be viewed as the theological descendants of the ancient
Ebionites.
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fully evineed, both by their own competency as
witnesses, and by almost every possible combma-
tion of parallel evidence.

1. Irenéus, who was born in the year 97, passed
his youth in proconsular Asia, where he was a
pupil of Polycarp the disciple of St. John: and,
in his more mature age, he was Bishop of Lyons
in Gaul.

Hence he was personally, and not through mere
vague hearsay, acquainted with the doctrinal sys--
tem held by the Churches both of the East and
of the West : hence he could compare that system
which invariably claimed to be derived from the
Apostles, with the system, which his master Poly-
carp had always, through the whole course of his
long episcopate, professed to have received imme-
diately from St. John: and hence, in every point
of view, his competency, as a well-informed wit-
ness, is unimpeachable.

Now this witness, thus circumstanced, vouches
for THE FacT : that, In his time, ALL the Churches
not only MAINTAINED the doctrines familiarly styled
trinitarian ; but also RIGHTLY maintained them, on
the express ground of their APOSTOLICAL DERIVATION.

2. Our next witness, Tertullian, was born at
Carthage, about the middle of the second century :
and, after his conversion to Christianity, he long
continued to reside in his native country, where
he largely and actively entered into all matters
ecclesiastical.
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Hence, in"a' similar 'manner, he was personally,
not through kearsay alone, acquainted with the
doctrinal system of the African Churches: hence,
from the intercourse which so rapidly and so per-
petually prevailed among those who had embraced
the Christian Faith, and from his own extensive
correspondence and natural inquisitiveness, he
well knew, even where his strictly persoral exami-
nation had not been carried, both the character of
the system and the character of the claims by
which all the other Churches were equally distin-
guished : and hence kis evidential competency also,
like that of Irenéus, is perfectly unobjectionable.

Now, in regard to THE FAcT before us, the testi-
mony of Tertullian exactly corresponds with the
testimony of Irenéus.

He assures us : that aLL the Churches of his time
were trinitarian. And he adds: that They aLL
declared themselves to have received their strictly
uniform doctrinal system from some one or other of
the Apostles. . )

3. The joint assertion of Irenéus and Tertullian
is incidentally confirmed, in a very striking man-
ner, by Hegesippus, who, in point of chronology,
was the contemporary of Irenéus.

According to the ecclesiastical historian Eu-
sebius, this ancient individual tells us : that, having
had an occasion to take a journey from Asia to
Rome, he familiarly, in the course of it, mingled
with very many Bishops. Such a circumstance
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brought him 'into immediate contact with the
Churches both of the East and of the West: and
the result was, that, from ALL of them alike, as he
assures us on his own personal knowledge and
experience, he invariably received the self-same
system of doctrinal theology '.

The Church of Corinth, says he, as his own pre-
cise words are reported by Eusebius, was perse-
vering in the right faith down to the episcopate of
Primus : for, while I was sailing to Rome, I mingled
Samiliarly with the Corinthians, and spent many days
with them ; during which, we were jointly comforted
by the right faith. But, having arrived at Rome,
I completed the episcopal succession down to Anicetus,
whose deacon was Eleutherus. And Soter succeeded
Anicetus: and Eleutherus succeeded Soter*.

This interesting account, which Hegesippus
gives, of his prolonged abode at Rome and at
Corinth in particular, he winds up, still in his own

1 Anhoi, d¢ wAeloro émaxémog ovppleey, drodnplay ore-
Adpevog péxpt ‘Poune xai dg¢ Srv v abry mapa wavrwy wap-
eiAnge Sidaoxakiav. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. c. 22.

3 *Emépevey ) éxkAnoia # KopiwBiwy év rg dplg Noyy, péxpe
Mpipov émokomevorrog év KopivBy* olg ovvéplda x\éwv eic ‘P
pny, kai ovvdiérpufa roic Kopuvllow hpépac ixavag év ale ovy-
avewdnper 1§ dp0g Aoyyp. Tevdpevog 3¢ v ‘Popy, dadoxiy
éromoduny péxpic "Avichrov, ob Sidrovog #v 'Exevlepoc. Kal
xapa 'Avuirov Suadéyerar Swrip, ped’ dv "EXedfepoc. Hegesipp.
apud Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. c. 22.

The journey of Hegesippus and his residence at Rome oc-
curred somewhere in the course of the period. A.D. 158—162.
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words, with'the' following explicit declaration re-
lative to all the visited Churches in general.

Now, in each episcopal succession and in each city,
the right faith thus continues, as it is preached both
by the Law and by the Prophets and by the Lord
himself .

Here, again, we have the complete doctrinal
uniformity of the Churches, from East to West,
established by the direct testimony of an eye-
witness who visited them about the middle of the
second century : and, additionally, we observe the
same eye-witness declaring, that the system, uni-
versally received in the several episcopal cities,
claimed to be the precise system, which in accord-
ance with the Law and the Prophets Christ him-
self had preached, and which his Apostles had
harmoniously handed down to their various eccle-
siastical successors.

The two matters, then, which Hegesippus attests
about the middle of the second century or about -
some fifty years after the death of St. John, are,
THE PERFECT DOCTRINAL UNIFORMITY OF ALL THE
CHURCHES, and THE CONSTANTLY ASSERTED DERIVA-
TION OF THIS COMMON DOCTRINAL SYSTEM FROM CHRIST
AND HIS APOSTLES.

Hence, to complete the testimony, we have only

! *Ev xaorp 8¢ dadoxj kai év éxdory woker olrwe Exe, &c 6
vépog knpirred kai oi wpogijrar kai 6 Kipog. Hegesipp. apud
Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. c. 22.
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to inquire, what this uniform doctrinal system
really was in point of nature and character.

In those fragments of his writings which have
been preserved by Eusebius, the specific quality of
this system is not expressly stated by Hegesippus :
but it is indisputably a system, which receives kés
own entire assent and approbation. He tells us,
that the Church of Corinth had persevered in THE
RIGHT FAITH down to the episcopate of Primus,
when he himself visited it: and he adds, that,
during many days, he and the Corinthians were
jointly comforted by THIs sAME RIGHT FAITH. But
the faith of the Corinthian Church was the faith of
all the other symbolising contemporary Churches :
and, agreeably to the constant claim of all those
Churches, this UNIVERSAL FAITH was, in the estima-
tion of Hegesippus, that rieHT FAITH Which had
been preached by the Lord and his Apostles.
Hence it is evident: that, if we can distinctly
ascertain the faith of Hegesippus, we shall also
distinctly ascertain the nature of that riGRT FArTH
which he professed in common with aLL the then-
existing Churches.

The requisite information to this precise par-
pose is furnished by the ecclesiastical historian
Eusebius.

He tells us: that Hegesippus was a famous
champion for the truth against the heresies of un-
godly men; that, IN DOCTRINE, HE SYMBOLISED WITH
TRENEUS AND MELITO ; and that, in the five books of
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his Commentaries which were then extant, he set
forth the unerring tradition of apostolic preaching
and a most full memorial of his own theological
sentiments '.

Now the theological sentiments of Irenéus and
Melito, are, from their yet existing remains, per-
fectly well known to have been trinitarian. But
their theological sentiments were the theological

! “Opwe &' odv xara rovg Snlovpévovg allig wapijyey éc péouy
H &\ Beia whelovg éavrijg Ymeppaxove, ob 3¢ aypdpwy abré pdvor
ENéyxwy, &N\ xal 8 éyypdpwy amodellewy, xara riv &Oéwy ai-
péocwy orparevopévovg. 'Ey rolroig éyvwpilero "Hyfourmog, ov
wAeloracg #0n wporépov kexphpeda pwvaic: &¢ &v & rijc abrov
wapaddoews riva T@Y kard Tovc &wooréhove waparéuevor. 'Ev
wévre &) odv ovyypdppaow, olrog, Ty dwhavij wapddoow rob
&moarohod knplyparoc dxhovordry svvrde ypagiic mroprynua-
reodpevog, kald' &y Lyvwpllero onpaiver xpévov. Euseb. Hist.
Eccles. lib. iv. ¢. 7, 8.

"Hxpaloy 3¢ év Tovrowg, éml rijc éxkAnolag, ‘Hyfiouxnds re Ov
toper € tdv wporéipwy, kal Awrviowg KopwwBiwy éxioxorog,
Hwvrée re &N\og rov émi Kpfirne éxioxoxog, ®ikermdc re éxi
rotroc, xal 'Amolwwdpog, xai MeNirwy, Movoavée re, xai :
Médeoroc, xal éxl wdow Elppraiog® &v ral eig Hpdc riic moo-
ro\wiic mapadbocwe % riic bywic wlorewe Eyypagoc xariiAOev
0pOodotia. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. c. 21.

‘0 pév odv ‘Hyfjourmoc, év mévre roic elg yudc éNGovoww bmo-
prhpaoe, tijc idlag yvopune xAnpeordrmy prijpuny karakélouxev.
Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. c. 22.

Hegesippus is similarly praised by Sozomen, who associates
him as a writer with Clement of Alexandria, jointly bestowing
upon the two the appellation of men most eminent for their wisdom.

K\ june re kai ‘Hyfhourroc, dvdpec oopararot, rfj r@v &rooré-
Awy Eiadoxy wapaxohovBfoarrec. Sozom. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 1.
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sentiments of Hegesippus. Therefore, plainly, the

theological sentiments of Hegesippus must have
been trinitarian likewise.

Such being the case, Hegesippus is a witness :
who, from his own personal knowledge, vouches
for the T'rinitarianism of all the Churches that he
visited from East to West; and who states, that
this precise doctrinal system had, in all the
Churches, been received from Christ and his
Apostles '.

4. With the testimony borne by Hegesippus,
and with the appeals of Irenéus and Tertullian,
every other testimony, which can be collected, will
be found to accord.

The ract, to which Irenéus and Tertullian pub-
licly appeal, and upon which they avowedly build
their argument from prescription, is established,
as we have already seen at large, by the testimonies
both of friends and of enemies, by all the ancient
Creeds of the Catholic Church, by every course
of Catechetical Lectures delivered to the Compe-
tentes immediately before their baptism, by the
public profession of faith made correspondingly at
the baptismal font by every legitimately interro-
gated individual, and by all the accredited Apolo-
gies of the professed defenders of Christians and
of Christianity °.

! See below, append. i. numb. 2.
* See above, book i. chap. 2, 8, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9.
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5. Finally;the sameFacris negatively established,
by the tacit admission of its truth, on the part of
the numerous heretics, against whom it was argu-
mentatively produced. -

For it is obvious, that, if they could, these here-
tics assuredly would, have effectually confuted the
argument brought against them, by the very simple
process of denying the ract upon which the argu-
ment avowedly reposed. The ract, however, they
deny not. Hence we may be morally certain, that
denial on their part was impracticable.

III. The racr, therefore ; that, In the days of
Irenéus and Tertullian, aLL the Churches in the
known world were trinitarian, unanimously asserting
their common doctrinal system to have been, in each
of their several successions, derived from the twelve
Apostles : this ract, purely as a fact, is, 1 think,
on every rational principle of evidence, historically
indisputable.

Now, from the ract thus asserted and thus esta~
blished, Ireneus and Tertullian deduced the follow-
ing argument against the innovations of heretics.

Without a single exception, said they, aLL the
Churches, in every part of the world, though
severally deriving their successions from twelve
different Apostles, notoriously concur in maintain-
ing, on the plea of well known derivation from
those Apostles, the doctrine of the Trinity with
the dependent doctrines of Christ’'s godhead and
incarnation.
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- But, at’ this'early period, said they, for we are
now only in the second century, these various
Churches cannot be ignorant, either as to what
Apostle was at the head of their succession, or as to
what doctrine they have received from him through
the intervention of no more than one or two de-
scents: for ignorance, as to this point, is plainly,
in the very nature of things, morally impossible.

Therefore the doctrinal system, which, under
the professed aspect of 4 derivation from their
several apostolic fountains, they thus hold vNiver-
SALLY, must inevitably be the doctrinal system
which was harmoniously taught by the twelve
Apostles from the very beginning.

IV. Such was the argument employed by Ire-
néus and Tertullian : but, against it, two objections
may possibly be started : the one, that Tke doc-
trine of the Trinity might have been a corruption,
though doubtless a very early corruption, of the
primitive faith ; the other, that Many individuals,
who flourished even prior either to Irenéus or to Ter-
tullian, rejected that doctrine together with the ap-
pended doctrine of Christ's divinity, and yet actually
claimed to themselves the praise of having faithfully
preserved the original apostolic tradition.

1. Since we know, it may be objected, that error
and heresy may creep into the best originally con-
stituted Societies ; and since.the doctrine of the
Trinity, if a corruption of primitive Christianity,
must have commenced at some time : how can we

VOL. I s
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be certain, that that doctrine, as held about 70 or
100 years after the death of St. John, was not,
however early the period, even tken a corruption
of the pure Gospel as at first delivered by the
Apostles?

The answer to this objective question is con-
tained in the well established fact of uNIvVERsALITY.

Throughout the known world, aLL the Churches,
then in communion with each other, and variously
deriving their succession from some one of the
twelve Apostles, agreed in maintaining the doc-
trine of the Trinity, on the special ground, that,
through one or two intermediate descents, they
had severally derived it from the apostolic fountain
of their ecclesiastical existence.

Now, though we grant that actual corruption
must have commenced at some time and may have
commenced very early; whence we admit the ab-
stract possibility, that zkis single Church or that
single Church might, even within a century after
the death of St. John, have grossly perverted primi-
tive verity : yet we assert it to be morally impossi-
ble ; that aLL the Churches, in the known world,
while separated from their respective apostolical
origins by only one or two descents, should not
only have corrupted themselves univeErsaLLy, but
should likewise have corrupted themselves N THE
SELF-SAME MANNER; should not only have corrupted
themselves IN THE SELF-SAME MANNER, but should
likewise have uNaNIMOUSLY concurred in maintain-
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ing, that/a/dogma, which,on the theory of its be-
ing a recent corruption, every individual of ripe
age must have 4nown to be a recent corruption,
was nevertheless derived from the primeval teach-
ing of the twelve Apostles.

This, on any known and intelligible principles
of human action, we assert to be morally impos-
sible.

Had -the system of modern Antitrinitarianism
been the doctrinal system delivered to the Catholic
Church by the Apostolic College, tkat system,
agreeably to the excellent canon laid down by
Dr. Priestley himself, could not have been suddenly
and unanimously and uniformly exchanged for a
system of a directly opposite description.

From the doctrine of Christ’s mere humanity
to the doctrine of Christ’s incarnate divinity, and
from the doctrine of The unipersonal existence of
God to the doctrine of The tripersonal existence of
God, the transition is too great, the gulf is too
wide, to be passed unanimously and at a single
bound and in the course of only a few revolving
years, while yet not a recorded vestige of any such
transition should remain.

But, even if this astonishingly rapid transition
might, when Irenéus wrote, have occurred in any
one Church : how, at so early a period, as I have
already hinted, can we account for a transition,
from the alleged primitive faith of Antitrinitarian-
ism to the alleged gross corruption of Trinita-

s 2
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rianism, at once sUDDEN and UNIVERSAL and UNANI-
Mous and UNIFORM ?

Had all the Churches, in the first instance,
received from the Apostles the doctrinal system of
Antitrinitarianism ; and had any one Church, in the
course of the first or second descent, exchanged
Antitrinitarianism for Trinitarianism, that is to
say, had any one Church, in the course of the first
or second descent ceased to revere God in one
person and begun to revere him in three persons,
while correspondingly she had ceased to respect
Christ as an eminent though a mere man and had
begun to worship him with the highest divine
honours as the incarnate second person of the
Deity : what would, nay what must, have been
the consequence of such a very remarkable occur-
rence ?

Doubtless, the yet pure Churches would, with
one mouth, have exclaimed against their aposta-
tising sister : or, if some had fallen after her ; the
rest would only have the more vehemently ex-
claimed : or, if, yet further, a majority of the
Churches had, at that very early period when the
words of the Apostles were still ringing in their
ears, apostatised after the evil example of the first
culprit ; the deserted minority, we may be sure,
would have been loud in their expressions of well
merited condemnation : or, if a well-nigh universal
corruption had, in the course of only one or two
descentsfromthesoundness of primitive orthodoxy,
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most unaccountablycand most incredibly taken
place; certainly, according to our Lord’s own
promise that the gates of Hades should never
entirely prevail against the Communion which he
had founded, some oze solitary Church, deducing
its undeniable origin from an Apostle, would have
been found, a faithful Abdiel, in the midst of
this strangely general and strangely uniform and
strangely early and strangely rapid aberration.

Yet, as put forth even by a single faithful Church
of apostolic derivation, no protest, against the
general though sudden corruption of the truth by
the rapid introduction of Trinitarianism, can, in
any part either of secular or of ecclesiastical his-
tory, be discovered.

So far as the Church Catholic is concerned,
primitive orthodoxy, if Antitrinitarianism be pri-
mitive orthodoxy, instantaneously dies, and makes
no sign. Vainly shall we search the records of
antiquity for a single protest made by a single
branch of the Church Universal.

On the supposition, in short, that Antitrinita-
rianism in regard to the Deity and mere Humanita-
rianism in regard to Christ was the genuine aposto-
lical doctrine ; the FacT, notoriously familiar in the
days of Irenéus and Tertullian, and invincibly
established by.a concurring mass of irresistible
evidence, would plainly have been 1MpossIBLE.

The bare racr itself, therefore, under the very
remarkable circumstances of its occurrence, unan-
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swerably/demonstrates’: that The doctrine of the
Trinity, with the dependent doctrines of Christ's
godhead and incarnation, MusT have been the doc-
trine uniformly delivered, to ALL the successions of
the Churches, by ALL the twelve Apostles.

2. But it may be said : that some very early
individuals, who flourished even prior either to
Irenéus or to Tertullian, denied the divinity of
Christ, and yet claimed to themselves the praise
of having faithfully preserved the primitive apos-
tolic tradition.

This was the precise case, which the argument,
in the hands of those two primitive ecclesiastics,
was constructed to meet.

Al heretics, says Irenéus, are MUuCH LATER than
the Bishops, to whom the Apostles delivered the
Churches .

Whatever is FIrsT, says Tertullian, is true - what-
ever is LATER, i3 spurious®.

! Omnes enim ii valde posteriores sunt quam episcopi, quibus
Apostoli tradiderunt Ecclesias.—Necessitatem ergo habent
preedicti heeretici, quoniam sint ceeci ad veritatem, alteram et
alteram ambulare exorbitantes viam : et, propter hoc, inconso-
nanter et inconsequenter dispersa sunt vestigia doctrinee ipsorum.
Eorum autem, qui ab Eeclesia sunt, semita circumiens mundum
universum, quippe firmam habens ab Apostolis traditionem, et
videre nobis donans omnium unam et eandem esse fidlem.—Et
Ecclesize quidem preedicatio vera et firma, apud quam una et
eadem salutis via in universo mundo ostenditur. Iren. adv.
heer. lib. v. c. 17. p. 341.

* Id esse verum, quodcunque primum: id esse adulterum,



.

CHAP. X.]] OF TRINITARTANISM. 263

Of the individuals in' queéstion, there was no ex-
isting Church or Society : which could derive its
origin from an apostolical fountain; and which
could so trace up the succession of its Bishops,
as to be able to assert, under the aspect of a no-
torious fact, that the first Bishop received his com-
mission, either from some one of the Apostles, or
from some apostolical man himself consecrated by
an Apostle *. ’

On the contrary, these individuals, however they
might subsequently combine into sects or parties,
were, in the first instance, mere disconnected indi-

quodcunque posterius. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 1. Oper.
p- 405. ‘

! Ita ex ipso ordine manifestatur, id esse dominicum et
verum, quod sit prius traditum : id autem extraneum et falsum,
quod sit posterius immissum. Ea sententia manebit adversus
posteriores quasque heereses, quibus nulla constantia de con-
scientia competit ad defendendam sibi veritatem, Ceeterum, si
quee audent interserere se setati apostolicee, ut ideo videantur ab
Apostolis traditee, quia sub Apostolis fuerunt, possumus dicere :
Edant ergo origines ecclesiarum suarum; evolvant ordinem
episcoporum suorum, ita per successiones ab initio decurrentem,
ut primus ille episcopus aliquem ex Apostolis vel apostolicis viris,
qui tamen cum Apostolis perseveraverit, habuerit autorem et
antecessorem. Hoc enim modo, ecclesiee apostolicee census
suos deferunt : sicut Smyrneeorum ecclesia habens Polycarpum
ab Joanne conlocatum refert; sicut Romanorum Clementem a
Petro ordinatum refert; proinde utique et caeterse exhibent,
quos, ab Apostolis in episcopatum constitutos, apostolici seminis
traduces habeant. Tertull. de praescript. adv. heer. § 11. Oper.
p..107.
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viduals'. "They' were Cuniversally known, in their
individual capacity, to have quitted their respective
Churches, on the precise ground of difference of
opinion. They, individually, rejected the doctrine
~ taught in the several Churches of which they had
been members : and, therefore, they left each his
own proper Church. In short, they were notori-
ously, what Irenéus calls, ABSISTENTS from the pri-
mitive succession : they were individuals, who fell
away from the truth, and who then in this place
or in that place congregated together '.

Such, invariably, from the apostolic age itself,
was the devious progress of each early heretic.
. They WENT oUT from us, as St. John speaks : dut
they were not of us. For, if they had been of us,
they would have CONTINUED with us. But they went
OUT, that they might be made manifest that they were
not all of us’.

! Quapropter eis qui in ecclesia sunt presbyteris obaudire
oportet, his qui successionem habent ab Apostolis, sicut osten-
dimus, qui cum episcopatlis successione charisma veritatis cer-
tum, secundum placitum Patris, acceperunt. Reliquos vero,
qui ABsISTUNT & principali successione et quocunque loco colli«
guntur, suspectos habere, vel quasi heereticos et malee senten-
tiee, vel quasi scindentes et elatos et sibi placentes, aut rursus
ut hypocritas queestils gratia et vans gloriee hoc operantes.
Omnes autem hi decidunt a veritate. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv.
c. 43. p. 277.

* 1 John ii. 19, Miramur de Ecclesiis ejus si a quibusdam
deseruntur, quum ea nos ostendunt Christianos, quee patimur
ad exemplum ipsius Christi. Ex nobis, inquit, prodierunt, sed

10
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This being the case, the 'doctrine, which those
individuals abandoned, was, of plain necessity, and
by the very statement of their progress; more
ancient than the doctrine which they adopted '.

Consequently, their separation from all the
apostolical Churches, which were mutually in
communion with each other, and which univer-
sally held the same system of doctrine, was itself
a virtual confutation of their pretensions.

The sects, which, in the persons of their com-
ponent individuals, went out from the primitive
Churches, were inevitably later in their origin than
the primitive Churches from which they went out.

Hence, as Irenéus and Tertullian justly remark,
all heretics are more modern than the first Bishops,
to whom the Apostles delivered the Catholic
Church: hence the rule of faith, adopted in the
Catholic Church, is more ancient than any heresy :
hence this rule, held by the whole Church, is
questioned by none save heretics : and hence the
very uniformity of apostolic tradition, in every dis-
tinct Church at that early period, invincibly de-
monstrates both its strict accuracy and its perfect
accordance with the mind of Scripture?.

non fuerunt ex nobis: s fuissent ex nobis, permansissent utique
nobiscum. Tertull. de preescript. adv. heer. § 1. Oper. p. 96.
! Ideo et sibi damnatum dixit heereticum, quia et, in quo
damnatur, siBr BLEGIT. Tertull. de preescript. adv. heer. § 8.
Oper. p. 97.
? See Tertull. de preescript. adv. heer. Oper. p. 95—112.
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V./Suchj Cagdinst the various heretics who had
then started up and who had thus departed from
the common doctrinal system of the Catholic
Church, is the famous argument of Irenéus and
Tertullian: an argument, from the ract of Tke
universal reception of a special Rule of Faith on the.
unsversally alleged ground of aboriginal apostolic
inculcation, to the concLusioN that The doctrines
propounded in that Rule of Faith must have been
received from Christ and his Apostles. And, if we
bear in mind the period when this argument was
employed ; a period, during which no Church was
separated from the Apostles by more than some
one or two intervening descents: we shall per-
haps, under such an aspect, incline to pronounce
it altogether irresistible.

I may add : that, powerful as this argument is
even to our apprehension, we can perhaps form but
a very inadequate estimate of the overwhelming
force which it must have possessed when first
employed.

The racrt, upon which it is built, I, in the present

Tertull. adv. Jud. Oper. p. 126, 187, 142. Tertull. adv.
Marcion. lib. iv. § 4, 5. lib. v. § 38, 39. Oper. p. 226, 327.
Tertull. adv. Hermog. § 1. Oper. p. 335. Tertaull. adv. Prax.
§ 1. Oper. p. 405. Iren. adv. her. lib. i. c. 2, 8. p. 34—87.
lib. iii. ¢. 1, &, 3, 4, 5, 12. p. 169—174, 191, 192. lib. iv. c.
48, 63. p. 277, 292. See also, in the same line of argument,
Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. i. Oper. p. 274, 275. lib. vii. p. 765.
Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i. p. 35, 36.
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day, have felt myself obliged to establish by com-
petent historical testimony *. .

But, when the argument was originally used,
the fundamental racT required no such historical
establishment.

Without an effort, it was palpable and obvious
to every individual throughout the entire world of
Christianity. Each person was himself an eye-
witness. In the days of Irenéus and Tertullian,
the ract of The universal Trinitarianism of the
whole Catholic Church in all its mutually symbolising
and mutually communicating branches no more de-
manded the formality of a grave historic demon-
stration, than the ract of The universal Trinita-
rianism of the entire Anglican Church would now
demand such a substantiation. Those two early
Fathers appealed to what was then familiarly
known to every Christian : and, upon the notorious
FACT thus appealed to, they framed their celebrated
argument from universality and prescription *,

! See above, book i. chap. 10. § 1.

* Shortly after the time of Theodotus of Byzantium, or about
the beginning of the third century, Artemon and his followers,
who had adopted the humanitarian sentiments of Theodotus,
had the hardihood to assert: that Their doctrine was the real
old apostolic doctrine ; and that The doctrine of Christ's divinity
commenced only with Zephyrinus Bishop of Rome or about the
year 198, :

This, consequently, might be urged, as somewhat resembling
a formal denial of the ract publicly appealed to by Irenéus and
Tertullian.

Little,
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The whole force 'of the ArcuMENT depends upon
the certainty of the vacr: and, at the time when

Little, however, is its avail : for Irendus lived and wrote con-
siderably prior to the year 198 ; when, according to Artemon,
the doctrine of Christ’s divinity commenced. If, then, that
doctrine only commenced in the year 198 ; and if, consequently,
it was unknomwn in the Church anterior to that time : how could
Irentus have openly asserted, that it was universally held by
all the Churches throughout the whole world ?

We may conceive a man's wish to propagate an opinion : but
we cannot conceive, how a man, respecting that opinion, could
dare to assert publicly, as a notorious racr, what (if the asser-
tion of Artemon were well founded) both himself and every
Christian Society must have known to be a notorious ¥ALSE-
HOOD.

Dr. Priestley might wish to propagate his own scheme of
doctrine : but Dr, Priestley would never, like Irendus, mutatis
mutandis, have asserted, as a notorious ract, that AU the
Churches in the world were humanitarian and antitrinitarian
during the eighteenth century.

I. The extravagant allegation of Artemon, however, as we
may naturally suppose, was not suffered to pass without imme-
diate contradiction.

By the Roman Presbyter Caius, if (as is generally supposed)
Caius were the ancient writer cited by Eusebius, it was forth-
with combated, after the only manner in which such allegations
ought always to be combated. He met it and crushed it by the
evidence of direct racrs.

1. Justin and Miltiades, Tatian and Clement, Irenéus and
Melito, with various other writers long prior to the time of
Zephyrinus, had always maintained the divinity of Christ, and
had unanimously borne witness that such from the first had
invariably been the doctrine of the entire Church Catholic.

2. The old liturgical hymns of the Church, in which Christ
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they wrote, their contemporaries could no more
doubt the racr, than they could doubt their own
existence.

was invoked as God, were still extant, and were still in con-
stant use.

8. Victor, the very predecessor of that Zephyrinus with
whom the doctrine was alleged to have commenced, had ac-
tually excommunicated Theodotus, because he denied the
divinity of Christ.

4. And it might have been added by Caius (as he probably
did add, for Eusebius professes not to cite the whole of his Work,
giving us in truth only a very brief portion of it): that the fami-
liar Creeds of the Church, two of which have been preserved by
Tertullian and another of which is still extant in the Work of
the yet earlier apostolic Irenéus, were in the hands of every
person who had been baptized; and that Theodotus had been
universally reproached, as the denier of his God, and as the
founder of what was indignantly called The God-denying Apos-
tasy () &pvnolleog &mosracia), at the very time, when, accord-
ing to Artemon, no such doctrine as that of Christ’s godbead
was in existence. See Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. v. c. 28.

II. Such monstrous figments are at once put down by racrs.

So far as its origin is concerned, the speculation of Our
Lord’s mere Humasity, under one modification or another, was
doubtless, indeed, as ancient as the apostolic age : for Cerinthus
who taught the mere humanity of the distinct individual Jesus
until the Eon Christ descended upon him at his baptism, and
Ebion who first started the notion of the absolutely mere
humanity of the single individual Jesus-Christ save that he was
miraculously born of a virgin, both came within that period.
But this circumstance no more proves the doctrine itself to be
apostolical, than a similar antiquity will prove the Gnosticism
of the yet earlier Docetee to be apostolical.

All these notions, from the very first, were condemned and
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To' 'them, therefore, the argument must have
come home with a cogency and a demonstration,

rejected, as palpably heretical, by the whole Catholic Church
in all its branches: while, on the contrary, the doctrine of
Christ’s Essential Godhead and yet perfect manhood always
existed, under the precise aspect of the doctrine taught and
delivered to the Church Catholic by the Apostles themselves.

III. Chronology is the light of History : and a very brief
chronological statement will suffice to give the honest inquirer
a clear view of the real merits of the case.

1. From the apostolic age down to the Council of Nice,
seven successive speculatists rejected the doctrine of our Lord’s
proper and essential divinity.

With regard to the times during which these individuals re-
spectively flourished, Cerinthus may be ascribed to A.D. 60:
Ebion, to A.D. 62: Theodotus, to A.D. 195: Artemon, to
A.D. 205 : Beryllus, afterward happily reclaimed by Origen,
to A.D. 242: Paul of Samosata, to A.D. 265: and Arius, to
A.D. 317.

2. All these denied the doctrine of our Lord’s proper and
essential divinity : though they severally denied it (for error is
ever various), with different degrees of intensity and with
sundry shades of discrepance, from the theory which exhibited
the Christ as the superangelic first-created of all God’s works,
down to the hypothesis which degraded him to a mere man
unassociated in the way of union whether permanent or
transient with any intelligence of a nature superior to the
human. :

And all these were successively censured and condemned,
as manifest heretics, who perverted the well-known primeval
faith received from the Apostles and harmoniously handed down
in every regular ecclesiastical succession.

8. Now, from the very nature and necessity of things, it is
plain: that, had the primitive Church, from the year 60 down
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of which'we can form 'but 'a very imperfect con-
ception.

It was built upon a public racr, of which tkey
themselves were absolute eye-witnesses: it was
built upon a public ract, which, being actually
seen and palpably felt by the whole world of
Christians, could not possibly, in the very nature
of things, be disbelieved or -even so much as
doubted. To tkem, historical demonstration was
superfluous. Nothing more was requisite, than
that they should consult their own bodily eye-
sight.

to the year 817, been always, on the ground of universal apos-
tolic traduction, strictly antitrinitarian and humanitarian, this
circumstance could never have occurred ; for the condemnation
of those persons must, in that case, have respected, not their
departure from the doctrine of Christ's essential divinity, but
their departure in some instances from the absolutely strict doc-
trine of Christ's mere humanity.

What the Church conpEMNED, she could, by no possibility,
have herself MAINTAINED.

Her very condemnation, therefore, proves: that, So far from
holding, she abhorred, as presumptuous impieties, ALL the con-
demned speculations.



CHAPTER XI.

RESPECTING THE DIRECT CONNECTION OF THE DOC-
TRINE OF THE TRINITY WITH THE AGE OF THE
APOSTLES.

In the whole of the preceding discussion, it has
been my object, through various channels, to in-
quire : Whether, on adequate historical testimony,
it be possible to ascertain, within the recognised pale
of the Catholic Church, the positive antiquity and
apostolical inculcation of the doctrine of the Trinity.

Or, in other words, it has been my object to
inquire: Whether there be historical evidence suffi-
cient to establish the vact ; that The doctrine of the
Trinity, with the dependent doctrines of Christs
godhead and incarnation, formed the basis of the
theological system, which from the very first was
taught by our Lord and his Apostles, and which from
the very first was as such received by the entire
Catholic Church in all its several provincial or dio-
cesan successions.

That this ract, simply as a point of history, has
by a superabundance of testimony been established,
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I am now/at/lengthl willing to flatter myself. Yet,
in conclusion, it may be useful to bring the demon-
stration to a point: that so I may leave it both
firmly and distinctly impressed upon the mind of
the really honest inquirer.

To such a purpose, I shall ask nothing more
than the aid of Irenéus and Justin Martyr. For,
while their joint and concurring evidence is capa-
ble of being compressed into a space so small as
to preclude all danger of distracting the attention :
it is, at the same time, so perfect and so compact,
that we might well be content to rest upon it the
absolute decision of the entire question.

I. Irenéus of Lyons was born in the year 97:
and he wrote or published his Work against the
Heresies of the age in the year 175.

While a young man, as he himself teaches us,
he was a pupil of Polycarp : which Polycarp was
himself the disciple of the Apostles and eminently
of their last survivor the Apostle St. John.

Hence, though he actually wrote or published
not earlier than the year 175; yet his strictly
proper evidence is, in truth, much more ancient:
for it may justly be deemed the personal evidence
of his youth ; that is to say, the personal evidence
of a witness, who was living and learning and
observing about the year 120 or only about twenty
years after St. John’s departure. '

- And hence, on the principle already laid down,
the Church of Lyons, over which he presided as

VOL. I T
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Bishop, stood; through %is instrumentality, though
toward the latter end of the second century, sepa-
rated, only by a single descent, from the Apostles
themselves: for, between the Apostles and the
then existing Church of Lyons in the person of
her Bishop Irenéus, there intervenes only the
single link of Polycarp.

1. Now the doctrines, publicly and controver-
sially alleged to have been transmitted from the
Apostles to all the various provincial branches of
the entire collective Church Catholic, are distinctly
stated or methodically summed up by Irenéus in
numerous parts of his Treatise against the Here-
sies of the age.

(1.) Let us notice, for instance, the following
statement, with the positive declaration attached
to it.

The Church, though dispersed through the whole
world to the ends of the earth, hath received this
Faith from the Apostles and their disciples.

She believes in one God the Father Almighty :
who hath made the heaven and the earth and the seas
and all things in them.

And in one Jesus Christ the Son of God: who
became incarnate for our salvation.

And in the Holy Ghost : who, through the pro-
phets, preached the dispensations,and the advents, and
the birth from the Virgin, and the passion, and the
resurrection from the dead, and the incarhate as-
sumption to heaven, of our beloved Lord Jesus
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Christ ; and his coming from heaven, in the glory
of the Father, to recapitulate all things, and to
raise up all flesh of all mankind : in order that, to
Jesus Christ, our Lord and God and Saviour and
King, according to the good pleasure of the invisible
Father, every knee may bow, of things in heaven and
things on earth and things under the earth; and in
order that every tongue may confess him ; and in order
that he may in all things execute just judgment.

Having received this declaration and this faith,
the Church, though scattered throughout the whole
world, diligently guards it, as if inhabiting only a
single house : and, in like manner, she believes these
matters, as having one soul and the same heart : and
she harmoniously preacles and declares and delivers
them, as possessing only ome mouth.

For, through the world, there are indeed dissimilar
languages : but the force of this tradition is one and
the same. And neither do the Churches, which are
Jounded in Germany, believe otherwise, or deliver
otherwise : nor do those, which are founded in the
Iberias, or among the Celts, or in the East, or in
Egypt, or in Libya, or in the centrical regions of
the earth. But, as God’s creature the sun is one
and the same in the whole world : so likewise the
preaching of the truth every where shines, and en-
lightens all men who are willing to come to the
knowledge of the truth’.

! Iren, adv. heer. lib. i. c. 2, 3. p. 84—36.
T2




276 THE APOSTOLICITY [BookK 1.

(2,),We may notice yet again another doctrinal
statement.

The nations of the faithful believe in one God,
the maker of heaven and earth and all things in
them through Jesus Christ the Som of God: who,
out of his exceeding great love toward his own
creature, submitted to be born of a virgin, in himself
uniting man to God'.

(8.) I add yet a third statement of those doc-
trines, which he attests to be the apostolically re-
ceived doctrines of the whole Catholic Church.

Christ himself, the Word of God, the only-be-
gotten of the Father, is our God.— Existing in the
beginning with God, he is the Word, who was al-
ways present with the human race, but who, in these
last times, became passible man, being united to his
own workmanship. Hence, he did not, for the first
time, begin to be the Son of God, when he was in-
carnate and made man : but, on the contrary, he
had always co-existed with the Father®.

2. Such were the doctrines, publicly alleged to
have been transmitted from Christ and his Apostles
to the entire Catholic Church: and, as Irenéus
vouches for the universal reception of this faith by
THE WHOLE CHURCH IN ALL HER BRANCHES; S0 is he
equally explicit as to the mode of its transmission,
both to himself, and to all the Churches of pro-

! Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 4. p. 172.
* Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 18, p. 206. c. 20. p. 208.
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consular Asia : amode, which may serve asa copy
of the mode invariably prevalent in every other
ecclesiastical succession.

Polycarp also, who was not only instructed by the
Apostles and conversed with many of them, but who
was lLikewise by the Apostles made Bishop of the
Church of Smyrna in Asia: this Polycarp always
taught us those things, which he had learned from
the Apostles themselves, which he also delivered to
the Church, and which alone are true. All the
Churches in Asia, and they who succeeded Polycarp,
down to the present day, give testimony to these
things .

! Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c¢. 3. p. 171. An exactly similar
attestation will be found in an epistle of Irenéus to Florinus,
which has been preserved by the ecclesiastical historian Eu-
sebius.

That holy Father professes his distinct recollection, both of
the very place where his master Polycarp was wont to deliver
his instructions, of his goings out and of his comings in, of
the tenor of his life, of the aspect of his body, of the dis-
courses which he addressed to the multitude, of his narratives
of the conversations which he had held with John and with
others who had seen the Lord, and of his habit of relating
their discourses when he was accustomed to state what he had
heard from them concerning the Lord and his doctrine as from
men who themselves had seen the Word of Life.

All these matters, Irenéus, receiving them direct from Poly-
carp, declares himself, through God’s assistance, to have faithe
fully laid up in his memory: and, alluding to the well-known
peculiarity attendant upon old age, he observes, that he recol-
lected them far more precisely and minutely than circumstances

10
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3.  Here we have the positive and public and
unambiguous evidence of Irenéus, as to the mode,
in which the doctrines of Christ’s godhead and of
the Trinity were transmitted to himself and to the
Church.

He declares, that both he himself and many
others received these doctrines immediately from
Polycarp : who, says he, always taught us those
things.

But Polycarp his master professed, that ke had
learned the doctrines in question from the Apostles
themselves : and, on the specific ground of that
authority, ke delivered them to the Church ; pro-
nouncing, without reserve or hesitation, that tkey
alone are true.

Therefore the doctrines of the Trinity and of

of recent occurrence ; for, as he justly remarks, whatever things
are learned in youth or in boyhood so coalesce with the human
mind, that they seem (as it were) to become a portion of its
very self. :

On this principle of his own personal acquaintance with
primitive apostolic truth, a racr in which it is morally im-
possible that he could have been mistaken, he reprehends the
novel heresy of Florinus, as assuredly never taught by those
Presbyters his predecessors, who had been the immediate dis-
ciples of the Apostles.

The confutation is irresistible : for Irenéus must have known,
whether the speculation of Florinus did or did not agree with
the lessons which he had himself received from Polycarp as
the doctrines taught by St. John. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. v.
c. £0.
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the godhead' of Christ must inevitably be deemed
apostolic doctrines.

4. I must not close these remarks on the testi-
mony of Irenéus, without noticing a very import-
ant particular by which it is characterised.

In confirmation of his assertion, Irenéus, we
may observe, directly and boldly appeals, both to
all the Churches of Asia, and to the special suc-
cessors of Polycarp in the Church of Smyrna.

Polycarp, says he, always taught us those things,
which he had learned from the Apostles themselves,
which he also delivered to the Church, and which
alone are true. ALL THE CHURCHES IN ASIA, AND
THEY WHO SUCCEEDED POLYCARP, DOWN TO THE PRE-
SENT DAY, GIVE TESTIMONY TO THESE THINGS.

Now, among the Asiatic Churches thus appealed
to, Polycarp had been a burning and a shining
light, for the space of more than half a century:
which period of more than half a century had
expired only twenty-eight years previous to the
making of the appeal on the part of Irenéus’'.

Therefore the Churches of Asia and the suc-
cessors of Polycarp could not possibly have then
been ignorant as to the mere naked fact of waaT
doctrines were really preached by Polycarp.

! Polycarp suffered martyrdom in the year 147 : Irendus
wrote in the year 175. The episcopate of Polycarp, therefore,
had terminated, only twenty-eight years before Iren2us publicly
appealed to the Churches of Asia in regard to the doctrinea
which he inculcated.
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Stuch being the ¢ase; I might well urge the moral
impossibility of any man, gifted with common pru-
dence, superfluously hazarding an appeal, which,
if ill founded, must immediately have been con-
temptuously rejected. But, in truth, I may do
much more than barely insist upon an abstract
difficulty.

The justice of the appeal may be directly
evinced by the testimony both of Polycarp himself
and of the members of his Church who witnessed
and survived his martyrdom.

I praise thee, said the expiring Prelate, I bless
thee, I glorify thee, with the eternal and heavenly
Jesus Christ thy beloved Son : with whom, to thee
and to the Holy Ghost, be glory both now and to all
succeeding ages .

1t is impossible for us, said the surviving mem-
bers of the Church of Smyrna, either to forsake
Christ who suffered for the salvation of all that shall
be saved throughout the whole world, or to worship
any other beside him. For him truly, inasmuch as
he is the Son of God, We ADORE : but the martyrs,
as disciples and imitators of the Lord, worthily wE
LOVE %

The thanksgiving and doxology of Polycarp
constitute a palpable act of divine adoration,

' Epist. Eccles. Smyrn. de mart. Polycarp. § xiv. Patr.
Apost. Cotel. vol. ii. p. 201.
* Epist. Eccles. Smyrn. § xvii. Ibid. p. 202.
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whereof the three persons of the Father and the
Son and the Holy Ghost are the declared objects.
Polycarp, therefore, Aimself, fully justifies the ap-
peal of his pupil Irenéus.

Nor is the appeal of Irenéus less completely
justified by the Smyméan survivors of Polycarp.
They acknowledge and vindicate their adoration
of Christ, as avowedly contradistinguished from
their mere brotherly love of the martyrs. Christ
they worship: but they renounce, as manifestly
idolatrous, any the least worship even of their
late dear and venerated Bishop Polycarp, when
such worship is alleged as a circumstance very
likely to occur. Hence it is evident, that their
confessed adoration of Christ was strictly divine
adoration. It was an adoration, which they counted
themselves justly to pay to the Son of God, who,
very God himself, had existed (as Polycarp taught
them) from all eternity with the Father; but
which they neither did nor could, without gross
impiety and sacrilegious blasphemy, pay to ‘the
very holiest of the martyrs: it was, in short, an
adoration, specially placed in studied opposition
to that Jove which alone they could conscientiously
render to the disciples and followers of their ac-
knowledged Lord and God and Saviour and King.

II. T am at a loss to understand, how any testi-
mony can be more compact and decisive and
perfect in all its parts, than this which we have
now seen borne by the venerable Irenéus: yet,
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by the concurrent testimony of Justin Martyr, it
may at once be rivalled and corroborated.

The conversion of Justin took place shortly
after the year 130, or but little more than thirty
years subsequent to the death of St. John. Hence
the doctrinal testimony, contained in any- of his
writings, is in effect the doctrinal testimony of the
year 130: for about that time it was, that Justin
was catechetically instructed in the principles of
Christianity anterior to his participation of the
sacrament of Baptism.

Now, in the first of his two Apologies, we read
the following very important and remarkable pas-
sage. '

Not knowing that certain beings were evil demons,
the ancients called them gods.— We, however, say:

- that the perpetrators of the enormities ascribed to
them, so far from being upright agents, are absolutely
very demons most wicked and most unholy ; for they
perform actions unlike those of even mere men who
delight in virtue. On this account, we are called
Atheists. And truly we confess : that we are indeed
atheists, in regard to such beings as these who are
reckoned gods; but we are not atheists, in regard
to the true God, who is the parent of justice and
temperance and all other virtues. For HIM, MOST
ASSUREDLY; AND HIS SON, WHO CAME FORTH FROM
HIM (and who, respecting these things, instructed
both us and the army of the other good angels that
Jollow him and that are made like unto him) ; AND
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THE PROPHETIC SPIRIT : THESE WE WORSHIP AND WE
ADORE, honouring them in word and in truth, and, to
every person who wishes to learn, ungrudgingly
delivering as we ourselves have been taught *.

1. The Apology of Justin being a public docu-
ment written in the name and on the behalf of the
Catholic Church, its author, throughout the whole
composition, adopts a plural phraseology. He
speaks, not merely in his own name, but in the
name of the whole body of professing Christians :
he delivers, not merely his own private specula-
tions, but the universally received theological sys-
tem of the entire Church.

This circumstance inevitably follows, both from
his uniformly plural language, and from the very
nature of the composition itself. The passage be-
fore us, therefore, exhibits, not simply the doctrine
and the practice of the individual Justin, but col-
lectively the doctrine and the practice of the
Catholic Church as that Church subsisted about
the year 130 or about thirty years after the death
of St. John.

2. Such being the case, we learn from the pre-
sent passage, that the Catholic Church,about thirty
years after the death of St. John, held, in point of
belief, the coexistence of three divine persons in
the one true God ; which three persons she seve-
rally denominated the Father and the Som and

! Justin. Apol i. Oper. 43.
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the Spirit :dand from 'the same passage we yet
further learn, that, in point of practice, she wor-
shipped and adored, without giving the least hint
of there being any difference in the quality and
the amount of her worship and adoration, these
three divine persons under the aspect of their
jointly constituting that alone true God, whose
essential unity she always most explicitly taught
and maintained.

The testimony of Justin to this naked historical
FACT is, in itself, a matter of the very last import-
ance. And, even if it vouched for nothing more
than the ract as I have stated it, we should, I
think, find it impossible to avoid the conclusion :
that the doctrine must have been taught, and that
the practice must have been enjoined, by the
Apostles themselves. For, if the whole Catholic
Church were antitrinitarian in the days of St.
John, that same whole Catholic Church (accord-
ing to the excellent and self-approving rule laid
down by Dr. Priestley, that great bodies of men
do not, soon, or without great causes, change their
opinions ') could not with one consent have sud-
denly become avowedly rinitarian in the short
space of only thirty years after the death of St.
John.

3. But, in truth, the testimony of Justin goes
far beyond the simple Facr: that, dbout the year

! Hist. of Early Opin. book iii. chap. 13. Works, vol. vi. p. 473.
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130, the whole Catholic Church, in doctrine and in
worship, was avowedly trinitarian.

His testimony, be it carefully observed, vouches
for the yet additional ract: that The Christians
of that day were ready to deliver their faith and their
practice to all who should wish to learn them, even
as they themselves had been previously taught the
same faith and the same practice by the regularly
appointed Catechists their own ecclesiastically au- -
thorised instructors and predecessors.

Such evidence opens a much more extensive
view of the question, than the first part of Justin’s
testimony presented.

The whole body of Christians, in the year 130,
both themselves held, and were ready to teach to
others, the doctrine and adoration of God, even
the Father and the Son and the prophetic Spirit.

But this faith and this practice were no upstart
invention of their own, unknown to and unrecog-
nised by the generation which anteriorly flourished.
They had professedly LEARNED them, both the one
and the other, from the duly appointed and eccle-
siastically sanctioned Catechists, their spiritual
seniors and predecessors. The testimony of Jus-
tin, therefore, vouches, not only for the faith and
practice of the Catholic Church about the year
130, but likewise for the faith and practice of the
Catholic Church during the entire generation which
preceded the year 130.

Now the ecclesiastical generation, which pre--



286 THE APOSTOLICITY OF TRINITARIANISM.

ceded the year 130, must, by the very necessity
of chronology, have been contemporaneous with
St. John. Therefore the faith and practice of the
Catholic Church in the days of St. John must in-
evitably have been the faith and practice cateche-
tically delivered to Justin and to the men of his
generation.

But this faith and this practice, as Justin, him-
self, in the name of the whole Catholic Church,
publicly attests, was The doctrine and the worship
of the one true God, even the Father and the Son
and the prophetic Spirit. Therefore the doctrine
and the worship of the one true God, even the
Father and the Son and the prophetic Spirit, must
have been the faith and the practice of the Catho-
lic Church in the days of St. John and of the
Apostles his fellows.

The conclusion, to which we have thus been
regularly brought, perfectly agrees with the testi-
mony of Irenéus, which has already been dis-
cussed : and, so far as I can judge, the final result,
on the legitimate principles of historical evidence,
iS THE POSITIVE OR APOSTOLICAL ANTIQUITY OF THE
DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY.




CHAPTER XII.

CONCLUDING REMARKS.

|

HEere, not improperly, I might bring my investi-
gation to a close : for I have now accomplished
the task, which I imposed upon myself.

Yet, since various objections and apparent dif-
ficulties, in the way of evidence, have been started
by writers of the Humanitarian School, it will be
alike useful and equitable to bestow some time
and care upon their examination.

Silence, respecting such a topic, might be mis-
construed into deliberate unfairness and conscious
imbecility : an air of suspicion might be thrown
upon the entire mass of evidence which has been
produced : those, who have been less familiar
with inquiries of this nature, might be led to
imagine, that their confidence had been abused :
and thus the cause of truth might be made to
suffer by an omission, which might easily and
plausibly be exhibited as an intentional and dis-
honest suppression.

Hence, on every account, I think it adviseable
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not to, pretermit an examination of the several
matters which have been adduced by the advocates
of Humanitarianism.

I. It may be proper, however, to state: that
this examination will not respect those abstract
difficulties in the doctrine of the Trinity, which
are often urged by modern humanitarian writers
as inherent in the very tenet itself.

A consideration of such difficulties enters not into
the plan of the present Treatise: for the present
Treatise respects A MERE HISTORICAL QUESTION OF
MATTER OF FACT.

As its exclusive object is to demonstrate, upon
credible testimony, the naked racr; that The
doctrine of the Trinity, whether in the abstract it
be true or whether in the abstract it be false, was the
doctrine taught from the very first by the Apostles
and received under that precise aspect from the very

Jirst by the Catholic Church: so, obviously, its
author is cancerned with no difficulties or objec-
tions, save those which tend to invalidate or to
set aside the naked ract, which his Treatise, by
adequate evidence, has undertaken to establish.

If, on the score of abstract difficulties, a person
chooses to reject the doctrine of the Trinity ; not-
withstanding the force of an historical demonstra-
tion, that, in point of Fact, the doctrine was
taught by the Apostles and was from them pro-
fessedly received by all the successions of the
primitive Church Catholic : the author of the
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present Treatise' conceives;that, so far as thé\gtan", -

Cn

[N

of his Work is concerned, he has no special busi - -

ness with such an individual. A person, who can
thus act, must plainly be viewed, not as a believer,
but as an unbeliever, in divine revelation.

- II. In truth, nothing can be more childishly un-
philosophical and illogical, than the too common
antitrinitarian practice, of starting abstract objec-
tions to the bare nature of the doctrine itself, and
of pretending to decide, by the wholly inapplic-
able argument a priori, the pure historical question
of Fact, Whether the doctrine of the Trinity is or is
not a doctrine of Christianity '.

! This is the fatal paralogism, which runs, for instance,
through Dr. Channing’s Discourse on Th¢ superior tendency of
Unitarianism to form an elevated religious character.

He reasons abstractedly, against the truth of the doctrine of
the Trinity, from his own distorted arbitrary statement of its
alleged moral and intellectual tendency : and, from a rapid view
of this caricatured portrait, he determines, through the danger-
ous argumentum a priori and in language which I absolutely
have shuddered to read; that such a doctrine cannot form a
part of sincere Christianity.

I. Now, even to omit the gross sophism of arguing from a
gratuitous statement of Ais own which would offensively exhibit
Trinitarianism as alike absurd and immoral; what can be a
greater paralogism, than the very epriNciPLE upon which the
whole of Dr. Channing’s Discourse is constructed ?

1. The question is a simple historical question of racr: the
question, namely ; Whether the doctrine of the Trinity, with the
dependent doctrine of Christ's essential deity, mas taught by the
Apostles, and is propounded in Scripture.

2. Yet this palpably mere question of ®act, which, like all

VOL. I. U
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The/province of Reason is, to examine evidence
as to facts: the business of Faith is, implicitly to

other similar questions, can only be determined by evidence,
Dr. Channing actually professes to determine by the application
of abstract a priori reasoning.

8. Thus, in former days, did misplaced ingenuity determine,
in the negative, the question of ract; Whether the Copernican
System be true, and whether men exist in the supposed para-
doxical condition of Antipodes : and thus, in the present day,
does a more eloquent, than logical, American Divine similarly
determine, in the negative, the question of ract; Whether the
doctrine of the Trinity, with the dependent doctrine of Christ's
true godhead, was taught by the Apostles, and is propounded in
Seripture.

II. Dr. Channing, in the exordium of his Discourse, pro-
fesses his intention of speaking freely, and, some may say,
severely, of Trinitarianism.

Far more severely, I fear, has he exposed his own grievous
departure from the most acknowledged principles of right rea-
soning.

I say departure from, not ignorance of ; because his own ad-
mirable Discourse on The Evidences of Christianity, delivered
before the American University of Cambridge, precludes all
possibility of the charitable hypothesis of ignorance. Rarely
have I met with a more beautiful, a more compact, and a more
original, train of reasoning, than that contained in the last men-
tioned Discourse.

III. While Dr. Channing would settle an historical question
of ract by the application of an abstract argumentum a priors,
must honestly admit, that he does indeed darkly hint at a mat-
ter, ‘which, if it were capable of substantiation, would doubt-
less have effectually overturned the entire doctrine of the
Trinity.

1. Before a congregation in New York, which probably had
not much entered into remote ecclesiastical inquiries, he ob-
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receive any /doctrine,which, on sufficient evidence,
shall appear to have been communicated by divine
revelation.

scurely hints at the dexterously insinuated circumstance : that
The doctrine of the Trinity was the invention of the Priesthood
during mwhat are usually called the dark ages ; the ages, to wit,
which succeeded the downfall of the Western Roman Empire,
and which preceded the revival of science and learning.

Lest I should be thought guilty of misrepresentation, I sub-
join Dr. Channing’s own precise words.

Trinitarianism, instead of teaching an intelligible God, offers
to the mind a monstrous compound of Rostile attributes, BEARING
PLAIN MARKS OF THOSE AGES OF DARKNESS, when Christianity
shed but a faint ray, and mwhen the diseased fancy teemed with
prodigies and unnatural creations. Disc. p. 22. 4th Liverpool
Edit. 1829.

2. Now, could Dr. Channing have historically proved, that
Thedoctrine of the Trinity originated in thedark ages, or some-
where (as the chronology of those ages is most commonly ar-
ranged) between the year 500 and the year 1400 : every per-
son must instinctively perceive, that the cause of Trinitarianism
i8 utterly hopeless ; and g0, from a too implicit assumption of the
eloquent preacher’s strict accuracy, it was, I doubt not, judged
to be, by at least the symbolising portion of the audience as-
sembled at the dedication of the second congregational unitarian
church in the city of New York.

(1.) But is Dr. Channing prepared distinctly to assert, what
he obscurely though not tmintelligibiy tnsinuated to the numerous
just admirers of his oratorical powers : that The doctrine of the
Trinity first sprang up in the dark ages ; and, consequently, that
This monstrous novel compound of hostile attributes was utterly
unknown and unthought of and unheard of anterior to the sixth -
century ?

Such a matter, I much incline to think, he will never venture

U2
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Faith and ,Reason-have each their own proper
domain : and neither of them can, legitimately or

distinctly to assert. Why, then, should he insinuate it, as ax
HISTORICAL PACT, to a lay congregation at New York ?

(2.) The Discourse of Dr. Channing, in which, with much
truth, he professes his intention of speaking severely of Trini-
tarianism, was a Concio ad Populum, not a Concio ad Clerum.
This, I think, he ought to have considered.

Of course, no trinitarian Clergyman would have been moved
by the allegation : that The doctrine, which he professes and
through which he hopes to be saved, bears plain marks of those
ages of darkness, when Christianity shed but a faint ray, and
when the diseased fancy teemed with prodigies and unnatural
creations.

But, with a respectable Layman, unused to ecclesiastical re-
searches, whether a Trinitarian or an Antitrinitarian, the case
was very widely and very essentially different.

Dr. Channing, he would say, publicly assures me: that
Trinitarianism is a mere abortion of the dark ages, and that
thence it bears plain marks of its origin. Now a well-read and
a well-principled Divine would never, even in a burst of elo-
quence, have thrown out such an asseveration, had he not known
it, from his own personal researches, to be STRICTLY CORRECT.
Doubtless, then, by a necessary consequence, the doctrine of the
Trinity is a mere unauthorised NOvELTY : and, as such, it clearly
can be neither part nor parcel of sincere primitive Christianity.

(8.) Again I repeat it, that Dr. Channing ought to have con-
sidered well the component elements of the audience which he
was addressing, ere he threw out such insinuations, or more
than insinuations, in a Concio ad Populum.

8. That we desire to propagate this doctrine, says he, we do
not conceal. Disc. p. 5.

Now I blame no man for propagating the religious system,
which, after a full and honest and ungarbled examination of
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harmlessly, encroach upon the domain of the
other.
To bring Faith into operation, without sufficient

“evidence as to the fact of doctrine upon which it -

is required to operate, is a gross absurdity, worthy
only of an age of the darkest barbarism and the
most obtuse superstition.

But to permit Reason, upon the utter uncer-
tainty of mere abstract principles, to question the

evidence, he believes, in the presence of Almighty God, to be
the truth and the whole truth and nothing but the truth. It
may, however, be doubted, whether the acquisition of proselytes
to the cause of Antitrinitarianism, through the medium of a
popular assurance that The doctrine of the Trinity bears plain
marks of the ages of darkness, will afford, to the zealous asserter
of such an extraordinary historical proposition, much comfort
upon his death-bed. Certainly, it will afford small credit or
strength to the cause itself.

4. Dr. Channing’s Discourse has been republished, as a cheap
Tract for circulation, in England : and I read it in the fourth
Liverpool edition. Are we, from this circumstance, to conclude :
that the ministers of our English Antitrinitarian Congregations
agree with Dr. Channing in his intimation, that The doctrine of
the Trinity was unknown and unrecognised in the Church until
it was first invented during those dark ages of whick it bears such
plain marks ?

If they do agree with him : where is their historical evidence
for the alleged racT?

If they do not agree with him : how came they, four several
times, to reprint his extraordinary intimation, without the
slightest note of censure and disagreement ?

It will be recollected, that the Discourse has been cheaply
reprinted for the purpose of popular circulation in England.
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truth of a doctrine which upon adequate testimony
has been shewn to have been communicated by a
revelation from heaven, is an absurdity even yet
more portentous. :

When a man, upon independent evidence, shall
once have been fully satisfied of the divine origi-
nation and the divine authority of Christianity :
he stands bound, by his own acknowledged pre-
mises, to receive any doctrine which Christianity
may propound.

Henceforth, he is concerned exclusively with
the question what it really does propound for his
acceptation.

Of this question an examination is strictly the
province of Reason: nor are we at all bound to
receive any doctrine as a doctrine of Christianity,
unless by sufficient evidence it can be proved to
be such.

" But, when once a doctrine shall have been
adequately shewn to be a doctrine revealed by
Christianity ; Christianity itself being viewed, in-
dependently, as a divine revelation : the operation
of Reason terminates, and the operation of Faith
commences. )

The doctrine in question may, or may not, be
encumbered by abstract difficulties: but zhkese
come not legitimately within the province of
Reason. .

It is sufficient : that The doctrine has been as-
certained to have proceeded from God.
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Reason, in the ascertaining of this ract, has
done her duty : and, at this point, she must be
content to give place to Faith.

Let it only be proved, on competent testimony,
that A4 doctrine has really proceeded from God : and,
by the strictest principles even of Reason herself,
the sole future intellectual business of man is
humble and implicit Belief.
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APPENDIX I

NUMBER 1.

RESPECTING THE ANTENICENE INTERPRETATION OF PASSAGES IN
SCRIPTURE, THE IMPORT OF WHICH IS LITIGATED BETWEEN THE
TRINITARIAN AND THE ANTITRINITARIAN.

INDEPENDENTLY of the general drift and purpose of Holy
Scripture, the Trinitarian is wont to adduce a variety of par-’
ticular passages upon which he confidently builds his own sys-
tem of Theology.

. The Antitrinitarian, however, denies, that these passages
give any warrant for such a system: and he assigns to thema
sense totally different from that, which his opponent has been
accustomed to assign to them.

So far as AuTHORITY is concerned, each professes to build his
scheme of doctrine upon Scriprure. But then the Scripture,
to which they alike appeal, is, obviously, not Scripture in the
abstract, but Scripture understood according to a particular
interpretation.

Such being the case, the true question is not; Whether
ScRIPTURE ought to be THE AUTHORITATIVE RULE OF PAITH : for
here, with the perhaps insulated exception of Dr. Priestley, who
roundly declares, that, even if the doctrine of the Trinity were
Jound in Scripture, it would be impossible for a reasonable man
to believe it (Hist. of Early Opin. Introd. sect. iv. Works, vol.
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vi. p. 88, 34.); here, 1 suppose, there is no discrepance of
opinion.

But the true question is : What is that right INTERPRETATION
of ScRIPTURE, which, on some rational and intelligible principle,
presents to us its morally certain import. See above, book i.
chap. 9.

I. Taking up Scripture, as he would take up any other book
written for the purpose of being generally and easily under-
stood, the Trinitarian usually contends : that the passages, ad-
duced by him, ought to be interpreted according to the natural
and obvious purport of the phraseology in which they are
couched ; and that an interpretation, conducted on this princi-
ple of conventionality, without which no language can convey
any definite meaning, will assuredly bring out the doctrines of
Christ's godhead and the Trinity.

I1. But, to this principle of interpretation, the Antitrinitarian
objects : and his objection he labours, at the same time, to
clothe with at least a decent semblance of plausibility.

1. On the present topic, let us hear the decision of Mr.
Belsham.

Impartial and sincere inquirers after truth must be particu-
larly upon their guard against what is called THE NATURAL
SIGNIFICATION OF WORDS AND PHRASES.—It is very possible :
that men, who lived two thousand years ago, might annex very
different ideas to the same words and phrases. So that the sense,
which appears most foreign to us, might be most natural to thém.
Belsham’s Calm Inquiry, p. 5.

2. We may also hear, with considerable advantage, the state-
ment of Dr. Carpenter.

We are of opinion : that THE PLAIN AND OBVIOUS SENSE OF
THE WORDS OF SCRIPTURE is not that; which, from long habit,
may have become familiar to the mind ; and whichk, from its
general diffusion, may now appear to be the plain and obvious
sense, even to the poor and unlearned : but that ; in which they
would be readily understood by those persons, who, from native
use, without any particular cultivation of mind, were conversant
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with the phraseology of the languages in which they were writ-
ten, and who had) |from the same cause, those turns of thought
and habits of imagination, which would enable them, without
hesitation, to understand the force of expressions, which, when
literally rendered into our language and referred to our modes
of thinking and feeling, are either dark ('if not incomprehensible )
or excite ideas widely different from the meaning of the author.
Carpenter’s Unitar. p. 5, 6.

III. Dr. Carpenter, we see, by a reference to other ages and
other climes, wishes to persuade us; that The PRESENT obvious
sense of Scripture, IN THIS REALM OF ENGLAND, is NoT really its
obvious sense : while Mr. Belsham exhorts us to be particularly
on our guard against what is called The NATURAL signification
of words and phrases.

Now, of this caution, without a due attention to which the
plain english scriptural reader of modern days will inevitably
fancy that The Bible teaches the doctrines of Christ's godhead
and the Trinity, the avowed ground is: that, MANY YEARS AGO,
in the time of the primitive Church, and in the regions of Greece
and Asia, the passages, which Now, in their natural construc-
tion, inculcgte those doctrines, conveyed, to the minds of the
early believers, no such doctrines as their natural and obvious
import.

The determination of the question, therefore, is expressly
referred to the judgment of the primitive Church.

IV, This appeal the Trinitarian freely accepts. For, though,
strictly speaking, he defers nothing, to the early ecclesiastical
writers, in the way of PERSONAL AUTHORITY : yet, on the legiti-
mate principle of historiography, he defers much, to them, in
the way of PERSONAL TESTIMONY.

The true doctrine, concerning the person of Christ, must be
allowed to have been held by the Apostles. i

They, no doubt, knew : whether Their Master was, only a man
like themselves, or their Maker.

Their immediate disciples would receive and maintain the

same doctrine that they held.
10
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And it must have been some time : before any other could
have been introduced and have spread to any extent ; and, espe-
cially, before it could have become the prevailing opinion.
Priestley’s Reply to Animad. sect. iv. Works, vol. xviii. p. 23.

V. These are golden sentences : and, in the delivering of
them, Dr. Priestley breathes the very spirit of Irenéus and
Tertullian.

1. If, through the instrumentality of the early ecclesiastical
writers employed solely in the way of CREDIBLE EVIDENCE, we
can ascertain the mode in which the litigated texts were under-
stood by the primitive Church: we shall have advanced as near
to absolute truth of exposition, as perhaps the nature of moral
testimony will admit.

For, in whatever sense the texts were understood by those,
who had conversed, either with the Apostles, or with their
immediate and almost immediate successors: in that sense we
can scarcely doubt of their having been understood by the
Apostles themselves.

(1.) Thus, for instance, an interpretation, propounded by
Irentus, who expressly declares that he received his system of
doctrine from Polycarp who similarly professed that he had’
received it in the first instance from St. John, cannot, on the
principle so judiciously laid down by Dr. Priestley, be pirecTLY
orPOsITE to the mind of St. John.

When comparatively unimportant texts are discussed, Irenéus
may doubtless give merely his own sense : because, very pos-
sibly, he may never have learned what was the precise apostolic
exposition.

But, in the case of texts, the interpretation of which involves
such an immense and vital discrepance of opinion, as Whether
Christ was a mere man, or Whether he was a man incomprehen-
sibly united with the second person of a divine Trinity : in the
case of such texts, it is impossible to believe ; that Irenéus
could have hazarded an interpretation DIRECTLY OPPOSITE to
what must have been then universally known as the interpreta-
tion of an inspired Apostle.
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(2.) This being the case, if the primitive Church, as Dr.
Priestley contends; were antitrinitarian and humanitarian : then,
assuredly, the early current expositions . of the various litigated
texts will be found, either exactly to agree with the modern
antitrinitarian expositions of them, or at least in principle
strictly to harmonise with such expositions.

But, if the primitive Church were trinitarian, and if she held
the doctrine of Christ's essential divinity : then, obviously, the
early current expositions of the litigated texts will be found,
substantially and systematically, to agree with those expositions
of them, which are advocated, as their plain and natural im-
port, by modern Trinitarians.

2. Let, then, the texts in question, through the medium of
historical testimony as afforded by the early Antenicene Fa-
thers, be referred to the decision of the primitive Church.

According to Dr. Priestley himself, the text is UNEXCEPTION-
ABLE : and both Mr. Belsham and Dr. Carpenter, unless I
wholly misunderstand them, appeal to it from the NATURAL sig-
nification of words and phrases, as that signification presents
itself to our modern english apprehension.

Nor, in truth, is there any other process, by which we can
more reasonably hope to attain a moral certainty in regard to
the true sense of Holy Scripture.

If, by the primitive Church, the litigated texts were invariably
understood in an antitrinitarian sense: who does not instinc-
tively see and feel, that the cause of Trinitarianism is altogether
desperate ?

And, on the other hand, if, by the primitive Church, the
litigated texts were invariably understood in a trinitarian sense :
who does not immediately perceive the utter hopelessness of the
cause of Antitrinitarianism ?

A trinitarian Church can no more adopt and advocate an
antitrinitarian exposition of Scripture, than an antitrinitarian
Church can adopt and advocate a trinitarian exposition.

As the exposition is, so will the Church be : and, since the
present inquiry regards the exposition familiarly and systemati-
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cally adopted by the primitive Church ; as the exposition adopted
by the primitive Church is, so will be the doctrine maintained
and inculeated by-the (Apostles.

VI. Respecting the texts litigated between the modern Tn-
nitarian and the modern Antitrinitarian, Mr. Belsham and Dr.
Carpenter rather insinuate than directly assert, that the early
Christians understood them after some such manner as they
themselves recommend. But Dr. Priestley, more bold or less
guarded, has resorted to open and undisguised asseveration.

It will also, says he, weigh much with those, who are apt to
lay great stress on the usual consiruction of SOMR PARTICULAR
TEXTS, o consider : that, in those early times, the Scriptures
were constantly read, by persons beiter qualified to understand
the language of them than we at this time can pretend to be,
WITHOUT SUGGESTING ANY SUCH NOTIONS OF THE DIVINITY OR THE
PREEXISTENCE OF CHRIST A8 ARE NOW SUPPOSED TO BE CLEARLY
CONTAINED IN THEM. Letters to Bp. Horsley, part ii. pref.
Works, vol. xviii. p. 148.

VII. Such is the broad and direct asseveration of Dr.
Priestley.

1. Now I have carefully perused his two historical Works :
but I do not recollect the adduction even so much as of a single
solitary instance, in which any one of those ParTICULAR TEXTS
is, by the primitive Church, understood and interpreted, as
modern Antitrinitarians understand and interpret them.

Doubtless, we have Dr. Priestley's own word, for the alleged
very important ¥acr: that The texts, now litigated between
Trinitarians and Antitrinitarians, suggested not, to their primi-
tive readers, any such notions of the divinity or the préexistence
of Christ, as are at present supposed to be clearly contained
in them. '

Yet, surely, it were no unreasonable demand : that the Histo-
rian’s own word, however great in some quarters may be its
weight, should have been substantiated by a decent sufficiency
of adequate tangible evidence.

As the matter now stands, we have broad assertion without a
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shadow of proof. The vast importance of primitive interpreta-
tion is evidently feltand ' fully'allowed. Dr. Priestley assures
his readers : that Primitive interpretation is altogether on the
side of Antitrinitarian Humanitarianism. And, thence, with
much sound judgment, he constructs an argument : which, as it
clearly ought to do, will weigh much with those who are apt to
lay great stress on the usual construction of soME PARTICULAR
TEXTS. :

From the alleged racrT, his reasoning is quite unexceptiona-
able. Nothing is wanted, but A SUBSTANTIATION OF THE
ALLEGED PACT ITSELF.

The alleged ract, however, is wholly unsubstantiated : nor,
in support of it, is even so much as one poor specimen of primi-
tive interpretation adduced by the positive historian.

Must we censure him for this total lack of evidence ?

Verily, in no wise. Ex nihilo nihil fit. Evidence to the
alleged pacT exists not: and Dr. Priestley was not bound to
produce a non-entity.

2. But the worst of the matter is : that the case is not merely
a case of negativeness.

So far at least as my own inquiries have extended through
the period which preceded the first Nicene Council, I invariably
find ; that THE NATURAL SIGNIFICATION OF WORDS AND PHRASES,
against which we are cautioned by Mr. Belsham and Dr. Car-
penter, is precisely the signification delivered by the early ec-
clesiastical writers : 1 invariably find ; that, in their exposition
of the parTicULAR TEXTS alluded to, those writers agree, not
with modern Antitrinitarians, but with modern Trinitarians.

In no one instance have I fortuned upon a text, interpreted,
as Dr. Priestley or Mr. Lindsey or Mr. Belsham or Dr. Car-
penter would interpret it.

With rare uniformity, every exposition, which I have en-
countered, is strictly trinitarian.

Never, so far as I have observed, do the Antenicene Writers,
in their interpretation of the parTICULAR TEXTS, favour the
cause of Dr. Priestley. More fancifully than soberly (let us

VOL. I. x
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forgive them this wrong), they will sometimes, indeed, discover
the 'doctrines)ofi(Christ's. (godhead and the Trinity in texts,
which the severity of no modern Catholic would allow him to
adduce. But, as for the PARTICULAR TEXTS, here they all agree in
one and the same story : and, unfortunately for the Historian’s
argument from an alleged racr, that story is Nor the story,
which ke would narrate.

8. I may add yet another matter, which ought not to be
altogether pretermitted.

Up to the very apostolic age, the early writers cite, as un-
doubtedly genuine, those exordia of the two Gospels by Mat-
thew and by Luke, which the tardy sagacity of the Editor of
the Improved Version of the New Testament has at length dis-
covered to be interpolations: and, on the high authority of
Irenéus, we learn; that the daring excisions of Marcion, the
very Magnus Apollo of the Editor, were conducted on no cri-
tical principle whatsoever; but that he hacked and slashed
away what the whole Catholic Church had always received as
canonical, for not any more cogent reason, than a mere, though
decided, contrariety to his own speculative innovations. Iren.
adv. her. lib. i. c. 29. p. 82, 83.

4. On the whole, therefore, I venture to infer: that the
constant reading of the Scriptures, in those early times, by per-
sons (as Dr. Priestley remarks) better qualified to understand
the language of them than we at this time can pretend to be,
must have suggested precisely such notions of the divinity and
the preéxistence of Christ, as by Trinitarians are now supposed
to be clearly contained in the parTICULAR TEXTS under litigation.

VIII. If, however, the Historian'’s directly opposite assertion
be accurate : it will be an easy task for some one of his lettered
followers to verify it by a copious adduction of those early
antenicene interpretations of the PARTICULAR TEXTS in question,
which shall be uniform]y found to correspond with the inter-
pretations proposed either by himself or by any other modern
Antitrinitarian.

Meanwhile, it is my own business, through the medium of an
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exactly similar process, to justify the inference, which I myself
have ventured /to’ propound'.

For this purpose, I shall simply bring forward, in the original
Greek or Latin, various specimens of early antenicene exposi-
tion selected out of a much more ample collection : that so the
painful enquirer, distrusting peradventure any translation of
mine, may weigh and judge for Aimself.

Such a plan strikes upon my own apprehension, as being by
far the most equitable : and it is hoped, that a moderately ex-
tensive production of original antenicene passages may be
neither useless nor unacceptable to the diligent and honest
student in Theology.

TEXT 1.
GEeN. i. 16, 26. iii. 22.

Kal rofnaev 6 Ocdc Todc dlo pwariipac Tode ueyddovg.
—Kal dmev & Oede' Iothowpev dvlpwmov kar’ clkdva
nperépav.—Kal elrev 6 Oede” 'I80d, 'Adau yéyovev ¢
elc ¢&& nuav.

" 1. Ei yap ) INOev &v aapkl, xisc &y éodbBnpev dvBpwror, BAé-
wovreg abrdy ; “Ort rov pélovra pi) elvac fikwv, Epyov xepor
abrob xdpyovra, BAéxovrec, obx ioxbovawy elg drrivag abrob
dvropfalpfioar. Barnab. Epist. c. v. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol.
i. p. 16, '

2. Aéyee rg Yig' Hohowpev, rar’ eicéva xal xa@' opolwary
Ypiv, rov dvBpwxov. Barnab. Epist. c. vi. Cotel. Patr. Apost,
vol. i. p. 19.

8. Filius quidem Dei omni creatura antiquior est, ita ut in
consilio Patri suo adfuerit ad condendam creaturam. Herm.
Past. lib. iii. simil. 9. § 12.. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. i.
p- 118. :
x 2



308 THE APOSTOLICITY Capp. 1

4. Kai robro aird, & ¢ikot, eiwe xal dia Mwoéwe & roi Oeob
Ndydcy pvday iy 8y EdnXwae, Tov Oeov Néyew rovry abrg ry
vofipar: éxit tijc woufjoewg Tob dvBplxov, Aéywy raira: Hohewpey
&vBpwmoy kar’ elkbva Huerépay.—

Kal, drwc pn dA\\daooyreg Tove mpokeheypévove Abyove éxeiva
Aiynre & ol diddaxalot dudv Néyovary, i 8re wpde Eavrov Eheyer
0 O¢eog, Iomawpev, imoiov xal ypeig, ué\lovréc Tt wotely, wok-
Adxig wpdg £avrove Aéyopev, Mohowper® ) 8re xpoc ra oroeia,
rovréare Ty yijy ral & &\\a Spolwe, ¢ v voobuey rov dvBpw-
wov yeyovévat, Oeor elpnrévar, Hohowper® Abyoug Tovg elpn-
pévouc I’ abrod rov Mwoéwe wdAwy iorophow, ¢ dv dvapgiéx-
rwg wpdg Tiva kal dplfpg Gvra irepov, Noyidy Umdpyorra, dp~
Anxévae abrov émyv@vas Exopev.

Eial 3¢ oi Néyoe o¥ror: Kal elmey 6 Oede '1dov, "Adap yéyovey
d¢ el €& Hpdv, Tov yivaoxewy xakdy kai woynpdy.

Obkoty eirvy, Qg elc é& Apav, xal &pludy roic dAAfAog ovy-
évrwy, xal 16 éNaxworoy o, pepfivvcey ; OV yap, Exep % wap’
Ypiv Neyopévn afpeos Soyparilet, painy by dyd dinbic elvae,
ot éxelyng diddaxaloe dwodeibar dUvavrar, &re dyyéhoe Eeyev, #
Ore dyyé\wy wolnpa fiv 10 odpa 76 dyBpdmreoy” dAAd rovro 70
r@ dvre dwo rov [arpoc mpofAnBev yévvnpa xpd mavrwy rav
mompdrwy ovvijv r¢ Iarpl, xai roiry ¢ Mar)p xpogop\el* we 6
Adyog Sia Tob Sohop@vog édhhwoey, Sri kal dpy) xpd wdyvrwy Tav
wopdrwy Toir' abré kal yévvnua Ymo Tov Oevd Eyeyévynro, &
Zopia &ua Zolopdvog kaeirar. Justin, Martyr. Dial cum
Tryph. Oper. p. 221, 222.

5. Kal wakwy, drav Méyp & Abyog elpneévas rov Oedv év dpyi,
1800 "Adap yéyoveyv ag elc et pav' 1o 3¢, Qg ele & Hpdy, xal
aird apiBuov Snhwricdy éoriv.—

"Ore yeyewvijohar vmo Tov Harpdg rovro r6 yévynua xpo wdvrwy
&n\G¢ r@y xTigudrwy, 6 Néyogc édfhov: xal T0 yevviuevor roi
yevvavroc dpiBug Erepiy tort, wic dorigoly dpoloyhoee. Justin.
Dial, cum Tryph. Oper. p. 281.

6. Homo est autem temperatio animse et carnis, qui secun-
dum similitudinem Dei formatus est et per manus ejus plas-
matus est: hoc est, per Filium et Spiritum, quibus et dixit;
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Faciamus hominem. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv. in prefat.
p- 232.

7. Non angeli fecerunt nes, nec nos plasmaverunt; nec
angeli potuerunt imaginem facere Dei; nec alius quis, preeter
Verbum Domini; nec Virtus longé absistens a Patre univer-
sorum. Nec enim indigebat horum Deus ad faciendum quee
ipse apud se preefinierat fieri, quasi ipse suas mon haberet
manus. Adest enim ei semper Verbum et Sapientia, Filins et
Spiritus, per quos et in quibus omnia liberé et spontd fecit: ad
quos et loquitur, dicens; Faciamus kominem ad imaginem et
similitudinem nostram. Iren. adv. heer. kib. iv. c. 87. p. 266.

8. Glorificabitur autem Deus im suwo plasmate, conforme
illud et consequens suo Puero (r¢ Hawdl abrev) adaptans. Per
manus enim Patris, id est per Filium et Spiritam, fit homo
secundum similitudinem Dei. Iren. adv. her. lib. v. c. 8.
p. 322.

9. Idem ipse, qui ab initio plasmavit Adam, cum quo et
loquebatur Pater, Faciamus hominem secundum imaginem et
similitudinem nostram, in novissimis temporibus semetipsum
manifestans hominibus, ei, qui ab Adam cacus fuerat, formavit
visionem. Es, propter hoc, Scriptura, significans qued futurum
erat, ait, abseondito Adam propter inobedientiam, Dominum
venisse vespere ad eum, et dixisse: Ubi es? Hoc est, quoniam
in novissimis temporibus ad ipsum venit Verbum Dei advocare
bominem, recommemoraxs in eo opera swa, in quibus degens
absconditus fuerat Domino. Iren. adv. heer. lib. v.c. 14, § 2.
p- 336, 387.

10. ‘O 3 dyabo¢ Habaywydc, Sogia, ¢ Adyoc rob Ilarpoc,
6 Snpovpyhoae rov dvBpwwov, Slov hderar rob wAdoparog,
Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. i. c. 2. Oper. p. 81.

11. Sic enim preefatio Patris ad Filiun: Faciamus hominem
ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram. Et fecit hominem Deus,
id utique quod finxit, ad imaginem Dei fecit illum, scilicet
Christi. Et Sermo enim Deus: qui, in effigie Dei constitutus,
non rapinam existimavit pariari Deo. Tertull. de resurr. carn.
§ 5. Oper. p. 49.
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12. Si te adhuc numerus scandalizat Trinitatis quasi non
connexze in unitate s{mplici, interrogo, quomodo unicus et singu-
laris pluraliter loquitur; Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et
similitudinem NosTRAM : cum debuerit dixisse ; Faciau hominem

" ad imaginem et similitudinem MEAM ; utpote unicus et singu-
laris? Sed et, in sequentibus; Ecce Adam factus est tanquam
uxvus Ex Nopis : fallit aut ludit, ut, cum unus et solus et sin-
gularis esset, numerose logueretur. Aut nunquid angelis loque-
batur, ut Judeei interpretantur, quia nec ipsi Filium agnoscunt :
an quia ipse erat Pater, Filius, Spiritus, ideo pluralem se prees-
tans, pluraliter sibi loquebatur? Imo quia jam adheerebat illi
Filius, secunda persona, Sermo ipsius; et tertia, Spiritus in
Sermone : ideo pluraliter pronunciavit, Faciamus et Nostrax
et Nomis. Cum quibus enim faciebat hominem, et quibus
faciebat similem ? Filio quidem, qui erat induiturus hominem ;
Spiritu vero, qui erat sanctificaturus hominem : quasi cum
ministris et arbitris, ex unitate Trinitatis, loquebatur, Tertull.
adv, Prax. § 9. Oper. p. 412.

13. Quis enim non secundam Filii post Patrem agnoscat esse
personam, cum legat dictum~a Patre consequenter ad Filium ;
Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram: et
post heec relatum ; Et fecit Deus hominem, ad imaginem Dei
Seeit illum? Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 617.

14. 'O ydp rob Ocob Yidg, 6 wpurdroxog wdang xrigewg, el xal
veworl évmBpwrnrévas Edokev, AN’ obre ye dwa roiiro véog éorl.
Hpeafvraray ydp abréy mdvrwy rov Snpovpynudrey toacy oi
Ociot Nbyor xal abrg rév Oeov, wepl rijg Tov dvBpdmov Snpiovp-
yiag, elpneévar Hovjowpey EvBpwxov xar' eixéva xal dpalwoey
Operépav. Orig. cont, Cels. lib. v. p. 257.

15. 'O 8¢ évreM\bpevog répy évré\herar Tl &v obx dAlow
wexelapeba 7) TOv povoyevii Yiow rov Ocov Ocov, ¢ xai elre* . Moi-
fiawpey dvBpumay kar’ elkéva xai épolwory Hperépav. Concil.
Antioch. Epist. ad Paul. Samos. apud Routh. Rel. Sacr. vol. ii.
p- 466.

SN — -_ e
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TEXT, IL

Psarm Ixxii. 5.

Kal ovumapauevet @ n\ly, kal mpd riic oehfvne yevedc
TEVEDY.

Kai Aaf3id 8¢ po H\lov xal gehfyng éx yaorpoc yevvnBioeofae
abrov xara v rov Harpsg BovAiy éxciipute: xal Oeorv loyvpoy kai
wpooxvynrov, Xpiorov dvra, édfAwae. Just. Dial. cum Tryph.
Oper. p. 285. Comp. Ibid. p. 224.

———
TEXT III
PsaLu cx. i.

Elwev 6 Kopioc ¢ Kvply pov' Kdbov ix Seliwv pov

twc dv 00 Tode ixbpolc oov Vmrowrédiov T@v wodwv oov.

Animadverte etiam Spiritum loquentem ex tertia persona de
Patre et Filio : Dixit Dominus Domino meo, sede ad dexteram
meam, donec ponam inimicos tuos scabellum pedum tuorum.
Tertull, adv. Prax. § 9. p. 412.

TEXT IV.
Esau. liii. 8.
Thv yevedv avrov ic Syhoerar;

L. Generationem ejus quis enarrabit ? quoniam homo est : et
Quis agnoscet eum ? Cognoscit autem illum is, cui Pater qui est
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in ceelis revelavit: at intelligat, quoniam is, qui non voluntate
carnis neque ex.yoluntate viri natus est filius hominis, hic est
Christus Filius Dei vivi. Quoniam enim nemo in totum ex
filiis Ade Deus appellatur secundum eum, ut Dominus nomi-
natur, ex Scripturis demonstravimus: quoniam ipse proprie,
preeter omnes qui fuerunt tunc homines, Deus, et Dominus, et
Rex aternus et unigenitus, et Verbum incarnatum preedicatum,
adest videre omuibus qui vel modicum de veritate attigerint.
Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 21. p. 212. )

2. Kal 16 "Hoalay ¢pdvar: Ty yevedv abrov ric dumpynoerac;
&vexduynroy Exovra 16 yévog abrov édhhov. Oblelc yadp, dvBpw-
wog &y ét dyvBpomwy, dvexdifynrov Exee 13 yévoc. Justin. Dial.
cum Tryph. Oper. p. 285. Vide etiam Ibid. p. 202, 228.

TEXT V.
Esar. vii. 14, Marr. i. 28.

’180d 1 wapBévoc &v yaorpl EEet, xal réerat vidy, kal ka-
Aéogova 76 Gvoua avrov "Eupavovid* § iore peBepunvev-
Suevov, Me@ nuav § Oedg.

1. Elg larpic éore, capridc re kai xvewparicoe, yevvnroc xal
dyévvnrog, év capkl yevbuevogc Ocdc, év Oavdry lwy) dAnbivy,
xal & Maplag xal éx Oco¥l, wparov ralnroc xai rére drabie. Ig-
nat. Epist. ad Ephes. § 7. Cot. Patr. Apos. vol. ii. p. 18.

2. 'O ydp Oedc Hudv "Ineoiic 6 Xpioric éxvopopnln dwo Mapiac
xar’ olxovoulay Ocod, éx owépparog v Aafid, Hvedparog 8¢ "Aylov.
Ibid. § 18. p. 15.

8. "Ere xal Tva, 8y rpéxov yéyovev év xdopy yevvnlelc, éxi-
yvévai éxwowy oi morevovreg abrg d&vBpwroy, did rov abrov
"Hoalov 10 xpognricdy Mvebpa d¢ péAket yivesBae mpoedhirevoey
obrwg—'100v % wapbévoc év yaarpl Appera, xai réferat viow, xal
xakéoerac v0 Gvopa avroi "Euparovid.—"Ori pév ovv, év r9
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vévee ry xard adpxa: rov "Afpadp, obdeic ovdéwore dxo xaphéivov
yeyérnras, 0bde, Nédacras| yeyernpévos, AN 7 oVrog 6 Hpérepoc
Xpuorog, wdo pavepdy éarev,  Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper.
p- 208.

4. Tov Xpiordy rovrov rov Ocos Yidv, b xal xpo iwopbpov cai
eekne §r, xal &d rii¢ 7apOévov radrae rijc dxd TOU Yévove roi
Aafid yevynbijvac capsoxoinlele vrépecvev.  Ibid. p. 204. Vide
etiam Ibid. p. 256, 260.

5. “Ore «al [Incoig #» & Mweei rairg 'APpadp xal reic &\\otg
é&x\ic xarpudpxaic pavelc xal omNfoac, rg rov Marpoc Gejpar
vnnperéy, drédeda 8¢ xal &vBpwwoc yermbirar dd ric wap-
Oévav Mapiag fNOs, xat éoriy del, épi. Orog ydp éerwy, dg’ od
xal Tov obpavdy xal riv yijy, kal & ob, 6 Hardp péAhet racvovp~
yeir. Tbid. p. 266.

6. Sed et Mattheeus unum et eundem Jesum Christum cog-
noscens, eam que est secundum hominem generationem ejus
ex virgine exponens, sicut promisit Deus David, ex fructu
ventris ejus et excitaturum se eeternum regnum, multo prius
Abrahee eandem faciens promissionem, ait: Liber gemerationis
Jesus Christi, filii David, filis Abraham.

Dehinc, ut liberaret mentem nostram a suspicione quee est
circa Joseph, ait : Christi qutems generatio sic eras. Cum esset
desponsata mater ejus Joseph, prius quam convenirent, inventa
est in utero habens de Spiritu Sancto.

Debine, cum Joseph cogitaret dimittere Mariam quoniam
preegnans erat, assistentem ei angelum Det et dicentem: Ne
timueris assumere Mariam conjugem tuam, guod enim Aabet in
utero, de Spiritu Sancto est.  Pariet autem filium, et vocabis
nomen ejus Jesum. Hic enim salvabit populum suum a peccatis
suis. Hoc autem factum est, ut adimpleretur quod dictum est a
Domino per prophetam: Ecce, virgo concipiet in ulero, el
pariet filium, et vocabunt nomen ejus Emanuel; quod interpre-
tatum est, Nobiscum Deus.

Manifest2 significans, et eam promissionem quee fuerat ad
patres impletam, ex virgine natum Filium Dei, et hunc ipsum

esse salvatorem Christum, quem prophetee preedicaverunt : non
10
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sicut ipsi (scil. Valentiniani heeretici) dicunt, Jesum quidem
ipsum esse qui ex Maria sit natus, Christum vero qui desuper
descendit.

Ceeterum poterat dicere Mattheeus ; Jesu vero generatio sic
erat : sed providens Spiritus Sanctus depravatores, et preemu-
niens contra fraudulentiam eorum, per Mattheum ait ; Christi
aulem generatio sic erat ; et quoniam hic est Emanuel ; ne forte
tantum eum hominem putaremus. Non enim ex voluntate car-
nis, neque ex voluntate viri, sed ex voluntate Dei, Verbum caro
Jactum est : neque alium quidem Jesum suspicemur fuisse ; sed
unum et eundem sciremus Deum esse. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii.
c. 18. p. 202, 203. Vide etiam Ibid. lib. iii. c. 21. p. 212.
c. 24.p. 215.

7. Diligenter igitur significavit Bpiritus Sanctus per ea qua
dicta sunt, generationem ejus qua ex virgine, et substantiam
quoniam Deus.

Emanuel enim nomen hoc significat: et manifestat, quoniam
homo, in eo quod dicit, Bulyrum et mel manducabit, et in eo
quod infantem nominat eum, et prius quam cognoscat bonum et
malum ; heec enim omnia sunt hominis infantis.

Quod autem non consentiel nequitie, ut eligat bonum, pro-
prium hoc est Dei: uti non, per hoc quod manducat butyrum
et mel, nudé solummodo eum hominem intelligeremus ; neque
rursus, per nomen Emanuel, sine carne eum Deum suspicare-
mur, Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 26. p. 217. Vide etiam Ibid.
lib. iv. c. 66. p. 294. lib. v. c. 17. p. 840, 341.

8. Nasci se Deus in utero patitur matris. Tertull. de pa-
tient. Oper. p. 8. ‘

9. Ante omnia autem commendanda erit ratio quee preefuit,
ut Dei Filius de virgine nasceretur. Nove nasci debebat novee
nativitatis dedicator. De qua signum daturus Dominus ab
Esaia praedicabatur.

Quid est istud signum ? Ecce virgo concipiet in utero, et
parict flium.

Concepit ergo virgo, et peperit Emanuelem, Nobiscum
Deum. Hec est nativitas nova dum homo nascitur in Deo :
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in quo homine Deus natus est. Tertull. de carn. Christ. § 11.
Oper. p./84./Videletiam Tertall. de resurr. carn. § 15. Oper.
p- 58. Tertull. adv. Jud. Oper. p. 129. Tertull. adv. Marcion.
lib. iii. p. 208. .

- 10. Quoniam enim Esaias, Ecce virgo concipiet, et pariet
Jilium, et vocabitis nomen ejus Emmanuel ; quod interpretatum est
Nobiscum Deus : sic Christus ipse dicit; Ecce ego vobiscum
sum usque ad consummationem seculi.

Est ergo nobiscum Deus, imo- multo magis etiam in nobis est.
Nobiscum est Christus: est ergo, cujus nomen est Nobiscum
Deus; quia et nobiscum est.—

Sed, quoniam nobiscum est, Emmanuel, id est Nobiscum
Deus, dictus est. Deus, ergo, quia nobiscum est; Nobiscum
Deus dictus est. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 607.

11. '180v # wapOévog év yaorpt Eet, xal réferac vidy. Tloiow
oy onueioy, 10, vedmda pi wapBévor rexeiv; Kal rive palior
dppdle yevvijoas "Eppavovi, rovréor,, Med' hudy & Oedg, dpa
yvvawl ovvovaaclelop, kal dd wdovg yvrawelov avAhaflovoy,
# &re xaBapg xal dyvp kal wapféve ; Tavry ydp wpéme yevviy
vévvnpa, &’ ¢ rexOévre Néyerad 10, Me®® Hudy 6 Oeds. Orig.
cont. Cels. lib. i. p. 27, 28. ”

TEXT VI.
Marr. i 11,

Kal, weadvreg, mpoaexbvnoav abrg® xal, avolEavree Tode
Onoavpode abrdv, wpoohveykay adry Swpa, xpvadv Kal
APBavov kal oudpvav.

1. Tar dxo ’AppaBiac olv pdywr éNOovrwy elc BnOAeip,
xal wpooxvynodyrwy ro waidiov, kal wposeveykdvrwy abrg Cépa,
xpvaoy kal Nfavoy xal apvpvay, éxedy) kard dwoxdAviey perd
70 wpooxvvijoas 1oy xaida év BnOhetu, ixehevabnoay pi) Ewavek-



816 THE APOSTOLICITY Carp. 1.

Ociv wpoc rov 'Hpbdnr. Justin., Diad. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 236.
Vide etiam Ibid, p. 257,

- 2. Mattheeus autem Magos ab oriente venientes ait dixisse ;
Vidimus enim stellam ejus in oriente, et venimus adorare eum :
deductosque a stella in domum Jacob ad Emanuel, per ea quee
obtulerunt munera, ostendisse, quid erat qui adorabatur.
Myrrba quidem; quod ipse erat qui pro mortali humano ge-
nere moreretur et sepeliretur : aurum vero ; quoniaw rex, cujus
regni finis non est: thus, vero; quoniam Deus, qui et notus in
Judeea factus est, et manifestus eis qui nom quarebant ewm.
Iren. adv. heer, lib. iii. c. 10. p. 180.

3. *Hrov ody éxl miy "lovdaiay (scil. oi Mdyer), 8¢ piv Bace-
Aebe ric yeyévpras weBbuevor, tiva 8i Pacelay Pasiedowy obx
éxordpevoy, i wob yevynbijorrar ob yuyvhexovrec® gépovrec pév
dépa, & (1» olirws dvopdow) ovrbirg mi éx Oeov xal dyBpdrov
Ovnroi wposhreyxay cupBoka uiv, ¢ Pasnei rov xpvedy, é¢ dé
rebvnlouéry Ty auvpray, dg 8t Ocp rév MPavwrdr xposhvsyxar
02, paBdyrec Tév réwoy rijc yevéorwg atrov. 'ANN, éwel Ouoc #r
& twép rove Ponbolvrac rfpbmowe &yyidovg bvvrdpxwy Zerip
rov yévove ey dvfiplrwy, fyyelog fucliaro v rév Mdywy éxi
wpooxvrijoar rov Ingovv ebaéfeiar. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i. p. 46.

TEXT VIIL

Marr. xvi. 16.

"Awoxpileic 8t Ziuwy Ilérpoc ewe 2 e 6 Xpuorse, 6
Yidc rov Ocov Tov wvroc.

1. Digitus est Dei qui salutem operatur populo, et non
Josephi filius. Si enim Josephi filius esset, quemodo plus
poterat quam Salomon, aut plus quam Jona babere, aut plus
esse David ; cum esset ex eadem seminatione generatus et proles
existens ipsoram ? Ut quid autem et beatum dicebat Petrum,
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quod eurs cognosceret esse Filium Dei vivi? Super hoc autem,
nec rex esse ‘posset, siquidem Josephi filius fuisset, nec hares,
secundum Hieremiam. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 29. p. 219.
Vide etiam Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. vi. Oper. p. 680.

2. Yiov oy dvBpdmov tavroy ENeyev, firor dwo rijic yevvhaewg
riic ud wapBévov, firic v dxo rob AaBid kal Taxvf xal ‘Ioade
xai 'ABpadp vévou' i dud 1o elvar abrov rov *Afpady warépa
xal rovrwy rév xarnplBunpévwy, & dv xardye ) Mapia ro yévoe.
—Kal ydp Yiov Ocov Xptoror xard v rov Harpog abrov dwoxd-
Avfuy, triyvdérra abréy, éva rov palnrdy avrov, Sipwva mpére-
poy xakovpevoy, érwvéuage Hérpov. Kai, Yior Ocov yeypapuévoy
abroy év toig dwouvnuovepact rov dmrosréwy abrov Exorrec,
xal Yior abrov Néyovreg, vevoficapey Syra xal xpd wdvrwy woin-
pdrwy, dro rov Marpoc dvvduee abrob xal BovAj wpoeNfivra.
Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 255.

TEXT VIIIL.
MarT. xxviii. 19.

TopevBévrec odv paonﬂﬁcar‘e wavra ra {0vn, Bawriovree
avrovg eic 70 Svoua rov Ilarpdc kal 7ov Yiov xal rob
‘Aylov Mveduarog.

1. Ecclesiee Catholicee matris nostree veritas semper apud
nos, fratres, et mansit et manet, et vel maximeé in baptismatis
Trinitate ; Domino nostro dicente : Ite et baptizate gentes, in
nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti. Concil. Carthag. can.

‘x. in Oper. Cyprian. vol. i. p. 282.

2. Fidem nostram, et baptismatis gratiam, et legis ecclesias-
ticee regulam, Deus et Dominus noster Jesus Christus, suo ore
Apostolos docens, perimplevit, dicens: Jte et docete omnes
gentes, baptizantes eos in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus
Sancti. Concil. Carthag. can. xxix. in Oper. Cyprian. vol. i.
p. 236.
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8. Dominus enim post resurrectionem, discipulos suos mit-
tens, quemadmodum baptizare deberent instituit et docuit,
dicens: Data est mihi omnis potestas in ceelo et in terra: ife
ergo, et docete gentes omnes, baptizantes eos in nomine Patris et
Filii et Spiritus Sancti, Insinuat Trinitatem, cujus sacra-
mento gentes baptizarentur.” Cyprian. Epist, Ixxiii. Oper. vol.
ii. p. 200. Vide etiam Ibid. p. 206.

TEXT IX.
Magc. ii. 7.

Tt oVro¢ obrw AaXel BAaopnulac; Tle Sbvarar apiévar
apapriac, & un el 6 Oede;

1. Propter hoc, non credentibus quee ab eo fiat remissionem,
Phariszis dicebat : Ut sciatis, quoniam potestatem habet Filius
hominis remittere peccata. Et cum hoc dixisset, jussit paralyti-
cum hominem tollere grabbatym super quem jacebat, et ire in
domum suam.

Propter hoc quidem efficit, confundens incredulos, et signi-
ficans quoniam ipse est Vox Dei, per quam accepit homo prae-
cepta quee supergressus est et factus est peccator : ex peccatis
enim paralysis subecuta est. Peccata igitur remittens, hominem
quidem curavit, semetipsum autem manifesté ostendit quis esset.
Si, enim, nemo potest remittere peccata nisi solus Deus ; re-
mittebat autem heec Dominus, et curabat homines : manifestum
est, quoniam ipse erat Verbum Dei, filius hominis factus a
Patre potestatem accipiens, quomodo homo, et quomodo Deus.
Et, quomodo homo, compassus est nobis : tanquam Deus, mise-
reatur nostri, et remittat nobis debita quee factori nostro debe-
mus Deo. Iren. adv. heer. lib. v. c. 15. p. 338.

2. Hic erat visus Babylonio regi in fornace cum martyribus
suis quartus, tanquam filius hominis, idem ipsi Danieli revelatus
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directo filius hominis, veniens cum cceli nubibus judex, sicut et
Scriptura demonstrat.

Sed plus mihi Scriptura confert, ipsius scilicet Domini inter-
pretatione. Nam, cum Judai, solummodo hominem ejus in-
tuentes, necdum et Deum certi qua Dei quoque Filium, merito
retractarent,\/non | posse)| kominem | delicta dimittere, sed Deum
solum : cur non, secundum intentionem eorum de homine, eis
respondit, habere eum potestatem dimittendi delicta, quando et
JSilium hominis mominans hominem nominaret? Tertull., adv.
Marcion. lib. iv. § 14. Oper. p. 234.

8. '0 8¢ dyaBoc Madaywyde, # Zopia, &6 Adyoc rov Iarpig,
© Snueovpyfiaac Tov dvBpwrov, bhov rfderat Tot wAdsparog” kal
odpa xal Yuxy axeirac abrot 6 wavapcie tiic &rBpwrirnrog
larpog 6 Swrijp. 'Avaora, ¢nel vy wapeipévy, rov oxlpmoda ép’
Oy xaraxewwar Aafoy, dxd oixade.— AN\a raig pev dmobixaic
raya &) péles, xapiopaos 8¢ xhovatog, 'Apéwvral oot ai dpapria,
roi¢ dpaprwloic Hutv Méye. Clem. Alex. Pedag. lib. i. c. 2.
Oper. p. 81.

TEXT X.
Luc. i. 30—385.

Kal elrev 6 dyyedog adrj” My ¢pof3od, Mapidy ebpec
yap xépwv mapa ¢ Oe. Kal, 180d, ovAAiYy v yaorgl,
kal €€y vidy* xal xakéoec TO Svoua avrob 'Incovv. Odrog
{orac péyac® xal Yide “Yilorov Andhoerar kal Sdoe avrg
Kipiog 6 Oede dv Opdvov Aaf3id rob warpdc abroi” xal
PBacedae irt Tov olkov 'lakwf3 el rode alwvac’ kal tiig
Paa\efag avrov ovx forar téhoc. Elwe 82 Mapiau mpdc
oy dyyehov' Ilég Eorar Tovro, émel avdpa o ywdokw ;
Kal dmokpilfielc 6 dyyedoc elwev abdrg: Tlvevua "Ayiov
iwedeboerar inl oc, kal Shvamc “Yiiorov imoxidost gor
3 kal 76 yevvduevoy dyov xkAnbioerar Yive Ocob.
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1. “Exoper iarpoy xai 1oy Kipwoy Hpuér Oedv ’'Inocodr rov
Xptorow, rov wpo aldvey Yior povoyerij xal Adyor, arepoy 3¢
xai drOpwmov éx Maplag rijc wapbévov. ‘O Adbyoc vap oapk
£yévero® & Godparog év obpare, 6 dxalde év wabprg obpare, 6
4Oavarog év Oyary odpary, § lwn) év ¢OopG, Sxwg Bavérov xal
¢Bopic éNevBepbop kal larpsbop rac Yuxac Hudr, xai idgnrac
abrag voophevleloag év doeflelg xal woynpaic émbvpiaic. Ignat.
Epist. ad Ephes. § vii. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. ii. p. 46.

2. déorww 3¢ xal xapay NafBoboa Mapla 3§ wapbévog, ebayyehi=
Lopévov abrg Tafpuh dyyéhov, 8re Myeipa Kuplov éx’ atmiy
éxeleboerat, kal Sbvapie ‘Ylorov émoxidaoee abripp 816 xal 7o
yevvopevoy €& avrijc 8yby éerwv, Yide Oeoi. 'Amexpivaros I'é-
vowro pol xara 70 diipé oov. Justin, Dial. cum Tryph. Oper.
p- 256.

8. Lucas autem sectator et discipulus apostolorum,—de
augelo referens, ait: In ipso autem tempore missus est angelus
Gabriel a Deo, qui et dixit virgini; Noli timere, Maria : in-
venisli enim gratiam apud Deum. Et de Domino dicit: Hie
erit magnus ; et Filius Altissimi vocabitur ; et dabit ei Dominus
Deus thronum David patris sui; et regnabit in domo Jacob; et
regni ejus non erit finis.

Quis est autem alius, qui regnat in domo Jacob sine inter-
missione in seternum, nisi Christus Jesus Dominus noster Filius
Dei Altissimi : qui, per legem et prophetas, promisit salutare
suum facturum se omni carni visibilem, ut fieret filius hominis,
ad hoc ut et homo fieret Filius Dei? Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c.
11. p. 181. Vide etiam Ibid. lib. iii. c. 26. p. 217. c. 18.
p- 2038.

4. Hic est Virtus Dei, hic Ratio, hic Sapientia ejus, et Gloria.

- Hic in virginem illabitur: carnem, Spiritu Sancto cooperante,
induitur. Deus cum homine miscetur. Hic Deus noster, hic
Christus est, qui mediator duorum, hominem induit, quem per-
ducat ad Patrem. Cyprian. de idol. vanit. Oper. vol. i.
p- 15. .

5. Heec et ab angelo exceperat secundum’ nostrum evange-
lium: Propterea, quod in te nascetur, vocabitur sanctum Filius
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Dei; et vocabis nomen ejus Jesum. Tertull. adv. Marcion. lib.
iv. § 7. Oper. p. 229,

6. Proponunt-enim-atque’illa-preetendunt, quee in evangelio
Luce relata sunt; ex quibus asserere conantur, non quod est,
. sed tantum illad quod volunt esse : Spiritus Sanctus veniet in
te; et virtus Aliissimi obumbrabit tibi : pwopterea, et quod ex
te nascetur sanctum vocabitur Filius. Dei.—Hic est enim legiti-
mus Dei Filius qui ex ipso Deo est; qui dum sanctum istud
assumit, et sibi filium hominis annectit, et illum ad se rapit
atque transducit, connexione sua et permixtione sociata pree-
stat, et Filium illum Dei facit quod ille naturaliter non fuit.
Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 614, 615.

7. Meraxapdtarrac 8¢ r0 ebayyéwov &\ovg odx olda, # rove
dxd Mapxiwvog, xal rovg dxd Obakevrivov, olpar & xal rodg
dno Aovkdvov. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. ii. p. 77. Vide etiam
Orig. Comment. in Johan. Oper. vol. ii. p. 18, 83, 76, 84,
105, 106, 109, 110, 124, 188, 139.

TEXT XI.
Luc. x. 22.

lldvra mapedéOn pot Ywd rov Marpde pov' kal oddeic yi-
vooxet Tic dorww & Yide, € un 6 Ilarfp' xai rl¢c torwv &
Tarip, el un 6 Yiog, xal ¢ tav PobAnrar & Yide awoxa-
Adfar. Comp. Matt. xi. 27.

1. Kai 'Inootic 8¢ 6 Xpiorog, bre obx Eyvwoay 'lovéaiol ri Ma-
rip xal i Yidg, dpolwg ENéyxwy abrode, xal atroc elxeyr Oblelc
Eyvw roy Harépa, el p)) 8 Yide obde rov Yidw, el pi) & Mar)p, kal
olc &v dmwoxakty & Yibe. 'O Aébyoc 8 rov Ocov oty & Yidg
abrov,—

"Tovdaiot oy, Hynoduevor del rov Marépa ray SAwy Aehakn-
xévac r¢ Mwoei, rov Aafoavrog abrg dvroc Yiov roi Oeod, 8¢
VOL. 1. Y
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xai dyyehog kai dwdorohog kéxhnrar, dwalwg ENéyyxovrar kai dea
rov wpopnricov [vedparoc xal 8¢ abrov rov Xpiorod, d¢ oire Tov
Harépa ovre rov Yior éyvwaav. Oi yap rov Yiéy Harépa ¢pdo-
xovreg elvat, éNéyxorrat pfire rov Iarépa émordpevor, uh® ore
éorlv Yioc r¢ Harpl rav SAwy ywdorovree® 8¢ xal, Adyoc wpw-
réroxog v ToU Ocow, kai Oedg Umdpyet.

Kal wpérepor, did rijc Tov xvpde popeiic, kai elxdvog dowpdrov,
¢ Muwoel xal Toic iréporg wpoghirawg Epdvn” vy &, év xpdvois
riig Uperépag dpxiic, did wapBévov &vBpwwoc yevduevoc kara Ty
rov Harpoc Povhiy, dwép owrnplag r@v morevoyroy alry, xai
ékovBevnOijvar xal wabety Vmépever, iva dmofavav kal dyvasrac
vicfioy rov Odvarov. Justin. qul. i. Oper. p. 74,75. Vide
etiam Justin, Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 255.

2. Dominus enim, ostendens seipsum discipulis, quoniam ipse
est Verbum qui agnitionem Patris facit, et exprobrans Judeeis
putantibus se habere Deum cum et frustretur Verbum ejus per
quem cognoscitur Deus, dicebat: Nemo cognoscit Filium, nisi
Pater : neque Patrem quis cognoscit, nisi Filius, et cui voluerit
Filius revelare.

Quoniam ab uno Deo, qui et hunc mundum fecit, et nos
plasmavit, et omnia continet et administrat, unigenitus Filius
venit ad nos, suum plasma in semetipsum recapitulans, firma est
mea ad eum fides, et immobilis erga Patrem dilectio, utraque
Deo nobis prabente: neque enim Patrem cognoscere quis
potest, nisi Verbo Dei, id est, nisi Filio revelante; neque
Filium, nisi Patris beneplacito—Non ergo alius erat qui cog-
noscebatur, et alius qui dicebat, Nemo cognoscit Patrem ; sed
unus et idem : omnia subjiciente ei Patre, et ab omnibus acci-
piens testimonium, quoniam veré homo et quoniam verd Deus,
a Patre, a Spiritu, et ab angelis, ab ipsa conditione, ab homini-
bus, et ab apostaticis spiritibus, et ab erronels, et ab inimico, et
novissimé ab ipsa morte. Omnia autem Filius administrans

- Patri perficit ab initio usque ad finem; et, sine illo, nemo potest
cognoscere Deum. Agnitio enim Patris Filius, agnitio autem
Filii in Patre et per Filium revelata: et, propter hoc, Dominus
dicebat ; Nemo cognoscit Filium nisi Pater, neque Patrem nisi
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Filius et quibuscunque Filius revelaverit. Revelaverit, enim,
non solum in futurum dictum est; quasi tunc inciperet Verbum
manifestare Patrem cum de Maria natus : sed communiter, per
totum tempus, positum est. Ab initio, enim, assistens Filius suo
plasmati, revelat omnibus Patrem, quibus vult, et quando vult,
et quemadnisdum vult; Pater)i e, propter hoc, in omnibus et
per omnia, unus Deus Pater, et unum Verbum, et unus Filius,
et unus Spiritus, et una fides et salus omnibus credentibus in
eum. Iren.adv heer. lib. iv, c. 14, p. 240—242.

8. Cognoscunt enim eum hi, quibus revelaverit Filius : semper
autem coexistens Filius Patri, olim et ab initio, semper revelat
Patrem et angelis et archangelis et potestatibus et virtutibus et
hominibus quibus vult revelare Deus. Iren. adv. heer. lib. ii.
c. 55. p. 157.

4. "AN\d xal 6 ZSwmip i'"u:';v xal Kipwog, Adyog rov Oeob, 16
péyeboc xapiorde rijc yvdoews rov Harpog, 8re xar' dblay wpon-
yovpévwg abrg pdve AapPdverac xal yiyvioxerar, devrépwg 8¢
roi¢ EN\apmopévoig 0 yepovikoy Y’ abrov Tov Adyov xal Ocob,
¢noir Oblele émvywdbaoret rov Yio, el py 6 Harip* obdé rov Ma-
répa, el p) 6 Yidg, xal § &v 6 Yioc dwoxakiyp. Ovre yap rov
dyévnrov xal xdane yevnriic ploewe mpwriroxoy kar' dklay eidévae
ri¢ dbvarat, d¢ 6 yewvhioag abrov Marhp* obre rov Harépa, dg &
Epuxoc Adyog xal Bopia adrov ral "ANiBea’ ol peroxi] wepac-
podvroc dxd rov Iarpdc T6 Neydpevov oxérog, 8 #Bero dwoxpugny
abrob, kal 70 Aeyduevoy mepi3éhawy abros, myy &PBvoooy, kai
droxakixrovroc olrw rov Harépa 8re mwor’ &y xwpfi yvyvéexey
abrov yryvboxer. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vi. p. 287.

TEXT XIL

JoHaN. i. 1—14.

Ev apxj #v 6 Abyoc,xal & Adyoc #v wpdc TOv Oedv,
xal Oedc v & Adyoc. Oiroc Fv v apxd wpdc TdV Oedv.
Idvra 8’ abrov iyévero’ kal, xwplc abrov, éyévero ovdt v,

Y2
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8 yéyovev. 'Ev abrg Lwi v, xal 1 Lwy #v 70 puc rav
avlpdmwy' kal & puc dv ) oxorig pafver, xal % oxorfa
adrd ob karéhafev. 'Eyévero dvlpwiroc amesraluévoc wapa
O¢ob, Svoua abrg "lwdvng. Odroc #AOBev eic paprvplav,
Tva uapripfioy mepl mav pwrdc, va mdvree morebowar &
avrov. Ouk #v ixelvoc 7O ¢puc, aAX’ Tva paprvpiiop wepl
Tob pwrde. "Hv 70 puc 10 aAnfuwov 8 ¢pwrile wdvra dv-
Oowmov Epxduevov eic Tov kdouov. 'Ev rg xdouy v, xai
6 xbopog O avrov iyfvero' xal 6 xéauoc avTéV ovk Eyvw.
Eic ra 10w §A0e, xal ol S0t adbrdv ob wapéhaBov: Soot
& ¥Aafov avrov, Edwkev adroic iEovafav Tékva Ocob ye
véaOai, Toic mioTebovaw eic 1O Bvopa adrov. Oi ovk EE
alpdrwv, obd? ik Oedfparoc oapkdc, odd ik Oedfjuaroc
avdpoc, aAX’ ix Ocob, éyevviifinoav. Kal 6 Adyoc oapf
tyévero, xal ioxhvwaey &v Nuiv (kal 0cacducla riy S6Eav
avrov, 8dEav d¢ povoyevove wapa Iarpde), wAfpne xdpt-
roc kal aAnlelac.

1. 'H & wporn Svvapug, pera rov HMarépa rdvrey ral deoxdrny
Ocov, xal Yiog, 6 Adyoc éoris &¢ rova Tpéxov gapromonBele &v-
Opwroc yéyover. Just. Apol. i. Oper. p. 7. Vide etiam Dial.
cum Tryph. Oper. p. 221—228.

2. Super omnia quidem Pater ; et ipse est caput Christi : per
omnia autem Verbum, et ipse est caput ecclesize : in omnibus
autem nobis Spiritus; et ipse est aqua viva.

Testimonium perhibet his et Joannes Domini discipulus in
evangelio, dicens: In priricipio erat Verbum, et Verbum erat
apud Deum, et Deus erat Verbum. Hoc erat in principio apud
Deum. Omnia per ipsum facta sunt, et sine ipso factum est
nihil.

Deinde de ipso Verbo dixit: In mundo erat, et mundus per
ipsum factus est, et mundus eum non cognovit.

Et, iterum, significans ejus secundum hominem dispensa- .
tionem, dixit: Et Verbum caro factum est, et habitavit in nobis.
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Et iterum intulit: Et vidimus gloriam ejus gloriam quasi
unigeniti a Patre, plenum gratia et veritate.

Manifest?/ ostendens) audire) volentibus, quoniam unus Deus
Pater super omnes ; et unum Verbum Dei per quod omnes, per
quem omnia facta sunt : et quoniam hic mundus proprius ipsius,
et per ipsum factus est voluntate Patris, et non per angelos.—
Mundi enim factor vere Verbum Dei est: hic autem est Do-
minus noster, qui in novissimis temporibus homo factus est.
Iren. adv. heer. lib. v. c. 16. p. 840. Vide etiam lib. i. c. 19.
p. 74. lib. ii. c. 2. p. 97, 98. lib. iii. c. 8. p. 178. c. 11, p. 187.
1ib. iv. c. 17. p. 248.

8. 'Exel 8¢ 6 Abyoc Hpudv Eva Oeov Hyet Tov Tovde rob wavrog
xoriy, abrov pév ob yevbuevov (6rero v ob ylveray, dA\Aé 7o
pi} o¥), mdvra 0é Sia Tov wap’ adrov Adyov wemoukdra* Exdrepa
d\dywe wdoyoper, xal kaxic dyopevéuela xai dwxdpefa. Athe-
nag. Legat. § v. p. 21, 22.

4. Noovpey yap xal Yiov rov Oeovv—'AAN orey & Yide rob
©cot Adyog rov Harpig, év 10ég xal évepyelg® wpoc abrov yap,
xal 3¢ abrod, mdvra tyévero: évie dvrog rov Marpdc xal rob Yio:
ovroc 8¢ o Yiov év Marpl, xai Marpog &v Yig, évérnre xal dv-
vdpe Mvevparog. Noig kal Adyos rov Iarpde, 8 Yide rov Ocov.
Athenag. Legat. § ix. p. 37, 88.

5. Kal wparov pév ouppbrwe E0idakar hudc, ore €€ obx dyrwy
ra mavra émolnoey. Ob ydp i ¢ Oep ovvfikpacey &N avrig
favrob rémog v, kal &vevdelc v, kai Yrepéxwy mpo Tav albvwy,
#0éAnoev &yBpwmoy wovjoar ¢ yvwaly* Toiure oy wponroipace
réy xdopov. ‘O yap yevnrog xal wposdeng éarwv' & 8¢ dyévnroc
obdevog wpoodeirar. "Exwy oy 6 Oedc Tov éavrob Adyoy évdi-
4Bcrov év rtoig ldlorg exAayyvoig, éyévynoey airdv, pera ric
éavrov Soplag ékepeviapevoc mpo rav S\wy. Toiroy rov Adyoy
Zoxey dmovpyoy v Yx' abrov yeyevpuévwy' xal, &C abroi, ra
wévra wexolnxev. Theoph. ad Autol. lib. ii. § 10. p. 355.

6. Oby dg of mounral xal pvBoypagot Aéyovory viovg Beav éx
ovvovolag yevvwpévovg, GAN' d¢ GAnlela Supyeiral, rov Adyoy
To¥ dvra damavrog évdialerov év kapdig Ocov. TIpo ydp re yi-’
veaBae, roiiroy elxe obpfovdoy, tavrov Noiy kai dpivnory brra.
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id est omnia, et per quem id est Sermo : nonne et unde omnia
facta essent a Deo per Sermonem, exegisset ordo profiteri, si
ex aliquo facta essent? Tertull. adv. Hermog. § 10. Oper.
p. 344, 845.

12. Ac sic et Joannes, nativitatem Christi describens, Ver-
bum, inquit, caro factum est, et habitavit in nobis, et vidimus
claritatem ejus clarilatem lanquam unigeniti a Patre, plenus
gratia et veritate.

Nam et vocat nomen ejus Verbum Dei; nec immerito.—Per
ipsum enim omnia facta sunt opera, et sine ipso factum est
nihil. Sive enim, inquit apostolus, throni, sive dominationes,
sive virtules, sive potestates, visibilia et invisibilia, omnia per
ipsum constant.

Verbum autem hoc illud est, quod in sua venit, et sui cum
non receperunt. Mundus enim per ipsum factus est, et mundus
eum-non cognovit.

Verbum autem hoc erat in principio apud Deum, et Deus erat
Verbum.

Quis igitur dubitet, cum in extrema parte dicit, Verbum caro
Jactum est, et habitavit in nobis, Christum, cujus est nativitas
et quia caro factus est, esse hominem; et, quia Verbum Dei,
Deum incunctanter edicere esse: preesertim cum animadvertat
scripturam evangelicam, utramque istam substantiam in unam
nativitatis Christi foederasse concordiam? Novat. de Trin. in
Oper. Tertull. p. 608. Vide etiam Ibid. p. 622, 623.

13. Tov pév wpooexis Snpovpyov elvar Tov Yiov Tov Oeov
Adéyov, kat dowepel adrovpyov Tov xbopov rov & Harépa rov
Adyov, T¢ wpooreraxévar v Yig éavrov Adyy woijear Tov xdo-
pov, elvar mpdrwg Snuwovpydy. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vi. p. 317.

14. Tic & &\o¢ sdoac kal mpooayayely ry éml ndot Oeg Ov-
varat Ty rov dvBpdmov Yux)y, i 6 Oedoc Adyog; "Oaric év
dpxy mpo¢c TOv Oedv dy, Sed rovg KoOAANOévTac T oapki kai yevo-
pévovg bmep oapl, éyévero oapt, Tva xwpnlj vwo r@v pn dvva-
pévoy abrov BAémery xabo Adyog Hiv, xal wpoc Oeov Hv, kai Ococ
#v. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vi. p. 322. Vide etiam Ibid. lib. ii.
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p- 80. lib. iv. p. 164. et Comment. in Johan. Oper. vol. ii. p.
18, 19.

15. Hujus igitur indulgentise, gratiee disciplinaeque arbiter
et magister, Sermo et Filius Dei wittitur, qui, per prophetas
omnes retro, illuminator et doctor humani generis preedicabatur.
Hic est'Virtus 'Dei, hic' Ratio, hic Sapientia ejus, et Gloria.
Hic in virginem illabitur; carnem, Spiritu Sancto cGoperante,
induitur. Deus cum homine miscetur. Hic Deus noster, hic
Christus est; qui, mediator duorum, hominem induit quem
perducet ad Patrem. Cyprian. de idol. vanit. Oper. vol. i.
p. 15.

16. 'ANX ebosfSac Opohoyel morebwy ri, did )y ﬁ.;u'w cwrn-
play xal 76 Sfjoar wpoc drpefiay 76 xiv, 6 rav S\wy Sppuovpydg
ix rij¢ wavaylac derxapfévov Mapiag, xard oUNmry &xparrov,
dixa rporiic, évovoubaag davrg Yuxlv voepayv pera aloOnricod
obparog, yéyovey dvBpwroc pvae kaxlag &ANérpiog, & Adyoc Oede®
6 abroc Oebrare pév ra Ocia dia riig abrov wavaylac eapxde, obx
dvra ¢pioe Tijc aapkoc évepyav: byvBpwnéryre 8 ra drBpbwwva,
obx dvra ¢vaet Bedryrog, avoyjj mdoxwy Bedrproc. Hippol. cont.
Beron. et Helic. c. 8. Oper. vol.i. p. 280.

17. Kara rov Kvplov 8¢ éore Ilarjp Xpioro¥, xal xara rov
Xptorob abrov® 8¢ éor Xpiordg, Oeot Avvapec, # rov Marpdc Zo-
¢la, &v Abyoc &idewc' &idiog yap dv yéyove waidlov, yevvnleic
Apiv Yiég. Dion. Alex. Epist. adv. Paul. Samos. Oper. p. 207.

18. Mid 8¢ pévy mapBévog Ouydarnp Lwiic éyévynoe rov Javra
Aébyor kal évvrdoraroy, rov deriworor xal Snpiovpydy rov éNBévra
& 7g xbopy, xal dyvworov Oeov, xal Vrepovpdrvioy Ocov, obparod
wouryy, rov Snpovpydy rov xéopov. Dion. Alex, Epist. adv.
Paul. Samos. Oper. p. 211.

19. 'O éx rov Ocov yevynlele mpo aidvwy, 6 abrog éx’ éoydroy

éx pyrpbe.  Ada roiro Oeoxrdvor 'Iovdaiol, éxel rov Kipuww rii ‘

dbkng éoravpwoav. Ei py vap fiv & Xpiorsc abrog 6 Sv Oedc
Adyog, obx #dbvaro elvac dvapdpraroe obdeiq yap dvapdprares,
& py elg 6 Xpeorde, d¢ xai & Harnp rov Xpiarod, xai 16 "Ayior
NMvsbpa. Dion. Alex. Epist. adv. Paul. Samos. Oper. p. 214,

pr—
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20. Yiov 8¢ Aéyer, dv wpooxuvel ) rav dvw dylwy myevpdrwy
wAnbvg, rov éva xal duépioror Xpioréy, rov ovvaidor roi Har-
poc, ouvavdpyow,. ovidnprovpyor (#¢ Iarpi® Oceoc yap Topajh
*Inaoiic 6 xpo aibvwy Adyog, d¢ xal 76 "Aywy Iveipa. Dion.
Alex. Queest. adv. Paul. Samos. Oper. p. 244. _

21. ‘Q¢ dAnBac dvrog xal évepyotvrog, dg Adyov Gua kal Ocoi
8¢ ob 6 Harnp wdvra wexolnkey, oby éc O dpydvov, obd &¢ &
émworhpne dvvroorarov' yevvfigavrog pév roi Harpog rov Yiow
a¢ {boay évépyear xai évvxdararov, évepyovvra ra wavra év
wxidow’ obxl BAémavrog 3¢ povoy obdé wapdvrog pévov rob Yiow,
dA\\a xal évepyoivrog wpoc t¥ T@y GAwy Spumovpylav. Epist.
Concil. Antioch. apud Routh. Rel. Sacr. vol. ii. p. 466.

22. "Owep releqwvpyijoar xaraxepgleic 6 Adyoc eic Tov xéo-
pov, i)y fperépay popdy wpérepor dvékafBe moMoic dpapriipact
xareoriypévny, iva &) iy Oelav Hpeic, 3¢ obg abrog épdpeoe, wh-
A xwpiioar SvwnBauev—Tairp yap ppericaro iy dvBpwxuny
évdvoacbac odpra, Ocdg dv, Srwe domep év mivaxe Oeioy Exrvrwpa
Blov BNémovree, Exwpey xal ypeic rov ypdavra pypciodar. Me-
thod. Sympos. Oper. p. 69, 70.

23. Sed illum Filium suum primogenitum, illum opificem
rerum et conciliatorem suum, delabi jussit e ccelo, ut religionem
sanctam Dei transferret ad gentes. Lactant. Instit. lib. iv.c. 11,
p- 380.

24. Idcirco etiam Filium bis nasci oportuit, ut ipse fieret
dxdrep atque dufirwp. In prima enim nativitate spiritali dufirwp
fuit; quia, sine officio matris, a solo Deo Patre generatus est.
In secunda vero carnali dwdrwp fuit; quoniam, sine patris
officio, virginali utero procreatus est : ut, mediam inter Deum et
hominem substantiam gerens, nostram hanc fragilem imbecil-
lemque naturam quasi manu ad immortalitatem posset educere.
Factus est et Dei Filius per spiritum, et hominis per carnem :
id est, et Deus et homo. Lactant. Instit. lib. iv. c. 13. p.
387, 388.
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TEXT XIII.

JoHaN. i. 18.

Oedv oV del¢ Ewpaxe wdmwore: & povoyewic Yide, 6 dv el
70V k6Arov Tov Ilarpde, éxeivoc Enyhoaro.

1. Oa¢ &» ody ovroc (scil. 6 Maryp) 7} Aakhoee xpde rwva, %
opleln Tovi, §i év ENaylory pépe yiic paveln, omére ye obde Ty
8étay Tov map’ abrov mwepgbévroc toxver 6 Madg Ideiv év Sivg ;—
Otre ody "APpadp, obre 'loaax, ovre "laxdf, obre dA\hog dvOpd-
wov, elde rov Harépa xal dpnroy Kipioy rov xdyrwy dxhic xai
abroi Tov Xpiorov® dAX’ éxeivov, Tov, xard LovAijy m)y éxelvov,
xal Oeov Grra Yiow abrob, xai " Ayyehov éx rov drnpereiv Tf yvo-
pp abrov* Sy xal dvBpwxor yevmbivar did riic wapBévov Be-
BotAnrar ¢ kal xip woré yéyove rff wpoc Mwoéa opiNig rfy dxd
rii¢ Bdrov. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 280.

2, Deus, qui fecit terram,—hic et benedictionem esce et
gratiam potus, in novissimis temporibus, per Filium donat hu-
mano generi, incomprehensibilis per comprehensibilem, et in-




NUMB. 1.] OF TRINITARIANISM. 331

scriptum est: Deum nemo vidit unquam ; nist unigenitus Filius,
qui est in sinu Patris, ipse enarravit.

Enarrat ergo Filius ab initio Patris, quippe qui ab initio
est cum Patre,/qui et visiones' propheticas et divisiones charis-
matum et ministeria sua et Patris glorificationem consequenter
et composité ostenderit humano generi apto tempore ad utili-
tatem.

Visibilem autem rursus hominibus per multas dispositiones
ostendens Deum, ne, in totum deficiens, homo cessaret esse.
Gloria enim Dei vivens homo, vita autem hominis visio Dei.

Secundum hanc igitur rationem invisibilem videbant Deum.
Quemadmodum et Esaias ait: Regem Dominum sabaoth vidi
oculis meis : significans, quoniam videbit oculis Deum homo, .
et vocem ejus audiet. Secundum hanc igitur rationem, et Fi-
lium Dei hominem videbant conversatum cum hominibus; id,
quod futurum erat, prophetantes; eum, qui nondum aderat,
adesse dicentes ; et impassibilem passibilem annunciantes; et
eum, qui tunc in ccelis, in limum mortis descendisse dicentes.

Et Verbum quidem loquebatur Moysi, apparens in conspectu
quemadmodum si quis loquatur ad amicum suum. Moyses
vero cupivit manifest2 videre eum, qui secum loquebatur : et
dictum est ei; Sta in loco alto petree, et manum meam contegam
super te. Quando vero transierit claritas mea, tunc videbis quee
sunt posteriora mea. Facies autem mea non videbitur tibi : non
enim videt homo faciem meam, et vivet.

Utraque significans, quoniam et impossibile est homini videre
Deum, et quoniam per Sapientiam Dei in novissimis temporibus
videbit Deum homo in eo qui est secundum hominem ejus ad-
ventus, Et, propter hoc, facie ad faciem confabulatus est cum
eo in altitudine montis, assistente etiam Helia, quemadmodum
evangelium retulit, restituens in fine pristinam repromissionem.
Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv. c. 87.p. 268, 269. Vide etiam que de-
inceps sequuntur.

4. Visum quidem Deum secundum hominum capacitates, non
secundum plenitudinem divinitatis.

Nam patriarchee Deum vidisse referuntur, ut Abraham et
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Isaac; et prophetee, ut Esaias, ut Ezechiel: et tamen mortui
non sunt.

Igitur aut mori debuerant, si eum viderant; Deum emim
nemo videbit, et vivet: aut, si Deum viderunt, et mortui non
sunt ; scriptura mentitur Deum dixisse ; Faciem meam homo si
viderit) von vivet aut Bcriptura mentitur, cum invisum aut cum
visum Deum profert.

Jam ergo alius erit qui videbatur; quia non potest idem in-
visibilis definiri qui videbatur : et consequens erit, invisibilem
Patrem intelligamus pro plenitudine majestatis, visibilem vero
Filium agnoscamus pro modulo derivationis: sicut nec solem
nobis contemplari licet, quantum ad ipsam substantise summam
quee est in ccelis; radium autem ejus toleramus oculis pro
temperatura portionis, quee in terram inde porrigitur.

Ecce enim, et in evangeliis et in apostolis, visibilem et in-
visibilem Deum deprehendo, sub manifesta et personali dis-
tinctione conditionis utriusque.

Exclamat quodammodo Joannes : Deum nemo vidit unguam ;
utique nec retro. Ademit enim temporis quaestionem, dicendo
Dominum nunquam visum.

Lidem ipsi apostoli, et vidisse se Christum, et contrectasse,
testantur.—E¢ vidimus gloriam ejus tanquam unigeniti a Patre,
utique Filii : scilicet visibilis, glorificati a Patre invisibili.

Et ideo, quoniam Sermonem Dei Deum dixerat, ne adjuvaret
adversariorum prasumptionem quasi Patrem ipsum vidisset,
distinguendum inter invisibilem Patrem, et Filium visibilem,
superdicit ex abundanti : Deum nemo vidit unquam.

Quem Deum? Sermonem? At quin vidimus, et audivimus,
et contrectavimus, de Sermone vitee praedictum est.

Sed quem Deum? Scilicet Patrem, apud quem Deus erat
Sermo, unigenitus Filius, qui est in sinu Patris, ipse disseruit.
Tertull. adv. Prax. § 10. Oper. p. 414, 415, 416.

5. Kal 'lwavyne & dréorohog® Ocov obleic ébpaxe womors o
povoyevig Yiog, 6 dv eic Tov koAwoy rov Ilarpoc, éxeivoc éényh-
caro. To & déparov xai dppnrov kéAwov dvopdeac Ocov, (3abvy
avrov kekAfKaoty Evredley rveg, d¢ av mepteikngora, kal éyxoAme-

. ————
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aduevoy rd mévra, dvépuréy re xal dxépayrov. Clem. Alex.
Strom. lib. v. p. 587.

Memoria forsitan fretus, Clemens hic povoyeric Oeds, pro
povoyevic Yidg, scribit. Ut ut sit, quee sit mens sua de Christi
natura, mir@ heec prodit lectio.

TEXT XIV.
JomaN. i. 30.

Obrdg tort wepi ob éyw elmov' 'Omlow pov ¥pxerat avip,
O¢ Eumpooliv pov yéyovey' 81t wpardée pov Hv. Comp.
comm. 27,

O eipl dyar 6 Xprordg' Ymnpérne elpl, xal obx abBévrne 0e-
brng epl, ob Baghebe—drvBpwroc ipl, ob Oebe.—Eyd ebre-
Ni¢ xai éNaxiarog® Epyerar 08 omiow pov ¢ EumpoaBév pov éorlv’
dxiow, did rov xpbvor* Eumpoaley &¢, did Tov dmpéoerov kal dvéx-
¢pacroy rije Oeérnroc s, Hippolyt. Homil. in Theophan. c. iii.
Oper. vol. i. p. 262.

TEXT XV.
JoHAN. iii. 18.

Kal obdelc avaf3éBnxev elc 7ov ovpavdw, & un 6
rob ovpavov xaraf3dg, & Yide rov avBpdwov 6 dv v rg
ovpavy.

Quoniam usque ad summum, nec guisquam in ceelum ascendit,
nisi qui de ceelo descendit, Filius hominis qui est in ceelis, xg-
petens hoc ipsum dicit: Pater, clarifica me eo honore, quo fui
apud te antequam mundus esset.

10




334 THE APOSTOLICITY [app. 1.

‘Ac si de ccelo descendit Verbum hoc tanquam sponsus ad
carnem, ut per carnis adsumptionem Filius hominis illuc posset
ascendere unde Dei Filius Verbum descenderat: merito, dum,
per connexionem mutuam, et caro Verbum Dei gerit, et Filius
Dei fragilitatem carnis adsumit; cum sponsa carne conscen-
dens illuc ‘unde sine’ carne’ descenderat, recipit jam claritatem
illam, quam dum ante mundi institutionem habuisse ostenditur,
Deus manifestissimé comprobatur. Novat. de Trin. in Oper.
Tertull. p. 608, 609.

TEXT XVIL
Jouan. v. 46.

El ydp tmerebere Mwop, émorebere dv uol* mwepl ydp
2uov exetvoc Eypaev.

Bene igitur et Joannes meminit dicentem Deum Judseis :
Scrutamini Scripturas, in quibus putatis vos vitam eternam
habere ; ille sunt, quae testimonium perhibent de me; et non
vultis venire ad me, ut vitam habeatis. Johan. v. 39.

Quomodo igitur testabantur de eo Scripturee, nisi ab uno et
eodem essent Patre, praestruentes homines de adventu Filii ejus,
et preenunciantes salutem quse est ab eo? Si enim crederetis
Moysi, crederetis et mihi: de me enim ille scripsit.

Scilicet quod inseminatus est ubique in Scripturis ejus Filius
Dei, aliquando quidem cum Abraham loquens, aliquando cum
eodem comesurus, aliquando autem Sodomitis inducens judi-
cium : et rursus, cum videtur et in viam dirigit Jacob, et de
rubo loquitur cum Moyse. Et non est numerum dicere in
quibus a Moyse ostenditur Filius Dei : cujus et diem passionis
non ignoravit; sed figuratim preenunciavit eum, Pascha no-
minans. Iren. adv. her, lib. iv. c. 23. p. 248.
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TEXT XVII.
JoHaN. vi. 62.

"Edv odv Oewpiire 7ov vidv 1ob avlpdmov avaPafvovra
3wov v 70 wpdrepov ;

1. Quod si de ccelo missus a Patre est, non utique homo
tantum est: homo enim, ut diximus, de ccelo venire non
potuit.

Non igitur ibi ante homo fuit: sed illuc ascendit, ubi non
fuit,

Descendit autem Dei Verbum, quod ibi fuit : Verbum, in-
quam, Dei; et Deus, per quem facta sunt omnia, et sine quo
factum est nihil.

Non igitur homo inde sic de ccelis venit; sed Dei Sermo, id
est Deus, inde descendit.

Homo est enim cum Deo junctus, et Deus cum homine
copulatus. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p 619.

2. Kal xepi rob eixely rov dAnbwav "Inoovy rov Oeov "Lapanh,
8re Ovxrw dvaBéfnxa wxpoc rov Harépa pov, obdéww foay Bcwph-
oavrec abrov dvepydpevoy Smov fiv 76 xpérepov.

Abrov &art guw) rov ¢vBpwmelérrog Ocov Adyov, 16, 'Eav
oy tdnre Tov viov rov dvfpdrov dvaPalvovra 8xov v 7o wpé-
repov; kai 10, Obdeic dvaPéfnxer elc rov obpavow, el pp) o

“é Toi obpavod rarafidc, 6 viog rov dvpdmov & Sy dv g
obparg. ‘

Abrog Eyévero poc el Ocov xal Kipiov *Inaovw 6 elg dv Adyoc
pla abrov dwdoraaig, kal tv mpbowmwoy* abrdg éorev @ Umerdyn rd
warra wapa rov Harpéc® ovx @v éNdrrwy rov Ilarpog, dmép Huay

wpoonibaro, Néywy' Ilarep dyie, dyiaoov abrodg, rhipnoov ab-
robc. Dionys. Alex. adv. Paul. Samos. Quest. x. Oper.
P 274.
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v iufiv' xkal €lde, kal ixdpn. Elwov odv ol "lovdaiot mpdc
avrév’ Ilevrhicovra Ern obmw ¥xere, xai’'Afpadu édpaxac ;
Elrev avroic 6 ’Inoovc’ ’Amwiv auiy Aéyw dutv, mpiv
*APpadu yevéalar, tyd el

Kai viv d6Eaodv pe, av Ildrep, mapd ceavre, rj S6Ey 3
elxov, mpd Tov TOV kbopov elvai, Tapd cof.

1. Ipse igitur Christus cum Patre vivorum est Deus, qui et
locutus est Moysi, qui et patribus manifestatus est.

At, hoc ipsum docens, dicebat Judeeis: Abrakam, pater vester,
exultavit, ut videret diem meum ; et vidit, et gavisus est.

Quid enim credidit Abraham Deo, et deputatum est ei ad
Jjusticiam?

Primum quidem, quoniam ipse est factor cceli et terree solus
Deus: deinde autem, quoniam faciet semen ejus quasi stellas
ceeli. ‘

Justé igitur derelinquens terrenam cognationem omnem, se-
quebatur Verbum Dei, cum Verbo peregrinans, ut cum Verbo
moraretur. Iren. adv. her. lib. iv. c. 11, 12. p. 239.

2. In eo autem, quod amicos Dei dicit suos discipulos, mani-
festé ostendit se esse Verbum Dei: quem et Abraham, volun-
tarié et sine vinculis, propter generositatem fidei sequens, amicus
factus est Dei.

Sed neque Abrahz amicitiam, propter indigentiam, assumpsit
Dei Verbum, existens ab initio perfectus: Antequam, enim,
Abraham esset, ego sum ; inquit : sed ut Abrahz donaret ipse
seternam vitam existens bonus, quoniam amicitia Dei immor-
talitatis est condonatrix his qui aggrediuntur eam.

Igitur initio, non quasi indigens, Deus hominem plasmavit
Adam ; sed ut haberet, in quem collocaret sua beneficia. Non
solum ante Adam, sed et ante omnem conditionem, glorificabat
Verbum Patrem suum manens in eo : et ipse a Patre glorifica-
batur. Quemadmodum ipse ait: Pater, clarifica me claritate,

VOL. I. Z
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quam habui apud te priusquam mundus fieret. Iren. adv. heer.
lib. iv. c. 27, 28. p. 253, 254.

8. Qui legunt ergo hominis filium hominem Christum Jesum,
legant hunc eundem et Deum et Dei Filium nuncupatum.

Nam; quomodo ¢st; guahomo, ex Abraham: sic est etiam,
qua Deus, ante ipsum Abraham.

Et quomodo, qua homo, filius David : ita Dominus David,
qua Deus, nuncupatus est.

Et quomodo, qua homo, sub Lege factus est: ita, qua Deus,
sabbati Dominus expressus est.

Et quomodo post mundum, qua homo, nascitur: sic ante
mundum, qua Deus, fuisse perhibetur.

Et quomodo ex semine David, qua homo, genitus est: sic
ita per ipsum, qua Denm, mundus dicitur institutus.

Et quomodo, qua homo, post multos : ita, qua Deus, ante
omnes.

Et quomodo ceeteris, qua homo, inferior : sic omnibus, qua
Deus, major,

Et quomodo in ceelum, qua homo, ascendit : sic inde, qua
Deus, ante descendit. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull.
p. 607.

4. Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo inquit: Ante
Abraham ego sum ?

Nemo enim hominum ante eum potest esse, ex quo ipse est :
nec potest fieri, ut quicquam prius fuerit ante illum, ex quo
ipsam originem sumpsit. Sed enim Christus cum ex Abraham
sit, ante Abrabam esse se dicit. Aut mentitur igitur, et fallit;
si ante Abraham non fuit, qui ex Abraham fuit : aut non fallit ;
si etiam Deus est, dum ante Abraham fuit. Quod nisi fuisset,
consequenter cum ex Abraham fuisset, ante Abraham esse
non posset. Novat.de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 620. Vide
etiam Orig. cont, Cels. lib. viii, p. 886. cit. infra sub Johan,
x. 80.
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TEXT XX.
JoHAN. x. 30.

'Eyo xat 6 Iarrp &v Eouev.

1. Apud nos autem solus Filius Patrem novit: et sinum
Patris ipse exposuit : et omnia apud Patrem audivit et vidit ; et,
quee mandatus est a Patre, ea et loquitur. Nec suam, sed
Patris, perfecit voluntatem: quam de proximo, imo de initio,
noverat. Quis enim scit quee sint in Deo, nisi Spiritus qui in
ipso est ?

Sermo ergo et in Patre semper, sicut dicit; Ego in Patre;
et apud Deum semper, sicut scriptum est; Et Sermo erat
apud Deum : et nunquam separatus a Patre, aut alius a Patre ;
quia Ego et Pater unum sumus.

Heec erit probola veritatis, custos unitatis, qua prolatum di-
cimus Filium a Patre, sed non separatum. Tertull. adv. Prax.
§ 6. Oper. p. 409.

2. Ego et Pater unum sumus.

Hic ergo jam gradum volunt figere stulti, imo ceeci, qui non
videant: primo, Ego et Pater, duorum esse gignificationem ;
dehinc in novissimo sumus, non ex unius esse persona, quod
pluraliter dictum est; tum quod Unum sumus, non Unus
sumus.

Si enim dixisset, quod Unus sumus, potuisset adjuvare sen-
tentiam illorum.  Unus enim singularis numeri significatio
videtur.

Adhue, cum duo, masculini generis, Unum dicit neutrali
verbo, quod non pertinet ad singularitatem, sed ad unitatem,
ad similitudinem, ad conjunctionem, ad dilectionem Patris qui
Filium diligit, et ad obsequium Filii qui voluntati Patris ob-
sequitur.

Unum sumus, dicens, Ego et Pater ; ostendit, duos esse, quos
eequat et jungit. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 15. Oper. p. 422, 423.

z 2 ’
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8. Post Philippum et totam substantiam queestionis istius,
quee in finem evangelii perseverant in eodem genere sermonis,
quo Pater et Filius in sua proprietate distinguitur, Paracletum
quoque a Patre se postulaturum, quum ascendisset ad Patrem,
et missurum repromittit et quidem alium, sed jam preemisimus
quomodo alium : ceeterum de meo sumet, inquit, sicut ipse de
Patris.

Ita connexus Patris in Filio, et Filii in Paracleto, tres efficit
cohaerentes, alterum ex altero: qui tres unum sunt, non unus ;
quomodo dictum est, Ego et Pater unum sumus : ad substantie
unitatem, non ad numeri singularitatem. Tertull. adv. Prax.
§ 15. Oper. p. 425.

4. Si homo tantummodo Christus, quid est quod ait : Ego
et Pater unum sumus 7 :

Quomodo enim Ego et Pater unum sumus,.si non et Deus est
et Filius, qui idcirco Unum potest dici, dum ex ipso est, et dum
Filius ejus est, et dum ex ipso nascitur, dum ex ipso proces-
sisse reperitur, per quod et Deus est. Quod cum invidiosum
Judeei putassent, et blasphemum credidissent, eo quod se osten-
derat his sermonibus Christum esse Deum, ac propterea ad

lapides concurrissent, et saxorum ictus injicere gestissent ; ex-

emplo et testimonio Scripturarum adversarios suos fortiter re-

futavit. .
Si illos, inquit, dizit deos ad quos verba facta sunt, et non

potest solvi Scriptura : quem Pater sanctificavit, et misit in hunc

mundum, vos dicitis quia blasphemas, quia dixi, Filius Dei sum

ego? '
Quibus vocibus neque se negavit Deum, quinimo Deum se

esse firmavit. Nam, quia sine dubitatione dei esse dicuntur ad

quos verba facta sunt, multo magis hic Deus qui melior illis

omnibus invenitur. Et nihilominus calumniosam blasphemiam -

dispositione legitima congruenter refutavit: Deum se sic in-

telligi vult, ut Filium Dei, et non ipsum Patrem vellet intelligi.

Missum enim se esse dixit, et multa opera se ex Patre osten-

disse monstravit; ‘ex quo, non Patrem se, sed Filium, esse in-

telligi voluit: et, in ultima parte defensionis, Filii non Patris ‘

‘
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fecit mentionem, dicendo ; Fos dicitis quia blasphemas, quia
dizi Filius Dei sum.

Ita, quod ad crimen blasphemiz pertinet, Filium se, non Pa-
trem, dicit: quod autem ad divinitatem spectet ipsius, Ego et
Pater unum sumus dicendo, Filium se esse et Deum probavit.

Deus est ergo : Deus autem sic, ut Filius sit, non Pater. No-
vat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 620, 621. Vide etiam Clem.
Alex. Pedag. lib. i. c. 8. p. 118.

5. Dicit Dominus: Ego et Pater unum sumus. Et iterum,
de Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto, scriptum est: Et hi tres
unum sunt. Et quisquam credit, hanc unitatem, de divina veri-
tate venientem, sacramentis ccelestibus cohaerentem, scindi in
Ecclesia posse, et voluntatum collidentium divortio separari ?
Hanc unitatem qui non tenet, Dei legem non tenet, non tenet
Patris et Filii fidem, et veritatem non tenet ad salutem. Cyprian.
de unit. Eccles. Oper. vol. i. p. 109,

6. Aexréov ¢ kai wpog rovro, bre, eixep évevoiiker & Kékaog ro,
‘Eyw xat 6 Ilarip Ev éopev' xai 76 év ebxh eipnuévoy vmo rob
Yiot rot Oeob év r¢, ‘g éyd kal av Ev éaper' obx &v Pero Npdc
xal d\\ov Oepawevery wapad rdv énl wdor Oedv. 'O ydp Iaryp,
¢noly, &v éuol, kdyd év rg Marpi.

El 3¢ rig éx Tobrwy weprowaalijoeras, py m) abropolovpey mpoc
rov¢ dvaipotvrag dvo elvar Ywoordoeic Marépa kai Yicy émworn-
odrw rg,"Hy 8¢ wavrwv rav morevedvrwy i kapdia cal % Yux)
pia, iva Oewphiop v, 'Eye xal 6 Marnp &v éopev.

“Eva odv Ocov, d¢ drodedionapev, rov Iarépa «xai Tov Yiov,
Ocpameiopey: xal péver Auiv 6 wpoc rovg” @ANove drevic Adyoc®
«al ob Tov évayxdc ve pavéivra, d¢ mpirepov obx vra, bxepOpno-
xebopev. Abrg yap welBéueba rg eimvre, Ipiv "Afpadp yeréo-
Oat, €yl elpe xal Néyovry, 'Eyd eipe i diifeia.  Kai oby ovrw
ri¢ Hudv éorwv dvdpazodov, i¢ oteabar, 8re § rijc dAnbelac oboia
7po r@v xpbvwy riig Tov Xpiorov émparvelac obx #»v.

Opnoxebopey obv rov Marépa rijc dAnbeiag cal rov Yiow ri)y dNij-
Octav, ovra dbo rii Ymoordse. wpaypara, Ev O ryj bpovoig rai
rij oupgwrig xkal Tfj ravrérpre rov PBovhfparoc' d¢ rov éwpakira
rov Yiov (Gvra drabyacua rijc dékne, xai xapaxrijpa rijc Ywo-
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ordoewe Toi Oeoi) wpakévar év abrg, Gvre eixdve rob Oeoi, rov
Oev. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. viii. p. 385, 386. Vide etiam
Dionys, Roman. apud Athan. Epist. de Synod. Nic. cont. her.
Arian. decret. Oper. vol. i. p. 422, 423.

=
TEXT XXI.

JoHaN. xiii. 8, 4.

Eiddg¢ 6 'Inoovg, 8r wdvra ddwkev avry 6 Mamjp ei¢
Tdg xeipag, xal §re amd Oeob EiAbe kal wpdc TOV Oedv
vraye, dyelperar i Tov delrvov, kal tilnot rad Iuarwa, xal

AafBov Mvriov déwoey favrdy.

1. 'O Kipiog rpuPBAly éménbaro ebrekei, xal xaréxhiver Tovg
pabnrde énl rijc xéac xapai® xal rove wédag éwnrey atriv, oa-
Bavy wepillwodueroc, 6 drvpoc Ocdc xal Kipiog rév Shwv, obx
dpyvpoiiv &) wodowvirriipa wepipépwy dn’ obpavoi. Clem. Alex.
Peadag. lib. ii. c. 3. Oper. p. 161.

2. Est ergo Deus Pater omnium institutor et creator, solus
originem nesciens, invisibilis, immensus, immortalis, eeternus,
unus Deus, cujus neque magnitudini neque majestati neque
virtuti quicquam non dixerim praferri, sed nec comparari
potest.

Ex quo, quando ipse voluit, Sermo Filius natus est : qui, non
sono percussi ris, aut tono coactee de visceribus vocis, accipi-
tur; sed in substantia prolate a Deo virtutis agnoscitur : cujus
sacree et divinz nativitatis arcana nec apostolus didicit, nec
prophetes comperit, nec angelus scivit, nec creatura cognovit ;
Filio soli nota sunt, qui Patris secreta cognovit.

Hic ergo, cum sit genitus a Patre, semper est in Patre. Sem-
per autem sic dico, ut non innatum, sed natum, probem. Sed
qui ante omne tempus est, semper in Patre fuisse dicendus est.
Nec enim tempus illi assignari potest, qui ante tempus est.
Semper enim in Patre, ne Pater non sewper sit Pater: quin et

A
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Pater illum etiam quadam ratione praecedit, quod necesse est
quodammodo prior sit qua Pater sit. Quoniam aliquo pacto
antecedat necesse est eum, qui habet originem, ille qui originem
nescit.

Hic ergo, quando Pater voluit, processit ex Patre: et, qui
in Patre fuit, quia ex Patre fuit, cum Patre postmodum fuit,
quia ex Patre precessit @ substantia scilicet illa divina, cujus
nomen est Verbum, per quod facta sunt omnia, et sine quo
Jactum est nihil.

- Omnia enim post ipsum sunt, quia per ipsum sunt : et merito
ipse est ante omnia, quando per illum facta sunt omnia, qui
processit ex eo ex cujus voluntate facta sunt omnia : Deus uti-
que, procedens ex Deo, secundam personam efficiens, sed non
eripiens illud Patri quod unus est Deus.

Si enim natus fuisset innatus, comparatus cum eo qui esset
innatus, aquatione in utroque ostensi duos faceret innatos : et
ideo duos faceret Deos, si non genitus esset, collatus cum eo
qui genitus non esset ; et, sequales inventi, duos Deos merito
reddidissent non geniti: atque ideo duos Christus reddidisset
Deos, si sine origine esset, ut Pater inventus, et ipse principium
omnium ut Pater, duo faciens principia, duos ostendisset nobis
consequenter et Deos.

Aut, si et ipse Filius non esset, sed Pater generans de se
alterum Filium, merito collatus cum Patre, et tantus denotatus
duos Patres effecisset, et ideo duos approbasset etiam Deos.

Christus autem non innatus est, sed ex Patre est, quia geni-
tus est: sive dum Verbum est, sive dum Virtus est, sive dum
Sapientia est, sive dum Lux est, sive dum Filius est, et quic-
quid horum est dum non aliunde est; quando, sicut dicimus
jam superius, ex Patre, Patri suo originem suam debens, dis-
cordiam divinitatis de numero duorum Deorum facere non
potuit, qui ex illo qui est unus Deus originem nascendo con-
traxit: quo genmere dum et unigenitus est et primogenitus ex
illo est, quia originem non habet, unus est omnium rerum et
principium et caput.

Est ergo Deus; sed in hoc ipsum genitus, ut esset Deus.
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Est et Dominus; sed in hoc ipsum natus ex Patre, ut esset
Dominus. Est et Angelus; sed, ad annunciandum magnum
Dei consilium, ex,Patre suo Angelus destinatus.

Cujus sic divinitas traditur, ut non dissonantia diviritatis
duos Deos reddidisse videatur. Subjectis enim ei quasi Filio
omnibus rebus a Patre, Patris quidem sui Filius probatur;
cacterorum autem et Dominus et Deus esse reperitur.

Ex quo, dum huic, qui est Deus, omnia substrata traduntur,
et cuncta sibi subjecta Filius accepta refert Patri; totam di-
vinitatis auctoritatem rursus illi remittit: unde unus Deus os-
tenditur verus et aternus Pater, a quo solo heec vis divinitatis
emissa, etiam in Filium tradita et directa, rursum per substan-
tiee communionem ad Patrem revolvitur.

Deus quidem ostenditur Filius, cui divinitas tradita et por-
recta conspicitur : et tamen nihilominus unus Deus Pater pro-
batur, dum gradatim reciproco meatu illa majestas atque
divinitas ad Patrem, qui dederat eam, rursum ab illo ipso Filio
missa revertitur et retorquetur. Ut merito Deus Pater omnium
Deus sit, et principium Filii sui quem Dominum genuit: Filius
autem ceeterorum omnium Deus sit, quoniam omuibus illum
Deus Pater preeposuit quem genuit.

Ita mediator Dei et hominum Christus Jesus omnis creatura
subjectam sibi habens a Patre proprio potestatem qua Deus est,
cum tota creatura subdita sibi concors Patri suo Deo inventus,
unum et solum et verum Deum Patrem suum, manente in illo
quod etiam auditus est, breviter approbavit. Novat. de Trin.
in Oper. Tertull. p. 638, 634.

TEXT XXIIL

Jonan. xiv. 8, 9, 10.

Abye avrg Pidarmog Kipue, 8ci€ov nuiv rov Ilarépa,
xal apket nuiv. Aéyet avrg 6 'Inooic’ Togovrov ypdvov
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1. Et Dominus autem Philippo, volenti Patrem videre, re-
spondit : Tanto tempore vobiscum sum, et me non cognovistis?
Philippe, qui videt me, videt et Patrem meum. Quomodo tu
dicis, Ostende nobis Patrem? Ego enim in Patre, et Pater in
me est: et amodo cognovistis eum, et vidistis eum. Quibus ergo
Dominus testimonium dixit, quoniam et cognoverunt in ipso et
viderunt Patrem: Pater autem veritas. Iren. adv. har. lib.
iii. ¢. 18. p. 197,

2. Si Filium nolunt secundum a Patre reputari, ne secundus
duos faciat Deos dici, ostendimus etiam duos Deos in Scriptura
relatos et duos Dominos : et tamen, ne de isto scandalizentur,
rationem reddidimus, qua Dii non duo dicantur nec Domini ;
sed, qua Pater et Filius, duo: et hoc non ex separatione sub-
stantize, sed ex dispositione, quum individuum et inseparatum
Filium a Patre pronunciamus, nec statu sed gradu alium, qui
et si Deus dicatur, quando nominatur singularis, non ideo duos
Deos faciat sed unum, hoc ipso quod et Deus ex unitate Patris
vocari habeat, sed argumentationibus eorum adhuc retundendis,
opera preebenda est, si quid de Scripturis ad sententiam suam
excerpent, caetera nolentes intueri, que et ipsa regulam servant,
et quidem salva unione divinitatis et monarchie sonitu. Nam,
sicut, in veteribus, nihil aliud tenent, quam ; Ego Deus, et alius
prwier me non est : ita, in evangelio, responsionem Domini ad
Philippum tuentur ; Ego et Pater unum sumus; et, Qui me
viderit, vidit et Palrem; et, Ego in Patre, et Pater in me.
Tertull. adv. Prax. § 14. Oper. p. 419, 420.

8. Toooirov xpévoy pel’ dpav eip, kai obk Eyvuxdg pe, di-
Aurme 3 Tovro & eipnkey abrg dliboavre kal Néyovre Acibov Huiv
rov Iarépa, kal dpket fHuiv. Nonoag ric ovy, wog Ot dxobery
wepl povoyevoic Ocov Yiot Tov Ocob, Tov wpwroriKov xaone Kri-
oewg, kaldre o A‘é'yoc yéyove aapl, berar, wig, dwv ric Ty
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elxéva Tov &opdrov Ocov, yrdoerar rov Harépa xat womriy rovde
rov warrdg.  Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vii. p. 361.

TEXT XXIII
JonAﬁ.xvi. 8.

*EE7AOov mapd Tov Ilarpoc, kai IAHAvla eic Tov kdopov'
wd\w aplnu Tov xdopov, xal wopebouar wpog rov Ilarépa.

1. 'Enl &va 'Inooily Xptoroy rov a¢’ évog Tarpoc wpoe@orra,
xal ei¢ fva Svra ral ywphoavra. Ignat. Epist. ad Magnes.
§ vii. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. ii. p. 19.

2. ‘O 'Inooic, Yioc dv Ocod, xai mpiv évavBpurijoar, kai évay-
Opwriioac, drodelcvvrar.  Orig. cont. Cels. lib. iii. p. 119.

3. Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo dicit; Ego ex
Deo prodii et veni: cum constet, hominem a Deo factum esse,
non ex Deo processisse ?

Ex Deo autem homo quomodo non processit, sic Dei Verbum
processit, de quo dictum est: Eructavit cor meum Verbum
bonum. Quod quoniam ex Deo est, merito et apud Deum est:
quodque quia non otiosé prolatum, merito omnia facit. Omnia
enim per ipsum facta sunt, et sine ipso factum est nikil.

Sed enim hoc Verbum, per quod facta sunt omnia. Et¢ Deus,
inquit, erat Verbum. Deus ergo processit ex Deo: dum qui
processit Sermo Deus est, qui processit ex Deo. Novat. de
Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 620.

TEXT XXIV.

JoHAN. xvii. 8.

Avrn loriv % aidvioe wi, Tva ywdokwal o€ Tov udvov

aAnfwov Bcov, kal 8v awéorelhac 'Insovy Xpiordv.
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1. Si homo tantummodo Christus, quare credendi nobis talem
regulam posuit, quo diceret : Hee est autem vita celerna, ut
sciant te unum et verum Deum, et quem misisti Jesum Christum ?

Si noluisset se etiam Deum intelligi, cur addidit, E¢ quem
misisti Jesum Christum ; nisi quoniam et Deum accipi voluit ?
Quoniam, si se Deum nollet intelligi, addidisset; Lt quem
misisti hominem 'Jesum’ 'Christum':' nunc autem neque addidit,
nec se hominem nobis tantummodo Christus tradidit ; sed Deo
junxit, ut et Deum per hanc conjunctionem, sicut est, intelligi
vellet.

Est ergo credendum, secundum preescriptam regulam, in
Dominum unum verum Deum, et in eum quem misit Jesum
Christum consequenter : qui se nequaquam Patri, ut diximus,
junxisset, nisi Deum quoque intelligi vellet. Separasset enim
ab eo, si Deum intelligi se noluisset : inter homines enim tan-
tummodo se conlocasset, si hominem se esse tantummodo sciret ;
nec cam Deo junxisset, si se non et Deum nosset. Nunc et de
homine tacet, quoniam hominem illum nemo dubitat: et Deo se
jungit merito, ut credituris divinitatis sue formulam poneret.
Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 621, 622. Vide etiam
Ibid. p. 6383, 634. ut sup. cit. in Johan. xiii. 3, 4.

2. Obx éopév NiBwy obdeplav alobnow éxdvrwy Bepaxevral,
d\\d pdvov Ocoi 10U mwpd whyrwy xal éml wdyrwy' kal Ere Tob
Xpiorov abrov, évrwg Otov Adyov mpo alver, Eopey Bpnoxevral.
Melit. Apol. in Chron. Pasch. ad a.p. 164, 165. apud Routh.
Rel. Sacr. vol. i. p. 112,

" 8. Quod enim, in evangeliis et in apostolorum epistolis, Jesu
Christi nomen insinuatur ad remissionem peccatorum ; non ita
est, quasi, aut sine Patre, aut contra Patrem, prodesse cuiquam
solus Filius posset : sed ut Judeeis, qui jactitabant se Patrem
habere, ostenderetur, quod nihil eis Pater profuturus esset, nisi
in Filium crederent quem ille misisset. Nam, qui Deum Patrem
creatorem sciebant, Filium quoque Christum scire debebant ;
ne sibi blandirentur et plauderent de solo Patre sine Filii ejus
agnitione : qui et dicebat ; Nemo venit ad Patrem nisi per me.
Duorum autem cognitionem esse quee salvet, idem ipse mani-

\
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Sermo.  Item, in eodem, Dominus ad Thomam : Injice huc
digitum tuum ; et vide manus meas ; et noli esse incredulus, sed
JSidelis. Respondit Thomas, et dizit illi : Dominus meus, et Deus
meus. Cyprian. adv. Jud. lib. ii. § 6. Oper. vol. i. p. 84, 85.
3. 'O & i wvexpadv_bvaorac Xpuaroe anéfave xal Enaev,
Tva xal vexpav xal {dvrov xvpebop® Oedc ydp éore pioet, 6 Kupe-
ebwy rdy dxavrwy' xal dvagrac kal émvyvwobelg éx rov rpavpdrov
" Ococ elvar dAnBivog, 6 oravpwlelc xal dvaorag, oporipwc re Ocog
Kipeog 76 rov Owpd xmpyurrépevoct 6 yap Kipuwg 6 Oeoc, exwy
év xepoly abrov rove pbhwrag, &véarn, 6 rerpavriguévog O Hpdc
Ocdc yap Ty dmoordhwy 6 Ynhapnbeic, ob ¢voe &vBpwmwoc, dANa
¢voe Ococ, 6 kAnpovdpos Tov é0viv kal kplvwy wdgay Ty yijy,
d¢ yéypawray, "Avdara 6 Ocdg, kpivov v vyijy, 8rt oV xarax\n-
povoufigetg év méow roig éOveaty® Yiog Ocov Adyoc dv 6 Xpiordc,
6 k\npovépoc, dxéBavey Darepov pera rovg doblove atrov rove
mpophirac, ¢ abroc, pnoiv, &v ebayyeliow elwe wpoc Tovs dmo-
«relvavrac rove mpogirac. Dionys. Alex. Epist. adv. Paul. Sa-
mos. Oper. p. 210.

TEXT XXVII.
Rowm. ix. 5.

"Qv ol marépec, xal i€ Gv 6 Xptordc 1O kard adpka, &
v il wdvrwy Oede ebAoynrde eic Tove alévag. "Auiv.

1. Hic est Emanuel, ne forte tantum eum hominem puta-
remus. Non enim ex voluntate carnis, neque ex voluntate
viri, sed ex voluntate Dei, Verbum taro factum est: neque
alium quidem Jesum suspicemur fuisse; sed unum et eundem
sciremus Deum esse. Hoc ipsum interpretatus est Paulus,
scribens ad Romanos—de Israel : Quorum patres, et ex quibus
Christus secundum carnem, qui est Deus super omnes benedictus
in secula. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 18. p. 208.
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2. De resurrectione, inquit, mortuorum, non legistis quod
dictum est a Deo, dicente: Ego sum Deus Abraham, Deus
Isaac, et Deus Jacob? Et adjecit: Non est Deus mortuorum,
sed viventium ; omnes enim ei vivunt.

Per heec itaque manifestum fecit, quoniam is, qui de rubo
locutus est Moysi, et manifestavit se esse Deum patrum, hic
est viventium Deus. Quis enim est vivorum Deus, nisi qui
est super omnia Deus, et super quem alius non est Deus ?—

Qui igitur a prophetis adorabatur Deus vivus, hic est vivorum
Deus et Verbum ejus, qui et locutus est Moysi, qui et Saddu-
ceeos redarguit, qui et resurrectionem et Dominum ostendit.

Si enim Deus mortuorum non est, sed vivorum ; hic autem
dormientium patrum Deus dictus est : indubitaté vivunt Deo,
et non perierunt, cum sint filii resurrectionis.

Resurrectio autem ipse Dominus est: quemadmodum ipse
ait: Ego sum resurrectio et vita. Patres autem ejus filii : dic-
tum est autem a propheta; Pro patribus tuis facti sunt tibi
Silid tui.

Ipse igitur Christus cum Patre vivorum est Deus, qui et
locutus est Moysi, qui et patribus manifestatus est. Iren. adv.
heer. lib. iv. c. 11. p. 288, 239.

8. Duos quidem definimus Patrem et Filium, et jam tres
cum Spiritu Sancto, secundum rationem ceconomiee quee facit
numerum : ne (ut vestra perversitas infert) Pater ipse cre-
datur natus et passus ; quod non licet credi, (luoniam non ita
traditum est.

Duos tamen Deos et duos Dominos nunql;am ex ore nostro
proferimus: non quasi non et Pater Deus, et Filius Deus, et
Spiritus Deus, et Deus unusquisque; sed quoniam retro et
duo Dii et duo Domini preedicabantur, ut, ubi venisset Christus,
et Deus agnosceretur et Dominus vocaretur, quia Filius Dei et
Domini.

Itaque Deos omnino non dicam nec Dominos : sed apostolum
sequar, ut, si pariter nominandi fuerint Pater et Filius, Deum
Patrem appellem,-et Jesum Christum Dominum nominem. So-
lum autem Christum potero Deum dicere, sicut idem apostolus :
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Ex quibus Christus, qui est, inquit, Deus super omnia benedictus
in evum omne. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 10. Oper. p. 413, 414.

4. Deum ‘nemo-vidit ‘unquam.

. Quem Deum? Sermonem ? At quin vidimus, et audivimus,
et contrectavimus, de Sermone vitee preedictum est.

Sed quem Deum ? Scilicet Patrem, apud quem Deus erat
Sermo, unigenitus Filius, qui est in sinu Patris, ipse disseruit.
Ipse et auditus ; et visus; et, ne phantasma crederetur, etiam
contrectatus. Hunc et Paulus conspexit: nec tamen Patrem
vidit. Nonne, inquit, vidi Jesum ? Christum autem et ipse
Deum cognominavit : Quorum patres, et ex quibus Christus se-
cundum carnem, qui est super omnia Deus benedictus in cvum.
Tertull. adv. Prax. § 10. Oper. p. 416.

5. Si et apostolus Paulus, Quorum, inquit, patres, et ex
quibus Christus secundum carnem, qui est super omnia Deus be-
nedictus tn secula, in suis literis scribit :—merito Deus est
Christus. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 609.

6. Quod Deus Christus :—Item Paulus ad Romanos: Op-
tabam ego ipse anathema esse a Christo pro fratribus cognatis-
que meis secundum carnem ; qui sunt Israelite, quorum adoptio,
et claritas, et testamentum, et legis constitutio, et famulatus, et
promissiones ; quorum patres, ex quibus Christus secundum car-
nem, qui est super omnia Deus benedictus in secula. Cyprian.
adv. Jud. lib. ii. § 6. Oper. vol. i. p. 34, 35.

7. Quis ergo est iste, qui in forma Dei, ut diximus, factus
est?

Angelus? Sed nec in angelis formam Dei legimus, nisi quo-
niam hic praecipuus atque generosus prae omnibus Dei Filius
Verbum Dei, imitator omnium paternorum operum, dum et ipse
operatur sicut et Pater ejus, forma (ut expressimus) est Dei
Patris.

Et merito in forma pronunciatus est Dei, dum et ipse super
omnia, et omnis creaturaze divinam obtinens potestatem, et Deus
est exemplo Patris: hoc ipsum tamen a Patre proprio conse-
cutus, ut omnium et Deus esset et Dominus esset et Deus ad

formam Dei Patris ex ipso genitus atque prolatus. Hic ergo,
]
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quamvis esset in forma Dei, nen est rapinam arbitratus equalem
se Deo esse.

Exinanivit'se; - dum- ad>injurias contumeliasque descendit,
dum audit infanda, experitur indigna : cujus tamen humilitatis
adest statim egregius fructus.

Accepit enim nomen, quod est super omne nomen : quod utique
non- aliud intelligimus esse, quam nomen Dei. Nam, quum
Dei sit solius esse super omnia, consequens est, ut nomen illud
sit super omnia, quod est ejus qui super omnia est Dei. Est
ergo nomen illud, quod super omne nomen est: quod nomen
est ejus utique consequenter, qui, quum in forma Dei fuisset,
non rapinam arbitratus est equalem se Deo esse. Novat. de
Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 613.

8. 'O dv éxl marvrwy Ocdg, Kipwe 6 Ococ 'Lopan\, 'Inaovg 6
Xpiorée. Dionys. Alex. Oper. p. 248.

9. *0 08¢ Myet 6 dwbororoc® Qv oi marépec, xal E dv 6 Xpeo-
ro¢ 70 xara obpra, 6 &y éxl wdyrwy Oedg ebhoynroc eic rove ai-
@vag® xakdg Supyeirar xal Nauwpeg 6 rijc dAnbelag pvorfpov
odroc 6 v éxl mbvrwy Ocedg dory, Néyew yap olrw pera wapsn-
giag, Ilavra poc mapadédorar vwd rov Iarpdc® 6 Ov éxl whvrwy
BOcog ebhoynroc yeyéimray, xai dvfpwroc yevbuevoc Oedg éary
eig rovg alévag. Hippol. cont. Noet. c. vi. Oper. vol. ii. p. 10.

{Simili modo locum acceperunt etiam Noetus Noetique dis-
cipuli; uti ex eodem Hippolyto patet: Christum enim Patrem
habentes, de Christo, qua Patre, dictum affirmarunt.

Xpioroc 7&9 By eebc,idisseruit Noetus, xal eralev 8¢ Hpdc,
abrog &v Marip, Tva ral odoac fpdc Suvnbj. “ANo &, ¢now,
ol duvdpeOa Néyew* xal yap & dmwéorohog Eva Oeoy Spoloyei,
Aéywr Qv of warépec, xal €& dv & Xpiarde o kard obpra, 6 Oy
éxl wavroy Oeog ebhoynrdc elg rove al@vac. Hippol. cont.
Noet. c. ii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 7.

Inter Catholicos, scilicet, et Patripassianos, quod ad locum
spectavit, nihil interfuit. De Christo, ut sit Christus super
omnia Deus benedictus, uno ore interpretati sunt: Catholici
vero Christum, Deum de Deo, Filium de Patre, habuerunt;
Patripassiani autem Christum, Patrem ipsissimum, Numine
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unipersonali existente, affirmarunt. De loci ipsius igitur mente
prorsus consenserunt antiqui, sive Catholici, sive Heeretici.
Christum esse super omnia_Deum benedictum monere apostolum,
sequé se habuerunt persuasos.]

10. Totrov 8¢ Yiow yevwyrov, povoyevij Yiov, eikéva rov dopd-
rov Oeai Tvyxdvovra, wpwrérokoy whane xrioewe, Soplay xal Aé-
yov xal Avvauy Ocov, wpo aldywy dvra, ob xpoyvdoee dAX’ ob-
oig xai dmwogrdset Ocdv, Ocov Yiow, év 7¢ Takai xal vég Suabixy
éyveuxdreg, dpohoyoipey xal knpvogopev. “O¢ & &v dymipaynrac
70¥ Yiov rov Ocov Ocoy p) elvae wpo xaraBolile xéopov wiorel-
ew xai opoloyety, pdokwy 3o Oeovg xarayyélleobas, édv o Yiog
10V Oeov Oedg kmpioanrat, roliroy dANérpov Tov éxkAngiagricod
xbvovog Hyovpefa* ral wdoar ai kabolwcal éxkAnolar ovpgwvotow
wpiv. Tlepl yap rovrov yéypamrar ‘O Opévoc gov, 6 Oeog, &ic
aléva aidvog'—«kal ¢pnow dwdorohoc® "EE &y & Xpiordc 7o xara
adpra, 6 v éxi wavrwy Oedc ebhoynroc elg Tovg al@vag. ‘Appy.
Concil. Antioch. Epist. apud Routh. Rel. Sacr. vol. ii. p. 466.

———
“TEXT XXVIIL
1 CoriNTH. i. 25.
07t 70 pwpdy Tov Ocov sopuwreipov THY avlpumrwy torlt

kal 70 aolevic Tov Oceov loxvpdrepov Ty avlpumrwy darl.

Quid est autem Stultum Dei sapientius hominibus, nisi crux et
mors Christi? Quid Infirmum Dei fortius homine, nisi nativitas
et caro Dei? Tertull. adv. Marcion. lib. v. § 9. Oper. p. 302.

TEXT -XXIX.
Paivrep. ii. 5—11.

Touro yip ppovelolw &v duiv 8 xkal iv Xpiory 'Inocod’
8¢, tv poppy Ocov Uwdpxwv, oby dpmwayudv wyhearo TO



NUMB. I.] OF TRINITARIANISM. 355°

elvailoa Ocw® GAX’ éavrdv ixbvwate, popdriv SobAov AafBuv,
v dpodpart avlpumrwy yevduevoe® kal, oxfuar: evpelelc d¢
dvlpwmoc,’ trdmwelvwoey tavrov, | yevduevoc vmirooc uéxpt
Oavdrov, Bavdrov & eravpov. At xal 6 Oede adrdv Umrepin-
woe, xal ixaploaro abrg dvopa 70 Vmip wav Svoua' Tva dv
7@ dvduard 'Ingov wav yévv xauy trovpaviwy xal trvyelwy
kal karaxfoviwy, xai wasa yAGooa iEopodoyhonrar &re
Kiptoc "Inaoic Xpardc el MEav‘ O¢ov Ilarpdc.

1. Tawewropponpdyrwy ydp éorwv 6 Xpuoroc, obx émacpopévwy
éxl o rolpwofl abrov. To oxijwrpov riic peyakwobyng rov Ocov, |
o Kipiog hpav Xpiorog 'Ineoiic, obx #NDev év xépny &Aalovelag
obd¢ dmepnpariag, xalxep Svvapevog® dANa raxetvoppoviy, rab-
ac 10 Mvevpa “Aywy mepl abrov éAdAneer. Clem. Rom. Epist.
ad Corinth. i. § 16. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. i. p. 156.

2. Propter hoc Dominus noster, in novissimis temporibus
recapitulans in seipso omnia, venit ad nos, non quomodo ipse
poterat, sed quomodo illum nos videre poteramus. Ipse, enim,
in sua enarrabili gloria, ad nos venire peterat: sed nos magni-
tudinem glorise suse portare non poteramus. Iren. adv. heer.
lib. iv. c. 74. p. 309.

8. Dicit, quod, In effigic Dei constitutus, non rapinam existi-
mavit pariari Deo.— Eque non erit Dei Christus verd, si nec
homo ver2 fuit in effigie hominis constitutus. Tertull. adv
Marcion. lib. v. § 41. Oper.p. 329. ,

4, Vacua et inanis res est Sermo Dei, qui Filius dictus est,
qui ipse Deus cognominatus est : Et Sermo erat apud Deum, et
Deus erat Sermo? Scriptum est: Non sumes nomen Dei in
vanum. Hic certe est, qui, in effigic Dei constitutus, non rapi-
nam existimavit esse se equalem Deo, Tertull. adv. Prax. § 6.
Oper. p. 409.

5. Cur autem, licet ad aliam partem disputandi festinare vi-
deamur, illum praetereamus apud apostolum locum : Qui cum
in forma Dei esset, non rapinam arbitratus est equalem se Deo
esse ; sed semetipsum exinanivit, formam servi accipiens, % si-

Aag




366 THE APOSTOLICITY [app. 1.

militudine hominum factus, et habitu inventus ut homo, humiliavit
se, obediens factus usque ad mortem, moriem aulem crucis :
propterea et Deus illum superexaltavit, et dedit nomen quod est
super omne nomen, ut in nomine Jesu omne genu flectatur, coe-
lestium, terrestrium, et infernorum ; et omnis lingua confiteatur,
quoniam/Dominus Jesus'in gloria est Dei Patris.

Qui cum in forma Dei esset, inquit.

Si homo tantummodo Christus, in imagine Dei, non in for-
ma Dei, relatus fuisset : hominem enim scimus, ad imaginem,
non ad formam, Dei factum. Quis ergo est iste, qui in forma
Dei, ut diximus, factus est? Angelus? Sed nec in angelis
- formam Dei legimus, nisi quoniam hic preecipuus atque gene-
rosus pree omnibus Dei Filius Verbum Dei, imitator omnium
paternorum operum, dum et ipse operatur sicut et Pater ejus,
forma (ut expressimus) est Dei Patris. Et merito in forma
pronunciatus est Dei, dum et ipse super omnia, et omnis crea-
turee divinam obtinens potestatem, et Deus est exemplo Pa-
tris : hoc ipsum tamen a Patre proprio consecutus, ut omnium
et Deus esset et Dominus esset et Deus ad formam Dei Patris
ex ipso genitus atque prolatus.

Hic ergo, gquamois esset in forma Dei, non est rapinam
arbitratus cequalem se Deo esse.

Quamvis enim se ex Deo Patre Deum esse meminisset,
nunquam se Deo Patri aut comparavit aut contulit, memor se
esse ex suo Patre, et hoc ipsum quod est habere se quia Pater
dedisset. Inde denique, et ante carnis assumptionem, sed et
post assumptionem corporis, post ipsam preeterea resurrectio-
nem, omnem Patri in omnibus rebus obedientiam preestitit
pariter ac preestat. Ex quo probatur, nunquam arbitratum illum
esse rapinam quandam divinitatem, ut zequaret se Patri Deo.

Quinimo contra, omni ipsius imperio et voluntati obediens
atque subjectus, etiam ut formam servi susciperet contentus fuit ;
hoc est, hominem illum fieri et substantiam carnis et corporis,
quam ex paternorum et secundum hominem delictorum servi-
tute venientem nascendo suscepit.

.. Quo tempore se etiam exinanivit, dum humanam conditionis
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fragilitatem suscipere non recusavit. Quoniam, si homo tan-
tummodo natus fuisset, per hoc exinanitus non esset: homo
enim nascens augetur, non exinanitur. Nam, dum incipit esse
quod, cum non esset, habere non potuit, ut diximus, non ex.
inanitur, sed potius augetur atque ditatur. At, si Christus ex-
inanitur in eo quod nascitur, formam servi accipiendo; quo-
modo homo''tantummodo‘est':-'dé quo verius dictum fuisset,
locupletatum illum esse tunc quum nasceretur, non exinanitum,
nisi quoniam autoritas divini Verbi, ad suscipiendum hominem
interim conquiescens nec se suis viribus exercens, dejicit se ad
tempus atque deponit, dum hominem fert quem suscepit. Ex-
inanivit s¢, dum ad injurias contumeliasque descendit, dum au-
dit infanda, experitur indigna: cujus tamen humilitatis adest
statim egregius fructus.

Accepit enim nomen, quod est super omne nomen ; quod utique
non aliud intelligimus esse, quam nomen Dei. Nam, quum
Dei sit solius esse super omnia, consequens est, ut nomensillud
sit super omnia, quod est ejus qui super omnia est Dei. Est
ergo nomen illud, quod super omne nomen est: quod nomen
est ejus utique consequenter, qui, quum in forma Dei fuisset,
non rapinam arbitratus est aqualem se Deo esse.

Neque enim, si non et Deus esset Christus, omne se in nomine
ejus genu flecteret, caelestium et terresirium et infernorum, nec
visibilia aut invisibilia aut rerum omnium omnis creatura homini
esset subjecta sive substrata, ques se ante hominem esse memi-
nisset. Ex quo et, dum in forma Dei esse Christus dicitur, et
dum in nativitatem secundum carnem se exinanisse monstra-
tur, et dum id accepisse nomen a Patre quod sit super omne
nomen exprimitur, et dum in nomine ejus omne genu cceelestium
et terrenorum et infernorum se flectere et curvare monstratur :
et hoc ipsum in gloriam Dei Palris succurrere asseritur; con-
sequenter, non ex illo tantum homo est quia obediens Patri
Jactus est usque ad mortem, mortem autem crucis, sed ex his
etiam rebus superioribus divinitatem Christi sonantibus Domi-
nus Christus Jesus et Deus (quod heeretici nolunt esse) mon-
stratur. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 612, 6183, 614,
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6. Pater Deus preecepit Filium suum adorari; et apostolus
Paulus, divini preecepti memor, ponit et dicit: Deus exaltavit
tllum, et donavit illi nomen quod est super omne nomen; ut in
nomine Jesu omne genu fleclatur, calestium, terrestrium, et in-
fernorum. Et, in Apocalypsi, Angelus Johanni volenti adgrare
se restitit\et dicitxOVide ne (feceris, quia conservus tuus sum et
JSratrum tuorum. Jesum Dominum adora. Cyprian. de bon.
patient. Oper. vol. i. p. 220. Vide etiam Cyprian. Test. adv.
Jud. lib. iii. § 89. vol. i. p. 76.

7. Ho)\\'npuydc ve & Bwrip, xal woAvrporog ic dvfporwy ow-
roplay: &xeldv, vovberet'—add Bdrov Aakei*—rxat r¢ wupl de-
Slrrerac rovg drfpémovg, dvaxrwy éx klovog Ty PAbya, deiypa
opob ydptroc xal qpéﬂov‘ édy rarodaye, r6 pa@c" édv wapaxodoyg,
70 xUp. 'Exedn) 3 ral xlovog xai Bdrov %) edpt ryuwrépa, wpo-
difrac per’ éxeiva ¢Oéyyovrar, alroc év "Hoalg & Kopiog Aarey:
avrog, &v 'HNg év orduarc wpopnrav, abrde. v J¢, dAN' &
wpophTaic pi woreverg, piboy 8¢ vrohapPBdvecc xal rovg dvdpac
xal t6 wp, abrdc got Aakfjoee 6 Kipiog® “Og, év popesi Ocow dmdp-
xwv, obx dprayudy hyfoaro ré elvac loa Oeg Exévwoe 3¢ iav-
0¥ 6 p\owkrippwy Oedc, cdoar Tov EvBpwmov yYAixdpervoc. Kai
atroc #0n gol évapyac 6 Adyog Aakei, dvowwrav iy amworiayv.
Nal, ¢nut 6 Aébyog 6 Tob Ocov, dvBpwrog yevépevog' iva &) xai
av wapa &vbpdmov pabne, mj more &pa &vBpwroc yévnrar Oedc.
Clem. Alex. Admon. ad gent. Oper. p. 7.

8. "Eowev O¢ 6 Hatdaywyos hpav, & waidec dueig, vy Marpl
abrov g Ocg, ounép dorwv Yioe dvapdprnroc, dvexiknwrog, xai
&ralic riy Juxhiv: Oedg év dvBpbmov axhipare, dxpavrog, Tarpi-
kg Oehfipare darovog, Adyog Ocdg, 6 év vy Harpl, 6 éx dekiav Tov
Harpoc, ovy xal ¢ oxhpart Oedc. Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. i.
c. 2. Oper. p. 79, 80.

9. Oedg év drbpdmy, kal 6 dvBpwroc Ocdc. Kal ré OéAnpa rob
Narpoc 6 peairne émreei peoirng yap & Adyog, & rowoe au-
goiv* Ocob piv Yidg, Bwrp O¢ dvbpomwy® xai rov pév Sidxovoc,
Wy 3¢ wardaywydc. AobAng 3 obane Tijc caprdg, xabog kai &
Havhoc paprvpei, wac v rig elkdrwe mjy Oepamaway xoopyn,
wpoaywyod Cikny ; "Ore yap Sodhov popdiv 1o eapkiov, éxl Tov
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Kuplov ¢naly & &wdorodoc® 8ri éxévwoey Eavrov, uopgny Sobhov
AaBby rov éxrdc dvBpwmov Jovlov wpooerwy, wplv SovAevoac
xal capropopijoay 16¥ Kipiov /1008 oupxalic Oede abroc HAev-
Oépwaey v abpxa: rijc plopdc xai SovAelag rijc Oavarnpdpov xal
wmupic axal\dbag, mv &pbapoiay wepiébnxey adry, dywv roiro
) oapxl xal &idibryroc xaM\dmioua weplelg, v &Bavasiav.
Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. iii. c. 1. Oper. p. 215.

10. To &¢ rarafefnroc elg dvbpamove &v popp Ocov Vrijpye’
xal, St pharvBpwriay, tavroy Exévwoey, iva yxwpnbijvar in’ ab-
@y dumbj. OV 3 mwov & & dyabdy eic xaxoy yéyover abrg
perafory.—

El &, ocdpa Oynrov xai Yvxlv dvBpwrivyy dvakaBov, o
dfavarog Oedc Adyog doxet rg Kéhop dAharreobar xal perawhér-
reolat, pavfavérw, dri 6 Adyoc, rj obolg pévwy Aébyog, obdiv
pev xaoxet Jv waoxer o oapa # H Yvxh' ovyraraBalvey &
é00' bre rg py Svvapéve abrov rag pappapvyac kal Ty Aap-
#pérara rijg Oeccdrnrog BAémery, oiovel oapl yiverar, cwparide
Nalovpevog, Ewg & Towvrov abrov xapadebdpevog, xara Bpaxd vxo
Tov Adyov perewpeduevog, dvvnlj abrov kal v (1»' obrwg évo-
péow) wponyovpévny popgiv Oedoacar.—

“O0sv, oby d¢ & Kéhooc xal oi waparhfoio abrg Loidovrar,
perepoppoln 6 Ocog hudy: xal, elg 76 WnAov Spog dvaSag, dAAny
Edeke Ty Eavrob popgiy kal wodNy pelrrova, fic oi xdrw pé-
vovreg, xat pi) Svvduevor abrg elg Uog drolovleiv, EBedpovy.
O ydp elyor of rirw dpBalpodc dvvapévove PBNéxery v rov
Adbyov éxi 16 Evdokov xal Oeiérepoy perapbppwoy.—

©noiy oy ékiic (6 Kéhoog), "Ore firoe &¢ dAnbisc perafBale
& Oedc, Goxep odrol paaiy, elg odpa Ovyrov, xai wpoelpyrac o
dévaroy.— )

Kal wpoc roiro Aéyour' &v, mjj pév wepi rijc rob Beiov Adyov
ploewg Syroc Oco, xjj O¢ wepl riic "Inoov Yuyiic.—

Tavra & émoarduevoc, 6 Octoc Adyoc moAha woAhaxod Aéye
rav ypagayv. ’Apxei §, éxl rov wapéyrog, play wapaléshar Mai-
Nov Aékw, olrwg ixovoay® Toiro ‘¢ppoveloBw &v duiv, & xal év
Xpiorg "Inooi 8¢, év popef Ocov drdpxwy, obx &pmayuov iyh-
oaro 76 elvac loa Oep* GAN' iavroy éxévwoe, popgily Sovhov Au-
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By xal, oxfipare ebpebely d¢  dvBpwwog, éraxelvwaey iavriv,
yevbuevog imhmoos péxps Bavarov, Oavérov 3¢ oravpoi. AW xai
6 Oedg atmov Imepinfwor, xal éxapioaro abrg Gvopa ro vwep xav
&vopa. Orig. cont, Cels. lib. iv. p. 169—172. Vide etiam Orig.
Comment. in Johan. Oper. vol. ii. p. 84, 35, 145, 306.

11. 'Exedn 6 povoyevi)e rov Ocov Adyog, Ocde Imdpxwy éx
Oco, kexévwrey savroy xard rag ypapac, xaleic édehovrie éavroy
eig &mep ol §iv, xal v &dokoy ravrny odpka Huwéaxero, Nowwoy
xal dwepvoiobar Néyerar xal dg obx Exwy S 1o &rbpdmivoy
povovovxl xal év xboroe poipg NapfBhvet t6 Svopa 16 Vxép war
Svopa, kara iy Tov paxapiov Mablev pwry. ’ANN ¥y, 16 xpi-
pa xal 0 &Anbéc, ob ddaic &¢ &v apxfi TEY oik évévrav alrg
$vakic, moAhob ye xal e’ vootro & &v udN\oy dragolrnaic xal
&yadpopn) wpog 16 év dpxfi kal obawdic xal dvaxofAjqrec vrdp-
xov atrg. Hippolyt. Comment. in Gen. Oper. vol. ii. p. 29.

12. Hac ov Aéyeg &vOpwmov xarelalperov rov Xpiordy, xai
ob Bedv dvra &Anbivox, xai wpooxvvovpevoy xapa wdone cricews
auy Tarpl xal 'Ayly Mvebpars, rov capxwbévra éx rilc dylag xap-
Oevov xal Oeordrov Maplag; Al Apdc yap xaredébaro yevéoar éx
yvvawde® 80ev kal 76 xafog bwep Hudr xaredélaro, kevboac tav-
Tov, kal rarewvdoac éwe Oavdrov, Oavdrov d¢ oravpoy, lsa Ocod
iwdpye.  Dionys. Alex. Epist. adv. Paul. Samos. Oper. p.
210, 211.

18. Bi¢ rov Yiov roi Ocov, dxo roi wAnpduarog rijc Oedrroc
sic 0¥ Bioy éAqAvBéroc. Kevwlelg yap, xat iy popgiy rov dov-
Aov mpoohafov, elc Ty éavrob rehedrara wakiy dvexhypdln cai
™y déiav. Abroc yap, év davrg oppurlels, xal &v Toig éavrov
pépeary dvalvleic, éx Tiic éavrot oppdrnrog xal rév davrov pepoy
el¢ v ovumAfpwoty wakev T}y Eavrob kai 10 péyelog xaréorn,
obdéwore Toi TéNewog elvas pewldelc. Method. Sympos. p. 115.

14. Oefjpare Ocov 6 Adyog oapk yevipevoe, kal oxhuars evpe-
Geig ic &vBpwroc, ok dmelelpln Tiic Ocdryroc. OSE yap, Tva
rii¢ Suvapew abrob ) d6kne relelag a'roorj xrwyevoag, wAovowg
@v, Tovro Eyévero' dAN' iva xai rov Odvarov, a‘nrs‘;) apey Tev
dpaprw\dy, dvadéfpras.  Petr. Alex. de Divin. apud Routh.
Rel. Sacr. vol. iii. p. 344.
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15. 'O abric Oeoc xat &vfpwrog "Insove Xpuaroc xpoepnrevero
& vépy xal wpogfrawc” xal, év Ty éxxhnelg Tif Uxd rév obparoy
wxday, xexiorevral B0 yv kevidvags tavror dxd rov elvar Toa
O¢ep. Concil. Antioch. Epist. ad Paul. Samos. apud Routh.
Rel. Sacr. vol. ii. p. 478.

TEXT XXX.
Coross. i. 15—17.

“O¢ 2orwv elkv Tob Ocob Tob aopdrov, wpwrdroxoc wdone
krioewe’ 8t dv abry ixrlaln rd wdvra, Ta dv Toic obpavoic
kal Td ¢ml Tiic 7yiic, rd Opard kai rd adpara, elre Gpdvor,
€lre kvpidrTeg, €lre apxal, eire éEovolar rd wdvra, & abd-
Tov kal el¢c adrdv, ExTiorar kal adrdc iort mPo wdvTwY, Kal
Tdé wdvra v abry cvvéornke.

1. Kai 76 odv "Iopai\ Gvopa roiro onpalver,” AvBpuwros vicay
Avvapiv—'Oxep kai Six o pvornplov rijc wdAng, Ay éxdAatoey
'lax&B, pera rov paivopévov pév éx rov rj rov Marpoe PovAj
Ymnpereiv, Ocoti 3¢ éx Tov elvas Téxvoy mpwréroxoy rev SAwy krio-
pdrwy, éxempodnredero, olrwe xal &yBpwmog yevdpevog 6 Xpuwroc
woujoeer,  Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 277, 278.  Comp.
Ibid. p. 222.

2. Non enim tantum hic, sed nec quidem ex his quee con-
stituta et in subjectione sunt, comparabitur Verbo Dei, per
. quem facta sunt omnia, qui est Dominus noster Jesus Christus.
Quoniam enim sive angeli,, sive archangeli, sive throni, sive
dominationes, ab eo qui super omnes est Deus et constituta
sunt, et facta per Verbum ejus, Joannes quidem sic significavit.
Cum enim dixisset de Verbo Dei, quoniam erat in Patre, adjecit :
Omnia per eum fucta sunt, et sine eo factum est nikil. Iren.
adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 8. p. 179.

8. Omniaigitur talia circumscribere volens discipulus Domini,

12
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et regulam veritatis constituere in Ecclesia, quia est unus Deus
omnipotens, qui per Verbum suum omnia fecit, et visibilia et
invisibilia ;) significans quoque, quoniam per Verbum, per quod
Deus perfecit conditionem, in hoc et salutem his qui in condi-
tione sunt preestitit hominibus : sic inchoavit in ea qua est
secundum evangelium doctrina : In principio erat Verbum,
¢t Verbum erat apud Deum, et Deus erat Verbum : hoc erat in
principio apud Deum. Omnia per ipsum facta sunt : et sine ipso
JSactum est nihil, quod factum est. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 11.
§8,9. p. 184,

4. "Eorwv 8 Yidg Tov Ocot Adyog rov Harpog, év 10ég xai évep-
velg. Tlpog abrob yap xal 8¢ abrov wdyvra éyévero, &vig dvroc
rot Ilarpoc xai rov YioU. Athenag. Legat. § ix. p. 88.

5. Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo visibilia et in-
visibilia, throni, virtutes, et dominationes, per ipsum et in ipso,
creata esse referuntur: cum virtutes coelestes per hominem
fieri non potuerint, que ante hominem ipsum esse debuerint?
Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 610.

6. Verbum caro factus habitavit in nobis: ex nobis hic
Christus, non homo tantum quia hominis filjus, sed etiam Deus
quia Dei Filius comprobatur.

Quod si et primogenitus omnis crealurce ab apostolo dictus
sit Christus ; nisi quoniam, secundum divinitatem, ante omnem
creaturam ex Patre Deo Sermo processit? Quod nisi ita hee-
retici acceperint, Christum hominem primogenitum omnis crea-
ture monstrare cogentur : quod facere non poterunt.

Aut igitur ante omnem est creaturam, ut primogenitus sit
omni creaturee ; et non homo est tantum, quia homo post om-
nem creaturam est: aut homo tantum est; et est post omnem
creaturam.

Et quomodo primogenitus est omnis creaturee : nisi quoniam
dum Verbum illud, quod est ante omnem creaturam et ideo
primogenitus omnis creature, caro fit, et habitat in nobis; hoc
est adsumit hunc hominem, qui est post omnem creaturam, et
sic cum illo et in illo habitat in nobis, ut neque homo Christo
subtrahatur, neque divinitas negetur ?
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Nam, si tantummodo ante omnem creaturam est, homo in illo
subtractus est: si autem tantummodo homo est, divinitas, quee
ante omnem creaturam est, intercepta est.

Utrumque ergo in Christo confeederatum est, et utrumque
copjunctum est, et utrumque connexum est. Novat. de Trin.
in Oper. Tertull. p, 611, 612.

7. Cum manifestum sit omnia esse facta per Christum : aut
ante omnia est, quoniam omnia per spsum; et merito et Deus
est: aut, quia homo est, post omnia est; et merito per ipsum
nihil factum est. :

Sed, nihil per ipsum factum esse, non poss;mms dicere; cum
animadvertamus, omnia per ipsum facta esse, scriptum.

Non ergo post omnia est; id est, non homo tantum est, qui
post omnia est: sed et Deus; quoniam Deus ante omnia est.
Ante omnia est enim, quia per ipsum omnia: ne, si homo tan-
tum, nihil per ipsum ; aut, si omnia per ipsum, non homo tan-
tum : quoniam, si homo tantum, non omnia per ipsum, imo nihil
per ipsum.

Quid ergo respondent, nihil per ipsum, ut homo sit tantum ?
Quomodo ergo omnia per ipsum ?

Ergo non homo tantummodo est, sed et Deus; siquidem
omnia sunt per ipsum: ut merito intelligere debeamus, nec
hominem esse Christum tantummodo qui est post omnia, sed et
Deum cum per ipsum facta sint omnia. Novat. de Trin. in
Oper. Tertull. p. 609.

8. Kai, wepl rovrov & év roic dverépw, &¢ &v émropfi, xpdg rac
Kéhaov rkarnyoplac etpprac év olg dwedelkyvro & wdone krigewc
xpwrdrorog, dvengds odpa xal vy dvBperirmy’ xat 8re 6
Ocdg évereiharo wepl r@y roovbrwy év xbopy, kai éxriabn xal Sre
8 v évroady Aafliv & Oedc Abyog fiv. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i,
p- 79.

9. Ob pévoc 3¢ péyac xaf’ hpdc éorev & rév Shwy. Oeoc xai
Harfip* perédwxeyap davrob xal rije peyakewdraroc ¢ povoyevei
xal wpwrordcy wdone xrioewg” O, elcdy abroc rvyxdver Tov
dopdrov Ocob, xal év r§ peyébec oblpy Ty elcéva rov Marpée. O
vap oléy 7 fiv, elvar obpperpov (Iv' olirwc dvopdow) xal xaljy
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eixéva Toi doparov Oceov, p) xal roi peyéBove wapordoay Ty
eicéva. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vi. p. 823.

10//Xpélal 00 rgD uéXNovre[ele raira Aéyewv xahdg, Tva wepl
Xpioriavey dmwoloyfionras, évrpexopévwy &Nho ¢ oéfev, wapa
T0» éxl wdor Oedv, xal Tov wpwréroxoy wdeng sricewg Adyov
abrov. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vii. p. 878.

11. *Ewel &¥8pwrog pév éarv 6 dxoBaviw, obx fv d¢ &vBpuroc
% 'ANBewa, xal 3 Zopia, xal § Elphyvn, xai § Awacooiyy, xal xepi
o¥ yéypaxrar Ocog §v & Abyog obx dwébaver 6 Oedg Adyog, xai
% °ANfOeia, aai h Sopla, xal § Awawsvyn® dvexidexrog yap H elcdy
709 Oeov Tot dopdrov, Fpwrirakvg wdong kricews, Oavdrov. Orig.
Comment. in Johan. Oper. vol. ii. p. 363. Vide etiam Ibid.
p. 61, 62.

12. Oby &¢ oi morat xail pvboypdpot Aéyovawy viovg Oedv éx
ovrovaiag yevvwpévovg, dAN’ &¢ dAffeta dupyeirar, rov Adyoy
0y byra dtaxavrog €évdidOerov év kapdig Ocov. Ipo yap 7¢ yi-
veabay, roirov elye avpSovioy, tavroi Novw xal dpéwnow Grvra.
“Owore O $#0éAnoey 6 Ococ xorijcar Goa ¢BovAevoaro, rovrov rov
Adyov éyévvnoe wpogopuoy, mpwrbroxoy wdomg kriaewe’ ob xevw-
Oeic abréc rob Adyov, dAAd Adyoy yevviioac, xal r¢ Adbyy ab-
rob Staxarrog opk@y. "O8ey Siddoxovory Hpdc ai dyiat ypagal,
xal wdyrec. oi wvevparopdpor, ¢ v 'Iwdvyne Méyer 'Ev dpyni
#v & Adyog, xal & Adyoc fi¥ mpoc rov Oedy® Jewwig, Srt év wpd-
roug uévog Wy 6 Oedg, xat év abrg 6 Adyog. “Emeira Aéyer® Kai
Ocog v 6 Abyog ' wdvra 8 abrob Eyévero, xal xwplc abrov éyé-
vero obdc év. Theoph. ad Autol. lib. ii. § 22. p. 36s.

13. Ipoc obc kal elmor &v rig' "Q pufoxivduror dvBpwror, woi-
npa & mpwroroxog mdong kriewc, 6 ik yaarpic xpo éwoddpov yev-
vnleic, 6 elmdy o¢ Zopia, Upd & wdvrwy Bovvay yevv§ ps;
Kal woA\axov 0¢ ray Belwy Noyiwy yeyevvijoBai, dAN' oV yeyo-
vévae, Tov Yidy Neydpevoy ebpoe rig &' 39’ dv xarapavag ENéy-
xovras rd Yebdn wept rije rov Kuplov yervfioews imolaufdvovree,
oi wolnaw abrov riy Oclav kai Gfpnrov yévimow Méyewy roNpdv-
rec. Dionys. Roman. cont. Sabell. apud Athan. Epist. de Sy-
nod. Nic. cont. heer. Arian. decret. Oper. vol. i. p. 422.

14, Téyparrar Td wdyra, & abrov ral ei¢ abrov, éxrirac
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Oifrw O¢ &¢ d\nbag dvroc xat évepyotyrog, d¢ Adyov dpa xai
Bcov* & ol 6 Ham)p wdyra mewolnksy, oby d¢ 3 dpydvov, 0
dg O émorpnc dyvvroordrov: yevvhigarrog pév rov Harpdg rov
Yiov d¢ {@oav évépyeiay xai evvwdorarov, Evepyvtvra rd wdvra
év mdow. Concil. Antioch. Epist. ad Paul. Samos. apud Routh.
Rel. Sacr. vol. ii. p. 466. Labb. Concil. vol. i. p. 841.

15. Christum primogenitum esse, et ipsum esse Sapientiam
Dei, per quem omnia facta sint.—Item Paulus ad Colossenses :
Qui est imago Dei invisibilis, et primogenitus totius creaturce.
Cyprian. adv. Jud. lib. ii. § 1. Oper. vol. i. p. 81, 32.

TEXT XXXI.
Coross. ii. 9.

"Ore kal ¢v adry xaroei wav o wAfpwpa riic Obryroc

swHaTkwe.

1. ‘O Harjp iépavépwoey Hpiv rov ovra ovv atrg dsl Xpiorov,
év § xarowel xdy r6 wAfpwpa riic Oedrnrog cwparwc.

"Axovere, midg Méyew v0 pvorhpioy & iepds drxbarohog Iaihog,
70 ydp owparweg caroweiv oy [larépa xal r0 Hveiua év rg
Xpuorg.

"Exed) adpk yéyover & Adyog 6 Xpiarog, ob wapad 16 yevéoba
of» owpa Tov Xpiorov, obx éravéorny 6 Harip Tov xwpiolbijvar rg
yevopévy eapxic Bdpé & Adyoc yéyove: xal deixvvery, bre Grpew-
rog 6 Xpiarog yevépevog vapk, del quvatdog &v Tov yevvhioavrog®
év abrg karowel iy 70 *\jpwpa rijc Oséryrog cwparwie. Dio-
nys. Alex. adv. Paul, Samos. queest. vii. Oper. p. 259.

2. Tor &¢ Yiov wapa r¢ Harpl, dvra Ocdv pév xal Kipoy rav
yevryrav dxdyraw, Yo 8¢ rov Ilarpoc dxoeralévra ¢£ obparav,
xai sapcwdévra érmrlpwmmivac. .

Adbrep xal 16 éx rijc #apOévov adpa, ywpiicay xiy 1o sAipwpa
riic Oebryrog cwparwis, T Oebryre drpénruc fvwrad xal refeo-
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wolnrac od xdpwy, 6 atrég Oeoc xai &vBpwroc 'Ingovc Xpuoréde.
Concil. Antioch., Epist. ad Paul. Samos. apud Routh. Rel.
Sacr. vol. ii. p. 473.

TEXT XXXIIL
1 Tium. iii. 16.

Kal épodoyovubvwe péya itorl o tiic evoefelac pvo-
Thotov Oede ipaveplln tv oapKl, diardln dv wvebpar,
o¢ln ayyllowg, ixnptxOn v EOveaw, irorelln v xbouy,
aveAipln &v ddEyp.

——

1. Hag ol épavepdBn roic aidow ;—Ilag deopdc pavilero
xaxiag, dyvoa xalppeiro, rakaid PBacikela diepfelpero, Ocov &v-
Opwrivwe pavepwpévov elc xawérnra didiov {wijc. Ignat. Epist.
ad Ephes. § xix. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. ii. p. 16.

2. Elc larpée éorev oaprude Te kal xvevparwoc, yevmqroc xal
dyévyrog, év gapkl yevbuevog Oedgc,—xal éx Mapiag xal éx Ocob.
Ignat. Epist. ad Ephes. § vii. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. ii. p. 18.

8. '0 &, dwr yevésewc,—pavy Oeog &v oapxly, mijv dhvapy
évdeucvbpevog. Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. vi. Oper. p. 684.

4. O wiorol NoywsOévres ¥x° abrov Eyvwoay Iarpog pvorhpa®
o xépty dxéorede Adyor, Tra xéopy ¢pavy* 5, 70 Aaob dri-
paolelg, dua dxooréhwy rnpvyOels, 7o é0vay émarebBn. Ovrog
0 &x' &pxfic'—ovroc 6 &el. Epist. ad Diognet. in Oper. Justin.
p. 387. : '

5. Mwrebowper odv, xara mv xapidoswy réy &rosrélwy, &rt
Ococ Adyog &x’ obpaviy rarijAley el¢ miv dyiay wapBévoy Ma-
piav: iva, capcwleic &£ abrijc, AafBoy 3¢ xal Yvyiv v &rBpw-
wlvny, Noywxi)y 8¢ Méyw, yeyovdg wdyra 8oa éorlv dvBpwrog, ooy
oy mexrwiéra, xai dpbapalay avBpdwog wapdoxy roic wmworel-
ovay éxl 16 dvopa abrod.

'Ev wdow oly dmodédewrar Apiv rijc dAnbelag Adyoc, Ore elg
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éotlv 6 Harip, oV wapeore Adyog, O ob t& whyvra éxoincer: b,
vorépoig Kaipoig, kaldg cimaper dvwrépw, dméoredev 6 Iarnp
wpoc ocwrnplay dvOpdrwy.

Otrog, dua Népov xai Xpognrav, EmpiyOn xapeadpevoc elg Tov
xéopov. Kab' &y ody rpémoy éxnpiyOn, xara rovrov ral wapy
ipavipwaey éavrdy éx xapBivov kal ‘Aylov Mvevparog, xawdc dv-
Opwrog yevdpevog, o pev obpvioy Exwy 76 marpgov &g Adyog,
70 0¢ émlyewov dg éx xakatod *Adapu Sl mapfévov gaprovpevog.

Otroc, wpoeNOiw eic xéopov, Ocos év obpart épavepdly, dv-
Opwroc réheoc wpoe@iyv. Hippolyt. cont. Noet. ¢. 17. Oper.
vol. ii. p. 18, 19,

6. El¢ éoriv 6 Xpuoric, 6 &v &v rg Iarpl ovvaidiog Adyoc®

v alrob xpbowmov, déparog Oedg, xal dpardg yevdpevog. Oeoc
vap tpavepbln év gapxl, yevépevog & yvvawdg 6 éx Oeov Marpog
yevwnOelc. Dionys. Alex. Epist. adv. Paul. Samos. Oper.
p- 211.
. [Si, in commate 16, legendum sit, juxta nonnullos, &¢, potius
quam Oedc: mens luci totius, nihilominus, prorsus. immota
manebit: vocula 6¢ in commate 16, ad antecedens O¢ov in com-
mate 15, necessario scilicet, ad hunc modum, referente.

"Eav 3¢ Ppadvvw, lva eldjc wdc dci év oixp OEOY dvaorpé-
peabac (firic Eorly éxxAnola Oeov {Gvrog, orvhoc kal édpalwpa
rii¢ dAnOelag® xal dpoloyovpévwg péya éorl 1o rijc eboePeiag
pverfipwoy*), O3 ipaveplln év oapxl, édwarbln & wvebpar,
GOy dyyéhowg, éxnpixOn év EOveow, émorevln &v xbopyp, dyve-
AhgOn &v SdEp.

Partem commatis 16 posteriorem verti, Qui in carne mani-
Jestatus est, ille in spiritu justificatus est, Greecse Linguee idi-
oma, nisi perquam barbarg, omnino vetat. Si enim talis fuisset
mens apostoli, scripsisset, non &¢ épavepdfn év capxl, édixailfn
v wyvedpary, sed & &v oapxl parvepdlerg ddwaibly év wvedpare.]
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TEXT XXXIIIL
Hes. i. 8.

Mpd¢ & rov Yidv' ‘O Oodvoc aov, 6 Oedg, i¢ TOv aidva

TovU alwvog. .

1. Kal, rapd 7oy voovpusvoy xoumriy r@v ey, dA\\og Tig kupt-
ohoysirat ¥xd rob "‘Aylov Ivevparoc® ob pérvov d¢ dia Mwoéwc,
dA\\a kal da Aafis. . ) )

Kal yap, 3¢ éxelvov, eipnrac Adyer & Kipuog rg Kuply pov,
Kd0Bov éx deuay pov, Ewg &v 0& rovg éxOpovg dov dwowddwoy rav
w0d@v oov* di¢ wpoelpnka.

Kal by, v EN\otc Mdyoi* ‘O Opévog oov, & Ocdg, elc rov
alva rov aigvog. ‘PdfBdoc ebBirnroc # pafdoc rijc Baocihelag
oov. 'Hybrnoac uawoiyyy, cal éulonoac dvoplay. Aia rovro,
Expioé oe & Oedg, 6 Oebe oov, E\atoy dyal\tbhoswe wapa rovg
peréxovg oo,

Ei od» xal d\\oy riva Oeohoyeiv xai xvpooysiv 0 Mvevpa ro
“Aywy garé duceic xapd rov Iarépa ray Shewv ral rov Xpiorov
abrov, dwoxpivacté por.  Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper.
p- 215. oo

2. 'O Opbvoc oov, 6 Osdg, tlg Tov al@va rob alGrvoc.—

“Ort yovw xai xpookvynric éore xal Oed¢ xal Xpiorde vxo rov
raira woujoarroc paprvpovuevog, xal oi Adyot olrot Srapdhdny
onpalvovor, Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 223.

8. Neque enim Dominus, neque Spiritus Sanctus, neque
apostoli, eum, qui non esset Deus, definitivé et absoluté Deum
nominaseent aliquando, nisi esset verus Deus : neque Dominum
appellassent aliquem ex sua persona, nisi, qui dominatur omnium
Deum Patrem, et Filium ejus qui dominium accepit a Patre
suo omnis conditionis ; quemadmodum habet illud: Dixit Do-
minus Domino meo ; Sede a dextris meis, quoadusque ponam
inimicos tuos scabellum pedum tuorum. Patrem enim Filio col-
loquutum ostendit: qui et dedit ei heereditatem gentium, et
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subjecit ei omnes inimicos. Vere igitur cum Pater sit Dominus,
et Filius vere sit Dominus, merito Spiritus Sanctus Domini ap-
pellatione signavit eos.
, Et iterum, in eversione Sodomitarum, Scriptura ait: Et
pluit Dominus (Heb. Jehovah) super Sodomam et Gomorrham
ignem et sulphur a Domino'(Heb. Jehovah) de ceelo. Filium
enim hic significat, qui et Abrahse conloquutus sit, et a Patre
accepisse potestatem ad jndicandum Sodomitas propter iniqui-
tatem eorum.

Similiter habetillud: Sedes tua, Deus, in ceternum. Virga
directionis, virga regni tui. Dilexisti justitiam, et odisti iniqui-
tatem: propterea, unxit te Deus, Deus tuus. Utrosque enim
Dei appellatione significavit Spiritus ; et eum qui ungitur Filium,
et eum qui ungit (id est) Patrem.

Et iterum : Deus stetit in synagoga deorum ; in medio autem
deos discernit. De Patre et Filio, et de his qui adoptionem
perceperunt, dicit. Hi autem sunt Ecclesia: heec enim est
synagoga Dei, quam Deus, hoc est Filius ipse, per semetipsum
collegit.

De quo iterum dicit : Deus deorum Dominus (Heb. Jehovah )
loquutus est, et vocavit terram. Quis Deus, de quo dixit: Deus
manifest? veniet, Deus noster ; et non silebit? Hoc est Filius :
qui, secundum manifestationem hominibus, advenit; qui dicit
palam, dpparui his qui me non querust. Quorum autem deo-
rum, quibus dicit: Ego dixi; Dii estis, et flii Altissimi omnes?
Hi scilicet, qui adoptionis gratiam adepti sunt, per quem cla-
mamus, Abba Pater.

Nemo igitur alius, quemadmodum preedixi, Deus nominatur,
ant Dominus appellatur, nisi qui est omnium Deus et Dominus;
qui et Moysi dixit; Ego sum, qui sum ; et sic dices filiis Israel,
Qui est misit me ad vos : et hujus Filius Jesus Christus Dominus
noster, qui filios Dei facit credentes in nomen suum. Iren. adv.
heer. lib. iii. c. 6. p. 174, 175.

4, Ceeterum ubique teneo unam substantiam in tribus cohse-
rentibus. Tamen alium dicam oportet ex necessitate sensus,
eum qui jubet, et eum qui facit. Nam nec juberet si ipse

VOL. L Bb
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faceret, dum juberet fieri per enm. Tamen jubebat, haud sibi
jussurus si unus esset; aut sine jussu facturus, quia non expec-
tasset/ut sibil juberet!

Ergo, inquis, si Deus dixit, et Deus fecit; si alius Deus
dixit, et alius fecit : duo Dii preedicantur.

Si tam durus es, puta interim: et, ut adhuc amplius hoc
putes, accipe et in psalmo duos Deos dictos. Thronus tuus,
Deus, in evum : virga regni tui. Dilexisti justitiam, et odists
iniguitatem : propterea unxit te Deus, Deus tuus. Siad Deum
loquitur, et unctum Deum a Deo affirmat : sed hic duos Deos
pro virga regni tui. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 9. Oper. p. 413,

5. Quod Deus Christus.—Item in psalmo xliv: ZThronus
tuus, Deus, in.secula seculorum. Virga cequitatis, virga regni
tui. Dilexisti justitiam, et odisti iniquitatem : propterea unxit
te Deus, Deus tuus, oleo exultationis, super participes tuos.
Cyprian. adv. Jud. lib. ii. § 6. Oper. vol. i. p. 34, 85.

6. MapaBécBas 8¢ xal rag wpopnrelac, wohv &v &in® dpret &
éni rov wapdyrog 6 dxd ro¥ reocaporosTov Kal reraprov \Yakuov,
8¢ xal émvyéypanrar xpog d\oig elvar xal ¢ Umép rot dyann-
b, évla xal Oedc dynydpevrar oapde, Sia rovrwy: "EdexiOn %
xbptc év xelheal oov' da roiro ebAéynoé oc & Oedg el rov
alova.

Hpbayxec & émpehac roic etijc, évba Ococ elpprat. ‘O Opbvoc
oov, ydp ¢now, 6 Bedg, eig Tov aldva Tob aidvog. ‘PdSdog eb-
@vrnroc, % paPBdoc riic Pasikelag oov. 'Hydmmoag dwawooivmy,
ral éplonoag dvoplay® Sa roiro Expioé oe 6 Oedg, & Oedg aov,
EAawr dyal\doewg, Tapad rovge perdyove gov.

Kal xaravdet, 6re Ocg op\dy 6 wpophirng, ob & Opbvog éarly
el¢ rov aléva rob al@vog, xal pafdog ebBirnroc % pafdoc rijc Paoi-
Aelag abrot, rovrov rov Oeby ¢noe xexpiobar ¥wé Ocob, &g éorew
abrob Ocbg® xexploBar 3¢, éxel wapd rodg perdyove abrov* ovrog
#ydmnoe dicawobvyy, cai éulonoey dvoplav. Orig. cont. Cels.
lib. i. p. 43.

7. *O¢ & &v dvrpdynrac rov Yiov rov Ocov Ocoy i) elvar xpo
xarafolijc xbapov mworelety xai Gpoloyeiv, ¢pdoxwy Jvo Ocovg
xarayyéAheaBat édv 6 Yioe roi Oeo Oedg xnpboonra, roiroy &\~
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Ndrpiov rat éxkAnoraoricot kdvovog YyovueBas xal xdoar ai xa-
Bohwal éxkhnafar oupgwvovaw auiv. Iepl ydp rovrov yéypanrar
'O Opdvoc aov, 6 Oeog, eig alava alavog. Concil. Antioch. Epist.
ad Paul. Samos. apud Routh. Rel. Sacr. vol. ii. p. 466.

8. Factus est, et Dei Filius per Spiritum, et hominis per
carnem: id est, et Deus et homo. Dei virtus in eo, ex operibus
quee fecit, apparuit : fragilitas hominis, ex passione quam per-
tulit; quam cur susceperit, paulo post docebo. Interim, et
Deum fuisse et hominem, ex utroque genere permistum, pro-
phetis vaticinantibus discimus.—Item David, in psalmo xliv :
Thronus tuus, Deus, in secula seculorum. Lactant. Instit. lib. iv,
§ 18. p. 388.

|

TEXT XXXIV.
Hes. ii. 7, 8, 9.

"HAdrrwoag avrdv SBpaxd 7t wap’ ayyélove' 36Ep kal
‘T dorepdvwoac avrdv, kal karéarnoac avrdv inl rd fpya
rdv xepov gov. [ldvra vmerdiac Ymoxdrw T@v wodwy
avrob. 'Ev ydp r¢ vmordEat adrg rd wdvra, ovdiv aiikev
atrg avwréraxrov' viv & obmw bpduev adrg T4 wdvra
vmorerayubva’ Tov 8t Ppaxd Tt mwap’ ayyélove Alarrw-
pévov BAémwopev "Inootv, dud 76 wdlnpa 7o0v Oavdrov, d6Ep
kal Tiuj iorepavwubvor' Swwe xdpurt Ocod Vmip mwavrog
yebonrar Qavdrov.

1. Dictusest quidem Magni consilii Angelus, id est, Nuncius :
officii, non naturee, vocabulo. Magnum enim cogitatum Patris,
super hominis scilicet restitutione, annunciaturus seculo erat.

Non'ideo tamen sic angelus intelligendus, ut Gabriel aut
Michael. Nam et Filius, a Domino vinese, mittitur ad cultores,
sicut et famuli, de fructibus petitum. Sed non propterea unus

ex famulis deputabitur Filius, quia famulorum successit ‘officio.
Bb2
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Facilius ergo dicam, si forte ipsum Filium angelum, id est,
nuncium Patris, quam angelum in Filio.

Sed,'quum ‘de(Filio)ipso/ sit pronunciatum ; Minuisti eum
modico quid citra angelos: quomodo videbitur angelum induisse,
sic infra angelos diminutus, dum homo fit, qua caro et anima et
filius hominis? Qua autem Spiritus Dei et Virtus Altissimi,
non potest infra angelos haberi, Deus scilicet et Dei Filius.
Quanto ergo, dum hominem gestat, minor angelis factus est:
tanto nondum angelum gestat. Tertull. de carn. Christ. § 10.
Oper. p. 32.

2. Nam et profitemur, Christam semper egisse in Dei Patris
nomine, ipsum ab initio conversatum, ipsum congressum cum
patriarchis et prophetis, Filium Creatoris, Sermonem ejus, quem
ex semetipso proferendo Filium fecit, ut exinde omni disposi-
tioni sus voluntatique preefecit, diminuens illum modico citra
angelos, sicut apud eum scriptum est: qua diminutione, in heec
quoque dispositus est a Patre, quee ut humana reprehenditis,
ediscens jam inde a primordio, jam inde hominem, quod erat
futurus in fine. Tertull. adv. Marcion. lib. ii. § 21. Oper.
p- 189. '

TEXT XXXV,
Rev. i. 8, 11. xxii. 18,

’Eye &iueto A xai ro Q, apxn xai 7éhoc, Ayet 6 Kiprog,
6 dv kal 6 v xal 6 dpxouevog, 6 wavroxpdrwp. ’Eye
gt 76 A kal 70 Q, 6 mpdroc kal 6 ¥oyaroc. 'Eyd el
70 A kal 70 Q, apxn xal Té\og, 6 mparog kai 6 Eaxarog.

1. Pater quidem invisibilis, de quo et Dominus dixit: Deum
nemo vidit ungquam.

Verbum autem ejus, quemadmodum volebat ipse, et ad utili-
tatem videntium claritatem monstrabat Patris, et dispositiones




ANV D480 lo,l a& &K AVLINLAJAAVALALVINVEA . Vi

exponebat. Quemadmodum et Dominus dixit: Unigenitus
Deus qui est in sinu Palris, ipse enarravit.

Et ipse interpretatur Patris Verbum, utpote dives et multus
existens, non in una figura nec in uno charactere videbatur
videntibus eum, sed secundum dispensationem ejus causas sive
efficaciam, sicut in Daniele scriptum est.

Aliquando'énim 'cumi his,"qui erant circa Ananiam, Azariam,
Mizaelem, videbatur ; assistens eis in fornace ignis et in camino,
et liberans eos de igne. [Et visio,inquit, quarti similis Filio
Dei.

Rursum hic idem videbitur, quasi Filius hominis, in nubibus
cceli veniens, et appropinquans ad Veterem dierum, et sumena
ab eo universam potestatem et gloriam et regnum. Et potestas,
inquit, ejus potestas @terna ; et regnum ejus non interibit.

Sed et Joannes, Domini discipulus, in Apocalypsi, sacerdo-
talem et gloriosum regni ejus videns adventum, Conversus sum,
inquit, videre vocem quce loguebatur mecum : et comversus vidi
septem candelabra aurea, et inter candelabra similem Filio
kominis. Joanne verd non sustinente visionem, Et cecidi enim,
inquit, ad pedes ejus quasi mortuus (ut fieret quod scriptum est,
Nemo vidit Deum, et vivet) : et vivificans eum Verbum, et ad-
monens quoniam ipse est in cujus pectore recumbebat ad cocnam
interrogans quis esset qui inciperet eum tradere, et dicebat ;
Ego sum primus et novissimus, et qui vivo et fui mortuus, et ecce
vivo in secula seculorum, et habeo claves mortis et inferorum.
Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv. c. 87.§ 11, 12. p. 270.

2. Kal &) ob ylvera: drexvic tv dg Bv, obd¢ woAa dg uépn, &
Yiée* dAX’ wg mdyra &v. “Evfer xai wdvra* xixhog ydp 6 abric
xacGy réy dvvducwy ei¢ Ev ellovpivwy xal Evovpévey. Awd
rovro, “ANpa kal 'Quéya & Abyoc cipyrac ol pévov ré rélog
dpx ylveray, xal rehevrg wdhw éxl miy dveley dpxy, obdapov
duderagwy AafBéy. Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. iv. Oper. p. 537.

8. Otrwg kal abrog eipnrac 6 Kipiog "ANpa «al 'Quéya, apxn
xal réhog, & ob rd wdvra éyévero, kal xwplg abrov eyévero obde
&. Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. iv. Oper. p. 684.

4, Interim hic mihi promotum sit responsum adversus id,
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quod et de Apocalypsi Joannis proferunt ; Ego Dominus, qui est
et qui fuit et venit, Omnipotens : et sicubi alibi Dei Omnipotentis .
appellatiorier on putane etism Filio convenire, quasi qui ven=
turus sit Omnipotens, cum et Filius Omnipotentis tam Omni-
potens sit Dei Filius, quam Deus Dei Filius.

Sed hanc societatem nominum paternorum in Filio ne facile
perspiciant, perturbat illos scriptura, si quando unicum Deum
statuit : quasi non eadem et Deos et Dominos duos proposuerit,
ut supra ostendimus. Ergo, quia duos et unum, inquiunt, in-
venimus : ideo ambo unus atque idem, et Filius, et Pater.

Porro non periclitatur scriptura, utilli de tua argumentatione
succurras, ne sibi contraria videatur. Habet rationem, et quum
unicum Deum statuit, et quum duos Patrem et Filium ostendit :
et sufficit sibi. Filium nominari ab ea constat. Salvo enim
Filio, rect2 unicum Deum potest determinasse, cujus est Filius.
Non enim desinit esse, qui habet Filium, ipse unicus : suo sci-
licet nomine, quotiens sine Filio nominatur. Sine Filio autem
nominatur, quum principaliter determinatur ut prima persona
quee ante Filii nomen erat proponenda: quia Pater anté cog-
noscitur, et post Patrem Filius nominatur. Igitur unus Deus
Pater, et absque eo alius non est. Quod ipse inferens, non
Filium negat, sed alium Deum. Csterum alius a Patre Filius
non est.

Sermone ejus ceeli firmati sunt: et, Spiritu ejus, omnis virtus
eorum. Et Sermo autem Virtus et Sophia, ipse erit Dei Filius.
Ita, si per Filium omnia, ccelum quoque per Filium extendens,
non solus extendit, nisi illa ratione qua ceeteris solus.

Hic est Filius meus dilectus : hunc audite. Ita, Filium sub-
jungens, ipse interpretator est, quomodo ccelum solus extende-
rit: scilicet, cum Filio solus, sicut cum Filio unum,

Proinde et Filii erit Vox, Extendi ccelum solus: quia Ser-
mone cceli confirmati sunt. Quia, Sophia in Sermone adsis-
tente, paratum est ceelum, et omnia per Sermonem facta sunt :
competit et Filium solum extendisse cecelum, quia solus opera-
tioni Patris ministravit.

Idem erit dicens: Ego primus, et in superventura ego sum.
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Primum scilicet omnium Sermo : In principio erat Sermo; in
quo principio prolatus a Patre est. Ceeterum Pater, non
habens initium, ut a nullo prolatus, ut innatus, non potest
videri. Qui solus fuit sempér, ordinem habere non potuit. -

Igitur, si propter ea eundem et Patrem et Filium credendum
putaverunt, ut unum Deum vindicent : salva est unio ejus, qui,
quum sit unus,\habeatOet Filium; ieequé et ipsum eisdem scrip-
turis comprehensum. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 12, 14. Oper.
p- 418, 419. Vide etiam Tertull. de monogam. § 5. Oper.
p. 578, 674.

5. Quod Deus Christus.—Item in Apocalypsi: Ego sum A
et Q, initium et finis. Ego sitienti dabo de fonle aque vite
gratis. Qui vicerit, possidebit ea et eorum hereditatem : et ero
ejus Deus, et ille erit mihi Filius. Cyprian. adv. Jud. lib. ii.
§ 6. Oper. vol. i. p. 34, 85, 36. Vide etiam Orig. Comment. in
Joan. Oper. vol. ii. p. 5, 19, 21, 81, 32, 83.

Dr. Priestley, it will be recollected, lays it down, as AN 1x-
CONTROVERTIBLE FACT: that, In the early times of the Church,
the Scriptures were constantly read, by persons better qualified
o understand the language of them than we at this time can
pretend to be, WITHOUT SBUGGESTING ANY SUCH NOTIONS OF THE
DIVINITY OR THE PREEXISTENCE OF CHRIST A8 ARE NOW S8UPPOSED
TO BE CLEARLY CONTAINED IN THEM.

And, on the alleged ract thus without hesitation placed
before us, that remarkable Historian, it will further be recol-
lected, observes: that The racT in question will weigh much
with those, who are apt to lay great stress on the usual construct-
ion of SOME PARTICULAR TEXTS.

It may also be useful to remember : that This same racr is
insinuated, or more than insinuated, both by Mr. Belsham and
by Dr. Carpenter. For, in reference to the texts litigated be-
tween modern Trinitarians and modern Antitrinitarians, they
distinctly intimate : that What we may deem THE NATURAL sia-



376 THE APOSTOLICITY - [APP. L.

NIPICATION OF WORDS AND PHRASES was, tn irulh, Nor the sig-
nification annexed to them by men who lived during the early
ages/of the. Church. ’

I. Now, that the racr, alleged or insinuated with more or
less broadness by these three writers, ought, were it a real
rAcT, to weigh much with every candid inquirer after truth, I
will readily allow. But, in sooth, the real racr turns out to be
precisely the reverse of the alleged »acr.

1. In the early times of the Church, so far were the parTI-
CULAR TEXTS in question from NoT suggesting any such notions
of the divinity or the preéxistence of Christ, as are now, by
modern Trinitarians, supposed to be clearly contained in them:
that we INvVARIABLY find them suggesting, in the early times of
the Church, precisely the sAME notions on those important
points, as, in these later times, they still continue to suggest.

With singular unanimity, the ecclesiastical writers, who
flourished anterior to the, first Council of Nice (for, among these,
exclusively of their modern postnicene successors, our inquiry
into early interpretations must obviously be conducted), ar-
wAYs, so far at least as I have observed, understood and
expounded the PARTICULAR TEXTS, nof as Dr. Priestley and his
associates would understand and expound them, but As cLEARLY
INDICATING THE SEVERAL CONNECTED DOCTRINES OF THE TRINITY
AND OF CHRIST'S PREEXISTENCE AND INCARNATION AND ESSENTIAL
DIVINITY.

2. If, in any one instance, the PARTICULAR TEXTS can be found
to have been read by the writers in those early times wirHOUT
SUGGESTING ANY SUCH NOTIONS OF THOSE DOCTRINES A8 ARE NOW
SUPPOSED TO BE CLEARLY CONTAINED IN THEM: that circum-
stance has escaped my notice.

Since, however, Dr. Priestley asserts, while Mr. Belsham and
Dr. Carpenter more than insinuate, the absolute UNIVERsALITY
of the circumstance : doubtless, if there be the very smallest
modicum of truth in the matter asserted or insinuated, it will be
easy to produce, if not a cloud of instances, yet at least a single
solitary instance, in which some one of the PAmTICULAR TEXTS

7




NUMBER IL

RESPECTING THE PRIMITIVE HEBREW CHURCH OF JERUSALEM.

SECTION L

RESPECTING DR. PRIESTLEY'S TREATMENT OF HEGESIPPUS.

Frou the then extant Works of Hegesippus, it is testified by
Eusebius: that That writer symbolised in doctrine with the
known Trinitarians, Irenéus and Melito; and, consequently,
that He himself was a Trinitarian who held the tenet of Christ's
divinity.

Under this aspect, I have adduced him as a witness for the
Trinitarianism of all the Churches from east to west, which he
visited in his progress from Asia to Rome about the year 153.
See above, book i. chap. 10. § . 8.

Yet, in defiance of the testimony of Eusebius professedly
derived from the very Works of Hegesippus, Dr. Priestley,
with his wonted freedom from cautious hesitation, roundly pro-
nounces : that He was certainly an Antitrinitaian who rejected
the divinity of Christ.

L. If it be asked, on what ground the historian advances this
opinion, I can only state : that the argument, by which he un-
dertakes to establish it, is the following.

Eusebius says: that, From some parts of the writings of
Hegesippus, we may collect ; that he was a Christian of the He-
brews. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. c. 22,
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Now Dr. Priestley asserts : that ArL the Hebrew
were Antitrinitarians who denied the divinity of Chris

But, according to the inference of Eusebius, Hege:
a 'Christian of the Hebrews.

Therefore, plainly from Dr. Priestley’s premises, 7
must have been an Antitrinitarian who denied the |
Christ.

II. The opinions of Hegesippus having thus, by an
from Dr. Priestley’s own private hypothesis, been sa
established to be antitrinitarian and humanitarian : :
perplexity, in regard to the management of his evi
mediately presents itself.

. Hegesippus declares : that ALy the Churches, whic.!
in his progress from Asia to Rome, unanimously held
JSaith,

Now this faith, thus unanimously held by arr
Churches, he plainly identifies with kis omwn faith, :
cumstance of his calling it the ricHT faith.

And this rrenr faith, thus unanimously and h: |
held both by himself and by all the visited Church. .
nounces, agreeably to the concurring assertion of all
ted Churches, to have been preached both by the i
the Prophets and by the Lord himself.

Hence, if Hegesippus must have been an huma |
Antitrinitarian because he was a Hebrew Chris:
plainly, in despite of the positive testimony of I. |
directly contrary effect, the r1GHT faith, universally !
visited Churches both in the East and in the West,
press ground that it was received from Christ and L !
must have been the modern antitrinitarian and b |
system.

II1. This conclusion, inasmuch as it flatly cont |
neus who was intimately acquainted with the doct: |
both in the East and in the West at the very time (
temporary Hegesippus was journeying to Rome, h:
Priestley some degree of trouble, and in two seve |

_ |




384 - THE APOSTOLICITY Carp. 1.

Idolaters (for Idolaters they must have been, if Christ were a
mere man like one of themselves), mere jointly comforted by
THE RIGHT FAITH OF EACH OTHER.

This result from the alleged Antitrinitarianism of Hegesippus
is precisely the same, as if Dr. Priestley and Dr. Horsley, at
the end of a long-and familiar, conference extending through a
visit of many days, should have found themselves greatly re-
freshed in spirit by the happy discovery : that they alike re-
tained THE TRUE FAITH PREACHED BY CHRIST AND HIS APOSTLES,
because neither of them was in the least degree tainted by
Gnosticism under any one of its eleven modifications.

SECTION II.

RESPECTING THE FAITH OF THE PRIMITIVE HEBREW CHURCH OF
JERUSALEM, .

Dr. Priestley asserts: that AUl the Hebrew Christians, from
the very beginning, were Humanitarian Antitrinitarians. And,
on this general assertion, as we have seen, he grounds the par-
ticular assertion : that Hegesippus, when he visited the Churches
of Greece and Italy, and when both he himself and the visited
Churches were jointly comforted by the right faith of each other,
must have been an Humanitarian Anlilrinitarian, inasmuch as
he mwas a Hebrew Christian.

Now, both from the clear testimony of Eusebius, and from the
very necessity of the language of Hegesippus when connected
with the decisive evidence of Irenéus in regard to the nature
of the faith professed by the entire Catholic Church in every
quarter of the globe, it is certain; that Hegesippus must be
deemed an exception from Dr. Priestley’s general rule : for that
individual, though a Hebrew Christian, was assuredly, like
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apud Theodorit. Hist. Eccles. lib. v. . 9. p. 211.), was wor
humanitarian and unipersonalistic.

L. My first testimony shall be that of the ecclesiastical his-
torian Eusebius.

From the documents of ancient writers which were extant at
the beginning of the fourth century, this diligent compiler, as
he himself informs us, had learned : that, /n regular succession,
Jifteen Bishops, from the Apostle James down to the time of its
dissolution by Adrian, had presided over the primitive Church of

olrusuidm ; alut 4l these Prelates were of hebrew extraction
and that They all, from the very beginning, both received and
taught the knowledge of Christ cENUINELY.

Ob¢ mévrac "Efpaiovg paoly Gvrag &véxaley riy yvaoty rov
Xpiorov 'NHZIQZ xaradééacla:. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv.
c. 5.

Some have conjectured, that Eusebius leaned toward Arian-
ism. If this were really the case, his personal attestation to
the GENUINENESS of the primitive Solymeéan Faith, though it
would be fully conclusive against the speculation of Zuicker
and Priestley, would doubtless, so far as the cause of sound
Trinitarianism is concerned, be of small value. The error,
however, of any such conjecture is sufficiently demonstrated,
not only by his assent to the Nicene Creed and by his baptismal
reception of a yet more ancient Symbol which he himself has
preserved (See above, book i. chap. 2. § i1, 1.): but likewise
by his own incidental profession ; that The Son, instead of being
produced into existence from non-existence, had eternally both
existed and preéxisted and coéxisted with the Father, the begotien
Son from the unbegotten Father, the Only-begotien, the Word,
and God from God.

Yiov yevyqrov, ob xpbvoig pév riaw obx 8vra, Sarepov 3¢ more
yeyovéra® &N\& wpd Xpévwy alwyiov dvra, xai wpobyra, kal vy
Harpt &¢ Yiow dawavréc ovvévra, ral obk dyévvnrov dvra, yev-

vopevoy & e dyevvirov llarpdc, povoyevij dvra, Adyov, kal Ocov
éx Oeov.  Euseb. Demons. Evan, lib. iv. c. 3. p. 96. Rob. Ste-
phan. Lutet. 1544.
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. Thus, we see, the aboriginal exxviNeness of the p
Solymean Faith consisted in a full belief of the eternal e:
and the essential divinity of the Son.

I 'may add:: that Eusebius, who thus clearly states th:
iNenzss of the Christian Faith, instead of intimating
doctrine of the Ebionites was the doctrine of the old
Church of Jerusalem, describes these early Jewish F
tarians, as entertaining poor and mean opinions respec
nature of Christ; opiniohs, which we know to have b
demned by the Catholic Church from the very be;
opinions, which, in Ais judgment, constituted their hol
vassals of Satan.

“AN\ovg 3¢ 6 movnpog Salpwy rijg wepl Tov Xpioroy 1
dwabéoewe ddvvariv ixocioar, Barepakfixrove ebpav, éope
*Efwralove rovrovg olkeiwe éxepfipelov oi mpdro, wrw
rarewvig rd wepl rov Xpeorov dokdlovrag. Aoy pév vy
xal xuvdy Hyabrro, xard wpoxom))y #Bove abro péverv &
dedwarwpévor, ¢& dvdpde re xowvwviac xal rijc Maplag
pévov. Euseb. Hist, Eccles. lib. iii. c. 27.

II. My second testimony shall be that of the grave 1
Sulpicius Severus.

This writer informs us : that the Christians of the Cl
Jerusalem, being for the most part of hebrew extrac
thence retaining the ancient rite of circumcision, were
Emperor Adrian, not unnaturally mistaken for Jews.
with their unconverted countrymen, they were equall:
out of the city, and were prevented by a military gua
returning thither. In the course of God's providenc
ever, that matter turned out to be a benefit. For, at tk
the members of the Church of Jerusalem, almost all |
with the observance of the Ceremonial Law, BELIEVE]
To BE GoD: but the breaking up of that Church of the I
led to the final abrogation of the yoke of legal servitud

Quia Christiani ex Judeeis potissimum putabantur, ¢
Hierosolymee non nisi ex circumcisione habebat ecclesi
dotem, militum cohortem custodias in perpetuum agita

cc 2
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1. This individual, we have reason to helieve, was a He«
brew Christian, who had been a member of the ald Church of
Jerusalem, and who had subsequently joined himself to the
new Church of Elia.

For, according to Eusebius, his writings evinced him to be
a Christian of the Hebrews : and that circumstance, combined
partly with chronology and partly with his gpparent personal
habits, sufficiently determines his ecclesiastical membership.

(1.) In respect to chronology, the old Church of Jerusaler:
was broken up in the year 136 : and Hegesippus perfrzined his
journey and sojourned at Rome during the epiaopate of Ani-
cetus, which commenced in the year 153 which terminated
in the year 162. .

Hence, as his journey and his residence at Rome occurred
only about some seventeen or eighteen years after the break-
ing up of the old Hebrew Church of Jerusalem, and as he him-
self was a Christian of the Hebrews: there can be little doubt,
- I think, that he bad been a member of that Church previous
to its dissolution.

(2.) So again, in respect to his apparent personal habits,
though a Christian of the Hebrews, he seems, at the time of
his journey and of his residence at Rome, not to have been an
observer of the Ceremonial Law.

This particular was very reasonably gathered by Bishop Bull
from the perfect facility of his intimate association with the
Gentile Churches of Greece and Italy. Bull. Primit. et Apost.
Trad. c. iii. § 2.

Now, as his hebrew extraction, united with chronology, marks
him out to have been omce a member of the old Hebrew
Church of Jerusalem: so his non-observance of the Ceremonial
Law about seventeen years after the breaking up of that
Church, united with his evidently being a resident Asiatic (for
his journey was westward, to Italy through Greece, and there-
fore from Asia his home), no less marks him out to have then
been a member of the new Gentile Church of Elia which had
received into her bosom all those Hebrew Christians of the old
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dissalved Church that had renounced the obs
Ceremonial Law.

2. Such being the successive ecclesiastical
the ‘Hebrew Christian Hegesippus, we may, fro
clearly learn the doctrine of the old Hebrew
rusalem, as received both by its members anter
lution and by its late members after their juncti
Gentile Church of Elia.

According to the express testimony of Eusebi
his writings, the doctrinal system of Hegesipp:

with the doctrinal system of Irenéus and Meli
" yet extant portions of their Works, are well
been trinitarian maintainers of Christ's god
Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. ¢. 7, 8, 21, 22.

Therefore, from the doctrinal system of the
ian Hegesippus, we may, in perfect agreeme
dence of Eusebius and Sulpicius, and in full :
the general adhesion of the great majority -
Christians to the new Gentile Church of Elia, ¢
that the doctrinal system of the primitive He
Jerusalem must have been trinitarian and divini

V. My fifth and last testimony shall be that
very ancient author of the Epistle which bes
Barnabas. )

This deeply interesting monument of forme:
refers, unless I greatly mistake, to the very
which are now immediately before us.

1. From the accidental circumstance of its ¢
nominated Barnabas, eome absurd scribe has cl
to it an intimation, that it is the Epistle of Barn
who was the companion of Paul the Apostle.
nothing in it which indicates it to be the cor
Apostle Barnabas : so, both its generally well
and various particular incidental remarks which
the whole drift and purpose of the argument whi
all tend to shew ; that it was written, by a Heb
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the true age and drift and object of the Epistle. The circum-
stance is interesting, as it tends to shew the sound judgment
of an eminent divine, whose acquaintance it once was my privi-
lege to enjoy, and whose memory I shall ever cherish with
affection and reverence.

Upon/these/foundations{ said Bishop Horsley, which a stronger

"arm than Dr. Priestley's shall not be able to tear up, stands the
Church of orthodox Jewish Christians at Jerusalem : to which
the asserters of the Catholic Faith will not scruple to appeal,
in proof of the antiquity of their docirine. Remarks on Priest-
ley’s Second Letters, part ii. chap. 2. p. 376.

The foundations, instead of being torn up, have now been
strengthened : and thus, while, I trust, the cause of truth has
been promoted, a just tribute has been paid to the illustrious
dead.

His saltem accumulem donis, et fungar inani
Munere.

SECTION III.

RESPECTING THE FAITH OF THE NAZARENES.

THouen Barnabas succeeded in persuading the great majority
of the Hebrew Christians, to discontinue the observance of
the Ceremonial Law, and thenceforward to unite with the new
Gentile Church of Elia: he was unable to influence the entire
body.

Those, who observed the Ceremonial Law from pure habit
and from old ancestral prejudices, readily adopted his advice :
and these were, happily, the great majority.

But a small minority of some certain individuals, in direct
opposition to the plain apostolical decision, were not content
with observing the Ceremonial Law on the ground of mere
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1abit, but mischievously enforced its observance as binding
apon the conscience.and as even necessary to salvation. These,
.apparently, Barnabas more “than once notices in his Epistle
(Barnab. Epist. § 8, 4.): and, with these, as might naturally be
anticipated, he did not succeed. The necessary consequence
was : that they separated from their wiser brethren, henceforth

- \constituting a sect known by the appellation of Nazarenes.

Through the medium of these wrong-headed schismatics it
was, that Zuicker, and after him Dr. Priestley, attempted to
establish the doctrinal Humanitarianism and Unipersonalism of
the primitive Hebrew Church of Jerusalem.

According to those two writers, the Hebrew Chrlstmns,
from the very first, were distinguished by the name of Naza-
renes : and these Nazarenes were identical with the Ebionites.
But the Ebionites were Humanitarians and Unipersonalists.
Therefore the Nazarenes, and consequently the primitive He-
brew Christians who were identical with the Nazarenes, must
have been Humanitarians and Unipersonalis.s also.

The grievous lameness of such a conclusion we have seen,
from the direct evidence which has been adduced to the doctri-
nal system of the ancient Church of Jerusalem: yet it may
ngt be useless to shew, that the premises themselves are equally
unsound.

In one sense, no doubt, the Nazarenes may be said to be
the same as the Hebrew Christians of the ancient Church of
Jerusalem: for the founders of the sect, who separated from
thieir brethren on the question of the obligatory observance of
the Ceremonial Law, had originally been members of that primi-
tive Hebrew Society. But, in no other sense, can the two be
identified : nor were the Nazarenes ever known as a sect, until
after the breaking up of the primitive Church of Jerusalem;
when, in consequence of their inability to return to the seat of
their forefathers, they settled themselves in the northern parts
of Galilee.

Such being the case, even if the later Nazarenes in the times

~of Jerome and Augustine and Epiphanius had finally adopted

VOL, I. pd
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concluded : that The Nazarenes agreed with the Ebionites in
their opinion respecting the nature of Christ.

But Epiphanius-says nothing of the sort.

He merely intimates, unapeciﬁcafly : that The Nazarenes
held opinions similar to those of the Cerinthians ; and that They
mutually communicated their improbity with the Ebionites.

What he meant by this language was: not that The Naza-
renes denied the godhead of Christ ; but that, like the Ebionites
and the Cerinthians, They insisted upon the necessity qf observ-
ing the Ceremonial Law.

That such was his meaning, may be learned even from the
very passage in which this language occurs. ‘

While he says; that The Ebionites and the Na:amu my-
tually communicated their improbity to each other : he imme-
diately subjoins ; that, Resembdling each other in evilmindedness,
they nevertheless, IN A CERTAIN POINT, differed.

Now in what did this difference, oN ONE CERTAIN POINT,
consist ? .

Clearly, in the radically dissimilar view which they took of
the person and nature of Christ: for we know that, in regard to
the necessity of observing the Ceremonial Law, they perfectly
agreed.

From this brief hint, I suspect: that Epiphanius well knew
the soundness of the Nazarenes in respect to the doctrine of
Christ’s godhead, though, from his extreme dislike of them, he
was unwilling to speak out more explicitly. For it is difficult
to comprehend what he could have meant by the allowed dif-
ference between the Nazarenes and the Ebionites 1N oNE cER-
TAIN POINT, if it were not the precise difference specified by
Jerome and Augustine and the author of the Apostolical Con=~
stitutions.

(2.) Be that, however, as it may, Epiphanius has effectually
prevented any person, who would read his Work on Heresies,
from rationally asserting, on Ais authority : that The Nazarenes
symbolised with the Ebionites in their denial of Christ's divinity.

Truly or not, respecting these same Nazarenes he tells us:
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that HE COULD SAY NOTHING CERTAIN; whether, |
“rinthians, they deemed Jesus to be a mere man ;
the truth is, they asserted his birth from Mary thr |

Hepl Xpiarov 3¢ ovx olda eimeiv, el kal abrol, 7§
pévwr mepl Kfporfov xal Mppwbov poxbnplg &y !
dvBpwroy vopifovew i, kabog § &Nibea Exer, «
' Aylov yeyevvijoBai & Mapiag dwaPBefacotyrac. Ep |
lib, i. tom. 2. heer. 29. '

Had Epiphanius known the Humanitarianism
renes, we may be quite sure that he would hav( |

" alleged it. ‘

I suspect him to have known the contrary. |
this may be, the Humanitarianism of the Nazare :
be proved from an author, who declares himse
their sentiments respecting the nature of Christ.

SECTION 1V.

RESPECTING THE DOCTRINE OF THE EBIONYI'

I nave stated : that The Ebionites agreed with the |
in maintaining the mere humanity of Jesus, though
held, and some of them denied, his birth from a virg
They differed from them, in asserting (as Augus:
- that the Christ ALSO was a mere man ; for, discardir,
that the Christ was a supercelestial spirit distinct f
Jesus, they contended, like our modern Unipersonal:,
single individual Jesus-Christ was, in point of nai:
man, united neither to a supercelestial spirit nor ye!
preme Divinity. See above, append. i, numb, 2. :
2. (2)
Such was my statement. Now, in regard to it, .
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this time of his engagement, Aquila became successively a
Christian and a Jew, and how finally he gained his anticipated
name"/of an INTERPRETER by his translation of the Old Tes-
tament.

Hence it is evident: that Epiphanius, by anticipation, calls
Aquila an INTERPRETER previous even to his conversion to
Christianity, and therefore much more previous to his actually
undertaking the task of his INTRRPRETATION.

And hence, consequently, it is evident : that The chronologi-
cal statement of Epiphanius is wholly insufficient to establish
Dy. Priestley's necessary premises of the translation of Aquila
having been made in the twelfth year of Adrian.

I1. Still, however, it will naturally and reasonably be asked :
What Epiphanius could mean, by so peculiarly stating ; that, in
the twelfth year of Adrian, Aquila became known.

1. Bishop Horsley thinks : that Aquila then became known,
because Aquila then was appointed to so considerable an office as
that of oversecer of the public works at Elia. Remarks on
Priestley’s second Letters, part ii. chap. 2. p. 372.

1 regret, thatI cannot follow the learned Prelate in this
solution.

A temple, it is true, had been built and dedicated to Jupiter
Capitolinus, anterior to the breaking out of the jewish rebellion,
and in truth mainly producing that rebellion. Bat the appoint-
ment of Aquila, as Epiphanius distinctly states, was to superin-
tend the rebuilding of the city, including most probably the re-
paration and restoration of the temple of Jupiter: and the re-
building of the city was not determined upon, nor was a super-
intendant for that purpose appointed, until the year 137 or the
twentieth year of Adrian, when now the jewish rebellion had
been quelled and every observer of the Ceremonial Law had been
banished.,

Hence I perceive not, how Adrian could have appointed
Aquila his master of the works at Elia in his twelfth year or in
the year 129,

2. Rejecting, then, on this point, the supposition of Bishop




;I:rsley » I would offer, in its place, a solution, which perhaps

ol be recommended by its very simplicity.

To 3 Considerable an office as that of his master of the
works at Elia, we can scarcely suppose, that Adrian would have
appointed an unknown and obscure stranger.

Hence it may be fairly presumed : that, instead of first be-
coming known by, his apipointment to office at Elia, Aquila was
glready, at the time of his appointment, well known, both to the
Emperor and to the Public, as a tried and experienced civil
engineer.

Now I apprehend Epiphanius to state : that, in the way of
his profession, Aquila first became known to Adrian in his
twelfth year or in the year 129; and that, in consequence of

his thus having become known to him as an able architect, the
Emperor, in his twentieth year or in the year 137, that is to say,
after an acquaintance and trial of full eight years, at length
appointéd him to the superintendance of the works at Elia.

Have we, then, any reasonable presumption, beyond mere
vague general conjecture: that Aquila first became known to
the Emperor, precisely in his twelfth year, rather than in any
other year, as an able and intelligent engineer ?

I conceive: that we have a very reasonable presumption for
the accuracy of such an opinion.

_ Since Epiphanius specially pitches upon the tmelfth year of
Adrian or the year 129 for the circumstance of Aquila first
becoming known, we are obviously led to inquire what were the
transactions of that particular year.

Now the transactions, somewhat curiously, turn out to be
exactly such as to substantiate the opinion.

In the year 129 or in the twelfth year of Adrian, the cities of
Nicomedia and Cesarda and Nice in Bithynia, having been over-
thrown by an earthquake, were, by Adrian, ordered to be re-
built at his own expence : on which account and occasion, he
was styled The restorer of Bithynia. For the superintendance
of these works, various officers, with various gradations of
rank and authority, must of course have been employed: and
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