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INTRODUCTION.

IT s unnecessary to state, that the present work
is intimately connected with one which has been
already published, entitled, Testimontes of the Ante-
Nicene Fathers to the Divinity of Christ. The
two works might not improperly have been incor-

- porated, and the whole would have formed a body

of Ante-Nicene testimony to the doctrine of the
Trinity. I preferred however making a distinct
collection of all the passages, which assert a belief
in Christ’s divinity: and I had intended to follow
this up by a similar collection of quotations con-
cerning the divinity of the Holy Ghost. It is known
to the readers of ecclesiastical history, that there
was no specific controversy concerning the third
person of the Trinity till the fourth century. It
might not be incorrect to say, that till then the
divinity of the third person was never doubted or
denied : but however this may be, the absence of
controversy might prepare us for few passages,
which bear directly upon this subject; and I have
therefore thought it better to bring together in the
present work all the testimonies which remain, whe-
ther they relate to the doctrine of the Trinity, or
the divinity of the Holy Ghost.
a2



iv INTRODUCTION.

The doctrine of the Trinity is in fact established
by any passages, which prove the divinity of the
second and third persons: and by the doctrine of
the Trinity, I mean the doctrine of there being
three distinct persons, each of whom is God, but all
of whom, when considered as to their substance or
essence, are only one God. I am not now explaining
the nature of this mystery, but merely stating what
is meant by the doctrine of the Trinity, as it has
been held by the catholic church from the earliest
ages to the present ; and I repeat, that this doctrine
is established by any passages, which prove the di-
vinity of the Son and the Holy Ghost.

If this position be denied, we have no alternative
between adopting the Arian or Sabellian hypothesis,
or acknowledging a plurality of Gods. The Arians
professed to believe, that Jesus Christ is God : they
even called him very God of very God: but then
they used the term God in a different sense, when
applied to the Son, from what it bears, when ap-
plied to the Father. They believed that there was
a time, when the Son did not exist: they believed
him to have been created by the Father: and by
this twofold meaning of the term God, they avoided
the charge of holding a plurality of Gods, while they
also differed totally from the orthodox faith. The
Arians however can hardly be rescued with truth
from acknowledging more Gods than one. They
did not acknowledge two Gods in the same sense of
the expression; but there were two Beings of a
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different nature, to whom they applied the same
term God: and if they are to be acquitted of the
charge of polytheism, the same indulgence may be
extended to the heathen, who believed Jupiter to
be God in a different sense from their deified he-
roes.

The Arian creed, if considered in all its bearings
and deductions, will perhaps appear much less ra-
tional and philosophical, than has been sometimes
asserted. It has been described as a simpler and
less mystical hypothesis, than that of the Trinita-
rians : and yet it requires us to apply the same
term God to two Beings, who differ as widely from
each other, as the Creator and his creature. It re-
quires us to speak of Christ, as the begotten Son of
God, though he only differs from all other creatures
by having preceded them in the order of time. It
requires us to believe of this created Being, that he
was himself employed in creating the world ; and
to invest him with every attribute of Deity, except
that of having existed from all eternity. If we con-
trast these notions with the creed of the Trinita-
rians, they will be found to present still greater
difficulties to our faculties of comprehension : but
the Arian hypothesis, whatever may be decided con-
cerning it, confirms very strongly the fact, which I
am endeavouring to establish, that the notion of
Christ being a mere man was not held in early
times. If the Fathers were unanimous in speaking
of him as God, they could not have believed him to

ad
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be a mere man in the sense of the modern Unita-
rians.

It will be conceded, that they did not mean to
speak as polytheists: and many passages were ad-
duced in my former work, as well as in the present,
which are sufficient to shew that they were not
Arians. They expressly denied, that there was a
time, when the Son did not exist; and they as ex-
pressly asserted him to be of one substance with the
Father. These were the two tests, which were al-
ways applied to persons suspected of Arianism ; and
if they are applied to the writings of the Ante-
Nicene Fathers, they will be found to remove them
altogether from the suspicion of Arianism.

There are also many other expressions in their
writings, (beside those which assert the eternity
and consubstantiality of the Son,) by which we
might argue that they could not have agreed with
the sentiments of Arius. Such are all those pas-
sages, in which they speak of the Son being in the
Father, and the Father in the Son; of the Son
being one with the Father; and of Christ being the
begotten Son of God. These expressions are of
frequent occurrence in Ante-Nicene writings, and
many instances may be found in this and my former
work. Any one of them, as I conceive, is sufficient
to prove, by legitimate and necessary inference, the
doctrine of the Trinity. We will take the assertion
of Christ being the begotten Somn of God. The
words begotten Son are either to be interpreted
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literally or figuratively. If they are taken figura-
tively, they may merely mean, that Christ was be-
loved by God; that he was God’s minister or mes-
senger, like any other of the prophets, but that he
received preeminent tokens of love and affection
from God®.
this, and evidently in a figurative sense, that all
Christians are called sons of God, and even said fo
be begotten by God. But if Christ is the Son of
God merely in this figurative sense, as being an
adopted Son, the epithet of only begotten could not
apply to him: for upon this hypothesis all Chris-

It is in a sense somewhat similar to

tians are equally begotten sons of God; and there-
fore the term povoyewys, only begotten, must lead us
to infer, that Christ is the Son of God in a different
sense from those, who are called sons by adoption.
Christians are made sons by adoption; Christ is the
only Son, who is begotten by God.

2 The word woveyerns, only be-
gotten, is applied to Christ five
times by St.John: (Johni. 14,
18; iii. 16, 18; 1 John iv. g.)
and in each case the Unitarian
translators have rendered it
only son. Mr. Lindsey ob-
serves, that *“‘only begotten is
** most gross and improper lan-
¢ guuge to be used in English,
 especially with respect to
“ Deity :” (List of Wrong
Translations, p. 46.) to which
it is obvious to reply, that the
grossness or impropriety of the
expression is not the question :

St. John was as good a judge
of this as Mr. Lindsey; and if
only begotten is improper in
English, uowyerys is equally im-
proper in Greek; for wovoyer
can have no other meaning
than only begotten; and if we
translate it only, we must still
mean only begotten. The use
of the term in Luke vii. 132,
ix. 38. leaves no room for
doubt: and when it is applied
to Isaac, (Heb. xi. 17.) it evi-
dently means, that Isaac was
the only son of Abraham, be-
gotten of Sarah.

ad
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This distinction between begotten and adopted
sons seems clearly marked in the Epistle to the He-
brews, where Moses is said to have been faithful as
a servant, but Christ as a Son. (iii. 5, 6.) There
are also passages in the New Testament, where the
argument is wholly illogical and inconsecutive, if
we do not understand Christ to be the begotten Son
of God, according to the analogy of human fathers
and human sons. Thus in the parable of the house-
holder and his vineyard, (Matt. xxi. 33—39,) the
words, they will reverence my son, and this is the
heir, require us to make a marked difference be-
tween the som, i. e. Jesus Christ, and the servants,
i. e. all other prophets and teachers. The son in
the parable is literally a begotten son, and the appli-
cation of the parable requires us to believe the same
of Jesus Christ. So also when St. Paul says, He
that spared not his own Son, but delivered him up
Jor us all, how shall he not with him also freely
give us all things? (Rom. viii. 82.) the inference is
not true, that God will certainly gtve us all things,
if we understand by kis own Som a mere human
prophet or teacher, whom God sent into the world,
and permitted to be put to death. Though it was
an act of mercy on the part of God to send such a
teacher, and we might perhaps infer from one such
act of mercy, that others might be expected, yet we
should not be justified in arguing, that God would
therefore freely give us all things. The argument
would then be a minori ad majus, and would not
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be consecutive. But if God literally spared not his
begotten Son, but delivered him up for us all, we
may then argue a majori ad minus, that God will
freely give us all thingsb; for there is nothing,
which can be so dear to God as his own begotten
Son.

Having thus attempted to shew from the plain
words of scripture, that Christ is literally the be-
gotten Son of God, I shall not proceed to consider
the mode of the divine generation, but merely to
remark, that human language must be interpreted
according to the analogy of human ideas. We know
what is the relation of father and son, when we are
speaking of men ; and the scripture tells us to apply
the same analogy to the relation which subsists be-
tween God and Jesus Christ. But since our ideas
do not allow us to conceive of a son, that he is of a
different nature from his father, we are compelled
to form the same conception of God and his Son:
both of them must be of the same nature ; and since
the Father is God, the Son, who is begotten by him,
must be likewise God.

I was led into these remarks by considering the

b I follow our version, which
translates t& wdvra uiv xapi-
ceras, he will freely give us all
things : but the words may
perhaps mean, he will freely
forgive us every thing. Xapl-
Yeobas has this sense in Eph.
iv. 32. Col. ii. 13 ; iii. 13; and
it is perfectly just to argue,

that God will forgive us all our
sins, if it was his own Son who
made atonement for them ; but
the expectation would not be
well grounded, if God merely
sent a human teacher t& in-
struct us in our duty, and to
prove his sincerity by his
death.
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expressions in the writings of the Fathers, which
speak of Christ as the begotten Son of God. The
modern Unitarians interpret these expressions figu-
ratively, and so did the Arians in the fourth cen-
tury ; but both of them came to very different con-
clusions. The Arians believed Christ to be a cre-
ated God : the Unitarians believe him to be a mere
human being; and these opposite conclusions per-
haps furnish a strong reason against having re-
course to figurative interpretations. The orthodox
party, or the Athanasians, as they have been termed
in contempt, did not seek to be wise above what is
written, but interpreted the words of Scripture lite-
rally: they believed that Christ is really the begot-
ten Son of God: and this belief, as I have already
observed, requires us to acknowledge the Son to be
of the same nature with his Father, and therefore
to be verily and truly God.

We are brought to the same conclusion by con-
sidering those expressions, which speak of the Son
being in the Father, and the Father in the Son. It
is true, that we read in the New Testament of God
and His Son dwelling in all believers: and all Chris-
tians are said to be one with the Father and the
Son : hence it has been contended that Christ is one
with the Father in the same sense that all Chris-
tians may be said to be one with God. The reader

will judge from the following quotations, whether
this was the sense in which the Ante-Nicene writers
spoke of the unity of the Father and the Son. I
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would refer particularly to N°. 1,11, 12, 18, 25, 45,
50, 51, 57, 63, 64, 70, in all of which places we
find assertions of this mysterious union: and if it
should be decided, that the Fathers would not have
spoken of God being thus united with any created
being, we are again brought to the conclusion, that
the Son is God, of the same nature with the Father.

I have said above, that if we do not admit the
doctrine of a Trinity in Unity, we must suppose the
Fathers, when they spoke of the Son and the Holy
Ghost as God, to have adopted either the Arian or
Sabellian hypothesis. I have given reasons for con-
cluding that the Fathers were not Arians: and
though their expressions concerning the Son being
in the Father, and the Father in the Son, have been
explained in the Sabellian sense, such an explana-
tion can only be given by persons, who have not
studied the Fathers. The Sabellian hypothesis re-
moves some of the difficulties in the doctrine of the
Trinity, but it does not remove the whole of them,
and it creates new difficulties of its own. It saves
us from enquiring into the mode of the divine
generation, and simplifies the notion of the unity of
God : but it fails to explain, why the Apostles con-
stantly used such figurative language; and why
God is spoken of as being Son to Himself. It as-
signs no reason, why God should be called the Son,
when viewed as the Redeemer of mankind ; and the
notion of the Son interceding with the Father, of
his having made satisfaction to his Father, and of
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his being a mediator between God and man, must
lead us to the notion of two Beings, who in some
way or other have distinct individuality. That Sa-
bellianism, when it appeared in the third century,
was looked upon as a heresy, is not a matter of
speculation, but of history. It was the creed of a
party, which was not inconsiderable in numbers,
but it was not the creed of the church. The senti-
ments of Tertullian, Novatian, Origen, and Diony-
sius, would alone be sufficient to prove this point.
They refute the Sabellian hypothesis, not merely
by inference or incidentally, but in writings ex-
pressly directed against the defenders of it: and the
Index to this and my former work will furnish
many passages, which prove that the Fathers were
not Sabellians.

We are again therefore brought to the same eon-
clusion, that if the Fathers spoke of the Son and the
Holy Ghost as God, and if they did not use the
term God in the Arian or Sabellian sense, they
must have used it in the sense which it bore at the
time of the council of Nice. That the Fathers were
not Socinians or Unitarians, is, I conceive, capable
of demonstration to every reasonable and unpreju-
diced mind. I have always admitted, and am still
ready to admit, that the testimony of the Fathers is
not infallible. They were liable to error like our-
selves, and in some points they erred exceedingly.
But let those persons, who reject the doctrine of the
Trinity, declare plainly and openly what are their
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sentiments upon this point. Let them not appeal
to the Fathers, as agreeing with themselves, and
then, when they are driven from this ground, at-
tempt to depreciate the Fathers as unworthy of the
appeal. The first question for enquiry is whether
the writers of the first three centuries were unani-
mous ; whether one uniform system of belief con-
cerning the Son and the Holy Ghost can be extracted
from their writings, or whether they opposed and
contradicted each other. Even if we should adopt
the latter conclusion, it would by no means follow,
that they held the Socinian or Unitarian notions.
Pains have been taken to rescue some of them from
an inclination to Arianism ; and the present work
may shew whether the attempt has not been suc-
cessful ; but there is not even a shadow of proof,
that any one of these writers approached to the So-
cinian or Unitarian tenets. It will however be seen,
that the Fathers of the first three centuries were per-
fectly unanimous. There are no signs of doubt or
dissension in any of their writings. Some of them
were engaged in controversy, while others merely
illustrated scripture, or applied themselves to prac-
tical theology. In all of them we find the same
uniform mode of expression concerning the Son and
the Holy Ghost. The testimony is collected with
equal plainness from the casual and incidental re-
mark, as from the laboured conclusion of the apolo-
gist and the polemic.

The next question is respecting the doctrine,
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which was thus unanimously maintained. Upon
this subject it does not become me prematurely to
decide. The reader will draw his own inference,
when he has read the testimonies, which are col-
lected from the writers themselves: but if he should
perceive in them an uniform and unvarying agree-
ment with the doctrines which are now held in the
catholic church concerning the Trinity, I must re-
peat the observation, which was made in my former
work, that the belief of those Christians, who lived
in the earliest times, was most likely to be genuine
and apostolical. I have not seen any reason to alter
or abandon this opinion. It is one which seems to
be founded upon the most rational and natural prin-
ciples: and until some argument is advanced, which
will account for all these primitive Christians being
in error, we may be content to believe them to have
been right: and when we also find them agreeing
perfectly with ourselves, we are perhaps not reason-
ing unphilosophically or presumptuously, if we see
in the unanimous testimony of these writers a pow-
erful and convincing support to the opinions, which
we ourselves maintain. Whatever may be thought
of the execution of the present work, the intention
at least was honest: and that man has read the Fa-
thers with very different feelings from myself, who
does not thank God for having preserved to these
latter days the light of purer times.

In my former work I mentioned the names of
other writers, who had partly traversed the same
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field: and I said that the treatise most nearly re-
sembling my own in its design was that written by
Burgh, entitled, An Enquiry into the Belief of the
Christians of the first three Centuries respecting the
one Godhead of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.
I had not then read much of the controversy, out
of which this work of Burgh arose: and I may
state that the first publication was The Apology of
Theophilus Lindsey, M. A. on resigning the Vicar-
age of Catterick, Yorkshire. London, 1774. Mr.
Lindsey resigned his preferment upon the adoption
of Unitarian tenets: and his Apology called forth
A Seriptural Confutation of the Arguments against
the Godhead of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.
By a Layman. London, 1774. This Layman was
Mr. Burgh: and there appeared at the same time
A Vindication of the Doctrine and Liturgy of the
Church of England, occasioned by the Apology of
Theophilus Lindsey, M. 4. By George Bingham,
B.D. Oxford, 1774. This was followed by 4 Vin-
dication of the Worship of the Son and the Holy
Ghost against the exceptions of Mr. Theophslus
Lindsey from Scripture and Antiquity. By Thomas
Randolph, D.D. President of C.C.C. and Lady
Margaret’s Professor of Divinity. Oxford, 1775.
About the same time appeared Remarks on a late
Publication, entitled « A Scriptural Confutation,
&c.” London, 1775: and soon after Mr. Lindsey
published 4 Sequel to the Apology on resigning
the Vicarage of Catterick, Yorkshire. London, 1776.
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Dr. Randolph then replied in A Letter to the Re-
marker on the Layman’s Scriptural Confutation,
wherein the Divinity of the Son of God is farther
vindicated against the Remarker's Ezceptions: to
which is added an Appendiz, taking some notice of
Mpr. Lindsey's Sequel. Oxford, 1777. Last of all,
Mr.Burgh published the work which I have already
mentioned, 4n Inquiry into the Belief of the Chris-
tians of the first three Centuries, respecting the one
Godhead of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.
York, 1778. There were other works connected
with this controversy; and in those which I have
mentioned, the reader will find copious references
to the writings of the Ante-Nicene Fathers.

I have also met with another work, which was
before unknown to me, entitled TIIOTTIIQXIZ,
sive Catholice circa S. S. Trinitatem fidei deli-
neatio, ex scriptis Patrum Ante-Nicenorum de-
sumpta.Londini,1677. The author was Dr. Samuel
Gardiner ; and the design, as may be seen from the
title, was very similar to that of the present work.
I am not aware, that any important passage, which
is adduced by Dr. Gardiner, has been omitted by
myself : but his work, which is written in Latin, is
so deficient in arrangement, and so little is added
to connect or illustrate the quotations, that the ob-
scurity, into which it has fallen, is by no means
surprising. v

There is another work with the following title,
which I have not yet seen: Testimonies from the
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Writers of the first four Centuries to the Divinity of
Christ: by Knowles. London,1789: and since the
publication of my former work there has appeared
Fides Nicena de Filio Dei, sanctorum Patrum
atque Doctorum, qui tribus primis seculis floru-
erunt, traditione confirmata. H.G.Vogelsang. Colo-
nize, 1829. It is a very short work, and does not

give many original passages.
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TESTIMONIES

OF THE

ANTE-NICENE FATHERS

TO
THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY
AND OF THE
DIVINITY OF THE HOLY GHOST.

—— e

IeNaTIUS, A.D. 107.
Ignatii Epist. ad Magnesianos, {."7. p. 19.

THE first passage, which I shall quote, is from
Ignatius, who exhorts the Magnesians to unity, by
saying, “ As the Lord did nothing, either by him-
“sgelf or his apostles, without the Father, being
“ united with him; so do you also do nothing with-
“ out the bishop and elders®.” ‘Hwwuéws is a strong
expression, as denoting the wnify of the Father and
the Son; and would hardly, as I conceive, have
been applied to any union, which might be said
to have existed between God and Moses, or any
other prophet. It may be said, perhaps, that Igna-
tius only intended an unity of purpose or action;
and that he shews this by proceeding to speak of
the unity between the different members of the
church. If this be so, the testimony is not strong

2 “Oomep ofv & Kipuog dvev 700  oridaw, ofreg pnde Spels dvev 7ol
Tlawpds oidéy émeinae, ppopéveg dy, émioxdmov xai Tiv wpecPurépuy po-
ofre 3" abrol, ofre %k Thv dmo- Bev mpdooere.
£5? B



2 IGNATIUS, A.D. 107.

in favour of the doctrine of the Trinity : but the
concluding words of the same chapter are very re-
markable, and it is difficult in a translation to ex-
press the intimate union and mutual indwelling,
which Ignatius seems to have intended: “ All of
“you therefore come together to one temple of God,
“to one altar, to one Jesus Christ, who proceeded
“from one Father, and in that one exists and is
“ containedb.” The last words, eis &a dvra xai ywpi-
cavra, may remind us of many expressions of the
later fathers, and of the doctrine which spoke of the
'Jreptxa’:pv)a't; or circuminsessio of the Father and Son,
and which bishop Bull explains by “unio rerum
“ gese invicem usquequaque immeantiume.” I shall
have occasion to speak of this doctrine more at
length hereafter; and at present I shall only com-
pare the passage in Ignatius with the following
words of Dionysius of Rome, who wrote in the
third century: “ The divine Word must be united
« with the God of the universe; and the Holy
“ Ghost must reciprocally pass into and dwell in
“ God.” The expressions spouéwos, eis &a dvra, and
yopioavra, of Ignatius, agree with péofa: and éugy-
Aoywpeiv of Dionysius; and there can be no doubt,
that the latter writer used them in the sense of a
modern Trinitarian, as may be seen in N°. 71,
where the whole passage is quoted.
2. Ignatii Epist. ad Smyrneos, {. 3. p. 35.

We find a similar expression as to the unity of

the Father and the Son in the following passage:

b Tldvres obv &¢ €ls &va vady cw- Ha yra xal Kepicarra.
Tpéxere Oed, dg énl & buriagti- ¢ Def. Fid. Nic. IV. 4. 14.
piov, &5 éxi &a Incoty Xpiordy 7y See the Index to Bull's Works,
&' évdg Narpds mpoehBivra, xai €ls V. wepixdpnass.




IGNATIUS, A.D. 107. 3

« After his resurrection he ate and drank with them,
“as a person having a body, although he was spi-
“ ritually united to (or one with) the Fatherd.”
These words prove the two natures of Christ, the
divine and the human, if they do not also prove the
hypostatical union of the Father and the Son.

Such were the expressions used by Ignatius, who
had conversed with the apostles, and wrote at the
beginning of the second century. We may suppose
also, that there was some traditionary notion of his
having held the doctrine of the Trinity, from the
following passage in Socrates the ecclesiastical his-
torian, who tells us, “that the custom of singing
“ anthems (rod¢ avripavovs Duwovs) in the church be-
“ gan in this way. Ignatius, the third bishop of
¢ Antioch after the apostle Peter, who had also
“ lived with the apostles themselves, saw a vision
“ of angels, who answered each other in singing
“ hymns to the holy Trinity?, and he caused the
“ church of Antioch to preserve by tradition the
“ method which he had observed in this vision:
“ from whence also the tradition has spread among
“ all churches.” Socrates wrote in the fifth century,
and is the earliest writer, who has noticed this anec-
dote in the life of Ignatius. It may perhaps be re-
jected, as not worthy of credit: but it must at least
be supposed, that a tradition of this kind was pre-
served at Antioch: and the persons, who first in-
vented the story, could not have seen any thing in
the writings of Ignatius, which made it improbable.

4 Mera 3¢ vy dvdovagy aur- ¢ Oxvaclay eldor dyybdaw, 3ix
{payer adrois xad cwvémiey dg acap-  ThY dvripdvey Spvey Ty dylay Tpi-
xixds, Kalwep svevpariis bouéos dda Duvedrrer. Hist. Eccl. VI.
7§ wavpi. 8.
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4 PCLYCARPUS, A.D.108.

It should be added however, in fairness, that the
passage does not necessarily mean, that Ignatius re-
ceived the doctrine of the Trinity from angels, but
that he heard angels singing hymns to the Father,
Son, and Holy Ghost, the three persons who were
described, in the time of Socrates, by the name of
the Trinity. The value of this testimony must de-
pend upon the antiquity of the tradition; and that
cannot now be ascertained.

PorLycarrus, A.D. 108.

In my Testimonies of the Ante-Nicene Fathers
to the Divinity of Christ, I did not give any parti-
cular account of Polycarp, because no passage was
alleged from his writings, though his name was in-
cidentally mentioned in that work, and some facts
were alluded to in connexion with his history. The
most valuable information concerning him is that
furnished by Irenaus, who tells us that he had seen
him, and adds, “ He had not only been instructed
“ by the apostles, and had lived with many who
“ had seen Christ, but had been appointed to the
“ bishopric of Smyrna by the apostlesf” Polycarp
was a very old man, when Irensus saw him; and
the expression used by himself, of “ having served
“ Christ eighty-six yearss,” is generally taken to
mean, that then, at the time of his death, he was
eighty-six years old. The time of his death has
- been fixed at different periods. KEusebius placed it
in 167 : and the latest date assigned to it is in 175:
but Pearson has advanced some strong arguments
for supposing it to have happened in 147% Ac-

f1IL 3, 4. p. 176. g Eus. Hist. Eccl. IV. 15. p. 167.
b Op. Posthum. Chronol. Diss. II. ¢, 14, &c. ‘
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cording to this notion he was born about the year
61, or five or six years before the death of St. Peter
and St. Paul: and since there is reason to believe,
that most of the apostles died soon after that period,
we are probably to restrict the expression of Irenzus
to Polycarp having lived with St.John, and having
been appointed by that apostle to the bishopric of
Smyrna. If these words of Irenzus are in any
sense to be taken literally, Polycarp must have been
bishop of Smyrna before the death of St. John, who
was the last surviving apostle : and if St. John wrote
his Apocalypse but a short time before his death,
we can hardly avoid concluding, that the angel of
the church in Smyrna, addressed in ii. 8, was Po-
lycarp; and such was the opinion of Usher and
several learned men. Irenaus speaks of Polycarp
having gone to Rome, when Anicetus was bishop of
that see: and Eusebius supplies the additional fact,
that he went thither on account of the dispute be-
tween the eastern and western churches concerning
the time of celebrating Easteri. Pearson and Dod-
well suppose Anicetus to have held the see from
142 to 161 ; which will enable us nearly to fix the
date of Polycarp’s arrival in Rome, if we also adopt
the notion of Pearson, that he suffered martyrdom
in 147. The two bishops could not come to any
agreement, since both of them urged ancient, if not
apostolical authority for the customs of their respec-
tive churches. It is pleasing however to read, that
the conference was carried on amicably ; and writers
of the church of Rome have been perplexed to find it
said, that when the two bishops were in the church
together, Anicetus allowed Polycarp, as a mark of
i Hist. Eccl. IV, 14. p. 160. V. 24. p. 249.
B3
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honour, to consecrate the eucharist. Polycarp is
stated, during this visit to Rome, to have brought
back to the church many heretics, who had embraced
the tenets of Valentinus and Marcion: and Irenzus
informs us, that meeting one day with Marcion him-
self, who said to him, “Do you recognise me?” he
replied, “ I recognise the firstborn of Satan.”

The martyrdom of Polycarp took place in the
amphitheatre of Smyrna, in the presence of the pro-
consul : and a most interesting account of it was
written by the Christians in that city, and sent to
the other churches. KEusebius has preserved part of
this letter in his Ecclesiastical History, (IV. 15,)
and the whole of it was published by archbishop
Usher in 1647. We have the authority of Irenzus
for the fact of Polycarp having written many epi-
stles: but only one genuine work of this kind has
come down to us, which was addressed to the Chris-
tians at Philippi. It was published for the first
time in Latin by J. Faber Stapulensis in 1498, and
in Greek by Peter Halloix in the first volume of his
Lives of Oriental Writers, p. 525, in 1638. A fuller
and more perfect copy of it was printed by arch-
bishop Usher in 1644.

3. Epistola Ecclesie Smyrnensis de Martyrio

Polycarpi.

The testimony, which I adduce from the words of
Polycarp, is not taken from his Epistle to the Phi-
lippians, but from the circular Epistle, which was
written, as just stated, by the church at Smyrna:
and I adduce it, as enabling me to say a few words
concerning the form of the ancient doxologies.

The holy martyr, when he was fastened to the
stake, and was about to surrender his soul to the
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Master, whom he had faithfully served so many
years, addressed Him in a solemn and affecting
prayer, the last words of which were, “ For this
“ and for every thing I praise thee, I bless thee, I
“ glorify thee, together with the eternal and hea-
“ venly Jesus Christ, thy beloved Son, with whom
“to thee and the Holy Ghost be glory, both now
“ and for evermore. Amenk,”

Such are the concluding words of the prayer in
the edition of archbishop Usher: but Eusebius has
quoted them differently, “~— I glorify tliee, through
“ the eternal High Priest Jesus Christ, thy beloved
“ Son, through whom be glory to thee with him
“ in the Holy Ghost, both now and for evermore.
“ Amen!” The difference between these two forms
of expression appears considerable, and is connected
in some measure with the Arian controversy: for it
is well known, that the Arians, if they would have
‘used the former doxology at all, would have greatly
preferred the latter: and Usher seems to hint, that
the genuine words of Polycarp may have been al-
tered by a favourer of Arianism. The first of the
two forms unites the Son and the Holy Ghost with
the Father, and ascribes equal glory to all the three
persons : the second seems to place the Father above
the two other persons, and by expressions which
are not very distinct and intelligible, to glorify the
Father through the Son and in the Holy Ghost. It
was remarked so long ago as by Socrates in the

k Ak Tolro Kal wepl wdyrav alvi ! Auk 1ol aloviov dpxepén Inaod
o€, ehoyd oe, Bofdlo ae, oiv 7§ Xpiordd ToU Syawyred oov wasddc
alavip xai ézovpavip "Inod Xporg, ¥ & ou oy alr§ & Ibvelpan
dyamyry oo wadl, uel' of cu xal ‘Aylp ¥a, xai sy xal elg Todg
Mlvebpars ‘Ayip % 3Ea, xad ¥y k@l  wédrovrag aldvag. p. 169.
els Tobg pérdavtag allvag, Apiy.
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fifth century, that one of the grounds for charging
Eusebius with Arianism was taken from his using
the phrase through Christ in his doxologies™: and
that such was his practice, may be seen in some of
his works now extant® It is added however by
Socrates, that the phrase was often used by ortho-
dox writers: and bishop Bull observes, that the
words uef of and 3 of, with whom and through
whom, occur in doxologies written before the coun-
cil of Nice°. « The early orthodox writers,” as bi-
shop Bull goes on to remark, « while they glorified
“ the Father through the Son, intended to express
« the subordination of the Son, in his relation of
“ Son, and the preeminence of the Father, in his
“ relation of Father: but by adoring the Son foge-
“ ther with the Father, they intended to express his
“ being of one substance and his existing in the
“ same divine essence and nature with the Father.”
Basil also defends the expression, through the Son,
tn the Holy Ghost, as bearing an orthodox senseP:
and it may be stated generally, that both forms were
used indifferently before the council of Nice; but
the Arians after that time made a distinction, and
glorified the Father, not fogether with, but through
the Son. Theodoret informs us, that in the middle
of the fourth century the clergy and people of An-
tioch were divided, some using the conjunction and,
when they glorified the Son, (i. e. saying and to the

m Hist. Eccles. IL. 21. p. 105. 0¥ "Ingod XpioroD, xai dix [vel-
o See the last words of his ware; a0 ‘Aylw. Apol. I. 67.
Panegyrical Oration in Hist. p. 83. Ireneus observes, *in
Eccles. X. 4. p. 480. * Deo ommnipotente per Jesum
° Def. Fid. Nic. IL. 3.6. Jus- < Christum offert ecclesia.” IV.
tin Martyr says, elhoysluer 7 17, 6. p. 249.
wunTy THY Tdrrey bik ToU T ad- P De Sp. Sancto, c. I. in fin,
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Son,) and others applying the preposition through
to the Son, and sn to the Holy Ghostd. This was
the period, when the dispute concerning the form of
doxology became general : and Philostorgius, the
Arian historian, is speaking of the same time and
place, when he says, “that Flavianus was the first
“ person who used the words, Glory to the Father
“ and to the Son and to the Holy Ghost: for be-
“ fore his time some had said, Glory to the Father
“ through the Son in the Holy Ghost, which was
“ the expression in most general use; and others,
« Glory to the Father in the Son and Holy Ghost*.”
Nicephorus supplies us with still another form, Glory
to the Father and to the Son in the Holy Ghost®;
which was probably adopted by those who wished to
lower the divinity of the third person in the Trinity.
Philostorgius is undoubtedly wrong, when he says,
that Flavianus was the inventor of the first of these
forms, Glory to the Father and to the Son and to
the Holy Ghost. In the passage, which I shall
quote at length from Clement of Alexandria, in
Ne. 20, thanks are offered “ to the Father and to
“ the Son with the Holy Ghost:” Hippolytus also
says, after speaking of the Son, “to him be glory
“ and power with the Father and Holy Ghost in
“ the holy church both now and for evert.” Diony-
sius of Alexandria concludes one of his works with
the following words, “ To God the Father, and to
“ the Son our Lord Jesus Christ, with the Holy
“ Ghost, be glory and power for ever and ever";”
9 Hist. Eccles. II. 24. p. 106. dylg éxxhnzip xal siv xal a6l xal
r IIL. 13. p. 495-6. els Tob¢ aldvas Ty aldvey. Cont.
* Hist. Eccles. IX. 24. p. 737. Noétum, §. ult. p. 20.

t Alrg 9 8ka xal T8 xpdvos dua u T 3 Ocf Marp), xad Ti§ 7§
Matpi xal *Aylp Dvedpars, & v Kuplp 7udy 'Inod Xpios§, oy ©§
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having prefaced this. doxology by saying, “I con-
“ clude what I have now written to you, in aceard-
« ance with all this, and having received the form
“ and rule jfrom the old persons who have preceded
“ us, and expressing my thankfulness in words
“ which agree with theirs” But a form of equal
force, as implying the equality of the three persons,
had been used much earlier by Polycarp, where the
phrase pef ob, with whom, can only imply, that equal
or the same glory was to be ascribed to the Son as
to the Father and the Holy Ghost. Basil, in the
treatise already quoted*, expressly says, that «the
¢ church recognises both forms, and rejects neither
¢ of them, as destructive of the other The form,
“ swith whom, is proper when we are ascribing glory;
« the form, through whom, when we are giving
“ thanks. But it is false, that the phrase, witk
“ whom, is foreign from the practice of persons of
“ piety; for as many as are led by steadiness of
“ character to prefer a venerable antiquity to no-
“ velty, and have preserved the uncorrupted tradi-
¢ tion of the fathers in different countries and cities,
 make use of this phrase?¥.” And in another place
he speaks of the received doxology as one, * which
“ has come to us from the fathers, which we find
“ continuing by an undesigned uniformity of custom
“ in those churches which are uncorrupted=” He
afterwards speaks more in detail of the early writers,
who had used the doxology, fo the Father and the
Son, or, to the Father with the Son. He names
Irenzus, Clement of Rome, Dionysius of Rome,

‘Aryly Mveduars, difa xai xpdvos el¢ - X Cap. 29.
wobg alivas Tiv aldvwy. Op. p. 100. ¥ De Spir. S. c. 7.
Apud Basil. de Sp. 8. c. 29. * Ibid. e. 27.
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Dionysius of Alexandria, and Origen. He then
quotes Africanus, who lived in the third century, as
saying, “ We give thanks to the Father, who sent
“ our Saviour Jesus Christ, to whom be glory and
“ majesty. with the Holy Ghost for ever®” After
which he observes, “ Whoever is acquainted with
“ the hymn of Athenogenes, which he left as a fare-
“ well-gift to his companions, when he was going
“ to be burnt, will know what sentiments were held
“ by the martyrs concerning the Spiritb.” This
hymn of Athenogenes is unfortunately lost: but
Basil speaks of an evening hymn, which was in ge-
neral use in his own day, (i. e. A.D. 370,) though
he did not know the author of it: and the people,
as he says, did not think that they were committing
an impiety, when they joined in the words, «“We
“ praise the Father, and Son, and holy Spirit of
“ God¢.,” This ancient evening hymn is probably
extant: at least the Greek church still makes use
of one, which contains the words quoted above by
Basil, and which has sometimes been ascribed erro-
neously to Athenogenes. The hymn, as edited by
Dr. Routh, is as follows:

“ O Jesus Christ, the joyous light of the blessed
« glory of the immortal Father, who is in heaven,
“ holy and blessed, having come to the setting of
“ the sun, having seen the evening light, we praise
« the Father, Son, and holy Spirit of God. Worthy

3 Ebyapariiuer T§ wapaayopuéry b Cave places Athenogenes
vois Blosg iy Marpi oy iy v A D. 196. See Act. Sanct.
cutiips xai Kipiov sudy 'Ingol» Jan. 18. Fabricius, Bibl. Gr.
Xpiordy, § 9 Bka xal 4 peyarw- vol. V. p. 195,
avrm obv ‘Ayly Tvedpars els wobs < Alvivper Iavépa xal Tiy xai
aitvas. See Routh, Rel. Sacr. dyior Mvelpa Oedl.
vol. II. p. 194.
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“ art thou at all times to be praised by holy voices,
« Son of God, who givest life : wherefore the world
« glorifieth theed.”

If this is the hymn alluded to by Basil, and which

was so ancient, that he did not know the author of
it, there are good grounds for giving it this place
among the Ante-Nicene testimonies to the doctrine
of the Trinity.
" Basil then proceeds to pass a high eulogium upon
Gregory, surnamed Thaumaturgus, who was bishop
of Neocxsarea in Cappadocia, and flourished about
A.D. 254. He does not quote any passage from
his writings, but appeals to the notoriety of the
fact, that the form of doxology, which was objected
to by the heretics, had been constantly used in the
church, because it was handed down from a man of
such celebrity as Gregory. He says the same of
Firmilianus, who was a bishop in the same country
a few years earlier; and also of Meletius, whose
name is omitted by Cave, but who is evidently the
same person mentioned by Athanasiuse, as being
present at the council of Nice.

I might perhaps have been excused, if I had
translated the whole of this passage, which contains
such an interesting assemblage of Ante-Nicene tes-

4 B3¢ idapoy dylag Yobne abard-
Tov Tlarpds, obpaviev, dyio, pdxa-
%5, “Inaod Xpigré iNBéyreg éxl 7o0
aAklov Blaw, Bvreq Pic éaxepir,
tuvobuer Marépa xai Tity kai dysoy
Mredua Ocol. YAbig € & waas
kaupois Spveiolas povals doizs, Tie
Oeod, Loy & didovs® Bid & wbopo e
Bofa%es. Rel. Sacr. vol. IIL. p. 2g8.
Dr. Routh feels no doubt as to
the Ante-Nicene antiquity of
this hymn. It was published

by Smith in his Miscellanea,
P- 151 ; and by Fabricius, Bibl.
Gr. vol. V. p. 196.

< Epist. ad Episc. Agypt. 8.
p- 278. He is mentioned by
Eusebius as bishop of a church
in Pontus: (H. E. VIL ult.)
and according to Philostorgius,
he was bishop of Sebastopolis.
(lib. I. p. 478.) See Valesius
ad Eus. L. c. -
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timonies : but I am contented with quoting merely
those parts, which contain actual fragments of the
writers themselves : and unless we suppose Basil to
have been the most imprudent as well as the most
deceitful of men, he would never have made this
appeal to antiquity, when he was defending himself
for ascribing the same glory to the Son and the
Holy Ghost, as to the Father.

It is true, that Eusebius appears to have found a
different reading in his copy of Polycarp’s prayer:
and a critical question like this can never be demon-
strably settled. It is however worthy of remark,
that in the letter of the church of Smyrna, alluded
to above, we find the following expression at the
close of it: “We wish you health, brethren, while
“ you walk according to the gospel of Jesus Christ,
“ with whom be glory to God the Father and the
“ Holy Ghostf.” The words are almost literally
the same as those used by Polycarp, and in their
meaning are precisely equivalent: so that if they
do not lead us to conclude, that Usher’s edition
gives the true reading, they at least supply us with
another passage of the same date, in which the Son
is made a partaker in glory with the Father and
the Holy Ghost. A similar passage occurs in that
very ancient and interesting document, the Mar-
tyrdom of Ignatius, concerning the genuineness of
which little or no doubt is entertained. It ends
with these words, « in Christ Jesus our Lord,
“ through whom and with whom be glory and

1 Ejjuabas Suds edxopeda, aBer~ Tiveduars. This concluding part
o, oraydrras v§ xatk ) dday- of the Epistle, which is not
wéhey Adyp Ingod Xpiorel, ue of quoted by Eusebius, is added
8fa 5 OeP xal Marp xai dylp by Valesius in his notes, p. 171.
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« power to the Father with the Holy Ghost for
« ever8.” Here we find both the forms, through
whom and with whom : and so in fact do we read
in the prayer of Polycarp as given by Eusebius,
where the words 3 o} oiv avrg are equivalent to /'
ov kai pef of, and thus even Eusebius makes Poly-
carp ascribe glory to the Father together with the
Son. For the preposition with being equivalent to
the conjunction and in these doxologies, I would
refer to Basil. 1. c. c. 25.

The question now remains, whether doxologies
such as these do not prove, that the doctrine of the
Trinity was held by those who used them; whether
such persons did not believe, that the Son and the
Holy Ghost, who were equal in glory with the Fa-
ther, were also of the same nature and substance.
It might seem trifling to enquire, whether created
beings could ever be put upon an equality in glory
and power with God: and we may say with Atha-
nasius, when he is speaking of the form used in
baptism, “ What communion is there between the
“ creature and the Creator? why is the thing made
“ numbered with Him who made it??” or with
Basil, “ We say that beings of the same dignity are
“ to be coupled together; but where there are de-
« grees of inferiority, one must be enumerated after
¢ the other.,” We may here refer to the Arians
themselves as allowing, that doxologies, such as that
used by Polycarp, were not agreeable to their own

8 °Ey Xpior§ 'Inoov 7§ Kuplp p. 508.
i, 8" o xal pel’ of +§ Harpi 4 1 “Hpels Tois pév dporiuorg pausy
8z xal T Kpdros adv 7§ ‘Ayly Ty owaplbuvew mpézav Tog B
Tveduars, el alivas. Apud Co- =pdc 70 xeipor wamMAayuévas
teler. vol. II. p. 16a. txaplfumow. De Sp. San. c. 17.
b Orat. cont. Arian. 1I. 41. .



JUSTINUS MARTYR. A.D. 150 15

theories concerning the nature of Christ: for why
then did they prefer the other form, which glorified
God, not with Christ, but through Christk? It is
however demonstrable, that the form with Christ
was used as early as the second century: and I
therefore conclude, that the doctrine of the Trinity,
which considers the three persons in the Godhead
to be co-equal, was held in the second century by
Polycarp, who was the immediate disciple of St.
Johnl.
JusTINUS MARTYR. A.D. 150,
4. Justin. Apol. 1. 6. p. 47.

In the present instance I must depart from my
usual plan of giving a translation of the passage,
and adding the original in a note: for the Greek
words have been cited with such opposite views,
and translated in so many different ways, that it is
absolutely necessary to lay them in the first instance
before the reader. Justin is-answering the charge
of atheism, which was brought against the Chris-
tians, and observes, that they were punished for
not worshipping evil demons, which were not really
gods. ’Evévde xai dBeot xedqueba. Kai dporoyoiuer vin
Totirwy vousoubvay Bedv deos elat, GAN oV Tob dAnfeoTda
Tov Kal marpos dixatooiwme kel cwppooivis Kkai TEy &AAwy
dpetiy, avemipinTov Te Kaxias Oeov. AN ékeivey Te, Kal
T map avrod Tiov éNddvra Kai Sddfavra Wpdc raira, [kai
TOV TEY AAAWY Emopévy Kai &o;&otovpe’ww ayabiy aryyérwy
aTpariy,| Telpd Te TO WpodyTiiy Tefopmeba Kai wpooxvveL-
778 Ao'yg; Kai a’kqﬂet'q TIRAVTES, Kai mavri Bou)\o/l.évc'v poleiv,
s Biddybpuev, dplowos mapadidovres.

k See Basil. de Spiritu Sanct. to Suicer’s Thesaurus, v. Adfo-

c. 6. Moyla, and to bishop Bull's Def.
! The reader may be referred Fid. Nic. II. 3, 6, &c.
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With the exception of the words, which I have
included in brackets, there can be no difficulty in
translating this passage. “ Hence it is that we are
« called atheists: and we confess that we are atheists
“ with respect to such reputed gods as these: but
“ not with respect to the true God, the Father of
“ justice, temperance, and every other virtue, with
“ whom is no mixture of evil. But Him, and the
“ Son who came from Him and gave us this in-
“ gtruction, and the prophetic Spirit, we worship
“ and adore, paying them a reasonable and true
“ honour, and not refusing to deliver to any one
« else, who wishes to be taught, what we ourselves
“ have learnt.”

With respect to the words included in brackets,
Roman catholic writers have quoted them as sup-
porting the worship of angels: and if we connect
0¥ orparoy immediately with ceBouela xai mpokuvoimey,
Jubtin certainly appears to say, “ We reverence and
* worship the Father, and the Son, and the host of
“ the other good angels which attend upon and re-
“ gemble them.” Bellarmin refers to the passage
with this view™: and Prudentius Maranus, the Be-
nedictine editor of Justin Martyr, argues at some
length in his preface®, that the words cannot re-
ceive any other interpretation. Scultetus, a pro-
testant divine of Heidelberg, in his Medulla Theo-
logie Patrum©°, which appeared in 1605, gave a
totally different meaning to the passage, and instead
of connecting rov arparoy With oeBduefa, connected it
with 3:ddfavra. The words would then be rendered
thus: “ But Him, and the Son who came from

m De Beatitudine Sanctorum, I, 13.
® Part IL. c. IV. p. xxi. ° Cap. 18. p. 40.
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“ Him, who also gave us instructions concerning
“ these things, and concerning the host of the other
“ good angels, we worship &c.” This interpretation
is adopted and defended at some length by bishop
Bull?, and by Stephen Le Moyne4; and even the
Benedictine Le Nourry * supposed Justin to mean,
that Christ had taught us not to worship the bad
angels, as well as the existence of good angels.
Grabe, in his edition of Justin’s Apology, which
was printed in 1703, adopted another interpreta-
tion, which had been before proposed by Le Moyne
and by Cave®. This also connects tov orpatov With
d¥dfavra, and would require us to render the pas-
sage thus: « and the Son who came from Him,
“ who also taught these things to us and to the host
“ of the other angels &c.” It might be thought,
that Langus, who published a Latin translation of
Justin in 1565, meant to adopt one of these inter-
pretations, or at least to connect Tov orpatov With
dddfavra. Both of them certainly are ingenious,
and are not perhaps opposed to the literal construc-
tion of the Greek words: but I cannot say that
they are satisfactory; or that I am surprised at
Roman catholic writers describing them as forced
and violent attempts to evade a difficulty. If the
words enclosed in brackets were removed, the whole
passage would certainly contain a strong argument
in favour of the Trinity: but as they now stand,
Roman catholic writers will naturally quote them
as supporting the worship of angels. There is how-
ever this difficulty in such a construction of the

? Def. Fid. Nic. II. 4. 8. A- r Diss. IL §. xvi. p. 414.
nimadv. in G. Clerke, §. 21. * Primitive Christianity, p. 13.
4 Var. Sacr. vol. 11. p. 183. .

C
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passage: it proves too much: by coupling the an-
gels with the three persons of the Trinity, as objects
of religious adoration, it seems to go beyond even
what Roman catholics themselves would maintain
concerning the worship of angels. Their well-known
distinction between Aarpeia and douAeiz would be en-
tirely confounded : and the difficulty felt by the Be-
nedictine editor appears to have been as great, as
his attempt to explain it is unsuccessful, when he
wrote as follows: “Our adversaries in vain object
“ the twofold expression, céBopev xai BpooKvvoUuey, WE
« worship and adore. For the former is applied to
« angels themselves, regard being had to the dis-
“ tinction between the creature and the Creator:
¢« the latter by no means necessarily includes the
s angels.” This sentence requires concessions, which
no opponent could be expected to make: and if one
of the two terms, céBouev xai mposxvvoiuey, may be ap-
plied to angels, it is unreasonable to contend that
the other must not also. Perhaps however the pas-
sage may be explained so as to admit a distinction
of this kind. The interpretations of Scultetus and
Grabe have not found many advocates: and upon
the whole I should be inclined to conclude, that the
clause, which relates to the angels, is connected par-
ticularly with the words Ao'fygo Kai &Aﬂﬂet'q TIABYTES.

A transposition was proposed by Dr. Ashton, who
published an edition of the two Apologies in 1768,
which would make this construction still more ap-
parent, and would in fact remove every difficulty.
He proposes to place the words, which I have in-
cluded in brackets, after riudvres. The passage would
then be as follows: * But Him, and the Son who
“ came from Him and gave us this instruction, and
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« the prophetic Spirit, we worship and adore ra-
¢ tionally and truly, honouring also the host of the
¢ other angels &ec.” This transposition has been
adopted by Mr. Lowe, in his Letter to Dr. Milner,
and in an article published in the British Critie, for
January 1830, p. 165. It would certainly deprive
the Roman catholics of the use which they make of
this passage, and would at once point out the dis-
tinction between the adoration paid to God, and the
honour given to created and ministering spirits. If
we were to adopt the transposition at all, I should
perhaps place the words after zposauvoiner, and so
connect Adyp kai aiyfeiz with the honour paid to the
angels. Justin might be supposed to use the words
rationally and truly with reference to the irrational
and false worship which he had lately been expos-
ing, as paid by the heathen to evil demons. But
upon the whole I cannot bring myself to do such
violence to the text upon mere conjecture, and in
the face of every manuscript. The transposition
would be convenient, and perhaps decisive: but in
such cases it is the part of criticism as well as of
candour to say,
Non tali auxilio nec defensoribus istis
Tempus eget :

and I would rather give up the passage to the Ro-
man catholics, and call upon them to rescue Justin
from the charge of confounding the creature with
the Creator: or (which is perhaps the safe and true
course) we may fairly extract from the passage the
same meaning which is given to it by Dr. Ashton,
without having recourse to his unauthorized trans-
position.

Justin, as I observed, is defending the Christians

c 2
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from the charge of atheism: and after saying that
the gods, whom they refused to worship, were no
gods, but evil demons, he points out what were the
Beings, who were worshipped by the Christians.
He names the true God, who is the source of all
virtue; the Son, who proceeded from him; the
good and ministering spirits; and the Holy Ghost.
To these Beings, he says, we pay all the worship,
adoration, and honour, which is due to each of
them: i. e. worship, where worship is due, and ho-
nour, where honour is due. The Christians were
accused of worshipping no gods, that is, of acknow-
ledging no superior beings at all. Justin shews,
that so far was this from being true, that they ac-
knowledged more than one order of spiritual Beings:
-they offered divine worship to the true God, and
they also believed in the existence of good spirits,
which were entitled to honour and respect. If the
reader will view the passage as a whole, he will
perhaps see that there is nothing violent in thus
restricting the words oeBiuela xai wpooxwvoipuer, and
Tiudvres, to certain parts of it respectively. It may
seem strange, that Justin should mention the min-
istering spirits before the Holy Ghost: but this is a
difficulty, which presses upon the Roman catholics
as much as upon ourselves: and we may perhaps
adopt the explanation of the bishop of Lincoln, who
says, “I have sometimes thought that in this pas-
“ sage «kai Tov—oTpardy i equivalent to pera Toi—
“ orparov, and that Justin had in his mind the glori-
“ fied state of Christ, when he should come to judge
“ the world, surrounded by the host of heavent.”

t Some account of the Writ- Martyr, p. 53. A similar re-
ings and Opinions of Justin mark is made by Basil concern-
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The bishop then brings several passages from Jus-
tin, where the Son of God is spoken of, as attended
by a company of angels: and if this idea was then
in Justin’s mind, it might account for his naming
the ministering spirits immediately after the Son of
God, rather than after the Holy Ghost, which would
have been the natural and proper order.

That this was the meaning of Justin, and that he
did not intend to include the angels in that divine
worship, which is paid to the Father, Son, and
Holy Ghost, may appear from a similar passage in
the same Apology, where no mention is made of
angels. “ That we are not atheists, who would not
“ acknowledge, when we worship the Creator of
¢ this universe, and Jesus Christ, who was our in-
“ structor in these things, knowing him to be the
“ Son of this true God, and assigning to him the
“ second place? And I shall prove presently, that
“ we honour the prophetic Spirit in the third rank,
“ and that we are reasonable in so doing®” If this
passage should appear at first sight to represent an
inequality between the three persons of the Trinity,
and particularly with respect to the third person, it
may at least prove, that in the former passage the
‘writer did not mean to assign a jfourth place to the
Holy Ghost, and after the ministering spirits: for
he here distinctly says, that the prophetic Spirit has
the thérd place: and ‘there is no reason to suppose,
that Justin meant to say any thing more, than what

ing St. Paul's mention of angels
in 1 Tim. v. 21. De Spir. S.
C. 12.

U "Afeos wév oy dg odk dowéy,
3oy Sppiovpydy Toude U Tavros ge-
Biperos, iy cuppivay aby, dpe-
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& wpiry vdbes O werd Adyov Tipd-

pev, doxadeifoper. C. 13.p. 50, 51,
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is and must be said by the soundest Trinitarian, that
the Father is the first person, the Son is the second
person, and the Holy Ghost is the third person in
a co-equal and co-eternal Trinity.

Further light may be thrown upon the sentiments
of Justin, and upon the construction of the contro-
verted passage, if we compare it with another in
the Legation of Athenagoras, where the same train
of reasoning is pursued, but where a marked differ-
ence is preserved between the three persons of the
Trinity and the angels. “ Who would not be aston-
¢ jshed to hear us called atheists, when we speak of
“ the Father as God, and the Son as God, and the
“ Holy Ghost, shewing at the same time their power
“ in unity, and their distinction in order? Nor does
“ the system of our theology stop here : but we say
¢ that there is a multitude of angels and ministers,
“ whom God the Maker and Creator of the world
¢ distributed by the Word proceeding from himself,
“ and appointed them their stations at the elements
“ and the heavens, the world and every thing there-
“ in, and the harmony of them=*.” There are some
passages in Origen which agree still more remark-
ably with the words of Justin, and shew plainly
what were the sentiments of the fathers concerning
the honour due to angels. In his work against
Celsus, he says, *“ Because together with God we
 worhip his Son, Celsus thinks that it follows upon

X T obv odx dv dmopfoas, Ayoy-
Tag Octv Tlatépa xai Tity Ocly xai
Iveiua Gysov, Bvivras adtdy xai
T & 75 Evdoes Dlvapsy, kal Ty &
Tf dfer Bialpeoiv, dxovoas dbéovs
KaAUKEVOUS; Kai obK émi TodToig T
Bechoyixdy nudy loraras wéposs AAAX
xai ®Aqss dyyéhoy xal Aesvoupydy

paudy, obs & momrye xai npuvpyss
Kiopov Oedg ik 70U map® airod Adyou
Biévespe, xai Biérafe mepl e & oros-
xeix evas xad Tobg odpaveds, Kal Tiv
xiopoy kai T &y alTP, xai THY Tod-
Tay ebrafiar. c. 10. p. 287. See
also the passage quoted from
Athenagoras, ¢. 24. in No. 8.
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‘ our principles, that not only God, but his rinis-
“ ters also are worshipped (fepazelesbas). If he had
“ meant those beings who are truly ministers of
“ God after his only begotten Son, such as Gabriel,
“ and Michael, and the other angels and archangels,
““ and had said that these ought to be worshipped ;
“ perhaps after having purified (éxxafipavres) the
“ meaning of the term worship, (Gepaxeies,) and the
“ actions of the worshipper, I might have explained
“ what conceptions we are able to form concerning
“ themY.” He afterwards says, « If we see certain
“ beings appointed to these offices, not demons, but
“ angels, we address them as blessed and happy,
“ (edpmuolpuev kai paxapifouer,) but we do not pay to
¢ them the honour (riuip) which is paid to God*:”
which agrees with what he had said at the begin-
ning of this work, that we are to believe in  the
“ supreme God, and in him who taught us to wor-
“ ghip (0éBes) him only, and to pass by all other ob-
“ jects, either as having no real existence, or, if they
“ exist, as being worthy of honour, but not of ador-
“ ation and worship, (spooxwicens xai ceBacmoi®).”
All these passages taken together may lead us to
conclude, that Justin Martyr considered the Son and
the Holy Ghost as objects of religious worship.
He makes no distinction between the adoration paid
to them and to the Father: and when called upon
to prove that the Christians were not atheists, he
proves that they worshipped God, because they wor-
shipped the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.

y VIII. x3. p. 751. Evang. I11. p. 106, 107. inall of

z Ib. 57. p. 785. which places the distinction is

al. 11. p. 329. See also observed between mixgy and oé-.

Eusebius, Prep. Evang.1V.10. Bew.
p. 148. VIL 15. p. 327. Dem.

c4
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5. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. 56. p. 152.

The next quotation requires us to bear in mind
what I mentioned in my former work, (No. 23.) that
whenever God is said in the Old Testament to have
revealed himself, or to have been seen by any per-
son, it was not the Father, but the Son. Justin, as
I then stated, is very diffuse in establishing this po-
gition : and many of the passages which are thus
explained compel us to conclude, that he applied the
term God to the Son in the fullest and highest sig-
nification. He now shews that he did not under-
stand this manifestation of the Father by the Son in
a Sabellian sense: and though theology had not yet
employed any Greek term equivalent to persom, he
sufficiently expresses the distinct personality of the
Father and the Son.

“ Returning to the Scriptures, I will endeavour
“ to persuade you, that this God, who is said in the
“ Scriptures to have been seen by Abraham and
“ Jacob and Moses, is a different Being from the
“ God who created the universe; I mean different
“ in number, (or numerically,) but not in counsel:
“ for I affirm, that he never did any thing, except
¢ what the Creator himself, above whom there is
“ no other God, wished him to do or to sayb.”

The word person, as I have observed, not having
yet come into use in this sense, Justin could hardly
have employed any other which would more plainly
convey an idea of distinct individuality than zpifug,

b Exi =4 ypapds émaveAidy, &M\ ob yvdun otBev ydp Pmps abriy
wepdoopar Teiras Dpds, ot dbtog §  mempayévas move, § Amep alric & Tov
7e 7§ APpaip xal 7§ 'laxoP xai Kdopoy worjrag, vxép v EMhog 0Pk
7§ Mooel dopbai heydueves xai ye- Eomi Oceds, Befeddmras xal wpafas

Ypapuéve; Ocds Erepss éori TU T&  kal dufoa.
wdvra vorioarre; Ocl, &pibud Aéya,
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numerically. The following passages will also shew
that something like Sabellianism had already been
maintained, but that Justin was decidedly opposed
to it.  The Jews, who think that it was always
¢ the Father of the universe who talked with Moses,
 whereas the person who spoke to him was the Son
“ of God, who is also called an angel and apostle,
“ are justly convicted of knowing neither the Fa-
_“ ther nor the Son: for they who say that the Son
“ is the Father, are convicted of neither understand-
“ ing the Father, nor of knowing that the Father of
“ the universe has a Son, who also being the first-
“ born Logos of God, is likewise God®.” He speaks
still more plainly in the following passage: “ I am
“ aware that there are some who wish to meet this
“ by saying, that the power which appeared from
¢ the Father of the universe to Moses, or Abraham,
“ or Jacob, is called an angel in his coming among
“ men, since by this the will of the Father is made
« known to men: he is also called Glory, since he
“ is sometimes seen in an unsubstantial appearance:
« sometimes he is called @ man, since he appears
“ under such forms as the Father pleases: and they
¢ call him the Word, since he is also the bearer of
 messages from the Father to men. But they say,
“ that this power is unseparated and undivided from
“ the Father, in the same manner that the light of
“ the sun when on earth is unseparated and un-
“ divided from the sun in heaven; and when it sets,
“ the light is removed with it: so the Father, they
“ say, when he wishes, makes his power go forth;
“ and when he wishes, he brings it back again to
“ himself. In this same manner, according to their
¢ Apol. L. 63. p. 81.
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“ doctrine, he also made the angelsd.” This is little
else than Sabellianism : and Justin shews his own
opinion of such an irrational hypothesis when he
goes on to say, “ But that there are angels, and that
“ they continue always to exist, and are not resolved
* into that out of which they were produced, has
“ been proved above: and I have also proved at
“ gome length, that this power, which the pro-
“ phetical language speaks of as God, and as an
« angel, has not a mere nominal enumeration like
« the light of the sun, but also in number [i. e. in
« numerical individuality] is something differente.”

We have here the same term, apfus, used, as I
have explained it, for numerical individuality : and
though the sun, and the light proceeding from the
sun, are not in fact one and the same, yet Justin
says, that the Father and the Son are still more nu-
merically distinct : which demonstrably proves that
he was entirely opposed to the Sabellian hypothesis:
and his conclusion of this part of the argument is,
that “ that which is begotten is numerically dif-
s ferent from that which begets itf.” He neverthe-
less made use of the analogy of the sun and its efful-
gence to illustrate the manner in which the Son
proceeded from the Father: and the persons who
anticipated Sabellius replied to his argument by
saying, that the substance of the Father was thus
divided into two. To which Justin answers, “ I
“ have explained in a few words before, that this

4 Dial. cum Tryph. 128. p. rluars pdver dpbueiras, &M xad
221, apiBug Exeply 71 dorl. The term
€ Kal 31 ¥vawss afrn, v xai  2p0us is thrice used in a similar
Ocdr xxhei § wpourinis Adyes, Hdk  sense in §. 129. p. 223,
wolASy doaltes dxedlBextar, xai f T) yenrdipevoy 76T yorviirros dpib-
dyyerov, oby b5 TV T AN s pa Treply lon
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“ Power was begotten by the Father, by his power
“ and will, and not by being severed from him, as
“ if the substance of the Father was divided in the
 same manner as all other things which are divided
“ and severed are not the same as they were before
“ they were severed : and I used as an example the
“ fires lighted from another fire, which we see to be
« different, though that from which many may be
“ lighted is not diminished, but continues the same8.”
The passage to which he alludes was probably this,
“ As in the case of fire, we see another fire produced,
“ though that from which it is lighted is not dimin-
¢¢ ished, but continues the same; and that which is
“ lighted from it appears to have its own existence,
“ without diminishing that from which it was
« lighted,” Tatian, the disciple of Justin Martyr,
made use of the same illustration to express the ge-
neration of the Soni: but I shall not dwell longer
upon this part of the subject, which has been so
profoundly investigated by bishop Bull¥; and I have
only noticed these expressions in the writings of the
fathers, as shewing that they believed the Son to be
of the same nature or substance with the Father,
and yet to be personally distinct from him.

g eny vy Svapy TavTyy
yeyorriolas dxd Tt Tatpic Surduss
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6. Athenag. Legat. pro Christianis, c. 10. p. 286.7.

The following passage, which was written to-
wards the end of the second century, may surprise
those persons who have allowed themselves to be-
lieve that the mystery of the Trinity is a recent in-
vention. Athenagoras is explaining the belief of
the Christians in the Father and the Son, and after
stating the latter to be the Logos of the Father,
which Logos is either in the mind, or displayed in
the action, he adds, “ For all things were made by
“him and through him, the Father and the Son
“ being one: and since the Son is in the Father,
“and the Father in the Son, by the unity and
“ power of the Spirit, the Son of God is the Mind
“ and Word of God.” This passage is followed
shortly after by that which I have quoted at p. 22.
where Athenagoras says, “ We speak of the Father
“ ag God, and the Son as God, and the Holy Ghost,
« shewing at the same time their power in unity,
« and their distinction in order.”
7. Athenag. Legat. pro Christianis, c. 12. p. 289.

The following passage is still more remarkable,
in which Athenagoras, after contrasting the expect-
ations of a future life, which the heathen could have,
with the sure and certain hope of a Christian, ob-
serves, *“ But we who look upon this present life as
 worth little or nothing, and are conducted through -
’.‘ “ it by the sole principle of knowing God and the
*“ Word proceeding from him, of knowing what is

1 Mpdg abrot yip xai ¥ adrot  7wob Tavps, ¢ Tis 7ob Geot. For
wdvra dyéveto, dvog trvog 7ol Tlatpis  the explanations of this passage
ka3 10U Tiot* Srrog 8¢ vob Tiol & Ma- I would refer to Bull, Def. Fid.

apl, xai Mavpsg & TiF, éviryrs xai  Nic. 11 4, 9. and Waterland,
dwdues Thveduaros, yis xai Adyss vol. 111, p- 72.
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“ the unity of the Son with the Father, what is the
“ communion of the Father with the Son, [or, what
¢ the Father communicates to the Son,] what is the
¢ Spirit, what is the union of this number of per-
“ sons, the Spirit, the Son, the Father, and in what
* way they who are united are divided——shall we
“ not have credit given us for being worshippers of
«“ Godm?”
8. Athenag. Legat. pro Christianis, c. 24. p. 302.
The following passage is obscure, and requires the
reader to be acquainted with the peculiar language
of the fathers: but the general meaning of it cannot
be mistaken. “ We speak of God, and the Son his
“ Word, and the Holy Ghost, which are united in
“ their essence, the Father, the Son, the Spirit, be-
¢ cause the Son is the Mind, Reason, or Wisdom of
* the Father; and the Spirit is an emanation, as
« light from fire®.” If it be said, that the person-
ality of the second and third persons in the Trinity
could hardly have been believed by Athenagoras,
when he speaks of the Son as the Mind of God, and
of the Holy Ghost as an emanation, awdjoia, it may

o "Ayfpura 3, Tiv uév dradfa
SMyov kal pxpel Tiveg &by Blov
Aehopiopuéva, Um0 phvov B¢ wapa-
weurdpeyas ToU Tov Oedv xai Tov wap
alsob Adyor eibévas, Tis 9 Tob waidls
apds 1oy Natépa évdtg, i 9 wob
Hatps mpdg oy Thy xowanla, i 7o
wvelpa, T N TAY ToowdTay Evwais,
xai Sixieais Evoupivwy, ToU Ivedpa-
705, T6U wasBic, 10U MaTpog,—amio-
Todpeba BesreBeiv ; 1 have adopted
the Benedictine editor’s emend-
ation of 7e¥ .7éy Oedv for TolTov o
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it. ‘Evoluera pév xavd Sdvapsy
may remind us of Tiy & 75 évdoes
3vapy, as quoted from this
same writer at p. 22. and there
seem to be some words wanting
here, such as Bizipoduera 3¢ xavd
+dfw but I suspect a longer la-
cuna.
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be answered, that these expressions were used by
the fathers merely as illustrations. It seems pro-
bable that they borrowed the illustration from the
Platonizing Jews of Alexandria, who had learned
almost to personify the mind or reason of God, as
may be seen in the works of Philo Jud=us; and
had taken to speak of wisdom, as the breath of the
power of God, and a pure influence flowing from
(amdppasa) the glory of the Almighty. (Wisd. vii. 25.)
It may be demonstrated, that these Alexandrian
Jews did not really mean to speak of Wisdom, or
the Reason of God, as distinctly existing persons©:
but the Christian fathers found their expressions so
very applicable to an idea of personality, that they
borrowed them, when speaking of the Son and the
Holy Ghost: though they guard against the notion
of these expressions being applied too literally, and
say repeatedly, that the Father and the Son are nu-
merically, i. e. personally, different. Still, however,
the Mind or Reason of God, which is not the same
as God, though inseparably united with him, fur-
nished some analogy for the unity and the distinc-
tion of the Father and the Son: and the Holy
Ghost was spoken of as an efflux or emanation, be-
cause such an expression conveys some idea of a
being proceeding from God, while it excludes the
notion of creation. Expressions such as these, if
they stood alone in the writings of the fathers,
though they demonstrate that the Son and the Holy
Ghost could not have been looked upon as created
beings, might yet seem to present an agreement with
the Sabellian hypothesis: but other expressions, as

© I may refer the reader for a the seventh of my Bampton
consideration of this subject to Lectures.
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I have already shewn, are directly opposed to this
notion: and hence we conclude by comparing the
fathers with themselves, and with each other, that
they neither divided the substance, nor confounded
the persons, in the Godhead.

I ought, perhaps, in this place to introduce the
testimony of a heathen writer, who was a contem-
porary of Athenagoras: and the passage which has
often been adduced from the Philopatris of Lucian,
must certainly be considered as confirming in a re-
markable manner the belief of a Trinity in Unity.
The speakers in this dialogue are Critias and T'rie-
phon; the former an heathen, the latter a Christian;
and when Critias has offered to swear by different
heathen deities, each of which is objected to by
Triephon, he asks, ¢ By whom then shall I swear ?”
to which Triephon makes the following reply, the
first words of which are a quotation from Homer,

_ ¢¢ By the great God, immortal, in the heavens;
“ The Son of the Father, the Spirit proceeding from
¢ the Father, one out of three, and three out of one,
¢ Consider these thy Jove, be this thy God.”
Critias then ridicules this * arithmetical oath,” and
says, “ I cannot tell what you mean by saying that
“ one is three, and three are oner.”

There can be no doubt, that when this dialogue
was written, it was commonly known to the hea-
then, that the Christians believed the Father, Son,
and Holy Ghost, though in one sense three, in an-
other sense to be one: and if the dialogue was writ-

P Trieph. 'Nqu'&r'ra belv, pé- Tatra vo'luge Zva, T v'ryoﬁ Oedy.
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ten by Lucian, who lived in the latter part of the
second century, it would be one of the strongest tes-
timonies remaining to the doctrine of the Trinity.
This was acknowledged by Socinus, who says in
one of his works, ¢ that he had never read any
“ thing which gave greater proof of a worship of
“ the Trinity being then received among Chris-
“ tians, than the passage which is brought from the
“ dialogue entitled Philopatris, and which is reck-
“ oned among the works of Luciand.” He then
observes, that the dialogue is generally supposed
by the learned to be falsely ascribed to Lucian; and
he adds some arguments which might make the
passage of less weight, in proving that all Christians
of that day believed a Trinity in Unity. I have no
inclination to notice these arguments: but Socinus
was correct in saying, that the learned had generally
decided against-the genuineness of this dialogue as
a work of Lucian. Bishop Bull* believed it to be
genuine, and Fabricius® was inclined to do the same.
Some have ascribed it to a writer older than the
time of Lucian; others, to one of the same age; and
others, to much later periods. I need only refer the
reader to discussions of the subject by Dodwellt,
BlondellY, Lardner*, &c.: but J. M. Gesner has
considered the question in a long and able Disserta-

4 Nec vero nobis quidquam
hactenus legere contigit, quod
trini istius Dei a Christianis jam
tum recepti et culti fidem facere
videatur magis, quam que ex
dialogo, qui Philopatris inscri-
bitur, et inter Luciani opera
numeratur, ad id probandum
affert Genebrardus, hib. I. et II.
de Trinitate. Defens. Animadv.
adversus Gab. Eutropium, c. 15.

p- 698.

r Def. Fid. Nic. II. 4, 11.
Jud. Eccl. Cath. 1V, 4.

s Bibl. Gr. vol. IIL. p. 504.
Lux. Evang. p. 153.

t De Jure Laicorum Sacer-

dotali, p. 284.

u De Episcopis et Presbyte-
ris, p. 228.

x Credibility, Art. Lucian.

vol. VII. p. 283, &ec.
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tion7, the object of which is to prove that the Phi-
lopatris was written in the reign of Julian the apo-
tate. His arguments appear to me to deserve much
attention ; and though the learned do not seem in
general to have adopted his conclusion, I feel so far
convinced by them, that I cannot bring forward this
remarkable passage, as the testimony of a writer of
the second century.

TrEOPHILUS, A.D. 180.

In my former work I gave no account of this fa-
ther, (though his writings were incidentally quoted,)
because the passages, which I wish to adduce, not
only support the doctrine of Christ’s divinity, but
of the Trinity, and may therefore be more suitably
introduced in this place.

Some doubts have been raised concerning the
identity and the date of Theophilus: but it seems
to be generally agreed, that the person whose works
have come down to us was the sixth bishop of An-
tioch, and was appointed to that see about the year
168. He tells us himself, that he had been bred up
in heathenism, and it is plain that his language and
thoughts retained a lasting impression from the
Platonic philosophy. None of his genuine works
have come down to us, except three books addressed
to Autolycus, who was a friend of Theophilus, and
a man of profound learning, but strongly opposed
to Christianity. Theophilus is supposed to have
written this work at the beginning of the reign of
Commodus, and to have died soon after, about the
year 181.

¥ Published in Vol. I1I. of the edition of Lucian by Reitzius,
1743.
D
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9. Theophili ad Autolycum lib. II. c.15. p. 360.

I quote this passage, not on account of the sen-
timent which it contains, (for the allusion is suf-
ficiently puerile,) but because it is the earliest pas-
sage in the works of any of the fathers, where we
find the Greek word Tpas, Trinity*: and we can
thus prove, that the term was applied to the three
persons of the Trinity as early as toward the end
of the second century.

Theophilus had been giving an account of the
creation, as described by Moses in the book of Ge-
nesis ; and following that allegorical method of in-
terpretation, which the fathers borrowed too freely
from the schools of Alexandria, he extracts a hidden
meaning from the fact of the heavenly bodies being
created on the fourth day. ¢ In like manner also
¢ the three days, which preceded the luminaries, are
“ types of the Trinity, of God and his Word and
“ his Wisdom®.” It is not necessary to attempt to
explain this typical allusion ; and the reader is per-
haps aware, that the term Wisdom was applied by
the fathers to the second and third persons of the
Trinity, though more frequently to the second. As
bishop Bull observes, “ Veteres secundz et tertie
‘ personz, ob communem utrique tum naturam, tum
“ ab eadem wyyy Ociryros derivationem, etiam nomina
¢ fecisse communia®.” It is plain, that in the pre-
sent instance the term Wisdom is applied to the

turies.
3 ‘Ooalres xal al Tpeis npépas

 This passage is overlooked
by Suicer in his Thesaurus, v.

Tpies, who very properly ob-
serves, that the Expositio recte
confessionis, in which the word
occurs, and which has been as-
cribed to Justin Martyr, is later
than that writer by some cen-

[xpo] viv Pooripwy yeyovias Tz
elow Tic Tpidbog, 10 Oeol, kal Tob
doyou alrol, xal s coplas abrev.
b Def. Fid. Nic. II. 4,10. See
also Grotius in Mare. ii. 8.
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Holy Ghost, as bishop Bull has shewn it to have
been by Irenaus, Origen, and others©: and if this
indiscriminate application of names should lead any
persons to imagine, that the fathers confounded the
personality of the Son and the Holy Ghost, we may
adduce the present passage as a proof to the con-
trary, in which the word Tpias, and the allusion to
three distinct days, require us to interpret the Word
of God, and the Wisdom of God, of two distinct
persons.

It is hardly necessary to add, that in adducing
this passage as the earliest instance of the use of
the word Tpiag, I confine the remark to the eccle-
siastical meaning of the term, and to its application
to the three persons of the Godhead. It would ap-
pear from Aulus Gellius 9, who probably wrote a
few years before Theophilus, that rpixs in Greek, as
ternio in Latin, signified the number three: and if
we speak of the cube, or square, or any other power
of three, we should not say pidy, but w3 Tpiddos.
The word is also frequently used by Philo Judseus
in his work upon the creation ¢, where he speculates
upon the number of days in a manner very similar
to that followed by Theophilus. The passage in
A. Gellius might lead us to think, that Pythagoras
had made use of the term rpids® and his peculiar
theory concerning numbers led him to pay particu-
lar regard to the number three. The word also
occurs in one of those spurious oracles, which have
been ascribed to Zoroaster and the Persian magi ;

Havri yap & xdopy Mumes Tpids, 95 povas agyi-
and from this and similar expressions it has been

¢ Def. Fid. Nic. IL 5, 7. IV. 41, 20.

3 11. < De Opificio, p. 10.
D2
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thought by some persons, that the Chaldees and
Persians had a notion of a Trinity in unityf. I
cannot, however, persuade myself, that there is any
real foundation for this opinion. It is true, that
the later Platonists found out several allusions to a
Trinity in the writings of Plato; and many of the
fathers extracted a similar meaning from these pas-
sages. The former wished to prove, that the Chris-
tians had borrowed from Plato: and the latter in-
cautiously thought to support the doctrines of the
Gospel, by finding a resemblance to them in the
writings of Plato. This is, I believe, a correct ac-
count of the system which prevailed in the early
ages of Christianity, of interpreting Plato in a Chris-
tian sense: and the same spirit, which led to the

“distortion and misrepresentation of the Athenian

philosopher, was most probably the cause of the
forgery of many of those oracles, which were as-
cribed to the Sibyls and the Magi. It is demon-
strable, that some of these oracles were in existence
in the time of Justin Martyr: and his manner of
quoting them proves not only their existence, but
that they must have been written a certain time
before, so as to have obtained a general circulation
and belief in those days. The forgeries of this kind
may perhaps be traced to Alexandria as their birth-
place: and the same injudicious feeling, which I
have supposed to have weighed with the Christian
fathers, may have induced the Alexandrian Jews to
appeal to certain ancient records of Greece and Per-
sia as agreeing with Moses. The heathen philoso-

f See Cudworth, Systema In- to my Bampton Lectures, note
tellectuale, and Mosheim'snotes, go. p- 546.
1V.17. p.436. I may also refer
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phers made the same appeal, with a view to depre-
ciate the antiquity and originality of the books of
Moses: and thus the spurious works of Orpheus,
Zoroaster, the Sibyls, &c. were received and quoted
by both parties. Many of these oracles or frag-
ments. of ancient poetry bear undoubted marks of
being written by Jews, or by persons acquainted
with the Jewish scriptures: and these may be traced
to Alexandria. Others again speak plainly and ex-
plicitly of Christ and the gospel: and these may be
ascribed to the later Platonists, or their injudicious
Christian opponents. The passage quoted above,
in which the word rpizc occurs, is taken from the
writings of Damascius, who lived in the sixth cen-
tury: and it may therefore have been a late forgery,
when the controversy concerning the Trinity at-
tracted the notice of the heathen philosophers.

We perhaps ought not to infer from the words of
Theophilus, that the term rpizs had come in his day
to bear the signification of a trinity in unity. He
may have used it merely to express three things;
and the three days, which he compares with the
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, might have been
spoken of by him as rpas 1év quepdv, @ triad, or
trinity of days. In this sense Clement of Alexandria
speaks of “ the holy triad or trinity, faith, hope, and
“ charity 8;” and Origen uses the terms rpias and
rerpas for periods of three and four years respect-
ively®: Tertullian also at the end of the second
century used the term ¢rinitas in the same ordinary
sense, for any three thingsi: but the passage, which

B *H dyla vpis, siotig, eMmls, 12Q.
aydwy. Strom. IV. 7. p. 588. * Adv. Valentin. 17. p. 258.
b In Joan. tom. VI. 14. p. De Anima, 16. p. 274

D3
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I shall quote at length in N°. 30, seems to shew,
that in his day the term was applied in a particular
manner to the three persons of the Godhead. I
would not therefore argue from the mere occurrence
of the word in the writings of Theophilus, that
tpias contained a signification of umity, as well as
of ¢rinify: but this much is at least evident, that
Theophilus must have considered some resemblance,
if not equality, to have existed between the Father,
Son, and Holy Ghost, or he would not have included
them in the same type: and who would venture in
any sense to speak of a trinity of beings, if one of
the three was God, and the other two were created?
The next writer, who uses the word in the eccle-
siastical sense, is Clement of Alexandria, who flou-
rished a few years later than Theophilus. Like
many of the fathers, he supposed Plato to have had
a Trinity in view, when he wrote that obscure pas-
sage in his second Letter to Dionysius, Iepi Tov mdy-
Tty Baciréa wdvy éoTi, kai exeivov &vexa Ta wdvTa® Kai éxeive
aitiov dwdvroy TEY Kalev' deirepoy ¢ mepi ra delrepar xai
Tpitov wepi ta Tpira. Upon which Clement observes,
“ I understand this in no other way, than as con-
“ taining mention of the blessed Trinity: for Zke
“ third thing is the Holy Ghost, and the Son is tke
“ second*.” Hippolytus, in a fragment of one of his
works, speaks of “ the knowledge of the blessed
“ Trinity!:” and in another, after reciting the form
of words used at baptism, he adds, «“ For by this
“ Trinity the Father is glorified ™.” Origen also
k Otk dAAws &ywye efakedw, % Suicer.
Ty dolay Tpdda pplecbar Tpiroy Ty émbyppwow 7% dyias Tpia-
ey ydp elvas 75 “Ayioy Tlvebpa 7 dog. vol. I p. 282,

Tisv 3¢ dedrepov. Strom. V. p. 710. m See No°. 43.
"This passage also is omitted by
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frequently made use of the term. Several places
are marked in the note® where the word Zrinitas
occurs in the Latin translation of Origen’s treatise
de Principiis : but I forbear to dwell upon these in-
stances for the reasons given in N° 44. The word
T'rinitas also occurs in the following places in Ori-
gen’s Homilies upon Genesis, which only exist in
the Latin translation of Rufinus, and upon the ac-
curacy of which we cannot depend. Hom. II. 5.
p. 64. IV. 6. p. 73. Also upon Exodus, Hom. IX. 3.
p. 163: and though the word may in some cases
have been added by Rufinus, we may be more in-
clined to think its insertion genuine, because in
some fragments of Origen’s commentary upon the
Book of Numbers, where the original Greek has
been preserved, we find the term rpids. In a highly
mystical interpretation of Numb. xxiv. 6, as gardens
by the river side, he says, “they are intellectual
“ gardens, a place in which the trees of reason are
¢ planted, watered either by the contemplation of
“ nature, or by the contemplation of the blessed
“ Trinity°.” The Homilies upon Numbers, like
those upon the preceding books, were translated by
Rufinus; but he does not profess to have rendered
them accurately. The word Z'rinitas occurs in
Hom. I. §. 8. p. 277. X. {. 8. p. 303. XI. {. 8.
p- 310. XII §. 1. p. 312. In translating the Ho-
milies upon the Book of Joshua, Rufinus professes
to have simply followed the original : and we may

n De Princip. I. 3, 2. p. 61. 189. §. 28. p. 190. §. 32. p. 192.
and again §. 4, 5. p. 62. The ° Mapddeicos éxi wévaudy elm
word will also be found in §. 7. veyzel, Témes év § Aoyixd wegrevras
p-63. €. 5, 3. p-66.¢.6,1.p.6g: apdipera Fro 1§ Bewpla Ty yeyui-
1b. §. 2. lib. 1L c. 2. §. 2. p. 79. =¥, % 7 Bewplp g dylag Tpiddog,
c.4. 3. p. 86. lib. 1V. §. 27. p. In Num. p. 273.
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therefore conclude, that the author of them made
use of the word Trinity, as in the following pas-
sage, where he is giving a figurative and fanciful
meaning to what we read of nine tribes and an half
being on one side of the Jordan, and two and an
half on the other; so that neither was the number
ten complete on the one side, nor the number three
on the other: “ In which I conceive this to be in-
¢ dicated, that those former people, who were under
“ the law, possessed a knowledge of the Trinity ;
“ not however entirely and perfectly, but in part.
“ For there was wanting to them in the Trinity a
“ knowledge of the incarnation of the only begotten
“ God . Those tribes therefore were not two,
“ lest the fathers should be without the faith and
“ salvation of the Trinity ; nor were they three en-
“ tire and perfect, lest the mystery of the blessed
¢ Trinity should seem already complete in them 9.”
After quoting John xvi. 14. he continues, “ You see
“ that not only in the time of Moses is that number
“ three shewn to be incomplete, but Jesus also says
“ to his disciples, Ye cannot yet hear, unless the
 Comforter be come, the Spirit of Truth: because
¢ through him and in him is completed the perfec-
¢ tion of the Trinity *.”

One of the most remarkable passages in support

¥ In quo arbitror illud indi-
cari, quod et illi priores, qui per
legem agebantur, contigerint

neque due sunt, ne patres ex-
tra fidem et salutem sint Trini-
tatis : neque tres integre et per-

quidemn scientiam Trinitatis,
Don tamen integre et perfecte,
sed ex parte. Deerat enim il-
lis in T'rinitate, etiam Dei uni-
geniti incarnationem cogno-
scere. Hom. IIL. §. 2. p. 402.
9 Propterea ergo tribus ille

fectz, ne beatee Trinitatis in il-
lis jam sacramentum videretur
expletum. Ib.

* — quia per ipsum et in ipso
adimpletur perfectio Trinitatis.
p- 403.
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of the Trinity is in Origen’s first Homily upon the
Book of Kings: and though this Homily only ex-
ists in a Latin translation, the author of which is
unknown, yet we cannot doubt, that the sentiment
at least proceeded from the original writer. « What,”
he says, “are those things, in which it is my duty
“ to speak in a lofty strain? When I speak of the
“ omnipotence of God, of his invisibility and eter-
“ nity, I speak in a lofty strain. When I speak of
“ the coeternity of his only Begotten, and his other
“ mysteries, I speak in a lofty strain. When I dis-
‘ cuss the greatness of the Holy Ghost, I speak in
“ a lofty strain. In these things only is it allowed
‘““us to speak in a lofty strain. After these three
“ things you should use no more lofty language.
“ For all things are low and mean, with reference
“to the loftiness of this Trinity. Be unwilling,
“ therefore, to speak loftily upon many subjects, ex-
“ cept concerning the Father, and the Son, and the
“ Holy Ghost®.”

We have also the Greek word rpias in Origen’s
commentary upon Psalm xvii. 16, The foundations
of the world were discovered at thy rebuke; upon
which he observes, It is good also that the founda-
“ tions of the world were discovered, that the blessed
“ Trinity might be seen, which has the command of

% Quee autem sunt, in quibus
excelsa me loqui necesse est?
Quando de omnipotentia Dei
loquor, de invisibilitate et sem-
piternitate ejus, excelsa loquor.
Quando de unigeniti ejus co-
®ternitate ceeterisque ejus mys-
teriis pronuncio, excelsa loquor.
Quando de Sancti Spiritus mag-
nificentia dissero, excelsa loquor.

In his tantum nobis conceditur
loqui excelsa. Post heec tria
jam nihil loquaris excelsum.
Omnia enim humilia sunt et
dejecta, quantum ad Trinitatis
hujus celsitudinem spectat. No-
lite ergo multiplicare loqui ex-
celsa, nisi de Patre et Filio et
Spiritu Sancto. §. 13. p. 488.
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“ creationt.” Again, upon Psalm xxiii. 1, The earth
t8 the Lord’s, and the fulness thereof; the world,
and they that dwell therein, Origen says, “ Not only
¢ the earth, and the fulness thereof, but also the
‘“ world. The sinner dwells in the wilderness; but
“ he that is in the church, which is filled by the
“ blessed Trinity, dwells in the world, which is the
“ church &c.v”

Origen’s commentary upon the 36th, 87th, and
38th Psalms was translated by Rufinus, who tells
us, that he merely expressed what he found in the
original. I therefore quote the following remark-
able passage from this Latin version. After refer-
ring to Exodus iii. 3, he says, “ It is therefore a
“ great sight, when God is seen with a pure heart.
“ It is a great sight, when the Word of God, and
“ the Wisdom of God, which is his Christ, is recog-
“ nised with a pure heart. It is a great sight to
“ recognise and believe in the Holy Ghost. This
“great sight therefore is the knowledge of the
“ Trinity *.”

Again we have the Greek word rpias in the com-
mentary upon Psalm xxxvii. 22, Forsake me not,
O Lord my God, be not far from me. Origen
writes, “ This is a good beginning to prayer, For-
« sake me not, O Lord my God, be not far from
“ me; make haste to help me, O Lord my salva-

puro corde Deus videtur. Magna
est visio, cum puro corde Ver-

t*Ayaldy d¢ xal vd dxoxalvpli-
vas T& Oepéa T olxouuéims, Da

BewpnBy v dyla Tpics, ris dpxeras
Tév kTicpdrav. vol. IL. p. 607.
U0 3¢ & 75 daxhnole Toyydray
™5 wemdmpapéry g dyias Tpiddog,
obTos KaTuKer Ty olkoumémy, Frig
dotly § éxxipela. p. 626,
* Magna ergo est visio, cum

bum Dei, et Sapientia Dei, qui
est Christus ejus, agnoscitur.
Magna visio est agnoscere et
credere in Spiritum Sanctum.
Magna ergo hac visio scientia
Trinitatis est. p. 670.
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“ tion; for he has in himself also the blessed T'ri-
“ nity7.” Again, upon Psalm xxxviii. 5, Lord,
make me to know mine end, he observes, “ The end
“ of reasonable nature js the knowledge of the
“ blessed Trinityz” Again, upon Psalm Ixi. 4, 7
will abide in thy tabernacle for ever, he writes,
« Every one that is perfect abideth in holiness for
“ ever in that tabernacle: which is shewn in the
« following passage, Who shall tabernacle in thy
“ holy hill? (Ps. xv.1.) For this abiding for ever
“ is the same with the tabernacle, which the Lord
« pitched and not man. (Heb. viii. 2.) But if such
“ a tabernacle as this has such great perfection, as
“ to be the holy of holies, yet there is after this a
“ condition exceeding the powers of reason, accord-
“ ing to which they will be in the Father and the
“ Son, or rather in the Trinity®” Again, upon
Psalm cxxxvi. 2, Give thanks unto the God of gods,
after shewing the meaning of gods, he continues,
“ The apostle also says, though there be gods many
“ and lords many in heaven and on earth, (1 Cor.
“ viii. 5.) yet that those who are called Gods, after
« the Trinity, are such by a participation of divinity:
“ but the Saviour is God, not by participation, but
“ in essenceb.” Again, upon Psalm cxlv. 3, Great
18 the Lord and greatly to be praised, and of his -
greatness there is no end, he writes, “ The contem-
<« plation of all created things is bounded : but only

Y — e ydp & éavr§ xal Ty
dyiay Tpdba. p. 68o.

Z Mépas éavi THg Aoyixts Pproews
7 yyéois s dylag Tpddos. p. 68g.

afIAdy e xal ofte TehadTyTos
éxe § ToadTy axn, d¢ kai dya
dryluy elvas, GAX oy doTi per ad-
THY kardoTracis txepéyovaa Fav ho-

Yy, xaf v Erovras & Mavpi xai
Tig, paEhroy 3¢ 19 Tpddi. p. 739.
b o 200% Tobg Aeyopérous perd
oy Tpdda Oeods uerovaiy Geornrog
elvas vaodrovs: & B¢ qwrnp of xava
perovaiay, aNAL Kot odolay éotl

Oeds. p- 833.
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« the knowledge of the blessed Trinity is without
“ende.” Again, upon Psalm cxlvii. 13, He hath
strengthened the bars of thy gates, “ The bars of
« Jerusalem are the practical virtues, which hinder
“ the enemy from entering: but the bars of Sion
« are the heavenly doctrines, and the right faith in
“ the adorable and blessed Trinityd.” These two
words, wpooxuriis Tpicdes, contain in fact the whole
doctrine of the Trinity : for they shew, that Origen
united all the three persons as objects of the same
‘adoration. .

There are some very remarkable attestations to
the doctrine of the Trinity, and repeated use of
the term Z'initas, in the Latin version of Origen’s
commentary upon the Song of Solomon: but since
Rufinus seems to have made a loose and paraphras-
tic translation, I shall only give references to some
of the passages. They will be found in Prolog.
p- 29, 30. lib. IL. in Cant. i. 11, 12. p. 62. lib. III.
in Cant. ii. 9. p. 83, 84.

The same may be said of Origen’s Homilies upon
Isaiah, which were translated by Jerom : in which,
according to Rufinus, he took great liberties with
the original, and removed objections from passages
concerning the Trinity. This is expressly said of
the first of the following passages, in all of which
the word Z'rinitas will be found. Hom. I. 2. p. 107.
Ib. 4. p. 107. Hom. IV. 1. p. 112: but the same tes-
timony, which charges Jerom with interpolating
the first passage, proves that Origen interpreted the

€ Hdrroy pey =iy yeywitor 3 4 1% 3¢ Zidv, 74 obpdna diy-
bewpla wemépagrar pivm B¢y -  para, xai g 8By wioTig i xpoaKy-
oi5 Ti¢ dyims Tpiddos éotiv dxépar-  yyriis xai diylag Tpidbos. p. 8435.
To5. p. 843.




THEOPHILUS, A.D. 180. 45

two seraphim, mentioned in Isaiah vi. 2, of the Son
and Holy Ghost.

In his commentary upon St. John, we find Origen
speaking of a person committing himself at baptism
 to the divine influence of the names of the ador-
 able Trinity, which are then invoked ¢©.”

The word T'rinitas is also found in the following
passages of Origen’s commentary upon the Epistle
to the Romans. Lib. III. {. 8. p. 514. lib. VII. §. 13.
p. 611, 612. lib. VIII. §. ult. p. 642.

Methodius in his Symposium made use of the
word rpids" and though we may condemn him for
seeing an allusion to the Trinity in the sacrifice
offered by Abraham, Gen. xv. 9, it is plain from the
passage, that the word was in general use in his
dayf. But there is another passage in the same
work, which shews still more clearly, that not only
the name, but the doctrine of the Trinity, was well
understood in those days. Having compared the
stars, which are mentioned in Rev. xii. 4. to the here-
tics, he adds in the same allegorical strain which
was then too common, “ Hence they are called
“ a third part of the stars, as being in error. con-
“ cerning one of the numbers of the Trinity; at one
“ time concerning that of the Father, as Sabellius,
“ who said that the Omnipotent himself suffered ;
“ at another time concerning that of the Son, as
¢« Artemas, and they who say that he existed in ap-
‘ pearance only; and at another time concerning

—_ ‘rqn Jprapcxorn éavrdy 75 feA a’vp.Bon; Sdpary 5431‘ Kol
Osm"q'n s Burduens Ty T wpoo- auya. Kal Kkpidy TPLET:’;OV‘TG, olovel
xvmpris Tpiddos dwudigear. Tom. vy 7mo-w ducaxépparoy T Tosddog
VL 17. p. 133. éxarppypuéva. Orat. V. p. g2.
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« that of the Spirit, as the Ebionites, who contend
“ that the prophets spoke of their own impulses.”

I have brought all these passages together, as
shewing the use of the term rpixs among Greek
writers,who lived in the three first centuries. Suicer
has noticed very few of them.

10. Theophili ad Autolycum, 18. p. 362.

Theophilus, after making some remarks upon the
creation of man, as recorded by Moses, says, “ We
“ also find God speaking, as if he wished for assist-
« ance, Let us make man after our image and like-
“ ness. But He did not say, Let us make, to any
“ other than to His own Word and His own Wis-
“ domb” Here again we find the term Wisdom
applied to the Holy Ghost; though it might per-
haps be thought, that Theophilus meant merely to
speak of the Son, and to apply to him the two
epithets of the Word and Wisdom. This however
is rendered improbable by the preceding passage:
and we find Irenzus expressing precisely the same
sentiment : “ The angels did not make us, nor form
“us; nor could angels make the image of God ;
“ nor any one else, except the Word of the Lord,
“ nor any power which was far removed from the
“ Father of the universe. For God had no need of
¢ those to make what he had predetermined with

THEOPHILUS, A.D. 180.

8 “Ofer xad wplrov T8y darépur
dxnibnaar wépos, oiov mepi Eva Tiv
Gpibuiy ¢ Tpddoc dseapaiuévor,
Ire wev Tov 100 Tlatpls, dg Zafér-
Maog, abriv Tov Tavroxpdropa Aéfag
wexorévar Sre 3¢ Tov 1o Tidh, d¢
"Aprepds xkal of Bocioe alty dwo-
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Biag xirioens Tobs wpupriTas Acha-
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‘ himself to make, as if he had not his own hands.
* For there is always present with him his Word
« and Wisdom, the Son and Holy Ghost, by whom
¢ and in whom he made all things freely and volun-
“ tarily ; to whom also he speaks, when he says,
« Let us make man after our image and likeness'.”
Irenzus expresses the same notion in another place ;
¢ This is the Father, this is God, this is the Crea-
“ tor, who made those things by himself, that is, by
“ His Word and Wisdomk.” These passages are
sufficient to shew, that it is not merely a modern
interpretation, which finds an argument for the Tri-
nity in the words spoken by God in Gen. i. 26 ; and
Irenzus not only supposed the Son and the Holy
Ghost to be present with God in the work of crea-
tion ; but he considered it to be indifferent, whether
he spoke of God creating the world by kimself, or
by his Son and the Holy Ghost.

IRENZEUS, A.D. 185.
11. Irenei 1ib. IV. c. 4. §. 2. p. 231.

Any passage, which speaks of the Father being
in the Son, and the Son in the Father, may be
quoted as an instance of belief in the doctrine of the
Trinity. One of these, from the writings of Irenzus,
" has been given in my other work, N°. 49: “ It is
“ by the Son who is in the Father, and has the Fa-
¢ ther in himself, that he, who is truly God, has

i Adest enim ei semper Ver- k Hic Pater, hic Deus, hic
bum et Sapientia, Filius et Spi- Conditor, hic Factor, hic Fabri-
ritus, per quos et in quibus cator, qui fecit ea per semet-
omnia libere et sponte fecit; ad ipsum, hoc est, per Verbum et
quos et loquitur, dicens, Faci- per Sapientiam suam. II. 30, 9.

amus hominem ad imaginem et p. 163. See also IV. 7%, 4. p.
similitudinem nostram. IV. 20. 236. IV. 20, 4. p. 254. V. 6,

1. p. 253. I. p. 299. V. 28, 4. p. 327.
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“ been manifested unto us.” The following passage
is still more remarkable, in which Irenseus appears
to quote from some other writer: “ He also spoke
“ well, who said that the Father himself, who can-
* not be measured, is measured in the Son; for the
* Son is the measure of the Father, since he also
« contains Him1.” The passage, when thus literally
translated, is somewhat obscure and mystical : but
to conceive of any being, that he is the measure of
God, and that he contains or comprehends Him,
who is immeasurable and incomprehensible, can only
be reconciled with a belief in the divinity of that
being. Irenzus expresses his own ideas upon this
subject, when he says elsewhere, “ With relation to
“ His greatness and marvellous glory no man shall
« see God and live: for the Father is incomprehen-
« gible™.” He here says that the Father is incom-
prehensible, incapabilis, and in the former passage
he calls Him immeasurable, immensus; and yet he
says that the Son comprehends, cap:t, Him. Bishop
Bull has some valuable remarks upon this passage®:
and he refers to the words of Irenszeus in another
place, where he is speaking of the Gnostic notion that
« Bythus and Sige produced Nus, which was simi-
“lar and equal to him who produced it, and which
“ alone comprehends the greatness of its Father°.”
The notion, like most of those connected with Gnos-

! Et bene, qui dixit ipsum
immensum Patrem in Filio men-
suratum: mensura enim Patris
Filius, quoniam et capit eum.

m Sed secundum magnitudi-

nem quidem ejus et mirabilem

gloriam nemo videbit Deum et
vivet; incapabilis enim Pater.
IV. 20, 5. p. 254. In the same

section, where a fragment of
the Greek is preserved, we find
the terms dydpmros xal dxard-
Anwrog.

" Def. Fid. Nic. II. 5. 4.

o Noby, §uoidy 7€ xal Jrov
TP wpoBaldyti, xal pdvoy ywpoivra
b péyebos ob Matpds, 1. 1.1, p. 5.
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ticism, is involved in fable and absurdity: but it
shews, that if a being is supposed to comprehend
the greatness of God, it must also be supposed to
be similar and equal to God.

12. Irenei 1. IV. c. 14. §. 1. p. 243.

I give the present passage, not merely as assert-
ing the existence of Christ before all creation, (for
the Arians did not deny this position,) but on ac-
count of the expression of the Son abiding in the
Father, which, as I observed in N°. 11. is a direct
support of the doctrine of the Trinity. ¢ For not
“ only before Adam, but before all creation, the
“ Word glorified his Father, abiding in Him?.” The
reader will remember, that the expressions of the
Father being in the Son, and the Son in the Fa-
ther, are used on more than one occasion by our
Saviour; John x. 38; xiv. 10,11; xvii. 21—23.
The Socinian and Unitarian interpreters explain
these to mean, that there is an unity of counsel and
operation between the Father and the Son; and
that the Son is in the Father, because he did not
speak or work miracles of himself, but from the
Father. The reader will judge, whether this was
the sense in which such expressions were used by
Irenzus.

13. Irenei 1. IV. c. 20. §. 3. p. 253.

The present passage might have been added in
Ne. 10. to those which were brought to prove, that
Irenzus applied the term Wisdom to the Holy
Ghost: but I quote it separately, as bearing a re-
markable testimony to the divinity of the third per-
son of the Trinity: “ That the Word, that is, the

P Non enim solum ante A- ditionem glorificabat Verbum
dam, sed et ante omnem con- Patrem suum, manens in eo.

E
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“ Son, was always with the Father, I have proved at
“ much length : but that Wisdom also, which is the
“ Spirit, was with him before all creation, he says
“ in the words of Solomon 4.” Irenzus then quotes
Prov. iii. 19, 20; viii. 22—27. which passages (as
I have observed in my other work, N°. 28.) were
constantly referred by the fathers to the second and
third persons of the Trinity.
14. Irenei 1. 1V. c. 20. {. 6. p. 254.

Some allusion to the doctrine of the Trinity will
perhaps be found in the following passage, where
the three persons are united in a manner which
would hardly have presented itself, if the second
and third persons were merely created beings. “ This
¢ then was the mode in which God was manifested;
“« for God the Father is revealed through all these
“ means, the Spirit operating, the Son ministering,
“ and the Father approving, by all which together
“ man’s salvation is completed™.” A similar idea
may also be traced in the following passage, where
the original Greek is preserved: “ Man, who was
“ created and formed, was made after the image and
“ likeness of the uncreated God ; the Father approv-
“ ing and commanding; the Son executing and cre-
“ ating; and the Holy Ghost supplying nourish-
“ ment and increase ®.”

translated constitutionem as xri-

9 Et quoniam Verbum, id est,
Filius, semper cum Patre erat,
per multademonstravimus. Quo-
niam autem et Sapientia, quz
est Spiritus, erat apud eum ante
omnem constitutionem, per Sa-
lomonem ait. A difference will
be observed between the phrases
cum Patre and apud eum, which
were probably in the Greek uera
ToU warpos and mpds alrov. T have

aiy.

T Sic igitur manifestabatur
Deus; per omnia enim hec
Deus Pater ostenditur, Spiritu
quidem operante, Filio vero min-
istrante, Patre vero compro-
bante, homine vero consum-
mnato ad salutem.

5 'O yemtd; xal memhacuérog
&vBpwmos ket elxbyr kald Spolwaiy
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15. Irenet 1. IV. c. 20. §.12. p. 257.

The following passage could only have been writ-
ten in an age, when allegorical interpretation was
eagerly followed: but I would add, that it could
only have proceeded from a writer, who believed in
the doctrine of the Trinity: “So also Rahab the
“ harlot—entertained the three spies, who spied the
“ whole country, and hid them in her house, i.e. the
“ Father and the Son with the Holy Ghostt.” It is
not my intention to defend Irenzeus for this fanciful
allegory. The fault was in the system, not in the
individual writer ; and whoever will consult Origen
upon this passage, will find him not only interpret-
ing the three spies to mean three angels, but indulg-
ing in many trifling speculations upon the name of
Rahab and the whole of her history *. Irenzus, as
will be seen, merely mentions the allusion, and does
not dwell upon it: but I repeat, that the notion
would never have entered into his mind, if he had
not seen some kind of resemblance or equality be-
tween the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.

16. Irenei 1. V. c.18. §. 2. p. 315.

“ And thus there is shewn to be one God the
« Father, wko is above all, and through all, and in
“ all things. The Father is above all things, and
« he is the head of Christ: the Word is through all
“ things, and he is the head of the church: the
« Spirit is ¢n all of us, and he is the living water,

o0 deyevwiTou yiveras Oel 7ob wéy  qui speculabantur universam ter- -

Tlarpos eddoxolyro; xal keAevorre;, ram, et apud se abscondit; Pa-

Tob 3¢ Tiol wpdooerros xal dyusevp- trem scilicet et Filium cum

yetwros, ToU 3¢ Ilvedparos Tpégorros  Spiritu Sancto.

xal adforros. IV. 38, 3. p. 283. v In Lib. Jesu Nave, Hom.
tSic autem et Raab fornicaria IIL 3. vol. II. p. 403.

-——suscepit tres speculatores,

E 2
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“ which the Lord supplies to those who believe
“ rightly in him, and love him, and know that there
« s one Father, who is above all, and through all,
“ and in us all*” 1 have quoted this passage, not
only as illustrating the belief of Irenaus himself,
but as containing an interpretation of the words of
St. Paul in his Epistle to the Ephesians, iv. 6. That
this text might be considered to contain an allusion
to the Trinity, had been my own notion upon the
first perusal of this Epistle: and I subsequently
found the idea confirmed by the passage now pro-
duced from Irenzus. There can be no question,
that Irenzus conceived St.Paul’s words to admit an
application to the Son and the Holy Ghost, as well
as to the Father. He probably had the same text
in view, and applied it in the same way, when he
said in another place, “ The Son has been present
¢ with his creatures from the begiilning, and reveals
“ the Father to all, to as many as the Father wishes,
“ and when he wishes, and how he wishes: and
« therefore in all and through all things there is
“ one God the Father, and one Word the Son, and
“ one Spirit, and one salvation to all who believe in
“ him7.,” Nor was Irenzus the only one of the
fathers, who gave this meaning to the words of St.

x Et sic unus Deus Pater
ostenditur, qui est super omnia,
et per omnia, et in omnibus.
Super omnia quidem Pater, et
ipse est caput Christi: per om-
nia autem Verbum, et ipse est
caput Ecclesiee: in omnibus au-
tem nobis Spiritus, et ipse est
aqua viva, quum prastat Domi-
nus in se recte credentibus, et
diligentibus se, et scientibus
quia unus Pater, qui est super

omnia, et per omnia, et in omni-
bus nobis.

¥y Ab initio enim assistens
Filius suo plasmati revelat om-
nibus Patrem, quibus vult, et
quando vult, et quemadmodum
vult Pater: et propter hoc in
omnibus et per omnia unus
Deus Pater, et unum Verbum
Filius, et unus Spiritus, et una
salus omnibus credentibus in
eum. IV. 6, 7. p. 235.
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Paul. Hippolytus, in a passage which I shall quote
more at length in N°. 43. and which contains an
express assertion of the doctrine of the Trinity,
says, “ The Father is over all, the Son through all,
“ and the Holy Ghost in allz” Origen’s commen-
tary upon the Epistle to the Romans contains a
similar allusion: but I only refer to the passage®,
because the Latin version of Rufinus cannot be
depended on for its accuracy. Athanasius quotes
the passage as indicative of the Trinity in several
places, but particularly in the two following:
“There is one God the Father, having his existence
“ in himself, inasmuch as he is over all; and re-
“ vealed in the Son, inasmuch as he extends through
“all; and in the Holy Ghost, inasmuch as he
“ operates ¢ all by the word which is in himb®.”
And again; “ And thus ore God is preached in the
“ church, who is over all, and through all, and in
“all: over all, as the Father, as the principal and
“ fountain ; through all, by the Word ; and in all,
“ in the Holy Ghost®.”

The object of the present work does not lead me
to consider whether the fathers were right in sup-
posing St. Paul to allude to the three persons of the
Trinity in Eph, iv. 6.¢ But if any person should

20 dy Tlatyp éxi mdyrew, 6 B¢
Tidg diks wdvrwy, 1o 3¢ dryior Tvelpa
& ziow. Cont. Noetum 14. vol.
IL p. 16.

* Lib, VIL §. 13. p. 612.

L Ele Gedq & Matip i’ éavr§ dy
xatk 1) émi wdvray ehvas, kal &y ©§
Ti§ 3¢ pawdueres kata T 8k wdv-
Tav Soixew, kai & 1§ Tvedpars B¢
xavd 70 &y dmacs Bk U Adyw &y
airy dvepyeiv. Orat. II1. 15. p.
56s.

< Kal oireg els Ocdg & 15 dxahy-
olg xyplrreras, & &xi wdrrev, xai
bk wdvray, kai &y wEow éx) wdv-
Toy wpdy, d¢ Hathp, &¢ dpxd xal
oyt Bk mdvray 38, Bk ToU Adyov*
& xias 8, & 1§ velpats 7§ dylp.
Epist. 1. ad Serap. 28. p. 676,
677. See also §. 14. p. 663.

4 Upon this subject see Wa-
terland, vol. L. p. 6; vol. III.
p- 60.

E3
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oppose this interpretation, he must oppose it upon
the principle, that in all the three expressions, above
all, through oll, and in all, St. Paul had only in
view God the Father: and he must then allow, even
upon his own hypothesis, that the fathers applied
expressions to the Son and to the Holy Ghost, which
can only be applied properly to God the Father.

CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS, A.D. 194.

17. Clementis Pedagog. 1. 1. c. 6. p. 128.

The following passage is quoted by bishop Bull,
as “ a full and perfect confession of the most holy
“ Trinity®:” and it is the more remarkable, because
there is nothing preceding, which led Clement thus
to apostrophize the three pérsons, or to mention the
third person at all. He had been alluding to our
Saviour’s words in Luke xi. 28, Yea rather, blessed
are they that kear the word of God and keep it :
and the occasion, which called forth these words,
leading him to speak of Christ being born of a
virgin, he breaks out into the following exclamation:
“ O mysterious wonder! The universal Father is
“ one; the universal Word also is one; and the
“ Holy Spirit is one, and this same Spirit is every
“ wheref” Beside the testimony here borne to the
doctrine of a Trinity, the reader will observe, that
ubiquity is ascribed to the Holy Spirit.

18. Clementis Pedagog. 1. 1. c. 7. p. 129.

In accordance with the remark made at the be-
ginning of N°. 11. the following passage is indica-
tive of the doctrine of the Trinity: * Since I have

¢ Def. Fid. Nic. II. 6. 3. Oy Adyeg xai 7o TIvebua 70 dyior
' badpatos pvoTied' el péy &, xai T8 atTs Tarrayd.
6 Téy SAay Mavip: elg 3¢ xai & 7iv
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« proved that we are all called children by the
“ gcriptures, and not only this, but that we who be-
« lieve in Christ are figuratively termed babes, and
“ that the Father of the universe is alone perfect:
“ (for the Son is in Him, and the Father in the
“ 8on:) it is time for me, according to the order
“ which I am following, to explain the nature of
“ our Instructor8.” The words included in the par-
enthesis seem to have been called for by some such
train of thought as this. Having said that God the
Father alone is perfect, Clement was aware that he
might seem to exclude the Son from being perfect :
and he meets such a remark by saying, that the
perfection of the Son is implied and included in the
perfection of the Father: for the Son is in the Fa-
ther, and the Father in the Son. That this train
of thought has not been attributed fancifully to Cle-
ment, is evident from his own words in another part
of this treatise; where, after quoting the magnificent
prophecy of Isaiah, ix. 6. he exclaims, ¢ O the mighty
“ God! O the perfect Child! the Son in the Father,
« and the Father in the SonP!” Here Clement not
only says, as in the first quoted passage, that the
Father is in the Son, and the Son in the Father ;
but he says expressly, not by implication and infer-
ence, that the Son, the mighty God, is perfect : and
since he says in the other place, that the Father
alone is perfect, the two statements can only be re-
conciled by the addition, which is made by himself,
that the Father is in the Son, and the Son in the
Father ; which is in fact the doctrine of the Trinity.

[4 wuhvoy B elvas Téheiov Ty Terelw madlo TR & Tarpl, xal
Matépa viv Aoy & atrd yap 6 Tamyp & Tig. The passage is
Tids, xal év 7§ Tip & marip. quoted in mwy other work, No.

Q2T ueydrov Oeitt J ToT  75.
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The same notion is also expressed in the following
passage, where, after enumerating the different epi-
thets and attributes of God, he concludes, “ So that
“ jt is evident that the God of the universe is one,
“ and one only, good, just, the Creator, the Son in
“ the Father, to whom be glory for ever and ever.
“ Ameni.”
19. Clementis Pedagog. 1. 1. c. 8. p. 185.

The following passage was quoted incidentally in
my former work, N° 80. “ Nothing therefore is
“ hated by God, nor yet by the Word, for both are
“ one, God : for he says, In the beginning the Word
“ was in God, and the Word was God®.” This
same idea of both being one is found still more
strongly expressed at the end of this treatise, where
Clement addresses a prayer to the Logos, and begins
it with these words, which it is difficult to translate:
“ Be merciful, Instructor, to thy children, O Father,
¢ the Director of Israel, Son and Father, both one,
“ Lord!.”

20. Clementis Pedagog. 1. I11. c. ult. p. 811.

The next passage is obscure, and difficult to be
translated : but, as bishop Bull justly observes, “ in
“ meridiana luce cecutit, qui non clare videt, in hac
“.3ofoAoyia, plenam et perfectam consubstantialis Tri-
 nitatis, hoc est, unius Dei in tribus personis,
“ Patre nempe, Filio et Spiritu S. subsistentis, con-
“ fessionem contineri™.” It is a continuation of the

180 elvas Tals dhvleigic kata- ¢w, § Bess.  See Bull, Def. Fid.
avés 75 [vv] 1dy oupmdrroy @edv  Nic. I1. 6. 4.

&a pivoy elvas, dryalds, Slkaoy, By~
peovpeydy, Tivw év Uavpl, § 9 dofa els
Tobs aldvag TEv aldvar. Apir. I
8. p. 143.

K Oodéy &pa puaeitas o3 160 Beod
AN ofde Tm0 T Adyovs & yap dp-

VIAxfs Toig aols, Madayeryd,
waidlois, Tavyp, guboge "lopaih, Tie
xai Hatyp, & dugw, Kipe, 11, ult.

p- 311.
m Def, Fid. Nic. 11. 6. 4.
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prayer, of which I have quoted the beginning in
No, 19; and Clement asks leave to “ offer praise
“ and thanksgiving to the only One, to the Father
“ and Son, Son and Father, to the Son, who is In-
“ structor and Teacher, together with the Holy
“ Ghost, in all things one, in whom are all things,
“ through whom all things are one, through whom is
“ eternity®.” There may be parts of this sentence
which are difficult to comprehend ; but it is un-
questionable, that the Son and Holy Ghost are
united with the Father as objects of praise, and the
Greek words can hardly admit any other construc-
tion than that which declares the three persons to
be One.

21. Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. VII. c. 13. p. 881.

If Clement had not believed the Son to be equal
with the Father, and in some sense identified with
him, he could never have written the following sen-
tence without blasphemy.  Does not our Saviour,
“ who wishes the Christian fo be perfect as the
« Father who is in heaven, that is, himself; who
“ says, Come ye children, hear from me the fear of
“ the Lord, (Psalm xxxiv. 11.) does he not wish
“ him to be worthy of receiving assistance from
“ himself*?” It would be sufficiently remarkable,
that Clement makes Christ the speaker of those
words in Psalm xxxiv. 11. but it is much more so,

™ Alwirrag edyapiorely 75 pdvp
Natpi kad Tif, Ti§ xai Natp), wai-
daryery§ xai BiBaaxdrp Tif, obv xai
+§ dyly Iveduar:, wdvra 1§ &,
& § 1& wdvra, &' W 1i wdyra &, ¥
ov 75 &el. I should wish to read
the last words thus, 3’ % & wdy-
Ta, & [§xal] 3 b 78 &el.

© Ral uf 74 7o prootixdy Téheioy

elvas PovAdperos & qurip qudy ¢ Tiy
obpdwioy Tlatépa, Tovréotwy favriy,
6 Mywy, Actre Téxva, dxoboaté uov
¢iBoy Kuplov, x. 7. A.; The reader
of Clement will readily under-
stand why I have translated ~by
pwariy the Christian. I may
refer to my Bampton Lectures,
note 35,
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that in alluding to the passage, Be ye perfect, even
as your Father which i3 in heaven is perfect, (Matt.
v. 48.) he says that Christ proposed ¢ the Father,
“ i. e. himself,” as this model of perfection.
22. Clem. Alex. Quis Dives Salvetur? §.33.p.954.
Having given exhortations to charity, he tells the
Christian not to regard the outward appearance,
however mean or squalid it may be: * this figure is
“ laid upon us from without, the covering of our
“ entrance into the world, that we may be able to
“ enter into this place of common discipline: but
“ the unseen Father dwelleth within, and his Son,
“ who died for us, and rose again with us?.” What
follows is still stronger, and more expressive of the
Trinity. ¢ This figure, which meets the eye, de-
¢ ceives death and the devil. For the internal riches
“ and beauty cannot be discerned by them :—they
“ do not know what sort of freasure we bear in
« earthen vessels, (2 Cor. iv. 7.) which is fenced
“ round with the power of God the Father, and the
% blood of God the Son, and the dew of the Holy
% Ghosta.” I have alluded to the remarkable ex-
pression of ¢ the blood of God the Son” in my other
work, N°. 11. but the passage strongly confirms the
doctrine of the Trinity, as well as of Christ’s divi-
nity. The term dew may be merely metaphorical,
as in our liturgy, pour upon them the continual dew
of thy blessing: or it may allude to the Holy Ghost
accompanying the water of baptism.

PPAMS OBy & xpurtis drxel Yoper, duvdues Ocot Tlatpls xal al-
Nathp, xal & Tebrov wais & iwep 9= pats Ocdd xaibis xai Sploy Mredua-
iy dnoBardy, xal uel nuiydvacrds.  vos dylw weprreresyapuéver. Dr.

9 Otn émiorduerss syhixov Toa  Hickes would read =eprerenyo-
o avply & iarpaxivy oxeles Paotd~  wévor.
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28. Clementis Fragmentum, p. 1019.

Archbishop Potter extracted this fragment from
a MS. in the Bodleian Library®, which contains a
work of Macarius Chrysocephalus® upon the gospel
of St. Matthew. The fragment begins thus: O
avlparmivy olv Guoinaiy 6 wapbiiyros évratba AapBdver, dAAk
wepiarepic. 'The same fragment was also published
by Fabricius, in his edition of Hippolytus, (vol. II.
p- 71. Append.) with this variation, that instead of
o wapdxAnros, he reads é Beds. Fabricius quotes the
same MS. which was copied by Potter, and also an-
other in the same libraryt. The latter MS. contains
another work of Macarius upon the gospel of St.
Luke, in which a small part of the same passage is
quoted from Clement of Alexandria: but it is there
given as follows : Ovk avfpwnivyy dpoiwav évraifa Tov Beod
mapeiAnPotos, dAA& T0 wmepioTepds eldog. 'This variation
is stated correctly by Potter, as I have observed by
an inspection of the MSS., and Fabricius, perhaps,
had not an accurate collation. There can be no
doubt that the second reading is the correct one. It
is confirmed by a Greek catena upon St. Luke, in a
MS. at Vienna®; and by one published in Latin by
Corderius*, in which we read, “ Non hic hominis,
“ sed columbz similitudinem Deus assumpsit:” so
that we have here the remarkable expression ¢ of
“ God having assumed, not the likeness of man, but
“ the form of a dove.”

r Baroc. 156.in Mat. 1. VIIL. teenth century. Bibl. Gr. vol.
fol. 98. p. 2. VIL p. 771.

s He was archbishop of Phil- t Baroc. 211. in Lue. . VII,
adelphia, but Cave is unable to c. 13.
fix his date. Fabricius is in- u Cod. XLLII. Theol. Lambec.
clined to place him in the four- * In Luc. c. iii. No. 33.
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TERTULLIANUS, A.D. 200.
24. Tertulliani Apol. c. 21. p. 19.

Having spoken of the Son of God as the Logos
or Word, he says, “ We have learnt that-he was
« put forth from God, and begotten by being put
“ forth, and was therefore called the Son of God,
“ and God, from unity of substance: for God is a
« Spirit. And when a ray is put forth from the
“ sun, a part from the whole, yet the sun is in the
“ ray, because it is a ray of the sun, nor is the sub-
 gtance separated, but extended. Thus Spirit pro-
“ ceeds from Spirit, and God from God, as one light
“ kindled from another light. The original con-
¢ tinues entire and undiminished, although you bor-
“ row from thence many derivatives. In the same
* manner what proceeds from God is God, and the
“ Son of God, and both are oneY.” This passage
requires no comment. I have already spoken, in
my other work, N°. 302, of the favourite illustra-
tion of the fathers, by which they compared the ge-
neration of the Son to the kindling of one light from
another. Like all other illustrations or analogies,
this is valid only in certain points, nor must it be
carried beyond the proper bounds. The fathers did
not mean to explain the mode of the divine genera-
tion, but merely to shew how one thing may pro-
ceed from another without the original being dimin-

¥ Hunc ex Deo prolatum di- sed extenditur. Ita de Spiritu

dicimus, et prolatione genera-
tum, et idcirco Filium Dei, et
Deum dictum ex unitate sub-
stantie. Nam et Deus Spiritus.
Et cum radius ex sole porrigi-
tur, portio ex summa, sed sol
erit In radio, quia solis est ra-
dius, nec separatur substantia,

Spiritus, et de Deo. Deus, ut
lumen de lumine accensum :
manet integra et indefecta ma-
terie matrix, etsi plures inde
traduces qualitatum mutueris.
Ita et quod de Deo profectum
est, Deus est, et Dei Filius, et
unus ambo.
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ished; and that the substance of both may be the
same. The expression of the Nicene Creed, «“ God
“ of God, Light of Light, Very God of very God,”
is only a modification of the words used by Tertul-
lian an hundred and twenty-five years before.
25. Tertullian: de Oratione c. 2. p. 180.

Among the passages of scripture which seem to
support the unity of the Father and the Son, and
consequently the doctrine of the Trinity, none are
more plain and unequivocal than the declaration of
our Saviour himself, I and the Father are one,
John x. 80. The Socinian commentators contend,
that this means an unity of counsel and action:
“ Ut voluntate ita operatione conspiramus: quicquid
“ ego volo, vult Pater ; et quicquid Pater operatur,
¢ per me operaturz” * Penitus inter nos consenti-
“ mus et conspiramus. Unum inter se dicuntur,
“ qui inter se uniti sunt, et plane consentiunt, unum
“ gpirant; quod maxime locum habet inter filium
 patri obsequentissimum, et patrem filii amantissi-
“ mum®” Such are the Socinian explanations of
this passage, though the author of the last notices
the fact, that the Jews, who heard our Saviour de-
liver these words, put a very different construction
on them, and took up stones to stone him, because
that thou, being a man, makest thyself God. 1t is
unquestionable, therefore, that the Jews understood
something more than an unity of counsel: they
thought, that if the Father and the Son are one,
the Son as well as the Father must be God: and
unless we believe that there are two Gods, we can
only explain their unity according to the Trinitarian
hypothesis. Tertullian appears to have taken the

z Crellivs ad locum. * Slichtingius ad locum.
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same view of these words. In his treatise upon the
Lord’s Prayer, when he is explaining the first words
of it, Our Father, which art in heaver, he says,
“ In addressing him as Father, we also call him
“ God. It is an appellation of affection and of
« power. The Son also is invoked in the Father:
“ for I, he says, and the Father are omeb.” If
Tertullian had understood our Saviour to have
spoken merely of an unity of counsel and action,
he could not have inferred, that the Son, as well as
the Father, is always included in the invocation of
the Lord’s Prayer. See N°. 45.
26. Tertulliani de Oratione, c. 25.

The following passage is not in the edition of
Tertullian published by Priorius in 1675. The
treatise de Oratione was printed for the first time
by Gagneius at Paris in 1545, and was evidently im-
perfect. The edition of 1664 contained a few lines in
continuation of the fourteenth chapter, which were
supplied from a very ancient MS.: and in 1713 Mu-
ratori published at Padua, in the third volume of his
Anecdota, nine additional chapters, which he found
in a MS. in the Ambrosian library at Milan. The
bishop of Lincoln is inclined to doubt the genuine-
ness of these additional chapters®: but they are admit-
ted by Semler in his edition of Tertullian published
at Hall in 1770, and again in 1824. In the fourth
volume of that edition, c¢. 25, we have a dissertation
upon the hours of prayer observed in the apostoli-
cal times: and the writer, after observing, that the
third, sixth, and ninth hours are mentioned in the

b Item in Patre Filius invoca- ¢ Eccles. Hist. of the Second
tur; Ego enim, inquit, et Pater and Third Centuries from the
unum sumus. Writings of Tertullian, p. 406.
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Acts of the Apostles, continues, “ Although no ob-
« servance of these hours is positively enjoined, yet
“ it may be well to lay down some rule, which may
“ enforce the exhortation to prayer, and drive us at
“ times, as if by a law, to leave our business, and
“ turn to such duties ; so that we may do, what we
“ read was observed by Daniel according to the
¢« Jewish custom, and pray not less than three times
“ a day at least, being under this obligation to the
“ Father, Son, and Holy Ghost 4.” Whatever trans-
lation may be given of the last sentence, it seems
plainly to declare, that we are bound to unite the
three persons, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, in our
adorations: and perhaps we may find some con-
firmation of the genuineness of this passage, when
we see Cyprian also connecting the three Jewish
hours of prayer with the Trinity, in a passage,
which has considerable resemblance to this of
Tertullian. Cyprian also wrote a treatise upon the
Lord’s prayer, in which he says, “ We find that
“ Daniel and the three children in offering their
« prayers observed the third, sixth, and ninth hours,
“ as a sacramental type of the Trinity, which was
“ to be revealed in the last times®.” The same idea
may be traced in a contemporary of Tertullian,
Clement of Alexandria, who writes as follows: *If

4 Etsi simpliciter se habeant
sine ullius observationis pre-
cepto, bonum tamen sit ali-
quam constituere presumtio-
nem, qua [que] et orandi ad-
monitionem constringat, et qua-
silege ad tale munus extorqueat
a negotiis interdum, ut quod
Danieli quoque legimus obser-
vatum utique ex Israelis disci-
plina, ne minus ter die saltem

adoremus, debitores Patris, et
Filii, et Spiritus Sancti.

¢ In orationibus vero cele-
brandis invenimus observasse
cum Daniele tres pueros horam
tertiam, sextam, nonam, sacra-
mento scilicet Trinitatis, que
in novissimis temporibus mani-
festari habebat. De Orat. p,
214-15.
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« gome allot fixed hours for prayer, as for instance
¢ the third, sixth, and ninth, the perfect Christian
« makes his whole life a course of prayer, being
« anxious through prayer to commune with God:
« but the triple division of these hours, and
“ their being honoured by equal services of prayer,
 js known to those who are acquainted with the
“ blessed trinity of the holy stationsf” The last
sentence will be understood by those persons, who
are familiar with the Greek term uow, and the Latin
term sfatio, in the early ecclesiastical writers; by
which they meant to speak of certain fixed times
and seasons for religious exercises, whether for
prayer or fasting®. These were called stations;
and it appears from this passage, as well as others,
that three such stations were reckoned particularly
holy and solemn. . ‘

I did not quote this passage at p. 38, among the
other instances of the word 7'rinity being used by
Clement, because no express allusion is made to the
three persons of the Godhead ; though I have little
doubt, that the same fanciful notion, which was
held by Tertullian and Cyprian, was also passing
in the mind of the Alexandrian father: and though
we may not agree with these writers in seeing any
resemblance between the three hours of prayer and
the three persons of the Godhead, yet the early
writers must have been strongly impressed with
the latter doctrine, or they would not have disco-
vered for it such a fanciful analogy.

A0 xal Td¢ Ty bpiiy Biave-  Tpdda pariv, Strom. VIL 7.
pas Toxg deoraméva;, xai Talc p. 854.
Toass ebyals reripmuévas, ivagw ol & See Du Cange v. Statio.
repiorres Ty uaxaplay viv dyloy
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7. Tertulliant de Cultu Feminarum, lib. II. c. 1.
p- 154.

It has often been observed, that St. Paul says in
one place to his converts, Know ye not, that your
body is the temple of the Holy Ghost which is in
you? 1 Cor. vi. 19; and in another, Know ye not,
that ye are the temple of God, and that the Spirit
of God dwelleth in you? iii.16; and the divinity
of the Holy Ghost has been justly inferred from a
comparison of the two places. Tertullian may be
-quoted as holding the same doctrine, and expressing
it in terms which cannot be mistaken. * Since we
“ are all the temple of God, the Holy Ghost being
“ placed within us and consecrated, Modesty is the
¢ priestess of that temple, which permits nothing
“ unclean or profane to be introduced, lest the God,
“ who dwells within, may be offended at the pollu-
“ tion of his sanctuary and leave ith.”

28. Tertulliani de Baptismo, c. 6. p. 226.

Having compared the water of baptism to the
pool of Bethesda, he carries on the analogy by sup-
posing an angel to give to the baptismal water its
spiritual efficacy. ¢ The angel, who witnesses the
“ baptism, prepares the way for the Holy Ghost
“ which is to follow by the washing away of sins;
“ which washing is obtained by faith, sealed in the
« Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. For if in three
“ witnesses every word shall be established, (Matt.
« xviii. 16,) how much more does the number of
“ the divine names supply confidence to our hope,

® Nam cum omnes templum est, quee nihil immundum nee
Dei simus, illato in nos et con- profanum inferri sinat, ne Deus
secrato Spiritu Sancto, ejus tem- ille, qui inhabitat, inquinatam
pli =ditua et antistita Pudicitia sedem offensus derelinquat.

F
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 while we have in the blessing the same persons as
“ witnesses of our faith, who are also the promisers
“ of our salvation? But when the witnessing of
“ our faith and the promise of our salvation are
“ given under the pledge of three persons, there is
“ necessarily added a mention of the church: for
¢ where the three are, that is, the Father, Son, and
“ Holy Ghost, there is the church, which is the
“ body of the three!” This remarkable passage
might lead to much discussion concerning the con-
fession of faith, which was made anciently at bap-
tism: and bishop Bull has quoted it to shew, that
the article of belief in the holy catholic church, or
at least in the church, was found in the creeds re-
cited at baptism in the days of Tertulliank. I shall
only observe, that the Aposties’ Creed, as we now
use it, is an extension or expansion of a more sim-
ple creed, which received successive additions in or-
der to meet successive heresies. It is probable, that
at first the catechumen said, ¢ I believe in God, the
“ Father, Son, and Holy Ghost ;” and then the bap-
tism followed in the name of these same three per-
sons!. This remark may illustrate the passage now

i Angelus baptismi arbiter
superventuro Spiritui Sancto
vias dirigit ablutione delicto-
rum, quam fides impetrat, ob-
signata in Patre et Filio et Spi-
ritu Sancto. Nam si in tri-
bus testibus stabit omne verbum,
quanto magis, dum habemus
per benedictionem eosdem ar-
bitros fidei, quos et sponsores
salutis, sufficit ad fiduciam spei
nostree etiam numerus nomi-
num divinorum? Quum autem
sub tribus et testatio fidei et
sponsio salutis pignerentur, ne-

cessario adjicitur ecclesiz men-
tio: quoniam ubi tres, id est
Pater et Filius et Spiritus Sanc-
tus, ibi ecclesia, qua trium cor-
pus est.

k Judicium Ecclesiee Catho-
lice, VI. 7. He also quotes
another passage from c. 11. of
this same treatise, and one
from Cyprian's 76th Epistle,
which proves the same point.
See also the bishop of Lincoln’s
work upon Tertullian, p. 318,

430 . . .
! This is perbaps indicated
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quoted from Tertullian: and I would observe, that
when a person said, “ I believe in God, the Father,
“ Son, and Holy Ghost,” the application of the term
God to the second and third persons is more ap-
parent than in the present expanded form of the
Creed. The clause, which seems to have followed
this confession in the days of Tertullian, was, arnd
in the church, or perhaps, and in the holy church.
It is plain from this passage of Tertullian, that
the form of words prescribed by our Saviour for
baptism was used in his day: and he tells us in
another place, that the person ‘ was immersed not
% once, but three times, at each of the names ».” If
this form of words, as has often been shewed, is
itself a strong confirmation of the doctrine of the
Trinity, we have certainly a right to add, that
Tertullian viewed it in this light; and the pas-
sage is so far available to my object. I do not
intend to press it any further, nor to quote it as
supporting the authenticity of 1 John v. 7. Ter-
tullian has been supposed to allude to that text in
another passdge, which I shall adduce in N°. 88. I
cannot however subscribe to this notion: and I
would merely observe, that the advocates for the
authenticity of the text might refer with equal rea-
son to the passage now before us, where the Father,
8on, and Holy Ghost are so expressly mentioned as
three witnesses.
29. Tertulliani adv. Marcionem, 1. 11. c. 9. p. 386.
The divinity of the Holy Ghost is implied in the

in those words of Tertullian, m Nam nec semel, sed ter,
“In aqua demissus, et inter ad singula pomina in personas
“pauca verba tinctus.” De singulas tinguimur. Adv. Prar-
Baptismo, c. 2. eam, 26.

F 2
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following passage, in which Tertullian is exposing
the error of the Gnostics, who made the Creator in
some measure the author of evil, because the soul of
man, which is the breath of life, was breathed into
him by God: (Gen. ii. 7.) Upon which Tertullian
observes, “ We ought to have a clear idea of what
“ the soul is: and in the first place we must keep
“ to the meaning of the Greek term, which is not
« gpirit, but breath.. For some persons, who have
“ translated from the Greek, without reflecting on
« the difference, or regarding.the propriety of words,
“ put spirit instead of breath, and give occasion to
“ the heretics of staining the Spirit of God, i. e. God
¢ himself, with sin2.” }
30. Tertulliani adv. Praxeam, c. 2. p. 501.

_The whole of Tertullian’s treatise against Praxeas
might be cited as demonstrating his belief in the
Trinity ; but I shall only bring forward some of
the plainest passages. Praxeas was one of the pre-
cursors of Sabellius, and confounded the persons of
the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, asserting the se-
cond and third persons not to be distinct beings, but
merely modes or energies of the Father. Tertullian
says of him, “ He thinks that we cannot believe in
“ one God in any other way, than if we say that the
“ very same person is Father, Son, and Holy Ghost;
“ ag if ome might not be all, (if all proceed from
“ one,) by unity of substance; and still the mystery

. ® Ad hoc interpretanda erit
qualitas animz. In primis te-
nendum, quod Graca scriptura
signavit, adflsfum nominans,
non spiritum. Quidam enim
de Greco interpretantes, non
recogitata differentia, nec cu-

rata proprietate verborum, pro

adflatu, spiritum ponunt, et dant
heereticis occasionem Spiritum
Dei delicto infuscandi, id est,
ipsum Deum.

° I may refer to my Bampton
Lectures, note 103. p. 588.
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“ of the divine economy be preserved, which divides
“ the unity into a trinity, pointing out three, the
“ Father, the Son, and Holy Ghost: but three, not
“ in condition, but in order; not in substance, but
“ in form ; not in power, but in species; but of one
“ substance, and of one condition, and of one power.
“ These persons assume the number and ar-
“ rangement of the trinity to be a division of the
“ unity : whereas the unity, which derives a trinity
“ from itself, is not destroyed by it, but has its dif-
« ferent offices performed. They therefore boast, that
“ two and three Gods are preached by us, but that
“ they themselves are worshippers of one God; as
“ if the unity, when improperly contracted, did not
“ create heresy; and a trinity, when properly consi-
“ dered, did not constitute truth?.” It would be hardly
possible for Athanasius himself, or the compiler of
the Athanasian Creed, to have delivered the doc-
trine of the Trinity in stronger terms than these.
I shall only remark, that the unity of substance, or
consubstantiality of the Father and Son, is here ex-
pressly maintained: and the meaning, which Ter-
tullian attached to the word subsfance, may be seen

P Unicum Deum mnon alias
putat credendum, quam si ip-
sum eundemque et Patrem, Fi-
lium et Spiritum Sanctum di-
cat: quasi non sic quoque unus
sit omnia, dum ex uno omnvia,
per substantie scilicet unitatem,
et nihilominus custodiatur ceco-
nomie sacramentum, que uni-
tatem in trinitatem disponit, tres
dirigens, Patrem et Filium et
Spiritum Sanctum : tres autem
non statu, sed gradu ; nec sub-
stantia, sed forma; nec potes-
tate, sed specie; unius autem

substantiee, et unius status, et
unius potestatis. Numerum
et dispositionem trinitatis di-
visionem przsumunt unitatis ;
quando unitas ex semetipsa de-
rivans trinitatem non destrua-
tur ab illa, sed administretur.
Itaque duos et tres jam jacti-
tant a nobis predicari, se vero
unius Dei cultores preesumunt ;
quasi non et unitas irrationali-
ter collecta beresim faciat, tri-
nitas rationaliter expensa veri-
tatem constituat.

F3
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by what he says in another place, that the names of
God and Lord are applied differently to the Deity ;
that the name of Lord implies his power, but “ God
“ ig the name of the substance itself, that is, of the
“ divinity ¢.”
31. Tertullians adv. Prazeam, c. 4. p. 50.

He goes on to shew, that he does not destroy
“ the monarchy,” i. e. the unity and sole sovereignty
of God, by believing the Father to be assisted in
his government of the world by the Son and Holy
Ghost. This would be the case, if he agreed with
the Gnostics in imagining another God, independent
of, and opposed to, the Creator: “ but when I de-
“ rive the Son from nothing else, but from the sub-
“ gtance of the Father, when I suppose him to do
“ nothing without the will of the Father, and to
“ have obtained all power from the Father, how
“can I be said by this belief to destroy the mo-
“ narchy, which I thus preserve by supposing it to
“ be delivered to the Son by the Father? I would
“ also have my expressions applied to the third or-
“ der, because I conceive the Spirit to be derived
“ from no other source, than from the Father by
 the Son*.”

32. Tertulliani adv. Praxeam, c. 8. p. 504.

His argument having led him to speak of tke
Word as put forth from God, he observes that this
putting forth, (=poBory,) when applied to the genera-

4 Deus substantie ipsius no-
men, id est divinitatis. Adv.
Hermog. 3. p. 234

r Ceterum qui Filium non
aliunde deduco, sed de substan-
tia Patris, nihil facientem sine
Patris voluntate, omnem a Pa-
tre consecutum potestatem, quo-

modo possum de fide destruere
monarchiam, quam a Patre Fi-
lio traditam in Filio servo? Hoc
mihi et in tertium gradum dic-
tum sit, quia Spiritum non ali-
unde puto, quam a Patre per
Filium.
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tion of the Son, is very different from the sense
given to the term by the Gnostics, when they speak
of one aon producing another. “ The Word is
“ always in the Father, as he says, I am in the
"« Father: (John xiv. 20.) and always with God, as
“ it is written, and the Word was with God: (i. 1.)
“ and never separated from the Father, or different
“ from the Father, because I and the Father are
“ ome. (x. 30.) This, which is the true sense of the
“ word probola, (putting forth,) preserves the unity;
“ in which sense we say that the Son was put forth
“ from the Father, but is not separate from him.
“ For God put forth the Word, as the root puts
¢ forth the shrub, and the fountain puts forth the
“ river, and the sun puts forth the ray-: nor yet
% ig the shrub distinct from the root, nor the river
“ from the fountain, nor the ray from the sun; as
“ peither ig the Word from God. According, there-
“ fore, to the form of these analogies, I profess to
“ speak of two beings, God and his Word, the Fa-
“ ther and his Son. For the root and the shrub
“ are two things, but united : and the fountain and
“ the stream are two species, but undivided ; and
“ the sun and the ray are two forms, but adhering
“ together. Whatever proceeds from another must
“ be second with reference to that from which it
“ proceeds, but it is not therefore separate. Where-
“ ever there is a second, there are two things ; and
“ where there is a third, there are three things.
“ For the Spirit is the third from God and his Son,
“ as the fruit which comes from the shrub is third
“ from the root; and the river which proceeds from
“ the stream is third from the fountain; and the
“ point which proceeds from the ray is third from
F 4
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“ the sun. Always remember, that this is the
“ rule which I follow, when I assert the Father,
“ Son, and Holy Ghost to be not separated from
“ each other®.”

38. Tertulliani adv. Prazeam, c. 11. p. 506..

Having quoted some passages of Scripture, in
which God speaks of his Son, he continues, “ You
“ will make him a liar and deceiver and a false ex-
« pounder of this faith, if, when he himself is son
“ to himself, he ascribed the person of a son to an-
« other being, whereas all these passages of scrip-
‘ ture prove the clear existence and the distinction
“ of a Trinity*.” I need not observe, that this argu-
ment is directed against the Sabellian notion, which
destroys the personality of the Son, and in fact
makes God to be Son to himself, as Tertullian here

* Sermo ergo et in Patre sem-
per, 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. Haec
erit probola veritatis custos uni-
tatis, qua prolatum dicimus Fi-
lium a Patre, sed non separa-
tum. Protulit enim Deus Ser-
monem, sicut radix fruticem, et
fons fluvium, et sol radium
nec frutex tamen a radice, nec
fluvius a fonte, nec radius a sole
discernitur, sicut nec a Deo
Sermo. Igitur, secundum ho-
rum exemplorum formam, pro-
fiteor me duos dicere, Deum et
Sermonem ejus, Patrem et Fi-
lium ipsius. Nam et radix et
frutex duze res sunt, sed con-
Jjunctee : et fons et flumen dus
species sunt, sed indivise: et sol

et radius duz forma sunt, sed
coherentes, Omne quod pro-
dit ex aliquo, secundum sit ejus
necesse est de quo prodit, non
ideo tamen est separatum. Se-
cundus autem ubi est, duo sunt:
et tertius ubi est, tres sunt.
Tertius enim est Spiritus a Deo
et Filio, sicut tertius a radice
fructus ex frutice: et tertius a
fonte rivus ex flumine; et ter-
tius a sole apex ex radio——
Hanc me regulam professum,
quum inseparatos ab alterutro
Patrem et Filiwn et Spiritum
testor, tene ubique.

t Tu porro eum mendacem
efficias et fallacem et decepto-
rem fidei hujus, si cum ipse esset
sibi filius, alii dabat filii perso-
nam ; quando scripture omnes
et demonstrationem et distinc-
tionem trinitatis ostendant.
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remarks. It will also be seen, that the word per-
sona is used in this passage: and the advocates of
Sabellianism would wish us to understand, that it
merely means a character assumed, or a part per-
formed, by some person: as when Cicero says of
himself, “ I sustain myself three characters, (per-
“ sons,) my own, that of the adversary, and of the
“ judge®.” It is true that Cicero here uses the
word persoma in its original* and classical sense:
but to assume from such an instance, that this was
the meaning given to the word by ecclesiastical
writers is most illogical, and betrays little acquaint-
ance with the works of the fathers. It is in facta
petitio principii ; it is to assume the very point at
issue. What we want to ascertain is, not what was
the meaning given to the word by Cicero and clas-
sical writers: that may be learned from dictionaries
and indices: but we wish to know whether this
classical sense was retained by the fathers; or whe-
ther in course of time the word did not receive a
new theological meaning. This can only be disco-
vered by a perusal of the writings of the fathers:
and if we find them using persona, according to its
modern sense, for a separately existing being, for a
person distinguished by individuality, it is in vain
that the Sabellian refers to classical antiquity : the
criticism may be correct, but it is irrelevant: and
Cicero can no more acquaint us with the meaning
of persona, as used by Tertullian or Jerom, than
these late writers can enable us to illustrate Cicero.

© Sustineo unus tres personas, marily a mask worn by the ac-
meam, adversarii, judicis. tor: from whence its secondary

* I perhaps ought not to say meaning, or the first of its deri-

original : for persona seems to vative meanings, was the’cha-
have signified properly and pri- racter sustained by the actor.
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In the passage which I have quoted from Tertullian,
he is exposing the incomsistency of Babellianism :
and he says, that when God speaks of his Son, if he
does not mean a Son in the proper sense of the
term, i.e. a Being individually distinct, He deceives
us by giving the person of a Son to another Being,
or rather to Himself. Here the word persona is
used by Tertullian in its classical sense: in which
sense, no doubt, Praxeas used the terms “ persona
“ filii,” the person of the Son: but Tertullian goes
on to shew, that the word persona had come to bear
a different meaning, and was applied to the persons
of the Son and the Holy Ghost, according to the
doctrine which was held by the orthodox party.
Having quoted some more passages which speak of
the Father as having a Son, he concludes, “ These
“ few instances will shew very plainly the distinc-
“ tion of the Trinity: for there is the Spirit who
“ gpeaks, and the Father to whom he speaks, and
“ the Son of whom he speaks. So the other words,
“ which are spoken either to the Father concerning
“ the Son, or to the Son concerning the Father, or
“ to the Spirit, establish each person in his own in-
“ dividuality 7.” Unless we suppose Tertullian to
have been advocating the doctrines which it was the
express object of this treatise to confute, we must
conceive him here to have used the word person in
its theological, and not in its classical significa-
tion.

¥ His itaque paucis tamen quee nunc ad Patrem de Filio
manifeste distinctio Trinitatis vel ad Filium, nunc ad Filium
exponitur. Est enim ipse qui de Patre vel ad Patrem, nunc
pronuntiat Spiritus ; et Pater, ad Spiritum pronuntiantur, u-
ad quem pronuntiat; et Filius, namquamque personam in sua
de quo pronuntiat. Sic ewmtera, proprietate constituunt.
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This is still more evident in the continuation
of the same argument, which also shews Tertul-
lian’s interpretation of Gen. i. 26. “ If you still take
“ offence at the number of the Trinity, as if it was -
“ not connected in simple unity, I ask how does one
* individual Being speak in the plural number? Let
“ us make man &c. when he ought to have said, 1 -
“ will make man &c. as being one and singular. So
“ also in what follows, Behold Adam is become as
“one of us, (Gen. iii. 22.) he deceives us, or is
“ amusing himself, by speaking in the plural, when
‘“ he is one, and alone and singular. Or was he
“ speaking to the angels, as the Jews explain it, be-
“ cause they also do not acknowledge the Son? or
‘ because he was himself Father, Son, and Spirit,
« did he therefore make himself plural, and speak
“ plurally to himself? The fact is, that he used the
« plural expressions, Let us make, and our, and to us,
“ because the Son, a second person, His Word, was
“ united to him, and the Spirit, a third person, in
“ the Word. For with whom did he make man,
“ and to whom did he make him like? It was with
“ his Son, who was to put on the human nature,
“ and with the Spirit, who was to sanctify man,
 that he conversed as with ministers and witnesses,
“ by the unity of the Trinity. Again the follow-
“ ing words distinguish between the persons, And
“ God made man, in the image of God made he him.
“(Gen. i. 27.)*” Tertullian then goes on to speak of

= Si te adhuc numerus scan-
dalizat Trinitatis, quasi non eon-
nexee in unitate simplici, inter-
quomedo unicus et singu-
laris pluraliter loquitur? Facia-
mus hominem ad imaginem et

similitudinem nostram ; cum de-
buerit dixisse, Faciam howinem
ad imagimem et similitudinem
meam, utpote unicus et singu-
larls. Sed et in sequentibus,
Ecce Adam factus est tanquom
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the Son as assisting the Father in all the works of
creation, according to that passage in St. John, by
whom all things were made, and without whom no-
thing was made, (i. 8.) after which he adds, “ if this
“ same being is God, according to the expression of
« St.John, the Word was God, you have two be-
“ ings, one saying, Let it be made, another making
“it. But I have already explained in what sense
“ you are to understand anotker, with reference to
“ person, not to substance;. to distinction, not to
“ division. But although I every where hold one
“ substance in three united beings, yet from the
“ necessary meaning of words I must make him
“ who commands, and him who executes, to be dif-
“ ferent beings®.”

It will perhaps be allowed from these passages,
that Tertullian understood the Son and the Holy
Ghost to be separately existing persans, according
to the full meaning given to that term by Trinita-

rian writers.

unus ex nobis, fallit aut ludit, ut,
cum unus et solus et-singularis
esset, numerose loqueretur. Aut
numquid angelis loquebatur, ut
Jude1 interpretantur, quia nec
ipsi Filium agnoscunt? An quia
ipse erat Pater, Filius, Spiritus,
ideo pluralem se preestans, plu-
raliter sibi loquebatur? Immo
quia jam adherebat illi Filius,
secunda persona, Sermo ipsius,
et tertia Spiritus in Sermone,
ideo pluraliter pronuntiavit, Fa-
ciamus, et nostram, et mnobis.
Cum quibus enim faciebat ho-
minem, et quibus faciebat si-
milem? cum Filio quidem, qui
erat induturus hominem, Spi-
ritu vero, qui erat sanctificatu-
rus hominem, quasi cum min-

istris et arbitris, ex unitate tri-
nitatis loquebatur. Denique
sequens scriptura distinguit in-
ter personus, Et fecit Deus ho-
minem, ad imaginem Dei fecit
illum.

3 Qui si ipse Deus est, secun-
dum Joannem, Deus erat Sermo,
habes duos, alium dicentem ut
flat, alium facientem. Alium
autem quomodo accipere debe-
a3, jam professus sum; persong
non substantiz nomine; ad dis-
tinctionem, non ad divisionem.
Ceterum etsi ubigue teneo unam
substantiam in tribus coheren-
tibus, tamen alium dicam opor-
tet ex necessitate sensus, eum
qui jubet, et eum qui facit.
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84. Tertulliani adv. Praxeam, c. 18. p. 507.

Part of the following passage has been adduced
in my other work, N°. 55, where I have considered
the words of St.Paul in Rom. ix. 5. It is preceded
by several quotations from the Old Testament, such
as Gen. xix. 24; Psalm xlv. 7, Ixxxii. 6, cx. 1;
Isaiah liii. 1; in which mention is made of more
than one God or Lord: and Tertullian, like all the
other fathers, interprets these expressions of the first
and second persons of the Trinity. Being charged,
in consequence of this interpretation, with preaching
two Gods and two Lords, he denies it, and says,
“ We do indeed distinguish two, the Father and the
“ Son, and three with the Holy Ghost. Not how-
“ ever that we ever name with our mouth two Gods
“ or two Lords, although the Father is God, and the
¢ Son is God, and the Holy Ghost is God, and each
“ is God®.” He then observes, that though two Gods
and two Lords are mentioned in the Old Testa-
ment, and before the coming of Christ; yet since
his coming, when the heathen were drawn off from
many gods to one, the Christians had been unwill-
ing ever to speak of God in the plural number:
% Therefore I will not in any way use the term
“ Gods or Lords, but I will follow the apostle; so
« that if the Father and the Son are to be men-
“ tioned together, I would call the Father God, and
“ would name Jesus Christ as Lord. But I can
“ speak of Christ singly as God, as the same apostle
“ says,. of whom is Christ; who, he says, is God

b Duos quidem definimus, et duos Domimos nunquam ex
Patrem et Filium, et jam tres orenostroproferimus; non quasi
cum Spiritu Sancto, secundum non et Pater Deus, et Filius
rationem ceconomie, quee facit Deus, et Spiritus Sanctus Deus,
numerum Duos tamenDeos et Deus unusquisque.
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« over all, blessed for ever. For 1 might call a ray
“ of the sun by itself the sum: but if I am naming
¢« the sun, of which it is a ray, I will not immedi-
“ ately call the ray also the sun. For although I
“ would not make two suns, yet I would as much
“ reckon the sun and its ray to be two things, and
“ two species of one undivided substance, as God
« and His Word, as the Father and the Son®.”
35. Tertulliani adv. Prazeam, c.19. p. 511.

The following quotation is similar to the last,
and, if possible, contains a still stronger attestation
to the doctrine of a trinity in unity. * If they are
“ unwilling that the Son should be reckoned a se-
“ cond person with reference to the Father, lest a
‘¢ second should make two Gods to be named, I have
« shewn that two Gods and two Lords are in fact
“ mentioned in scripture: and lest they should still
« take offence at this, I have given the reason, that
‘¢ there are not two Gods nor two Lords mentioned,
“ except as the Father and the Son are two : and this
“ not by a separation of the substance, but according
“ to the divine economy 4; when we assert the Son
“ to be not divided and separated from the Father;

¢ Itaque Deos omnino non
dicam, nec Dominos: sed apo-
stolum sequar, ut si pariter no-
minandi fuerint Pater et Filius,
Deum Patrem appellem, et Je-
sum Christum Dominum nomi-
nem. Solum autem Christum
potero Deum dicere, sicut idem
spostolus, Ex quibus Christus,
gui est, inquit, Deus super om-
nia benedictus in evum omne.
Nam et radium solis seorsum
solem vocabo: solem autem
nominans cujus est radius, non
statim et radium solem appel-

labo. Nam etsi soles duos non
faciam, tamen et solem et radi-
um ejus tam duas res, et duas
species unius indivise substan-
tie numerabo, quam Deum et
Sermonem ejus, quam Patrem
et Filium.

41 find it almost impossible
to translate the word disposi-
tione, which answers to the
Greek olxavopla,concerning which
I have made some remarks in
my former work, N°. 45. p. 70.
(second edition.)
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“ and different, not in nature, but in order; who
“ although he is called God, when he is named by
< himself, does not therefore make two Gods, but
“ one, from the very circumstance of his being called

“ God from the unity of the Fathere.”

86. Tertulliant adv. Prazeam, c. 22. p. 513.

The remarkable words of our Saviour in John viii.
19, are thus commented on by Tertullian. “ When
« asked, where was the Father? he answered, that
“ neither himself nor the Father was known to them;
“ in which he speaks of two persons as unknown :
 but if they had known him, they would have known
 the Father: not as if he was himself Father and
“ Son, but because from their indivisibility the one
 can neither be known nor unknown without the
“ otherf.”

87. Tertulliani adv. Prazeam, c. 22. p- 518.

Another passage in the same chapter of St.John’s
Gospel leads to this remark: “ I proceeded forth
“ and came from God: (viii. 42.) and yet they are

¢ Si Filium nolunt secundum
a Patre reputari, ne secundus
duos faciat Deos dici, ostendi-
mus etiam duos Deos in scrip-
tura relatos, et duos Dominos :
et tamen ne de isto scandali-
zentur, rationem reddidireus,
g;:a Dei non duo dicantur, nec

omini, sed qua Pater et Filius
duo: et hoe non ex sepnrauone
substantiz, sed ex dispositione,
cum individuum et separatum
(inseparatum] Filium a Patre
pronuntla.mus Dec statu, sed
gradu alium; qui etsi Deus di-
catur, quando nominatur singu-
laris, non ideo dues Deos faciat,
sed unum, boc ipso quod et
Deus ex unitate Patris vocari

habeat. It is plain, that we
ought to read inseparatum as in
€. 23. P. §12. at ubi se negat
esse solum, Sed ego, inquit, et
qui me misi¢ Pater, nonne duos
demonstrat, tam duos quam
inseparatos? immo totum erat
hoc quod docebat, inseparatos
duos esse.

! Interrogatus ubi esset Pater,
neque se neque Patrem notum
esse illis respondens, duos dixit
ignotos: quod si ipsum nossent,
Patrem nossent; non quidem
quasi ipse esset Pater et Filius,
sed quia per individuitatem ne-
que agnosci neque ignorari alter
sine altero potest.
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“ not separated, although he says that he proceeded
« forth, as some take advantage of this expression:
“ but he proceeded forth from the Father as a ray
 from the sun, as a stream from the fountain, as a
« ghrub from the seed 8.” Tertullian seems to have
given the right interpretation of this passage, by
understanding éyAfoy and ke to contain different
meanings. ’EE7Afov relates to the generation of the
Son by the Father, 7x» to his being sent into the
world.
38. Tertulliani adv. Prazeam, c. 25. p. 515.

Tertullian notices those passages, in which the
Son speaks of sending the Comforter, and yet the
Father was to send him: and upon those words of
our Saviour, 4 things that the Father hath are
mine : therefore said 1, that he shall take of mine,
and shew it unto you, (John xvi.15.) he observes,
“ Thus the union of the Father in the Son, and of
“ the Son-in the Comforter, makes three beings
“ united one to the other: which three are one
“ thing (unum), not one person (unus): as it is writ-
“ ten, I and the Father are one, (John x. 30.) with
“ respect to the unity of substance, not to numerical
“ individuality ».” This passage has been quoted in
support of the genuineness of 1John v. 7: to which
text Tertullian is supposed to allude, when he says,
which three are one, ““ qui tres unum sunt.” But if
any argument is to be drawn from this passage, it

8 Ego enim ex Deo erivi et
veni: et tamen non separantur,
licet exisse dixerit, ut quidam
arripiunt  hujus dicti occasio-
nem. Exivit autem a Patre, ut
radius ex sole, ut rivus ex fonte,
ut frutex ex semine.

b Ita connexus Patris in Fi-

lio, et Fili in Paracleto, tres
efficit cohmrentes, alterum ex
altero: qui tres unum sint, non
unus: quomodo dictum est, Ego
et Pater unum sumus; ad sub-
stantiee unitatem, non ad nu-
meri singularitatem.
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would rather appear to be unfavourable to the
genuineness of the text: for after saying, whick
three are one, Tertullian confirms the assertion by
quoting, I and the Father are one: but had he
already meant to quote the stronger and plainer
passage in 1John v. 7. he would hardly have pro-
ceeded to prove the unity of the three persoms, by
citing a passage, which asserts only the unity of
twol,

39. Tertullians adv. Prazxeam, c. 30. p. 518.

I add this passage on account of its strong attes-
tation to the divinity of the Holy Ghost. ¢ He
¢ poured forth the Holy Ghost, the gift which he
“ had received from the Father, the third who bears
“ the divine name, the third in the order of majesty
“ —awho leads into all truth, which according to the
¢ Christian sacrament is in the Father, and the Son,
“ and the Holy Ghost. But it is a sort of Jewish
“ creed, to have such a belief in one God, as that
“ you refuse to reckon the Son together with Him,
“ and after the Son the Spirit. For what other dif-
“ ference is there but this between ourselves and
“them ? What is the effect of the gospel, what is
“ the substance of the New Testament, which says
“ that the Law and the Prophets were until John,
“ unless the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, in whom
“ we believe as three, make one God? It was the
“ wish of God to give a new form to faith, so that a
“ new belief might be held concerning his unity
< through the Son and Holy Ghost, that God might
“ now be openly known under his proper names and
“ characters, who formerly also was preached by

i See the Bishop of Lincoln’s work upon Tertullian, p. 544.
G
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« the Son and Holy Ghost without being under-
“ stood k.”

After the quotations which have been given from
Tertullian, and particularly from his treatise against
Praxeas, few of my readers can deny that he ac-
knowledged a trinity in unity ; that he believed the
Son and the Holy Ghost to be each of them God, of
the same substance or nature with the Father, and
to be inseparably connected with Him, though each
is a distinct person. Whoever consults the treatises
from which these extracts are taken, will find that
some of them were written after Tertullian had
adopted the errors of Montanus. Allusions to this
heresy will be observed in some of the passages
which support the doctrine of the Trinity: upon
which I need only refer to what was stated in my
former work, that the opinions of Montanus were
never objected to concerning the Trinity. It will
be seen, that the word Zrinitas is of frequent occur-
rence in the writings of Tertullian: and I have ob-
served, that he uses the term persona in its modern
theological sense. Semler informs us, that no writer
before Tertullian had used either of these terms in

k Hic interim acceptum a
Patre munus effudit Spiritum
Sanctum, tertium nomen divi-
nitatis, et tertium gradum ma-
Jestatis—deductorem omnis veri-
tatis, quz in Patre et Filio et
Spiritu Sancto secundum Chri-
stianum sacramentum. Ceterum
Juduicee fidei ista res, sic unum
Deum credere, ut Filium adau-
merare ei nolis, et post Filium
Spiritum. Quid enim erit inter
nos et illos, nisi differentia ista?
Quod opus Evangelii, quee est

substantia Novi Testamenti, sta-
tuens Legem et Prophetas usque
ad Joannem, si non exinde Pa-
ter et Filius et Spiritus, tres
crediti, uoum Deum sistunt?
Sic Deus voluit novare sacra-
meantum, ut nove unus credere-
tur per Filium et Spiritum, ut
coram jam Deus in suis propriis
nominibus et personis cognosce-
retur, qui et retro per Filium et
Spiritum preedicatus non intel-
ligebatur.
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a similar manner!: a remark which it is impossible
to disprove, because the writings of no Latin Fa-
ther, prior to the age of Tertullian, have come down
to us; but this very circumstance reduces the re-
mark itself to a gratuitous assumption ; and if Ter-
tullian was not the first writer who held the doc-
trine of the Trinity, it is of no importance, whether
he was the first to make this use of the term 7¥ini-
tas or no. I would observe of this term, as of the
Greek tpias, that it has no necessary connection with
the language of theology, nor does it of itself convey
the notion of a trinity in unity. Trinitas merely
signifies three things; and when Semler asserts,
that Tertullian was the first writer who applied the
term to the persons of the godhead, he makes an as-
sertion which is extremely improbable. If a person
had merely spoken of the three names repeated in
the form of baptism, he would have been likely to
call them a #rinity of names. Praxeas, whose tenets
were an anticipation of Sabellianism, might un-
doubtedly have spoken of the Father, Son, and Holy
Ghost as @ Trinity ; meaning, that they were three
modes or operations; so that the real question is,
whether Tertullian delivered a doctrine concerning
these three persons, which had not been expressed
by any former writer. The German editor- would
have wished to insinuate this: but, as is usual with
his school, he knew that more effect may be pro-
duced by suggesting an inference, than by making a
direct assertion, which admits of being refuted ; and
whether the doctrine of a trinity in unity was held
by writers who preceded Tertullian, I leave to the
reader to decide.

! Note to the treatisc adv. Praxeam, c. 21.

G 2
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It may be added, that, according to Jerom ™, Ter-
tullian wrote a work De T'rinitate, which is now
lost.

HirroLyYTUS, A. D. 220.

The treatise of Hippolytus against Noetus is a
suitable companion to that of Tertullian against
Praxeas. The two heretics nearly agreed in their
sentiments, and both of them were forerunners of
Sabellius; but Noetus appears to have been a more
decided maintainer of the Patripassian doctrines.
Hippolytus confuted him in a special treatise; and
the following extracts from it will shew his own
opinion concerning the second and third persons of
the Godhead.

40. Hippolyti contra Noetum, c.7. vol. IL. p. 11.

“ If Noetus remarks that our Saviour himself
“ said, I and the Father are one, (John x. 30.) let
“ him attend and observe, that he did not say, I and
« the Father am one, but are one. For the word
“ are is not used with reference to one, but it points
“ to two persons and one essence™” 'The reader
will observe, that Hippolytus here uses the Greek
term mpiowsoy, as Tertullian the Latin term persona,
to imply a person in the modern sense of the term.

41. H:1ppolyti contra Noetum, c. 8. vol. I1. p. 12.

“ He is compelled even against his will to ac-
“ knowledge the Father God Almighty, and Christ
« Jesus, the Son of God, who is God and became
“ man, to whom the Father subjected every thing

m De Baptismo, c. 15. num. «ai ¢ zathp & ldoper, émicTavéte
106.and perhapsin Catal. Script. by voby xal parfavére, #ri ok elxey
Eccles. where he calls Novatian's  r dys xad ¢ Haryp & eps, ARG
treatise de Trinitate an epitome & éopev. Tb ydp doper oix &’ évig
of the work of Tertullian. Ayerau, 4AX éxi Bio mplowma des-

1 *Edy 3 Aéyes, atrds elmev, "Eyd  fev, dvapar 3¢ plar.
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“ except himself and the Holy Ghost, and that these
“ are in this manner three®. But if he wishes to
“ know how God is proved to be one, let him under-
« gstand that his essence is one, and as far as relates
“ to his essence, he is one God ; but with respect to
“ the dispensation, his manifestation is threefold ».”
42. Hippolyti contra Noetum, c. 12. p. 14.

The following passage is important from its men-
tioning the third person of the Trinity as an object
of worship. ¢ It is thus that we contemplate the
“ incarnate word : through him we form a concep-
“ tion of the Father; we believe in the Son; we
“ worship the Holy Ghost4.”

43. Hippolyti contra Noetum, c. 14. p. 15.

In order to understand the following passage, we
must remember that Noetus accused the orthodox
party of believing in two Gods. Hippolytus, after
quoting the beginning of St. John’s gospel, observes,
« If then the Word is with God, being himself God,
“ why would any one say that this passage speaks
“ of two gods? I never speak of two gods, but one;
“ yet I speak of two persons and a third dispensa-

“ tion T, the grace of the Holy Ghost.

o Kai vodrous evas obTes Tpia.
Such is the Greek, as printed
by Fabricius; but the Latin
translation, which had been pub-
lished before by G. Vossius,
reads, “ et hos esse vere tres,”
from which I should substitute
Svrag for oirws. Hippolytus per-
haps meant to assert, that the
three persons had a real exist-
ence, and were not mere modes
or operations.

P *Avdryiony oby Exer kal py GéAay
Spodoyely matépa Oetv marvoxpdropa,

xal Xpiordy ‘Inoddy vity Oeot Gedv

For the Fa-

dyfpwmov yevéuewy, § mdrra Tlatyp
twérabe mapextis éavrel kai xvedua-
ro¢ dylw, xal Tedrovs evas oiTeg
Tpla. Ei B¢ Bodheras wabeiy, wi el
B¢l dwodeliovras, yveokéte Ir wia
dvapss TobTov, xal Saay ey kava TV
Yvapiy, €l dori Ocdc” Goov B¢ xata
T oixovoplay, Tpixs % enldeabic.

9 Oixedy &voapoy Adyoy Beapot-
pev: Harépa ¥ avted voolpey, vif
3¢ misredouer, Iveduars dyly mpoo-
KUyoUpey.

T Oixovouiay, concerning which
word I must again refer to my
former work, N°. 45. p. 7o.

G 3
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“ ther is ohe; but there are two persons; because
“ there is also the Son; and the third is the Holy
“ Ghost. The Father commands, the Son performs;
“ and the Son is manifested as the means of our be-
“ lieving in the Father. A dispensation of agree-
“ ment is comprehended in one God, for God is one.
« For it is the Father who commands, the Son who
“ obeys, and the Holy Ghost who gives wisdom.
“ The Father is above all, the Son is through all,
“ and the Holy Ghost is iz all®. We cannot form
“ a conception of one God in any other way, unless
“ we really believe in the Father, and the Son, and
“ the Holy Ghost. For the Jews glorified the Fa-
“ ther, but did not give thanks; (see Luke xvii. 14
“ —18.) for they did not acknowledge the Son.
"« The disciples acknowledged the Son, but not in
« the Holy Ghost: wherefore they also denied him.
“ The paternal Word therefore knowing the dispen-
¢ gation and the will of the Father, that the Father
“ wished to be glorified in no other way than this,
“ commanded his disciples after his resurrection in
« these words, Go and teack all nations, baptising
“ them in the name of the Father, and of the Son,
“ and of the Holy Ghost; (Matth. xxviii. 19.) shew-
“ ing that whoever omits any one of these does not
« perfectly glorify God. For the Father is glorified
“ by this Trinity. For the Father willed, the Son
« executed, the Spirit manifestedt.” There may be

* An allusion to Eph. iv. 6. Ilveduares. THatyp piv 9op e,
See N°, 16. wpdawxa 3¢ 8o, I xai ¢ vitg, 7o B¢

b Kl 3¢ oy & Adyos xpis Ty Bely, Tplver T Gywy Ilrsvpa. aryp &-
Bcis oy, 7 oy Priceer dyv Tig Blo  TéAAeTau, Adyss dmovedes, visg 3%
Afyew Oeois; Avo uév olx &% Oeods  Belonras, ¥’ of Ilathy mioTedera.
GNN 3 &a, wpiswxa B¢ Bio, oixaro  Olxowpla cuwpavias awwdyeras el
piay 8¢ Tplryy, viy ydpiy o0 dyly  &a Oelr el ydp doTiv & Beds. O
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expressions in this passage, which might seem at
first sight to support the notion of the Son and the
Holy Ghost being operations of the Father; but
since Hippolytus wrote this treatise purposely to
confute such a notion, it is plain, that this could not
have been his meaning; and Hippolytus undoubt-
edly believed the Son and the Holy Ghost to be dis-
tinct persons. Concerning the other expressions, in
which he speaks of the second and third persons
being subordinate to the first, I would refer to bi-
shop Bull’'s Defence of the Nicene Faith, sect. IV.
The doxology with which Hippolytus concludes this
treatise has been given at p. 9.

ORIGENES, A.D. 240.
44. Origenis de Principiis, 1. 1. c. 6. p. 55.

I mentioned in my former work, that Origen’s
treatise De Principis only existed in a Latin trans-
lation made by Rufinus, and that the translator had
been strongly suspected of making several altera-
tions. On this account we cannot place much de-
pendance upon the arguments or expressions of
Origen which are taken from this book. But though
Rufinus may have altered certain phrases, and in-
troduced passages of his own, he would hardly have

qykp xehedwy Tarhp, § 3¢ Smaxoduy
Tid;, 73 3 owrerl{or dyiov MyeSua,
‘0 év Natyp &xi wdrrov, 6 b Tisg
3k mdvray, 10 3¢ dywr Mveua &
- w&aw. AN e da Ocdy voploas
un Bwvdpelz, dov py Wreg Tavpi
xal Ti§ xai dylp Tyeluar: morel~
cuper. ‘lodaiu péy ydp édfacay
Tarépa, GAX abx nixaplrraaay, Tidy
yap ook éméyywoar. Mabyral éx-
épvogay Thy, AN ofx év Tveduars
dyly, 8 3 xal jpricavre. Tivdaxay

by & warpfos Adyos T olkovoday
xal 70 Bérmua Tov Tlarpoq, ¥rs oix
&ENarg Bovreras Sofdleaas & Taryp
§i oBrog, dvactas wapéluxer Tois pa-
Onraic Aéywy, Topevbévres paliyred-
care wdvia & &, Pawtliorres
adrods elg T8 Ovopa K. T A, Beworvaw,
% mds % dv & T Tofrey &y,
Tehelwg Oedy otk é¥bacer. A yip
745 Tpsddos Tavryg Maryp Befdleras.
Hatyp yap #0édnaer, Tidg dmolyaer,
Treipa dpavépuaer,
G4
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given a new character to the whole tenor of any argu-
ment ; and we must suppose Origen to have spoken
of the nature of the Son in some such terms as
those which occur in the passage now before us.

I have often alluded to the favourite illustration
of the Fathers, by which they compare the genera-
tion of the Son to the effulgence proceeding from
light. Origen makes use of it very frequently,
as I have shewn in my former work: but in the
present instaunce he proves how utterly inadequate
every such analogy really was. It is impossible,”
he says, “to compare God the Father in the gene-
“ ration of his only begotten Son, and in his mode
“ of existence, to any man or other animal who
“ begets: but there must necessarily be something
“ special and suited to God, for which no compa-
“ rison of any kind can be found, not only in exist-
“ ing things, but not even in thought and idea, so as
“ for human thought to comprehend how the unbe-
¢ gotten God is made the Father of an only begot-
“ ten Son. For the generation is eternal and ever-
“ lasting, in the same manner as effulgence is gene-
“ rated from light. For he does not become a Son
“ from without by spiritual adoption, but is Son by
“ nature®.” Origen then confirms this by passages
of scripture, such as Heb. i. 3: but he dwells parti-
cularly on Col. i. 15, where the Son is called the
image of the invisible God. He considers in what
sense the term ¢mage can be applied to the Son of

u

sed ne in cogitatione =terna ac sempiterna genera-

quidem vel sensu inveniri pot-
est, ut humana cogitatio possit
apprehendere quomodo ingeni-
tus Deus Pater efficitur uni-
geniti Filii. Est namque ita

tio, sicut splendor generatur ex
luce. Non enim per adoptio-
nem spiritus Filius fit extrinse-
cus, sed natura Filius est. c. 4.
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God : and having observed, that every son may be
called the image of his father who begat him, he
says, that in this sense the Son of God may be zke
tmage of God: “ which image contains the unity
“ of nature and substance of the Father and Son*.”
If we could be certain, that these were the genuine
words of Origen, we have here direct proof of his
believing the consubstantiality of the Father and
the Son: and the passage might be added to the
others which I have noticed in my former work,
Nv°. 305, where I have shewn that the term éuooioiog,
of one substance, was not unknown to the Ante-
Nicene fathers. As I observed above, something of
this kind must have been said by Origen, though
his words may have been altered by Rufinus. He
believed Christ to be strictly and literally zhe begot-
ten Son of God: and I have shewn in the Intro-
duction to this work, that such a notion leads us
necessarily to the doctrine of the Trinity.

Other passages, which assert the same doctrine,
may be found in the following places of the treatise
De Principiis, lib. 1. c. 6. §. 4. p. 71. lib. IIL c. 5.
§- 8. p. 151. lib. IV. §. 87. p. 195. and the person-
ality and divinity of the Holy Ghost are asserted
with equal plainness in the following places: lib. L.
pref. §. 4. p. 48. c. 1. {. 8. p. 50. c. 3. §. 8. p. 61. and
the last passage is so strongly worded, that the
translator would hardly have ventured to introduce
it, if it had not existed in the original : “ Up to the
“ present time I have not been able to find any ex-
“ pressions in the scriptures, by which the Holy
“ Ghost could be said to be made or created?.”

* Que imago etiam nature continet unitatem.
ac substantie Patris et Filii ¥ Usque ad preesens nullum
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45. Origenis c. Celsum 1. VIII. §. 12. vol. I. p. 750.

The following passage was partly adduced in my
former work, N°. 261, where I observed, that the
term hypostasis was used in Origen’s time to ex-
press individual existence, i. e. personality. It also
remarkably confirms the fact of Christ being wor-
shipped. Celsus had said of the Christians, «If
“ they worshipped no other being but one God,
“ their argument against other persons would per-
“ haps have weight : but now they pay the highest
“ worship to this person who appeared so lately,
“and yet they think that they commit no offence
“ against God, although his servant is worshipped
“ by them=z” To this Origen replies, “ If Celsus
“ had considered the words, I and the Father are
“ one, (John x. 30,) and those spoken by the Son of
“ Qod in his prayer, as I and thou are one?®, (xvii.
 22,) he would not have thought, that we worship
“ any one else beside the supreme God: for he says,
« the Father is in me, and I in the Father, (xiv.
“11: xvii. 21.) But if any one be inclined to fear
“ from this, that I am going over to those who
“ deny the Father and Son to be two persons, let
“ him observe that expression, 4nd of them that
« believed there was one heart and one soul, (Acts
“ jv. 32,) that he may understand that other, I and
« the Father are one. We therefore worship one
“ God, as I have proved, the Father and the Son;
“ and our argument against other persons continues

sermonem ig scriptis sanctis in-  3& wAmuuedeiv voullovas wepi Tov

venire potuimus, per quemn Spi- Octy, ¢ xal mypérag abrel Oepa-

ritus Sanctus factura esse vel wevdiseras.

creatura diceretur. ‘Oz dyo xai ab & eaper. Ori-
* Nwi 3 7iv dayyes gavévia  gen quoted from memory. The

Tiroy ixepBpmokedova, Kai duwg o~  words are, xalss nuels & doper.
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« valid : and we do not pay the highest worship to
“.him who appeared so lately, as to a person who
“ had no previous existence; for we believe him
“ when he says himself, Before Abraham was, 1
“ am, (John viii. 58 ;) and when he says, I am the
“ Truth, (xiv. 6:) and none of us are so stupid as
“ to imagine, that the substance of truth® had no
“ existence before the times of the coming of Christ.
“ We therefore worship the Father of Truth, and
“ the Son who is Truth, two in person, [or, in the
“ mode of existence,] but one in unanimity, and
“ agreement, and identity of will; so that he, who
“ has seen the Son, the brightness of the glory, and
“ the express image of the substance, of God, (Heb.
“ 1. 8,) has seen in him the very image of God, God
“ himselfc.” Origen saw the necessity and the dif-
ficulty of steering between tritheism and Sabellian-
ism : but this passage, even if it stood alone, would
be sufficient to acquit him of either. That he wor-
shipped the Son as God, is here expressly asserted :

b ‘Y x5 drpbelag odofx, Ori-
gen probably meant, substantial
Truth, or Truth personified, i. e.
Christ. See my former work,
No. 100.
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he also as plainly declares, that he did not worship
two Gods : and though what he says of the unsty of
agreement might appear, if taken by itself, to favour
Sabellianism, it will be observed, that he speaks of
the Father and the Son being two in Aypostasis,
which can only mean, t# person or individuality of
existence. It is important also to remember, that
Origen took an active part in the controversy ex-
cited by Beryllus, bishop of Bostra in Arabia; and
it was principally owing to his arguments, that Be-
ryllus recanted his errors. Eusebius, who relates
this circumstance, represents Beryllus as maintain-
ing,  that our Lord and Saviour had no preexist-
« ence in individual distinctness of being, before his
“ appearance in the world ; and that he had no dis-
« tinct divinity, but only that of his Father residing
“ in himselfd.” This was nothing else than the
doctrine, which was taught by Sabellius a few years
later: and since Origen succeeded in making Beryl-
lus abjure this error, his own orthodoxy and anti-
Sabellian sentiments cannot be called in question.

I would again refer the reader to my former
work, N°. 261, note b, where instances are given of
Origen’s use of the term Aypostasis: and I would
add the following passage, in which he uses another
analogy for the unity of the two persons. Upon
those words in Genesis xi. 1, And the whole earth
was one bp, and all had one speech, he observes,
“ To those who do not understand the expression,
“ I and the Father are one, (John x. 30,) and there-
“ fore deny the distinct personality of the Son, I

4 T qoripe xai Kopior qpiy py  wiag' pmde iy Oedryra Blay Exe,
xpoipeatdras kat' Blay odaiag wepi-  AAN umohsTevapéry adt§ pivny Ty
Yooy, ®pd T €l dofpdmavs émdy-  Tarpucpr. H. E. VI. 33.
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“ would quote this passage, And the whole earth
“ was one lip, and all had one speeche.” Origen
evidently meant to adduce this analogy, as shewing
that unity may be predicated of persons who have a
distinct existence. He did not mean to say, that
the particular kind of unity was the same in both
cases: but he argued, that unity may exist between
persons who are individually distinct.

46. Origenis in Genestim Hom. XVILI. {. 5. vol. II.

~ p. 108.

I have mentioned at p. 89, that Origen’s Homilies
upon Genesis only exist in the Latin translation of
Rufinus, which cannot be depended upon for accu-
racy. I have therefore only given references to se-
veral places where the word Trinttas occurs; and
all of which, if literally translated, would demon-
strate Origen’s belief of a Trinity in unity. The
following passage is taken from the same Latin ver-
sion; and the reader will wonder at the length to
which the allegorical interpretation of scripture was
carried. But this very circumstance inclines me to
think that the passage is genuine, and not an addi-
tion of Rufinus; for Origen’s propensity to this me-
thod of interpretation is too well known: and, as I
observed in N°. 44. though Rufinus may have alter-
ed the language, yet the turn of thought, and the
. tenor of the argument, must have proceeded from
.the original author. He is commenting upon that
part of the prophecy of Jacob which relates to Ju-
dah: Judak is a lion’s whelp——who shall rasse
kim up? (Gen. xlix. 9.) and after saying, that a

© Toig ph seabos 73, 'Eyid xai § olooper 75, "Hy mwdoa 9 o xeiho
Taryp & éoper, xal Bk Toimo dp- &, xal ¢y wla =doi. In Gen.
youpévasg Sxdoragy Biay Tid, xpa-  vol. IL p. 34.
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mystical exposition is most suited to the place, and
that the lion’s whelp signifies Christ, he proceeds to
interpret his being raised up of his rising from the
dead. He quotes Rom. viii. 11. as shewing that
God raised him up ; and again, his own words in
John ii. 19—21. as speaking of Atmself raising up
his own body. Origen then observes, “ Because he
“ says that he himself raises up his own temple, and
“ God is said to have raised him up, the prophet
“ rightly says, as if struck with awe at such unity
“ and indivisibility of Father and Son, Who shall
“ raise him upf?” It is unnecessary to disclaim any
- agreement with such fanciful expositions of scrip-
ture: and I merely quote the passage, as shewing
how strongly the doctrine of the Trinity must have
been impressed upon the mind of a writer who in-
troduced it upon such an occasion as this.

The Homilies upon Exodus also furnish many
remarkable testimonies to the doctrine of the Tri-
nity ; but the same doubt exists as to their genuine-
ness, which attaches to the Homilies upon Genesis ;
for Rufinus expressly mentions, that he had made
some additions in his Latin translation of them. I
shall therefore only give references to the passages.
Hom. V. §. 8. p. 145; Hom. VL. §. 5. p. 148; Hom.
VIIL §. 4. p. 158.

The same may be said of the Homilies upon Le-
viticus. See Hom. XII. §. 8. p. 251 ; Hom. XIIIL.
§. 4. p. 256; and upon Numbers, Hom. XII. §. 1.
p- 313.

f Quia ergo et ipse se dicit Patris et Filii unitatis atque in-
suscitare templum suum, et discretionis attonitus ait, Quis
Deus illum dicitur suscitasse, suscitabit eum ?
recte propheta stupore tantz :
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47. Origenis in Psalm. XVIII. 6. vol. II. p. 614.
The following passage may be of use as shewing
the interpretation affixed by Origen to certain pas-
sages of scripture. The words of the Psalm are, as
translated by the LXX. In the sun hath he set his
tabernacle; upon which Origen observes, “ Our
“ Lord is the sun of righteousness, and the Father
s dwelleth in him, according to the words, I am in
* the Father, and the Father in me: (John xiv.
« 10.) and again, The Father that dwelleth in me,
“ he doeth the works: (ib.) and the apostle says,
“ God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto
“ himself, (2 Cor. v. 19.8)”
48. Origenis in Psalm. CXXII. 2. vol. II. p. 821.
Origen gives the following fanciful interpretation
of those words, As the eyes of servants look upon
the hand of their masters, &c. * The servants of
« their masters, the Father and the Son, are the
“ body and spirit; and the handmaid of her mis-
“ tress, the Holy Ghost, is the soul; and the three
« are the Lord our God; for the three are oneb.”
This passage has been advanced in support of the
notion, that the disputed text in 1 John v. 7. is ge-
nuine, and was read by Origen in his copies of the
New Testament. Though this inference will not
perhaps be generally allowed, there can be no ques-
tion as to the writer of this sentence having held
the doctrine of the Trinity.

49. Origenis in Jerem. Homil. XVIII. 9. vol. III.
p. 251.
The Septuagint version of Jeremiah xviii. 14. is
€ O xlpiog  qudy & fFhog wic - Tlvelpa xal cdpa’ wadioxy 3 Ku-
xasovmg eoTiy, év alr B¢ xava- plas, Tov dybw Nvedpares, 5 Juxd.
oxqwel 6 Tarhp, xatd 70 K. 7. A T& 3¢ 7pia Kipiog 6 Oecq npiiv 2oriy’
b Adtaas wuple, Thatpds xad Tiol,  of yop Tpeis 10 & claw,



96

very different from the Hebrew. It begins thus ;
Will breasts fail from the rock? i.e. will the rock
cease to pour out water ? and this mention of water
leads Origen to quote Psalm xlii. 2. My soul thirst-
eth for the living Glod: upon which he asks, “ Who
“ hath thus thirsted for the breasts of the rock?
« but the rock was Christ. (1 Cor. x. 4.) Who hath
“ thus thirsted for the Holy Ghost, so as to say,
« Like as the hart panteth after the fountains of
“ water, so panteth my soul gfter thee, O God?
“ (Psalm xlii. 1.) Unless we thirst for the three
« fountains of water, we shall find no fountain of
« water. The Jews seem to have thirsted for one
« fountain of water, which was God: but since they
“ did not thirst for Christ and the Holy Ghost, they
‘ are not able to drink even of God. The heretics
¢ geem to have thirsted for Christ Jesus; but since
« they have not thirsted for the Father, who is the
* God of the Law and the Prophets, for this reason
« they do not drink even of Jesus Christ. They
« also, who keep to one God, but set at nought the -
« prophecies, have not thirsted for the Holy Ghost
“ that is in the prophecies. . For this reason they
“ do not drink even of the fountain of the Father,
“ nor of Him who cried in the temple and said, If
“ any man thirst, let him come to me and drink’.

ORIGENES, A.D. 240.
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« (John vii. 87.)” It is plain that the three foun-
tains of water are the three persons of the Trinity,
and that Origen considered a belief in each of them
to be indispensable.

50. Origenis in Exech. Homil. IV. {. 5. p. 872.

“ When you belong to Christ, you will belong
“ also to the Almighty Father; for they are one
“ and of an united naturek.” These homilies upon
Ezekiel are preserved only in the Latin version of
Jerom; but he speaks of having translated them
faithfully, and I therefore quote from them this very
strong expression, which has a close agreement with
the following.

51. Origenis in Mattheum, tom. XIII. §. 19. vol.
III. p. 597.

Upon those words of our Saviour, Whosoever
shall receive this child in my name, receiveth me,
Luke ix. 48. Origen immediately adds, ¢ Then,
“ since the Father is inseparable from the Son, He
“ is with the person who receives the Sonl.”

52. Origenis in Mattheum, tom. XVII. §. 14. vol.
III. p. 789.

I have shewn in N°. 45. that Origen’s belief con-
cerning our Saviour was decidedly opposed to Sa-
bellianism. The following passage will prove the
point still farther. Having observed that the mul-
titude, who looked upon Jesus as a prophet, (Matt.
xxi. 46.) did not rightly or perfectly understand
him, he continues, *“ We must not think that those
“ are for him who have false conceptions concern-

Myveua 73 dysov 76 & 7o wpodri- omnipotentis Patris, quia unum
Tag. - Dik ToUTa of wlovtas otBe dwd  sunt unitzque naturee.

196 wys THe waTpikig, 00dE dad ToU 1l éxel dydpords domi 1o
Kexparydrag K. T. A, Tid% ¢ Maryp, yiveras xaps 7§ defa-

k Cum fueris Christi, eris et uévo iv Tidy.
H



98 ORIGENES, A.D. 240.

“ ing him ; such as those who confound the idea of
 Father and Son, fancying the Father and Son to
‘“ be one in person™, distinguishing the one subject
“ in conception only and in the names®.”
53. Origenis in Lucam Hom. XXV. vol. II1.
p- 962. .

Origen’s homilies upon St. Luke exist only in a
Latin translation, which was made by Jerom: but
there is every reason to think that he translated
them literally: and the following passage shews
very plainly what was Origen’s opinion concerning
the third person of the Trinity. It is also curious,
as presenting an instance of that wild and irrational
method of interpretation which was pursued by the
Gnostics. “ Others, when they read, I will send
“ you a Comforter, the Spirit of Truth, (John xiv.
“ 16.) do not understand a person who is third after
¢ the Father and the Son, and a divine and sublime
 nature, but the apostle Paul°.”

54. Origenis in Joannem, tom. II. §. 6. vol. IV.
p. 60.

I have had occasion to observe, that the senti-
ments of Origen concerning the Trinity have fur-
nished matter for much discussion among ancient
and modern writers; and that he has been charged
with using expressions concerning the Son and the
Holy Ghost which are inconsistent with the ortho-
dox notion of their divinity. I have ventured, in

™ “Pgogrdaes. See my former
work, No. 261.
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concurrence with bishop Bull, to question the justice
of the attacks which have been made upon Origen
on these points: and the following.is perhaps one
of the passages, in which he has been suspected of
lowering the third person in the Trinity to the rank
of a created being. He is commenting upon those
words at the beginning of St. John’s Gospel, A%
things were made by him, (i. 3.) and he allows him-
self to enter into a discussion which might well have
been avoided.

“ If it is true, that all things were made by kim,
“ we must inquire whether the Holy Ghost was
“ made by him : for as it seems to me, if a person
“ says that the Holy Ghost was made, and if he
“ grants that all things were made by the Logos, he
“ must necessarily admit that the Holy Ghost was
“ also made by the Logos, the latter preceding him
“ in order of time. But if a person does not choose
“ to say that the Holy Ghost was made by Christ,
“ it follows that he must call him unproduced, if
“ he thinks that this passage in the Gospel is true.
“ But there may be also a third opinion, beside that
“ of admitting that the Holy Ghost was made by
“ the Logos, and that of supposing him to be un-
“ created?, namely, the notion of there being no
“ substantial individual existence of the Holy Ghost
« distinct from the Father and the Sond. We,
“ however, being persuaded that there are three hy-
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“ postases, [ persons,] the Father, the Son, and the
“ Holy Ghost, and believing ‘that nothing is unpro-
 duced beside the Father, adopt this as the more
« pious and the true opinion, that all things being
“ made by the Logos, the Holy Ghost is more
‘¢ honourable than all of them, and more so in rank
“ than all the things which were made by the Fa-
“ ther through Christ. And perhaps this is the
“ reason why he is not also called the very Son of
“ God, there being only one who by nature and
“ origin is Son, viz. the only-begotten, who seems
“ to have been necessary to the Holy Ghost, and to
“ have assisted in forming his hypostasis, not only
“ that he might exist, but also that he might have
“ wisdom, and reason, and righteousness, and what-
“ ever else we suppose him to have, according to his
 participation in those qualities which we have

“ before mentioned as attributed to Christ’.”
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Such is this extraordinary, and I must add, un-
fortunate, passage of Origen, which I have quoted
at 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 ques-
tioned his orthodoxy. It is not my intention en-
tirely to exculpate him. He is at least guilty of
indiscretion in entering upon such perilous ground,
and in speculating so deeply upon points, which
after all must elude the grasp of human ideas and
phraseology. But the testimony of Origen, even in
this passage, is not without its value in the contro-
versies which have arisen concerning the third per-
gon in the Trinity. In the first place, he distinctly
notices the Sabellian hypothesis, and as distinctly
declares that he did not maintain it. He held that
there are three hypostases in the Trinity : which
expression, as I have already explained it, can only
mean that there are three persons. Secondly, he
says that the relation between the Father and the
Holy Ghost is such, that it would scarcely be im-
proper to call the Holy Ghost the Soz of the Fa-
ther. He gives a reason why such a term is not
applied; but he would never have said this, if he
had believed the Holy Ghost, in the common sense
of the term, to be @ creature. Thirdly, what he
says of nothing being wnproduced (syéwyror) except
the Father, is strictly orthodox, and has always
been the doctrine of the catholic church. The Son
and the Holy Ghost have always been said to be de-
rived from the Father; the one by generation, the
other by procession: neither of them is self-existent,

H3
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and therefore neither of them is unproduced: but
this doctrine was never considered to be incom-
patible with the eternity of the Son or the Holy
Ghost®. Origen seems to have considered himself
bound by those words of St. John, A% things were
made by him, to include the Holy Ghost among the
things which were made by Christ: and it was this
which led him into his dangerous speculation. But
the word which we translate, were made, does not
necessarily imply creation in the ordinary sense of
the term : it means, were called into existence : and
though Origen undoubtedly understood from this
passage, that the world was created by Christ, yet
he makes an express distinction between the Holy
Ghost and the works of creation. It appears from
this passage, that he would have said of the Holy
Ghost, éyévero dix Xpiorov: and the western church
never held any other doctrine, than that the Holy
Ghost proceeded from the Father by the Son. Whe-
ther this was the notion which Origen meant to ex-
press, I would leave to others to decide. His words
are certainly not opposed to it: and though I would
again repeat my regret that he entered into such
speculations, I must add, that neither Sabellians,
Arians, nor Socinians can claim the authority of
Origen as supporting their tenets. If he erred, it
was a peculiar error of his own: and I would cau-
tion the reader not to draw his inference from this
particular passage, till he has compared it with the
other extracts from works of the same writer.

If we could be certain, that Origen’s commentary
upon the Epistle to the Romans was faithfully
translated by Rufinus, the following passage might

¢ See Bull, Def. Fid. Nic. Sect. iv.
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be quoted as shewing his sentiments concerning the
eternity of the Holy Ghost: but for the reasons
alleged in my former work, I do not bring any se-
parate testimony from this treatise. I can hardly;
however, imagine that Rufinus inserted the whole
of the following passage, or that the substance of it
at least was not to be found in the original work of
Origen. “ I know that some persons misunder-
“ standing the mewness of the Spirit, (Rom. vii. 6.)
“ have perverted it, to prove that the Spirit is some-
“ thing new, as not having existed before, and not
“ known in ancient times: in which they are not
“ aware that, they are guilty of very grievous blas-
“ phemy. For this very Spirit is in the Law, he is
“ in the Gospel, he is always with the Father and
“ the Son, he always is, and was, and will be, as the
“ Father and the Sont.”

55. Origenis in Joannem, tom. X. §. 21. vol. IV.

p- 199.

The sentiments of Origen concerning the Sabellian
hypothesis are expressed with equal plainness in the
present quotation.  But since some persons are
s« perplexed when they come to the question of the
% Father and the Son, adducing this passage, We
« are found fulse witnesses of God, because we
“ have testified of God, that he raised up Christ,
“ whom he raised not up, &c. (1 Cor. xv. 15.) and
« other similar passages, which prove that he who
“ raised was different from him who was raised ;

t Novitatem sane spiritus scio  blasphemare. Ipse enim Spi-

quosdam male intelligentes illuc
traxisse, ut dicerent novum esse
Spiritum, tanquam qui ante non
fuerit, nec veteribus innotuerit:
et nesciunt se in hoc gravissime

ritus est in lege, ipse in Evan-
gelio, ipse semper cum Patre et
Filio est, et semper est et erat
et erit, sicut Pater et Filius. VL.
7. p- 580.

H4
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“ and this, Destroy this temple, and in three days
“ I will raise it up; (John ii. 19.) from which they
“ think to prove, that the Son does not differ nume-
“ rically® [personally] from the Father; but that
“ both being one, not only in essence, but also in
“ subject, are called Father and Son, according to
¢ certain different ideas, but not in person; we must
“ quote against them, in the first place, the passages
“ which preeminently prove the Son to be different
¢ from the Fatherx.”
* 56. Origenis in Joannem, tom. XIX. §. 1. vol. IV.
p. 282.

“ ] must observe, that our Saviour sometimes
« speaks of himself as if he was speaking of a man,
“ and sometimes as if of a nature which is more
“ divine, and united to the unbegotten nature of the
« Fatherv.”
57. Origenis in Joannem, tom. XX. §. 16. p. 330.

Origen compares the declaration of our Saviour,
I proceeded forth and came from God, (John viii.
42.) with that passage in Micah, (i. 8.) Bekold the
Lord cometh forth out of his place: and though we
may not agree with him in seeing a resemblance be-
tween the two passages, we cannot mistake his sen-
timents concerning the unity of the Father and the
Son. “ When the Son is in the Father, being in

U Apbup.  See N°. 5. p. 24.
. X "Emel ¥ of quyyelpeva év 7§
sepi Hatps xal Til Tinp, cvd-
yovres 79, Elpioxdueba x. 7. A, xal
T& Tobrosg dpoix Iphalvra Evepov €l-
vas iy dyelpavra maps Tiv dypyep-
pévay, xad 15, Adcare k. T.A. olov
75 [olovras] éx Todray waploracbas
w3 Biaépery 1§ dpibud Tiv Thy Tob
Marpds, &AN &, of udvor olaly,
aMAE Kkal Umoxepmévy TUyydroviag

auporépov;, xata Tvks dmivaiag Bia-
Pipovg, ob xatrk dxdoracy Myeslas
Harépa xai Thv, Aexréor wpis al-
Tels wpaToy p.év T& Wpoywyouséves
KaTackevagTikk fnTa ToU ETepoy €i-
vai Ty Tity wapa 1ov Marépa.

Y Aexvéor B¢ ®pdc Tatra 3 6
qwThp dre iy wep) éaurdl, dg wepi
avBpdmou Bruhéyeras, dre §¢ ¢ wepi
Besorépas Ploews, xai popéme TH
dyemite T Tlarpdc pioer.
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“ the form of God, before ke lowered himself, God
“ is as it were his place: and if any one thinks of
“ him, who, before ke humbled kimself, was in the
‘ preeminent form of God, he will see his Son, who
“ had not as yet come forth from God, and the
“ Lord, who had not yet come fortk out of his place.
“ But when with this condition of the Son he com-
“ pares that which results from his taking the form
“ of a servant by humbling himself, he will under-
« stand how the Son of God proceeded forth and
“ came to us, and became as it were out of him who
“ sent him, though in another sense the Father did
4 not leave him alone, but is with him, and is in the
“ Son, as he also is in the Father. And unless you
* understand in another sense, that the Son is in
¢ the Father, as he was before he came forth from
 God, there will seem to be a contradiction between
“ his coming forth from God, and the person who
“ came forth from God being still in God. Others
“ have explained the words I proceeded forth from
“ God, as I was begotten by God, who go on to
“ say that the Son was begotten of the substance of
“ the Father; as if the Father had his substance
« lessened and made deficient by the substance of
« his Son, which he had before——. These per-
“ sons also say, that the Father and the Son are
“ corporeal, and that the Father is divided, which
“ are the notions of men who have not the most
“ distant conception of an invisible and incorporeal
“ nature, which is properly his substance. It is
‘ plain also, that they ascribe bodily place to the
« Father, and suppose the Son to have come bodily
“ upon earth by changing from one place to another,
“ and do not look upon it as a change merely from
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“ one condition to another, as we understand itz.”
This remarkable passage may be added to the many
which were quoted in my former work, N°. 70. con-
cerning the meaning of St. Paul in Phil. ii. 5—11.
It removes all doubt as to Origen believing in the
preexistence of Christ, and shews that he believed
him in that previous state to have been united to
God.

It has been argued from this passage®, that Ori-
gen did not believe the Son to be of the same sub-
stance with the Father, because he condemns the
opinion of those ** who said that the Son was be-
« gotten of the substance of the Father.” But this
is entirely to mistake the meaning of Origen, who
only condemned those persons who supposed the
substance of God to be diminished by the substance

z *Ore § Tits é&v 7§ Hatpl dovor,
&y papdi Oedl Imdpxwy, wpiv éavrdy
keviioas, olovel Tdmwog alrol doTw 6
Ocds xal e T ye vojoas Tov wpd
ToU xeviioas éavrdy év T wpoyyov-
L4
pévy Indpxovra Qe popdd, obetas
I3
Toy ppdénw Eebira tmd Tob
Qo Titw abrol, xal Kdpiov Tiv pn-
~ I3
Béww dcmopevopervor ék ToU Tomov éav-
Tov. "Emay 3¢ ékelm TH xaTacTdoes
7 77
~ € o~ Ié \ 3 ~ 3
7ol TioD qvyxphvy Thy éx ToU dveshy-
i \
pévas Thy U JeUAou popdriy Eavroy
, s ~ e o ~
Kevbocarta, owice wdg 6 Tivg Tob
e ~ ,F.a VT Nt \
iU éEnle, xail Txe wpos nuds, Kai
I3 \N ¥ / ~ ’
ciovel éfw yeyéryrar ToU wépubarros
I3 o o
adTiy €l kai kat EMAov Tpbwoy ok
\
derixey atTor mivoy § TlaTyp, dAAE
s o s , s
wer abrol éowi, xal doTv & TP
\
Ti§, donep kai adrig év 1§ [azpl.
. I3
Kai € uy ket ENAov ye Tpomov veri-
¥
agaig evas Tov Tity év v Harpi, d¢
¥ ~ I3
o wpiy eEéNby dud Tob Oeol, Bofes
Y
wepséxer wdymy T8 Kai ébeAqavbévas
s N ~ ~ L A2
awo T Ocob, xai eivas Tiy eferyAu-
~ o ~
Odra &ns ToU Oeol, €Ts év 7§ Oef.

YAMaes B¢ 75, *EfAfoy s 1o Qeot,
dipyicarro dvrl Tob, Ceyérmuas &xd
Tob Bedb, oig dxohavler éx TH; odolag
pdoxey 1 Tazpic yeyerriobas Tov
Titv, olover peiovpévou kai Aefworrog
T4 odolg, § mporepor elye, ToT Tic—.
*Axohovflel B¢ adTol; kal odpa Ayew
vov Hatépa xai Ty Tidy, xai Bmpij-
obas 1oy latépa, dxep dows Slyparta
&vbpbuwy, wnd tvap Puow dpatoy
Kkai doduator Tedpavracuévoy, dboay
xvpiwg obolay obros 3¢ Bhor i &
cwpaTicf Tomp Sboowos Tov Martépa, .
kol Tov Tidy Tomoy €k Témov dpehbar-
Ta copaTtikis éxidedpunkévas T Py,
kai ody} KatdsTagw ék KaTaoTd-
oews, Oomép quels  edidauer.
Compare Origen de Princip. 1.
iv. ¢. ult. §. 28. p. 189. as
quoted in my former work, No.
178.

a Jackson, in his Disserta-
tion, prefixed to his edition of
Novatian, p. xlix.
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of the Son being taken from it. The proofs of Ori-
gen believing in the consubstantiality of the Father °
and Son will be found in N°. 44.

With respect to Origen’s commentary upon the
Epistle to the Romans, since it only exists in the
translation of Rufinus, which can be proved to be
by no means literal, I shall only give references to
the following places, where some strong expressions
will be found in support of the doctrine of the Tri-
nity. Lib. L. §. 16. p. 472. Lib. IIL. §. 8. p. 514.
Lib. IV. §. 9. p. 540. ib. §.10. Lib. VIIL. §. 5.
p- 626. But Basil has preserved a fragment of the
original Greek, in which Origen expressly speaks of
“ the divinity of the Holy Spirit ».”

CyPriaNUS, A.D. 250.

58. Cypriani Epist. LXXIII. p.131.

I observed, in N°, 39, that the word Z'rinitas is
often applied by Tertullian to the three persons of
the Godhead. Cyprian, who was bishop of the
church, to which Tertullian belonged, used it in the
same sense, as may be seen in the following passage.
“ When the Lord sent forth his disciples after his
“ resurrection, he instructed and taught them how
“ they were to baptize, saying, AU power is given
“ unto me in heaven and in earth: go ye therefore,
“ and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name
“ of the Fatker, and of the Son, and of the Holy
“ Ghost. (Matt. xxviii. 18.) He implies a Trinity,
“ by the mystery of which all nations were bap-
“ tized®.” We find the same sentiment repeated,

- bPDe Spiritu S. c. 29. Al lepal  Ty7os.
Burdpess ywpyticai TU  povoyevols, ¢ Dominus post resurrectio-
xad. ¢ 70 dylv xvevuare; Oed- nem discipulos suos mittens
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and the same use of the word T'rinitas, in another
part of this epistle. “ When after the resurrection
“ the apostles are sent by the Lord to all nations,
¢ they are commanded to baptize them in the name
s of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy
« Ghost. How then do some say, that a Gentile
“ who is baptized out of the church, and even con-
“ trary to the church, provided it be done in the
« name of Jesus Christ, any where and in any man-
“ per, can obtain remission of sins, when Christ
“ himself orders all nations to be baptized in the
« full and united Trinityd?”
59. Cypriani Epist. LXXIII. p. 133.

Cyprian, as is well known, was inclined not to
allow the validity of baptism administered by here-
tics : and the opinion of the early church concern-
ing baptism, as well as concerning the Trinity, may
be illustrated by the following passage. He asks,
« If they are not in the church, and what is more,
 if they act contrary to the church, how can they
“ baptize with the baptism of the church? For it
“ is no small and trifling concession which is made
“ to heretics by our admitting their baptisms, since
“ from thence begins the source of all faith, the
“ saving entrance to the hope of eternal life, and
« acceptance with God for His servants who are to
“ be purified and made alive. For if a person may
“ be baptized by heretics, he may therefore] obtain
« remission of sins. If he obtains remission of sins,
“ he is also sanctified, and made the temple of God.

quemadmodum baptizare debe- gentes baptizarentur.

rent instruxit et docuit, dicens, d quando ipse Christus
Data est mihi &c. Insinuat gentes baptizari jubeat in plena
Trinitatem, cwjus sacramento et adunata Trinitate, p. 135.
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“ If he is sanctified and made the temple of God, I
“ ask, of what God? If you say, of the Creator,
“ I say that he cannot, because he does not believe
“in him. If you say, of Christ, I say that neither
¢ can he, who denies Christ to be God, be made the
“ temple of Christ. If you say, of the Holy Ghost,
“ gince the three are one, I ask, how can the Holy
 Ghost be reconciled to him, who is at enmity either
“ with the Son or the Father¢?” It is plain, that
Cyprian was speaking of the Gnostic heretics, who
made the supreme God, and the creator of the world,
to be two different beings: but the passage is most
valuable, as shewing that Cyprian considered the
name of God to apply to the Son and the Holy
Ghost, as much as to the Father.

The words, * cum tres unum sint,” siznce the three
are one, have also been quoted as one of the proofs,
that 1 John v. 7. was found in the copies of the New
Testament used by Cyprian: but the strongest pas-
sage in favour of that text is in the treatise de wni-
tate ecclesie, where after making several observa-
tions in support of unity, he adds, “ The Lord says,
« I and the Father are one: (John x. 30.) and again
it is written of the Father and the Son and the
“ Holy Ghost, And these three are ome!” It cer-
tainly appears from this passage, that Cyprian
meant to quote the words, * et hi tres unum sunt,”

¢ Si sanctificatus est, si tem-
plum Dei factus est, quero,
cujus Dei? Si Creatoris, non
potuit, quia in eum non credi-
dit. Si Christi, nec hujus fieri
potuit templum, qui negat De-
um Christum. Si Spiritus Sancti,
cum tres unum sint, quomodo

Spiritus Sanctus placatus esse
el potest, qui aut Filii aut Pa-
tris inimicus est ?

f Et iterum de Patre et Filio
et Spiritu Sancto scriptum est,
Et hi tres unum sunt, Page

195—6.
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as written somewhere or other in the New Testa-
ment : and it is not denied by any person, that these
words, or others equivalent to them, are written in
1 John v. 8: the question is, whether they are also
written in 1 John v. 7. Those, who oppose the
genuineness of the seventh verse, contend, that Cy-
prian meant to allude to the eighth verse; and that
following the figurative interpretation, which was
used by many of the fathers, he chose to say of the
eighth verse, that ¢ is written, i. e. it is to be inter-
preted, of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. Facun-
dus, a bishop of the African church in the 6th cen-
tury, appears to have understood Cyprian in this
way. He writes as follows: “ The apostle John in
« his Epistle writes thus of the Father, and the Son,
« and the Holy Ghost, There are three that bear
“ witness on earth, the spirit, the water, and the
“ blood ; and these three are one; by the spirit sig-
* nifying the Father, by the water the Holy Ghost,
“ and by the blood the Son. Which testimony of
* the apostle John, Cyprian, in an epistle or book,
“ which he wrote concerning the Trinity, under-
“ gtands to have been said of the Father, and the
“ Son, and the Holy Ghost: for he says &c.8.” and
then he quotes the very words of Cyprian in this
passage.

I would observe upon this quotation from Facun-

8 Defens. I, 3. Joannes Apo-
stolus in epistola sua de Patre
et Filio et Spiritu Sancto sic
dicit, Tres sunt, qui testimonium
dant in terra, spiritus, aqua et
sanguis, et hi tres unum sunt:
in spiritu significans Patrem
in aqua vero Spiritum
Sanctum  significans, in

sanguine vero Filium significans.
Quod tamen Joaunis Apo-
stoli testimonium B. Cyprianus
Carthaginensis antistes et mar-
tyr in epistola, sive libro, quem
de Trinitate scripsit, de Patre et
Filio et Spiritu Sancto dictum
intelligit. Ait enim, ** Dominus
&e.”
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dus, that two things are undeniable: 1. that Facun-
dus himself interpreted the spirit, the water, and
the blood, of the Father, the Son, and the Holy
Ghost ; and that he does not quote the seventh
verse, but only the eighth. 2. That he also under-
stood Cyprian to have given the same figurative in-
terpretation to the three witnesses mentioned in the
eighth verse. It will perhaps be observed, that Fa-
cundus quotes Cyprian’s Epistle or Book de Trini-
tate, whereas the words cited above are taken from
the treatise de Unitate Ecclesice. But this does not
really make any difference : for the words quoted by
Facundus are precisely the same which are read in
the treatise de Unitate Ecclesie: and though we
might think, that Cyprian inserted the same pas-
sage in two different works, still Facundus would
have made the same remark upon each of them, and
would have said, that Cyprian gave a figurative in-
terpretation to the eighth verse. The question to
be decided is, whether Facundus was right in this
representation of Cyprian’s meaning ; i. e. whether
Cyprian, when he said, “ et iterum de Patre et Filio
“ et Spiritu Sancto scriptum est, K¢t ki tres unum
“ sunt,” meant to sdy, that what we read of the
spirit, the water, and the blood, is written and is to
be understood of the Father, the Son, and the Holy
Ghost. If we adopt this notion, the testimony of
Cyprian is to be withdrawn from the number of
those writers, who support the genuineness of the
text: and it cannot be denied, that many of the
fathers were fond of giving an allegorical meaning
to the three witnesses mentioned in the eighth verse.
It has been said in answer to this, that the custom
of allegorizing this passage did not exist so early
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as the time of Cyprian: but whoever will refer to
Origen’s Eighth Homily on Leviticus, §. 10 and 11,
will find him alluding to the mystery of the water
and blood, and quoting St.John as saying in his
epistle, « that purification is made in the water and
¢ the blood and the spirit?:” after which he pro-
ceeds to other allegories upon the number three,
and concludes with saying, “So that in every in-
« stance we are to understand that purification can
“ not be made without the mystery of the Trinity i.”
This seems to leave no doubt, that Origen saw the
mystery of the Trinity in the spirit, the water, and
the blood : but if the Trinity had actually been men-
tioned in the verse preceding, it is hardly possible
that Origen would not have quoted it, or would
have been contented with proving the mystery by
inference and allegory.

I have no inclination to dwell longer upon this
disputed passage; and my subject does not require
me to do so, except so far as the testimonies of the
fathers are concerned. But having been led to con-
sider the internal evidence in my Bampton Lec-
tures ¥, I would only observe, that the external evi-
dence is capable of being summed up in a few words.
There are only four Greek MSS. in existence which
are known to contain the text: 1. Codex Ravii,
which is at Berlin, and which has been proved to
be a transcript of the Complutensian Polyglot .

b Quod Joannes ponit in X Note 85. p. 522.
epistola sua, et dicit purifica- ! See La Croze, Thes. Epist.
tionem fieri in aqua, et san- Vol. IIL. p. 2. and particularly
guine et spiritu, Vol IL. p.234. Untersuchung der Ravischen
i Ut ubique intelligamus pu- Grechischen Handschrift des
rificationem fieri non posse sine Neuen Testaments, von G. G.
mysterio Trinitatis, p. 235. Pappelbaum. Berlin 1785.
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2. Codex Guelpherbytanus D. (N°. 131 of Michaelis.)
One of the MSS. preserved at Wolfenbuttel ; but it
is acknowledged to have been written in the seven-
teenth century, and is therefore deserving of no no-
tice. 3.Codex Montfortianus, now at Dublin, the date
of which has been controverted ; but it is generally
placed in the fifteenth century, if not still later.
4. Codex Ottobonianus, in the Vatican, which has
only been collated lately at the suggestion of the
bishop of Salisbury, through whose kindness I have
received a facsimile of the disputed passage. There
are therefore only two MSS. which in a critical
point of view can be said to contain the text: and
it is remarkable, that neither of these MSS. have
furnished the text of our modern printed editions:
and what is still more striking, the text, as it now
stands, is not to be found in any MS. whatever.
The latter fact will appear still plainer, if the evi-
dence is also summed up concerning the printed
editions.

The earliest edition of the Greek Testament, which
contains the text, is in the Complutensian Polyglot,
which seems to have been printed in 1514, but was
not published till 1520 or 1522. In the interval
between these periods, Erasmus published his first
edition of the Greek Testament,in 1516 ; but it did
not contain the disputed verse: neither did his se-
cond edition, which appeared in 1519: but in 1522
he put out a third edition, in which the seventh
verse is inserted upon the authority of a “Codex
« Britannicus,” which is generally conceived to ‘be
the Codex Monfortianus; for the text, as printed
by Erasmus, agrees exactly with the latter MS. but
the text of the Complutensian edition is different ;

I
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and neither of them agrees with the text of our
modern printed editions. Erasmus altered the text
in his subsequent editions, by prefixing the article
respectively to the three words, maryp, Asyes, and
‘wvebua, though neither of the two existing MSS.
contains this addition. Robert Stephens also in
1546 printed the text, as it stood in the later edi-
tions of Erasmus, making only the slight variation
of &yiov mvebua for mvevua ayiov, though the latter, it
will be observed, is the reading of both the existing
MSS. The edition of R.Stephens has formed the
basis of all subsequent editions; and the disputed
passage, as it now stands, follows the reading of
Stephens.

The substance of what has been said will appear
plainer by the following table, which contains the
readings of the two MSS. Montfortianus and Otto-
bonianus ; together with those of the Compluten-
sian edition, the fifth edition of Erasmus, and that
of R. Stephens, which last may be called the fexfus
receptus: but since all these authorities agree in the
first words of the seventh verse, or: Tpeis eiow of pap-
Tupoivres, they may be omitted in this comparative
view.

CYPRIANUS, A.D. 250.

Codex Montfor-
tinnus. Eras-
mi ed. tertia.

Codex Ottobo-
nianus.

Ed. Complat.

Erasmi ed. quinta.

Ed. R. Stephani.
Textus receptus.

ér 7§ odpavf
waTyp

Myog

xai Trebpa dryiov
xad obros of peis

H

dmd ToU olpavel

waTyp
-t ‘
xal wvebpa dryioy

xal of Tpeis

’ -4 y
€l o €y €ics

&y 2§ odpary

6 maTyp

Kai 6 Adyog

xal 75 dryoy wvetpa
xail of Tpei

1 AN o »
€l 70 € el

& 7§ odpavy

¢ maTHp

4 Adyog

xal Td wvelpa dywy
xai dbros of Tpeis

o E)
€y €104

& 1§ olpard

é waTyp

4 Ao

xal T3 Dryioy wVET e
Kai obvoi of Tpei

o :)
€Y €iT

My subject, as I have already stated, did not re-
quire me to enter into this detail : and after the
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volumes which have been written upon this contro-
versy, it may appear presumptuous to sum it up in
so few words: but having expressed my opinion as
not favourable to the genuineness of the text, I
wished to explain to the reader the real state of the
critical part of the question. It is of course a sus-
picious circumstance, that so short'a passage should
contain so many various readings: and it will be
observed, that the newly collated MS., the Codex .
Ottobonianus, presents an entirely new reading, d=o
TV ovpavet, and in the eighth verse azo t%¢ 4. But
without pressing this point, the. opponents of the
text have a right to call upon the defenders of it, to
say what it is, which they mean to defend. They
cannot defend it, as it stands in the two existing
MSS,, for these two documents differ materially from
each other, and one or both of them differ from the
textus receptus in every clause. If we are called
upon to defend the fextus receptus, I answer, that
it is not to be found in any existing MS., and we
are defending the words, not of an inspired apostle,
but of a printer, who lived at Paris in the sixteenth
century.
60. Cypriani Testim. lib. III. c. 101. p. 327.

Whatever may be thought of Cyprian’s judgment
in the interpretation of scripture, there can be no
doubt as to his opinion of the Holy Ghost, when he
makes the title or subject of this chapter, « That
“ the Holy Ghost frequently appeared in fire,” and
brings the following passages in proof of it: « In
« Exodus, (xix. 18,) And mount Sina was alto-
« gether on a smoke, because God descended upon
“ it in fire. Also in the Acts of the Apostles, (ii. 2,)
“ And suddenly there came a sound &c. Also when-

12



116 NOVATIANUS, A.D. 257.

« ever God accepted sacrifices, fire came down from
« heaven, which consumed the offerings. In Exo-
“ dus, (iii. 2,) The Angel of the Lord appeared in
“ a flame of fire out of a busk ™.

NovaTiaNus, A.D. 257.

In my former work I quoted several passages
from Novatian’s treatise de Trinitate, all of which
support the doctrine of Christ’s divinity, and conse-
quently (as is stated in the Introduction) the doc-
trine of the Trinity also. The title of this treatise
might be sufficient to persuade us, that the author
of it believed in the Trinity: and some of the ex-
tracts might perhaps have been more properly re-
served for the present work: but having already
made use of them with reference to the second per-
son of the Trinity, I shall not repeat them here, and
shall only adduce a few more, which have a more
immediate connection with the Trinitarian contro-
versy.

61. Novatiani de Trinitate, c. 12. p. 714.

Having quoted Isaiah xxxv. 3—6, which speaks
of God coming, and having applied the passage to
the coming of Christ, he continues, ¢ If the prophet
“ says that these will be the signs at the coming of
“ God, let them either acknowledge Christ to be the
“ Son of God, at whose coming, and by whom, these
“ gigns of miraculous cures were made; or, being
« gverpowered by the truth of Christ’s divinity, let

m Spiritum Sanctum in igne ifo &c. Item in sacrificiis que-
frequenter apparuisse. In Ex- cunque accepta habebat Deus,
odo, Et mons Sina fumabat to- desceudebat ignis de ceelo, qui
tus, quoniam descenderat Deus sacrificata consumeret. In Ex-
in eum in igne. Item in Actibus odo, In flamma ignis apparuit
Apostolorum, Et factus est sub- Angelus Domini de rubo.
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“ them fall into the other heresy, and refusing to
“ confess Christ as the Son of God, and God, let
“ them confess him to be the Father. For they
“ cannot escape from the words of the prophets, and
“ cannot refuse to call Christ God®.” Shortly after
he says more plainly, “ Whom do they mean is
“come? If they say that Almighty God the Fa-
‘ ther is come, then God the Father comes from a
“ particular place, from which he is therefore ex-
“ cluded, and is confined within the limits of a par-
* ticular spot; and thus, as I said before, the sacri-
“ legious heresy of Sabellius is confirmed by these
“ persons °.” Again at the end of the chapter, “ Let
“ them then choose out of the two which they please,
“ that he, who ¢ come, is the Son or the Father:
“ for God is said to have come. If they say, the
“ Son, why do they hesitate to call Christ God?
“ For the scripture says that it was God who was
“ to come. If they say it was the Father, why do
“ they hesitate to join themselves to the rashness of
 Sabellius, who calls' Christ the Father? except
“ that whether they say it was the Father or the
“ Son, they will be compelled, however unwillingly,
“ to depart from their own heresy, having been ac-
* customed to call Christ a mere man, and now

» Si in adventu Dei dicit prophetarum inclusi jam Chris-

prophetes heec futura signa qua
facta sunt, aut Dei Filium ag-
noscant Christum, in cujus ad-
ventu et a quo hzc sanitatum
signa facta sunt; aut divinita-
tis Christi veritate superati, in
alteram heeresim ruentes, Chris-
tum dum Filium Dei et Deum
confiteri nolunt, Patrem illun
esseconfitebuntur. Vocibus enim

tum Deum negare non possunt.

° Quem volunt isti venire?
Si venisse aiunt Omnipotentem
Deum Patrem, ergo de loco
Deus Pater venit, ex quo etiam
loco cluditur, et intra sedis ali-
cuyjus angustias continetur; et
jam per istos, ut diximus, Sa-
belliana heresis sacrilega cor-
poratur.

13
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“ being compelled to put him forward as God, whe-
“ ther they choose to call him the Father or the
“ Son?.”

Whatever we may think of such texts as Isaiah
xxxv. 4. Habaccuc iii. 3, &c. being applied to Christ,
the fact of Novatian’s own belief is not affected by
these interpretations. We may ascertain his own
tenets, by observing the tenets which he refutes:
and nothing can be plainer, than that he first op-
poses the notion of Christ being a mere man; and
then argues, that the maintainer of this heresy will
be compelled to run into Sabellianism. Sabellius
had risen into notice in Novatian’s own time; and
we here see the manner in which this hypothesis
was spoken of by a contemporary writer of the
Roman church.

62. Novatiani de Trinitate, c. 21. p. 720.

The same argument against Sabellius is continued
in the present quotation. “ But because Christ is
“ proved by the authority of holy scripture to be
“ not only man, but God, other heretics? break forth,
“ and try to shake the character of Christ’s religion,
“ wishing to shew by this very argument that Christ
“ js God the Father, since he is asserted to be not

? Eligant ergo ex duobus quid
velint, hunc qui ab Africo venit,
Filium esse an Patrem: Deus
enim dicitur ab Africo venturus.
Si Filium, quid dubitant Chris-
tum et Deum dicere? Deum
enim scriptura dicit esse ventu-
rum. Si Patrem, quid dubitant
cum Sabellii temeritate misceri,
qui Christum Patrem dicit ? nisi
quoniam sive illum Patrem sive
Filium dixerint, ab heresi sua,
inviti licet, desciscant necesse

est, qui Christum honiinem tan-
tummodo solent- dicere : dum
illum rebus ipsis coacti Deum
incipiunt promere, sive dum il-
lum Patrem sive dum illum Fi-
lium voluerint nuncupare.

9 In the interval between the
last quotation and the present,
he had been refuting the here-
tics, who considered Christ to
be a mere man, and he now re-
turns to the Sabellians.
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“ only man, but also God. For they argue thus:
« If it be allowed that there is only one God, but
“ Christ is God ; therefore if the Father and Christ
“ is one God, Christ must be said to be the Father.
“ In which argument they are convicted of error,
“ because they do not know Christ, but merely re-
“ cognise the sound of the word : for they refuse to
“ acknowledge him as the second person after the
“ Father, but as the Father himself. To whom I
“ ghall say but a few words, because the answer is
“ easy. For who would not acknowledge that there
“ is & second person of the Son after the Father,
“ when he reads of the Father saying to the Son,
« Let us make man &c.*?” He then quotes several
passages, which prove the Son to be a distinct per-
son, and continues, “ It would be too long, if I
« should try to bring together all passages bearing
“ upon this point, since not only the Old but the
“ New Testament every where proves him to have
“ been born of the Father, by whom all things were
“ made, and without whom was nothing made ; who
“ always has been and is obedient to the Father,
“ having always power over all things, but a power

* Sed ex hac occasioue, quia
Christus uon homo tantum, sed
et Deus, divinarum literarum
sacris auctoritatibus approba-
tur, alii heretici erumpentes
statum in Christo religionis
concutere machinantur, hoc ip-
so Patrem Deum volentes osten-
dere Christum esse, dum non
honto tantum asseritur, sed et
Deus promitur. Sic enim, in-
quiunt, si unus esse Deus pro-
mitur, Christus autem Deus;
ergo, inquiunt, si Pater et

Christus est unus Deus, Chris-
tus Pater dicetur. In quo er-
rare probantur Christum non
noscentes, sed sonum nominis
approbantes : nolunt enim il-
lum secundam esse personam
post Patrem, sed ipsum Patrem.
Quibus quia facile respondetur,
pauca dicentur. Quis enim non
secundam Filii post Patrem ag-
noscat esse personam, cum le-
gat dictum a Patre consequen-
ter ad Filium, Faciamus &c.

14
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“ which is delivered, which is granted, which is be-
« stowed upon him by his own Father®” I would
only observe upon this passage, that it fully con-
firms what is said in N°. 33. of the use of the word
persona.
63. Novatiani de Trinitate, c. 22. p. 720.

“ But because they often bring against us that
“ passage, in which it is said, I and the Father are
“ one, (John x. 30,) we shall with equal ease refute
¢ them also in this. For if Christ were the Father,
“ as these heretics imagine, he ought to have said,
« I the Father am one. But when he first says I,
“ and then introduces the Father, by saying I and
“ the Father, he separates and distinguishes his
“ own peculiar personality (i. e. the Son’s) from the
“ authority of the Father, not only as to the sound
“ of the word, but as to the order and arrangement
“ of power; when, if he had been conscious that he
* was himself the Father, he might have said, I the
“ Father. And since he said one thing, (unum,)
“let the heretics understand that he did not say
“ one person, (unus.) For one, in the neuter, sig-
“ nifies harmony of agreement, not unity in person.
il Then he goes on to say, we are, not I am,
“ that by these words, I and the Father are, he
“ might shew that there are two persons: but when
“ he says one thing, (unum,) it relates to agreement
“ and identity of opinion and union of affection, so

NOVATIANUS, A.D. 257.

quem facta &c. qui obedierit

* Et satis longum facio, si
semper Patri et obediat, sem-

enisus fuero omnes omnino ad

hanc partemn voces congregare,
quandoquidem non tam veteris

quam etiam novi testamenti
scriptura divina ubique osten-
dat illum ex Patre natum, per

per - habentem rerum omnium
potestatem, sed qua traditam,
sed qua concessam, sed qua a
Patre proprio sibi indultam.
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“ that the Father and Son are properly one thing
“ (unum) by agreement, and by love, and by affec-
“ tion .

I have already considered more than once those
words of our Saviour, I and my Father are one:
and I am at present only concerned with the sense
in which they were understood by the fathers.
That Novatian did not extract from them the Sa-
bellian notion of unity is demonstrable: and if he
should seem to speak of an unity of counsel and
will, rather than of nature or essence, we may com-
pare the above passage with what he says of the
same text in another place. “ If Christ be merely a
“ man, what is that which he says, I and the Fa-
“ ther are one? For how can this be, if the Son as
“ well is not also God, who may be said to be one
« with the Father, since he is from him, and is his
“ Son, and is born of him, and is proved to have
“ proceeded from him, in which way also he is
“ God"?” Novatian therefore considered the divi-

t Sed quia frequenter inten-
dunt illum nobis locum quo
dictum sit, Ego et Pater unum
sumus, et in hoc illos eque fa-
cile vincemus. Si enim erat,
ut heeretici putant, Pater Chris-
tus, oportuit dicere, Ego Pater
unus sum. At cum ego dicit,
deinde Patrem infert, dicendo,
Ego et Pater, proprietatem per-
sone su@, id est Filii, a paterna
auctoritate discernit atque dis-
tinguit, non tantummodo de
sono nominis, sed etiam de or-
dine dispositze potestatis: qui
potuisset dicere, Ego Pater, si
Patrem se esse meminisset. Et
quia dixit unum, intelligant hee-
retici, quia non dixit unus, U-

num enim npeutraliter positum
societatis concordiam non uni-
tatem person® sonat. De-
nique adjicit dicens, sumus, non
sum, ut ostenderet per hoc quod
dixit, sumus ego et Pater, duas
esse personas: unum autem
quod ait, ad concordiam et ean-
dem sententiam et ad ipsam
charitatis societatem pertinet,
ut merito unum sit Pater et
Filius per concordiam et per
amorem et per dilectionem.

U 8i homo tantummodo Chris-
tus, quid est quod ait, Ego et
Pater unum sumus? Quomodo
enim Ego et Pater unum sumus,
si non et Deus est et Filius?
qui idcirco unum potest dici
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nity of Christ to be a natural consequence of his
being the begotten Son of God: and at the end of
the treatise he points out the opposite errors of Sa-
bellianism and Unitarianism in the following re-
markable words. “ As well they who say that Jesus
“ Christ is God the Father, as they who consider
“ him to be a mere man, draw this hasty conclusion
“ as the origin and cause of their error and per-
“ verseness. Perceiving it to be written that tkere
“ i3 one God, they think that they cannot hold that
“ opinion in any other way, except by believing Christ
“ to be either a mere man, or God the Father.
« In fact, our Lord is as it were crucified between
“ two thieves, in the same manner that he was once
“ nailed to the cross, and thus receives on each side
“ the sacrilegious reproaches of those heretics*.”
He then proceeds to explain his own opinion, that
there is one God, and yet that Christ is God: and
having said, “ there is proved to be one true and
“ eternal God, the Father,” he adds, “from whom
“ alone this divine power is sent forth, and being
“ delivered to the Son is again by communion of
“ substance brought back to the Fathery:” where

dum ex ipso est, et dum Filius
ejus est, et dum ex ipso nasci-
tur, et dum ex ipso processisse
reperitur, per quod et Deus est.
c. 23. p. 722.

x Tam enim illi, qui Jesum
Christum ipsum Deum Patrem
dicunt, quam etiam illi qui ho-
minem illum tantummodo esse
voluerunt, erroris sui et perver-
sitatis origenes et causas inde
rapuerunt; quia cum animad-
verterent scriptum esse quod
unus sit Deus, non aliter puta-
verunt istam tenere se posse

sententiam, nisi aut hominem
tantum Christum, uut certe De-
um Patrem putarent esse cre-
dendur. Revera quasi inter
duos latrones crucifigitur Do-
minus, quo modo fixus aliquan-
do est, et ita excipit hezretico-
rum istorum ex utroque latere
sacrilega convitia. c. 30. p. 728.

Y A quo solo hec vis divini-
tatis emissa, etiam in Filium
tradita et directa, rursum per
substantiz communionem ad
Patrem revolvitur. c. 31. p. 730.
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the words communion of substance can hardly be
explained in any other way, except as maintaining
the consubstantiality of the Father and the Son.

DioNYSIUS ALEXANDRINUS, A. D. 260.

64. Dionysii ex Elencho et Apologia, p. 93.

In my former work I have given an account of
the treatise written by Dionysius, bishop of Alexan-
dria, in defence of his own opinions. Having illus-
trated the generation of the Son by the common,
though inadequate, analogy of a word proceeding
from the mind, he says of the Father and the Son,
“ The former, who sent him forth, continued and is
“ what he was before: and the latter, who was sent
« forth, proceeded from him, and goeth every where;
« and thus each is in each, though each is different
“ from the other, and though two, yet they are one:
¢« for thus it was said that the Father and the Son
‘ are one and in each other =.”

65. Dionysii ex Elencho et Apologia, p. 93.

Dionysius had been accused of separating the Son
from the Father, and of speaking of the one, as hav-
ing no relation or connection with the other: to
which he replies; “ Each of the two names, which
“ I have used, is inseparable and indivisible from
“ the other. Thus if I mentioned the Father, by
“ implication I also mentioned the Son in the Fa-
‘ ther, even before I introduced his name: or if I
“ introduced the name of the Son, even if I had not
“ mentioned the Father before, He would certainly

20 udy yap uewe mpemépbas, Tes S oftw i xkal § Tlavyp xail
xal Eomiy obag By 6 3¢ ebmry mpo- & Mils & kal &y dAMAmg Endxbnoay
mepplels, xal ¢éperas wavtayst. evas. Athanas. de Sent. Dionys.

kal ofTwg aviv Exdrepos &y éxatépy, 23. P. 250.
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 have had his name anticipated in that of the Son:
“ or if I added the Holy Ghost, at the same time I
“ subjoined from whence and by whom he came.
“ But these persons are not aware, that the Father,
“ in his relation of Father, is not separated from
“ the Son; for the name implies union. Nor is the
“ Son removed from the Father; for the name of
“ Father signifies community. In their hands also
“ is the Spirit, which can neither be separated from
“ the person sending, nor from the person convey-
“ing it. How then, while I make use of these
“ names, can I conceive that these are divided and
“ altogether distinct from each other 2?”

Athanasius, who has preserved all these frag-
ments, represents Dionysius as saying shortly after,
“ Thus we expand the unity into the indivisible
“ Trinity ; and again we sum up the undiminished
“ Trinjty in the unity b.”

66. Dionysii ex Elencho et Apologia, p. 98.

The two following fragments of the same work
are preserved by Basil. In the first of them it is
necessary to remember, that the term izdoraci, hy-
postasis, was sometimes used for the mature or es-

2 TSy i7" uat hexBévray évoud-
Tay ExaoToy xbpirroy Ea T Kai Gdi-
aipevoy Tob whqoior. Tlarépa elnoy’
xal wpiy Imaydyw Tiv Ty, drjpara
ki Tovroy &y 7§ Tarpi. Tiv éwg-
qayoy € kai py wpepixey Tov Ha-
Tépar, wdvrag dv & T§ TiF xpoel-
Mmre. “Aywy Ihebpa xpocébyca,
AN Zpa xal wifev xal Nk Tiveg
ey ipipmaca. OF 3¢ ok icacw,
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sence of the Deity ; sometimes for a person, i. e. for
the substantial individuality of the three persons in
the Godhead ®. The Sabellians declined saying, in
the latter sense of the term, that there were three
hypostases ; and wished to argue, that such an ex-
pression implied three distinct, unconnected Beings.
Dionysius observes, “ Though they may say, that
 the hypostases, by being three, are divided, still
“ they are three, though it may not suit these per-
“ sons to say so: or else let them altogether deny
« the divine Trinity " We may infer from this
remark, that the word 7'rinity was in common use
before the Sabellian controversy began: and Diony-
sius agsumes it as an undisputed point, that in some
sense or other there was a Trinity in the Godhead.
The Sabellians probably denied, that the word rpiag
implied three vmesrdses, or distinctly existing per-
sons : but the history of Dionysius and his writings
leaves no doubt as to the body of believers main-
taining this opinion.
67. Dionysii ex Elencho et Apologia, p. 99.

The following fragment would have been more
intelligible, if the context had also been preserved ;
but the expressions, which have already been quoted
from this writer, might prepare us for his saying,
« For this reason there is also, after the unity, the
“ most divine Trinity ¢.”

68. Dionysti contra Paul. Samos. Quest. IV.

p. 230. .

“ When the Lamb was led, as a sheep to the
« slaughter, the Father was not separated from his

¢ See my former work, NO. wpeis elos, xdy py Oéhoow 3 w
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‘“ Word of the same species with himself: the two
“ persons are inseparable, as also the substantially
« existing Spirit of the Father, which was in the
« Son: for it was made manifest to all, that he was
“in him, and came upon him in the form of a
“ dove; and the same, the Comforter, the Holy
 Ghost, participated in his sufferingf.”

69. Dionysis Alex. contra Paul. Samos. Quest. IV.

p- 232.

It is difficult to translate every word of the fol-
lowing passage, but the meaning of the whole can-
not be mistaken. Christ is apparently speaking of
himself, and says, “I am he that exists personally
“ and for ever, that is equal to the Father in the
* unalterable nature of the essence, coeternal also
“ with the Spirit which is the Lord, to which when
“ Ananias and Sapphira lied, because they did not
“ lie to man, but to God, they died: for the Para-
¢« clete is God, in the same sense as the Father of
< Christ, coeternal with Christ €.”

We have the same expression of the Spirit being
cocternal with Christ, atred ehas 10 ovaldiov ITvebua,
at p. 236. I may also refer the reader to my former
work, p. 128, 401, 404, 409, (second edition,) in
which there are strong assertions of a belief in the
Trinity, as held by Dionysius.
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70. Dionysii contra Paul. Samos. Quest. V1.
p- 245.

Dionysius alludes to the words of St. Paul in
1 Cor. ii. 10, 11; but his manner of quoting and
commenting upon them affords a remarkable proof
of his believing the second and third persons of the
Trinity to be intimately united with the first and
with each other. ¢ It searcheth the heart and reins,
« because the Spirit, as God, knows even the deep
“ things of God: as also no one knows the deep
“ things of man, except the spirit of man which is
“ tn him. Here St. Paul evidently tells us, that the
« Holy Spirit alone knows the Father of the incar-
“ nate Word ; and the Holy Spirit knows Jesus
« Christ, the incarnate Word, because he is in
“ Christ. For it is written, The Father wko
“ abideth in Christ the Word, he doeth the works,
 as also doth Christ who is in his Father. (John
“ xiv. 10.) The Holy Ghost knoweth how the
* Father containeth the Son, and the Son the Fa-
“ therb.”

DioNysius Romanus, A. D. 260.

The words of Dionysius, bishop of Rome, are, if
possible, still more express in favour of the Trinity,
than those of his namesake of Alexandria. Only a
small portion of his treatise against Sabellius has
been preserved by Athanasius, from which I ex-
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tracted so much in my former work, as related par-
ticularly to the divinity of the Son. The following
quotation, which immediately precedes the other,
defines the catholic doctrine of the Trinity with as
much precision as Athanasius himself could have
used. “ It would be right for me to address myself
“ next to those who divide and separate and destroy
“ the holiest doctrine of the church of God, the
“ unity, into three essences and divided existences
“ and three Godheads. For I hear that there are
“ some among your teachers and preachers of the
“ word, who countenance this notion; who are op-
“ posed, as I may say, diametrically to the opinion
“ of Sabellius. For the blasphemy of the latter
“ consists in his saying, that the Son is himself the
“ Father, and vice versa : but these others preach
“in a manner three Gods, dividing the holy unity
“ into three existences, foreign from each other, and
“ altogether separate: whereas the divine Word
“ must be united with the God of the universe;
“ and the Holy Ghost must reciprocally pass into
“and dwell in God: in short the divine Trinity
“ must be summed up and brought together into
“ one, as a head, I mean the almighty God of the
“ universei.” Then, after condemning the heresy of
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Marcion, and the notion of Christ being a creature,
he continues, “ We must therefore neither divide
“ the wonderful and divine unity into three God-
“ heads ; nor destroy the dignity and exceeding
« greatness of the Lord by making him a creature :
“ but we must believe in God the Father Almighty,
“ and in Christ Jesus his Son, and in the Holy
‘“ Ghost ; and that the Word is united with the
“ God of the universe: for I, he says, and the Fa-
“ ther are one : (John x. 30.) and I am in the Fa-
« ther, and the Father in me: (xiv. 10.) for thus
“ both the divine Trinity, and the holy doctrine of
“ the unity, will be preserved k.”

This remarkable passage may illustrate the dif-
ferent meanings, which were affixed to the word
vméaracic by ecclesiastical writers: and some persons
have attempted to prove, that Dionysius of Rome
differed from his namesake of Alexandria in this
particular, and consequently in his notion of the
Trinity. But no attempt could be more unsuccess-
ful. Dionysius of Alexandria certainly maintained
that there were three vzoordcess in the Godhead ; by
which, as I have already explained, he meant that
there were three persons, i. e. three distinet indivi-
dualities, in the Godhead: and he maintained this
against the Sabellians. Dionysius of Rome was

ovyxeparawiolal Te xai owdye-
obas wica dviycw. Athanas. de
Decret. Syn. Nic. c. 26. p. 231.
et apud Routh Reliq. Sacr. vol.
I1L. p. 179.

k O ofy xarapepifen xph e
Tpeis Bedryrag Ty Oavuactiy Kal
Oclay porvdBa: olre worjoes xwAdey
7 dblopa xal 78 ixepPdihor péye-
005 ob Kuplov® &MA& wemiorevnévas,

els ey Tlarépa wavroxpdropa, xal
els Xpiawiv "lyooly 10y Tiy advdd,
xai €lg 10 "Ayiov Tvebua. péobos
B 1§ Oef Tdv Bav T Adyor
Eyd ydp, $nos, kal 6 Tathp &
douer xai éys & 1§ Tarpl, xal é
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Oeclx Tpidg, xai 70 dyiov wjpvypa
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182.
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equally opposed to the doctrine of Sabellius, who
denied the personality of the Son and Holy Ghost :
but he also opposed the notion of there being three
distinct, independent imosrdoess in the Godhead :
and in this he would have had the full concurrence
of his namesake of Alexandria; as may be seen in
all the passages, which I have adduced from his writ-
ings. It is sometimes said, that Dionysius of Alex-
andria used the term umdocracis for persom, while
Dionysius of Rome used it for substance or essence,
in which sense it was undoubtedly used by later
writers; but in the age of these two bishops the
term was always used for substantial or individual
existence, in other words, for personality; and I
conceive, that Dionysius of Rome meant to employ
it in this sense. He only wished to guard against
the notion of these three vwoordoes, or ~persons,
being separate from, and independent of, each other.
In order to convey his idea of the intimate union
between the three persons, he makes use of the re-
markable word eugsAoywpeiv, which it is almost im-
possible to translate, but which I have attempted to
express by reciprocally passing into. In the fourth
century, this doctrine of mutual inhabitation or per-
meation was expressed by the Greek term =mepiywpy-
ais, and by the Latin circumincessio or circumin-
sessio; (for it is written both ways:) and Bellarmin
has explained the meaning of it in a few words,
¢ jllam intimam et perfectam inhabitationem unius
“ personz in alial” A fuller definition of it is given
by Genebrardus, who says, * Iepsydpnois et circum-
‘ incessio illa dici potest unio, qua unum existit in

! De Christo II. 5. Op. vol. 1. p. 383.
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 alio, non tantum per naturae participationem, sed
“ etiam per plenam et intimam prasentiam. Hoc
“ inexistentize, ut sic dicam, genus nostri circumin-
“ cesstonem appellant; quia per illud aliqua, quan-
“ tumvis a se invicem absque separatione distin-
“ guantur, in se absque confusione insunt, seque
“ veluti immeant =.”

I am not concerned with attempting to explain
this mystery any farther: and the concluding words
of bishop Bull, in his immortal Defence of the Ni-
cene Faith, are well worthy of our consideration;
“ Denique illud imprimis considerandum est, hanc
“ divinarum personarum wepydpyow revera maxi-
“ mum esse mysterium, quod religiose adorare po-
“ tius, quam curiosius rimari debemus®.” It will
perhaps be found, that the Anti-Trinitarians have
been the principal offenders against this salutary
caution: and though they scoff at those, who be-
lieve in a mystery which they cannot. explain, they
seem to forget, that there is no less difficulty in ex-
plaining how such a mystery could have obtained
general belief, if it had not been revealed, or at least
if it had not been handed down, from the beginning.
It is the particular object of the present work to
shew that it was so handed down. That these two
bishops in the third century believed and main-
tained the mutual indwelling of the three persons
of the Trinity, can hardly be denied: and I may
now refer the reader back to the first quotation in
the present work, where he will find Ignatius, the

= De Trinitate, II. p. 103. 23; IV. 4, 9; IV. 4, 10; IV,

n Def, Fid. Nic. IV. 4, 14. 4. 12; IV. 4, 13. Animady. in
He has illustrated this doctrine G. Clerke, §. 4.

in 1. 4, 9; IL. g, 115 IL. g, SY e e Bt
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companion of the apostles, at the beginning of the
second century, expressing ideas equally mysterious
and equally inexplicable concerning the mutual in-
dwelling of the Father and the Son. So utterly
unfounded is the notion, that the doctrine of the
Trinity was the offspring of the fourth, or, as it is
sometimes called in disparagement, the Athanasian
age.

I have only to add to these extracts from the
works of the two Dionysii, that the bishop of Alex-
andria expressly uses the term duooioies, as applied to
the relation of the Father and the Son. The reader
will find some remarks upon this subject in my
former work, N°. 305, which might perhaps have
been more properly introduced in this place. It
will also be remembered, as was stated in the same
work, that Dionysius of Rome convened a council
of his clergy, to consider the tenets of Sabellins:
and the result of their deliberation was, that the
bishop wrote the treatise, from which the preceding
extract was made: so that the opposition to Sabel-
lianism was not the act of one individual only, but
of the whole Roman clergy assembled in council.

72. CONCILIUM ANTIOCHENUM, A. D. 269.

This council was held about the year 269 on ac-
count of the heresy of Paul, bishop of Samosata:
and at the end of the letter which was addressed to
him by the assembled bishops, there is the follow-
ing sentence, which may perhaps admit of different
grammatical constructions, but there can be no
doubt as to its maintaining the consubstantiality
of the Father and the Son. ¢ But if Christ be tke
- & Power of God, and the Wisdom of God, he is
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“ before the worlds: so is he also, inasmuch as he
“ is Christ, being one and the same in substance °.”
This is perhaps almost the earliest instance of the
word coia being used for substance or essence.

THEOGNOSTUS, A. D. 283.

The testimony from Theognostus was quoted in-
cidentally in my former workP: and the following
account of him is taken principally from Cave.

He was unquestionably a pupil of Origen, and
one of his successors in the catechetical school of
Alexandria : but it is uncertain, whether he fol-
lowed him immediately, or whether Pierius inter-
vened, as president of the school. Athanasius speaks
of him as a man of learning9; and we know that
he composed a work in seven books, entitled Hypo-
typoses, which is now lost. In the three first books
he treated of the three persons of the Trinity ; and
Photius, who has preserved an account of them,
represents him as lowering the Son and the Holy
Ghost to the rank of creatures*. There is however
good reason to conclude, that Photius was led to
make this charge by his abhorrence of Origen, of
whom Theognostus is acknowledged to have been a
follower. Photius himself allows, that toward the
end of the work he expressed himself in a more

° EI 3¢ Xparis Oedt dvams xai  vol. I. p. 230, dvip Adyiog.
Ol gupiz, wpd albvey dare ofte r Photius, Cod. CVI. He is
xal xaf Xpiord;, & xal 78 adrd &v  followed by Sandius, Enucl.
19 oboig. Rel. Sacr. vol. II. Hist. Eccl. L. p. 109. and Hue-

p- 474- tius, Origenian. p. 134. He is
P N°. 305. note 9, p. 393. defended by Bull, Def. Fid. Nic.
ed. 2. II. 10, 7. &ec.

9 De Decret. Syn. Nic. 25.
K3
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orthodox manner concerning the Son: and Athana-
sius would never have quoted him among the Ante-
Nicene testimonies to the consubstantiality of the
Father and Son, if he had known him to be as
heterodox, as Photius has represented him. Atha-
nasius may perhaps lead us to the true solution of
this question, when after quoting the passage, he
adds, “ Such are the words of Theognostus, who
“ after stating certain arguments by way of exer-
“ cise, proceeds to deliver his own opinion.” His
own opinton, if it is to be collected from his own
words, can hardly be mistaken: and it is the more
valuable, because Athanasius advances it as the
first proof, that the fathers, who lived before the
council of Nice, did not decline to speak of the
Son as begotten of the substance of the Father.
The words of Athanasius would lead us to place
Theognostus earlier than Dionysius of Alexandria :
but I have prefixed the date which is conjectured
by Cave. The testimony of this father is as fol-
lows :

“ The substance of the Son is not something
“ which was extrinsic and adventitious, nor was it
“ superinduced from things which once had no ex-
“ jstence ; but it was produced from the substance
« of the Father, like the effulgence of light, and
“ the vapour of water: for the effulgence is not
“ the very sun, nor the vapour the very water;
“ nor yet is it something different; but it is an
« eflux from the substance of the Father, which
“ substance did not undergo partition: for as the
“ sun continues the same, and is not diminished by
“ the rays which proceed from it, so neither does

[ ]
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“ the substance of the Father undergo alteration,
“ by having the Son an image of itself®.”

In my former work I adduced no testimony from
any writer, who flourished after the year 325, in
which the first general council was held at Nice.
The object of the work required me to stop at that
period: but perhaps it would not have been unfair,
if I had quoted from authors, who were present at
the council, but who had recorded their opinions in
writing before the Arian controversy began. Even
Alexander himself, the bishop of Alexandria, who
was the cause of the Arian doctrines being exa-
mined before a council, might be cited as a witness
to the novelty of the doctrines. It is plain that he
thought them contrary to those which he had re-
ceived from his predecessors, or he would not have
felt it his duty to punish the maintainers of them.
Nor was it only the zeal of the orthodox bishop,
which stepped forward to check the innovation. A
council of nearly 100 bishops was assembled from
Libya and Egypt, all of whom agreed in drawing
up an anathema against Arius and his followers.
The sentiments of Alexander may be learnt from
three of his epistles, which are still extantt. He

8 Otk &Ewbey tls doriv épevpedeica
§ 100 Tiot ololz, 08¢ & un oy
dxacixfn aAA& & T ToU Tlavpog
oboiag v, g TP Partis TO dwal-
yacua, b BBavos dvmis obve wip
T amadyacpa, obre y dTpls, alTo
7 DBwp éamw, % alrds § fhuos oliTe
&AdTpioy, ANAE dwiffoia T T
Tarpds odotag, ob wepiopdy Imopes-
vitons s Tov Havps ololag. dg
yip pévay 6 fAsog & abTos o pescd-
Tas Tais dcxeopévass tn abTol al-

yais, oftws obde % odola To¥ Tatpic
&Mholwawy Imiépeavey, eixdva Eavris
éyovoa Tdv Tilv. Athanas. de De-
cret. Syn. Nic. 25. p. 230.

t A letter to Alexander, bi-
shop of Constantinople. (Theo-
doret, I. 4.) A letter to the
clergy of the catholic church.
(Socrat. 1. 6. published more
accurately inter op. Athanas.
vol. L. p. 397.) A letter to the
clergy of Alexandria and Mare-
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speaks unequivocally of believing the divinity of
Christ, and appeals to the consent of ancient writers
upon the controverted points. The tenets of the
Arians are explained with great minuteness; from
which we learn, that the opposite of these tenets,
the eternity of the Son, his generation by the Fa-
ther, and their consubstantiality, were held by the
Alexandrian bishop and his clergy as fully and un-
equivocally, as they were afterwards defined by his
illustrious successor Athanasius. He also as plainly
rejects the Sabellian interpretation, which had been
put upon those passages, which speak of the unity
of the Father and the Son; so that whatever may
be thought of the polemical violence of the orthodox
party, (and both parties were perhaps in this re-
spect equally blameable,) it is at least certain as a
matter of fact, that the Trinitarian doctrine was
held by nearly all the clergy, when the controversy
first began. Alexander mentions only three bishops,
five presbyters, and six deacons, who supported
Arius in his heresy; and without supposing these
persons to have been actuated by improper motives,
(a suspicion, which is more than insinuated against
some of them,) it is only reasonable to decide, that
the sentiments of so small 2 minority are not to be
weighed against the deliberate declaration of the
whole catholic church ®.

There are perhaps some treatises of the great
Athanasius himself, which might be quoted upon
the same principle, as having been composed before
otis: (published” by Coteler. Alexander may be seen in Dr.
Not. ad Const. Apost. viii. 28. Randolph’s Letter to the Re-
and inter op. Athanas. p. 396.) marker on the Layman's Scrip-

u Some excellent remarks tural Confutation, p. 124, &c.
concerning the orthodoxy of
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the appearance of the Arian controversy. Athana-
sius was born about the year 296, so that he was
twenty-nine years old, when he attended the coun-
cil of Nice: and since he was chosen bishop of
Alexandria in the year immediately following the
council, he must already have arrived at considera-
ble celebrity. He had probably been known as a
writer before that time: and Montfaucon, the Be-
nedictine editor of his works, supposes two of his
treatises, the Oratio contra Gentes, and that de
Incarnatione Verbi, (which are perhaps parts of the
same treatise,) to have been written before the com-
mencement of the Arian heresy. The doctrine of
the Trinity is frequently and explicitly maintained
in both these compositions.

Eusebius is another writer, who must have dis-
tinguished himself before the time of the council of
Nice, and had probably published expressions con-
cerning the nature of Christ, before the Arian con-
troversy had given to that subject its paramount
importance. It has not however been proved, that
any of his works, which are now extant, were com-
posed before the period which I have taken as limit-
ing these testimonies : and some persons would add,
that the sentiments of Eusebius are rather to be
quoted on the other side, since it is well known,
that both in ancient and modern times he has been
suspected of Arianism. The charge was brought
formerly by Athanasius, Epiphanius, Hilarius, Je-
rom, and others; and has been repeated by Baro-
nius, Petavius, Le Clerc, and several later writers.
For a defence of Eusebius from these attacks, I
would refer the reader to Cave’s Dissertation, which
he wrote expressly upon this subject, and to his
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Apologetical Epistle* directed against the argu-
ments of Le Clerc. Cave has brought many pas-
sages from the writings of Eusebius, which, if they
stood alone, could hardly be interpreted in any but
the orthodox sense. He speaks of the divinity of
Christ in terms which it would seem impossible for
an Arian to have used: and yet there are other pas-
sages, from which an Arian would infer, that his
own tenets had been held by Eusebius. Many in-
stances might be brought forward in support of
either opinion ; but since this has been done so co-
piously in the works, to which I have referred, it is
not necessary to repeat them. I shall only adduce
one instance from the commentary upon St. Luke,
which has lately been published by Angelo Mai7v,
but was not known to Cave. It is upon those words
in the genealogy of our Saviour, (Luke iii. 38,)
where Adam is called the Son of God: upon which
Eusebius observes, “ The evangelist began the ge-
“ nealogy from the new Adam, and carried it up
“to the old. He then says, wko was the son of
“ God, that is, who was from God: for Adam has
“ no man for his father, but God formed him. You
“ will observe also that he begins from the human’
“ nature of Christ, and then carries up the genea-
“logy to his divinity, as much as to shew that
“ Christ had a beginning as man, but had no be-
« ginning as God %.”

I have translated this passage, because it has not

x They are both printed at 2 “Opa 3¢ 335 awd 7 dofpuni-
the end of the Historia Lite- wyvos 708 Xpiorol dpbduevos elg iy
raria, in the edition of 1743. Bedrnra alrol Ty Adyor TH¢ yevea-

¥ Scriptorum Veterum Nova Aoylag anfyaye, Selfas tiv Xpioriv
Collectio. Rome, 1825. vol. I  fpyuérer pév &¢ dvBpwmor, &vagyer
p- 108. 3¢ dg Oedy.
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yet been quoted in the controversy concerning the
doctrine of Eusebius, and because the notion of
Christ, “as God, having no beginning,” seems di-
rectly opposed to the Arian tenets: but on the
whole I would subscribe to the observation made
by Cave, who says, “ It was not my intention, nor
“ is it now, fo clear Eusebius from every imperfec-
“ tion : on the contrary, I have acknowledged more
“ than once, that his writings contain many incau-
¢ tious, harsh, and dangerous expressions, which
“ call for a fair and candid reader; and that some-
“ times we meet with unusual and improper forms
“ of speech, greatly at variance with the received
“ rules of theologians, and such as I neither approve
“ of nor defend.” KEusebius however presented a
creed or confession of faith to the council assembled
at Nice, which deserves to be mentioned in this
place. It would be interesting as connected with
the history of that council; and if it should be
thought to favour Arianism, it will be difficult to
prove that the Arians did not hold the doctrine of
the Trinity : but it also forms a legitimate portion
of the Ante-Nicene testimony to this doctrine, when
we find Eusebius speaking thus of its presentation
to the council: “In the same manner that I re-
“ ceived from the bishops my predecessors, both
“ when I was taught my catechism, and when I
“ was baptized ; and as I have learnt from the
“ scriptures, and according to my own belief, and
“ the instruction which I have given as a presbyter
“and as a bishop, so do I now, according to my
“ present belief, lay before you my own creed?®.”

3 Kafos maperdPopey wmapk Tov  pioes, xai bre 75 hovrply éAapBdvo-
wp Audy dmoximwy, Kai & 15 kaTn-  pev, xai xabds dwo Tév Oclov ypa-
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Eusebius was born about the year 270: so that a
creed, which he recited at his baptism, would carry
us back to at least ten years before the end of the
third century: and though we are not bound to
suppose that this creed was actually recited word
for word by Eusebius at the time of his baptism,
we must at-least believe that the doctrines contained
in it were in accordance with those, which every
catechumen was expected to profess at the end of
the third century. The words of Eusebius might
allow us to refer to a still earlier period. The creed
is as follows: -

« I believe in one God, the Father Almighty, the
« Maker of all things visible and invisible; and in
“ one Lord Jesus Christ, the Word of God, God of
“ God, Light of Light, Life of Life, the only begot-
“ ten Son, the first-born of every creature, begotten
“ of God the Father before all the worlds; by whom
“ also all things were made ; who for our salvation
“ was incarnate, and lived among men, and suffered,
“ and rose again the third day, and returned to the
“ Father, and will come again in glory to judge the
“ quick and dead. I believe also in one Holy Ghost,
“ believing that each of these has a being and exist-
 ence, the Father really the Father, and the Son
“ really the Son, and the Holy Ghost really the
“ Holy Ghost; as our Lord, when he sent his dis-
“ ciples to preach, said, Go and teack all nations,
“ baptizing them in the name of the Father, and
“ of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost: concerning
“ whom I affirm, that I hold and think in this man-

Piv pepabixaper, xai b &y TF axoper, ifTw xai iy migTedorres THY
wpeaPureply, xai & aity T dmi-  Mperépay wioTw Spiy wpcaradép-
oxonl émoTedoapéy ve xal &idd- e, Socrat. 1. 8. p. 23.
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“ ner, and that I long ago held thus, and shall hold
 go until death, and persist in this faith, anathema-
“ tizing every impious heresy. I declare in the
“ presence of Almighty God, and our Lord Jesus
“ Christ, that I have held all these sentiments from
“ my heart and soul, from the time that I know
“ myself, and that I now think and express them
“ sincerely, being  able to shew by demonstration,
“ and to persuade you, that my belief was thus and
“ my preaching likewise in time past b.”

Eusebius informs us, that this creed was approved
by the emperor and the council, who merely made
the addition of the word duecloios, of one substance.
This statement is not exactly correct; though a
person, who was ignorant of the Arian controversy,
would scarcely observe any other material difference
between the creed proposed by Eusebius, and that

b Mioredoper 65 &va Octv, a-
Tépa mavroxpdropa, Tov Tiv dwdv-
Tav Spatiy Te Kal dopdrov TomTiy'
xai eis &va Kopoy "Inaely Xpiaviv,
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finally adopted by the council. We shall see how-
ever, that some clauses were left out, and others
added : and in all these variations it is plain that
the orthodox party was labouring to meet the eva-
sions and equivocations of the Arians. The creed
subscribed at Nice by nearly all the 318 bishops
assembled there was as follows: and the reader will
perhaps think, that this document forms a suitable
termination to the series of Ante-Nicene testimony,
which I have adduced to the doctrine of the Tri-
nity.

“ We believe in one God the Father Almighty,
“ maker of all things visible and invisible. And in
“ one Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of
“ God, begotten of the Father, that is, of the sub-
« gtance of the Father: God of God, Light of Light,
“ very God of very God, begotten, not made, being
“ of one substance with the Father; by whom¢ all
“ things were made, both things in heaven, and
“ things on earth ; who for us men and for our sal-
¢ vation came down, and was incarnate, was made
“ man, suffered, and rose again the third day, and
“ ascended into heaven, who is coming to judge the
“ quick and dead. And in the Holy Ghost. And
 those who say, there was a time when he did not
¢ exist, and that he did not exist before he was be-
« gotten, and that he was made out of things which
“ were not, or who say that he was of another sub-

¢ There is an ambiguity in attribute of creation. If the

the English version of the creed.
The words by whom might seem
to relate to the Father; but
there can be no doubt, that they
were intended to relate to the
Son, who is invested with the

words, of one substance with the
Father, had not been added,
there could have been no doubt
as to the construction; and
these words were not in the
creed proposed by Eusebius.
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 gstance or essence, or that the Son of God is cre-
“ ated, or liable to change, these persons the catholic
“ and apostolical church anathematises 4.”

It will be observed, that this Creed differs in seve-
ral clauses from that which is now called the Nicene
Creed, and which is recited in the Communion ser-
vice. These additions and alterations were made by
the council, which was held at Constantinople in the
year 381: and the Creed, as it was originally drawn

up in Greek, may be seen in the notes e.
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to have been composed by Gregory, bishop of Nyssaf.
Between the two periods of the councils of Nice and
Constantinople, the Macedonian heresy had sprung
up, which denied the divinity of the Holy Ghost,
and some clauses were added at the end of the
Creed to exclude these opinions. It will be observed,
however, that it is said of the Holy Ghost, wko pro-
ceedeth from the Father; and the Constantinopoli-
tan Creed was subscribed without the clause, which
we now add, and the Son. These words never
formed part of the Creed, as acknowledged by the
Eastern church; nor is the procession of the Holy
Ghost from the Son, as well as from the Father,
received by the Greek church to the present day.
Doubts have arisen as to the time and place, when
the words Filiogue were first added to the Latin
form of the Creed, and admitted by the Western
church. Some have supposed them to have been
introduced by a council held at Rome at the same
time with that held at Constantinople: but it is
more probable, that they were not added till the fol-
lowing century, or perhaps considerably later.

It only remains for me to remark concerning the
Nicene or Constantinopolitan Creed, that all the
clauses of it, which relate to the divinity of the Son
and the Holy Ghost, may be supported by the writ-
ings of the Ante-Nicene fathers. It has been my
object in the present and former work to demon-
ouevey, 1 odw Tlaspi xai TiF ouu-  wob uéhhorrog albves. 'Apsv.] The
wpooxvrodpery ki auydefaléueror, words enclosed in brackets are
70 Aafjoay 8i& Ty mpgmrdv. Eig  tbose which do not appear in
play dylay xalboruhy xal &worrods- the Creed subscribed at Nice.
oy dxxhnolay” dpohoystuey & Bdn- f Niceph. Hist. Eccles. XII.

Tispa el dpeaiy dpapTiy' wpoade-  13.
kiper avdavacy vexpiy, xai Gony
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strate this point. These clauses may be summed
up in the following propositions; that Jesus Christ
had two natures, the divine and the human; that
he existed in his divine nature previous to his in-
carnation, and that his incarnation was the operation
of the Holy Ghost; that he was the begotten Son
of God, and of the same substance or nature with
God, and himself very God; that his generation
preceded all time, and that he was the Creator of
the world. If the reader will consult the Index to
this and the former work, he will find that all these
points were maintained by writers who preceded the
council of Nice. The doctrine, which is least clearly
stated in the Constantinopolitan creed, is perhaps
that which is termed in theological language, the
eternal generation of the Son; or, to express it in
simpler terms, the existence of the Son from all
eternity; for the words, efernal generation, contain
in fact an assertion of two doctrines ; one, that Christ
is the begotten Son of God; and another, that though
proceeding from the Father by generation, he is still
coeternal with Him. The fact of Christ being the
begotten Son of God is clearly expressed in the Con-
stantinopolitan creed ; and if his eternity should ap-
pear to be less strongly asserted, it is because the
, words, before all worlds, are not equivalent to the
Greek, zpo zdvrav 16y aivvev. The Socinian and Uni-
tarian interpreters would remind us, that the term
asives does not necessarily mean worlds, but may be
translated ages, periods of time, or dispensations.
The remark is not incorrect. Aiv means in its
primary sense an indefinite period of time; and in
a secondary sense, the system or scheme of things
L
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which continued through any period. Thus the
period from the creation to the deluge was one aidy'
from the deluge to Abraham was another: the king-
dom of the Messiah is another: and so we may
speak of the Mosaic dispensation as one aidv, and
the Christian dispensation as another. But aidves
in the plural must mean more than one of these
periods or dispensations: oi aidves might mean all
the divisions of time, or all the dispensations, which
ever have been or will be: and it is not difficult to
see, how of aldves Tév alovey came to be used for efer-
nity by persons who considered, though erroneously,
that eternity is an infinite multiple of time. When
the Unitarian translators render reds aidvac in Heb.
i. 2. xi. 3, the ages, or the dispensations, though
the translation would convey little meaning, it would
not be incorrect, if we understand by it all the dis-
pensations, which ever have existed ; and the asser-
tion, that Christ was the author of all these dispen-
sations, is very remarkable: but if we compare the
two passages together, the correctness of our au-
thorized version will perhaps be apparent. If we
translate the words =po wdvrev rdv aidvay in the Con-
stantinopolitan creed, before all ages or dispensa-
tions, they perhaps come as near to an expression of
eternity, as the finite nature of language will per-
mit. The period, which preceded creation, was as
much an aiév, as any of those which followed it: and
wpd wdvrwy Tiv aidvey can only be taken as equivalent
to before all time, i. e. before there were any divi-
sions of time, which can be called aidves: and our
powers of abstraction will perhaps not allow us to
have a more definite idea of eternal existence than
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this. It may also be remarked, that if the Constan-
tinopolitan creed should be considered as defective
in asserting the eternity of the Son, there can be no
doubt as to this doctrine having been held by the
writers of the three first centuries. I would again
refer the reader to the Index concerning this point:
and whoever consults these testimonies, will scarcely
doubt what was the meaning of the creed, which
speaks of the Son as begotten before all time.

The divinity of the Holy Ghost is asserted in the
creed, by words which denote his preexistence, which
give to him the titles and attributes of Deity, which
separate him from created beings in the mode of his
existence, and unife him as an object of worship
with the Father and the Son. Concerning the latter
point, I would refer to what has been said at p. 14.
and the Indices will shew, as before, that the Ante-
Nicene Fathers held the same sentiments concerning
the divinity of the Holy Ghost.

I should only be repeating, what has already been
observed in the Introduction, if I should remind the
reader, that to assert the divinity of the Son and the
Holy Ghost, is in fact to assert the doctrine of the
Trinity. If each of these persons is God, we must
either believe that there are three Gods, or we
must believe, that though in one relation they are
three, in another they are ome. The latter is the
doctrine of a Trinity in Unity. It has not been
my intention in either of these works to explain
the nature of this doctrine, but merely to prove
that such a doctrine was maintained in the earliest
times. The reader will decide, whether this point
is established by the testimonies which have been

L2
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alleged : it is for those who deny the doctrine, to
explain how the church can have been in error
from the beginning, and to name the period, when
the Unitarian opinions were those of the universal
church.



