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PREF ACE. 

THE title prefixed to the present work sufficiently 

indicates its purpose. Of the articles contained in it, 

some have a more direct reference to the opinions of 
Christian antiquity, respecting the Son and the Spirit, 

than others. In some, this topic is most largely 

dwelt upon ; in one or two, . it is but slightly 

noticed; in all, it receives more or less attention. 

As to the other matter contained in the volume, 

historical and biographical, or such as relates to the 

opinions, usages, and social habits, which marked the 

early ages, and the merits and defects of the Fathers 

as critics and expositors, it is sufficient to say, that I 

have proceeded on the supposition, that its intro

duction would enhance the value and interest of the 
work. 

I have not written as the organ of any party. I 

have wished simply to make the volume a repository 

of facts, particularly connected with the opinions of 

Christians of the first three centuries, on the nature 

and rank of the Son and the Spirit ; and I have 
I 

spared no pains in the endeavor to give the exact 
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expressions of the great church teachers of the period 

included in my survey, with copious and minute refer

ences. I offer the book as a help to inquirers who 

may wish to know what the early Fathers really 

thought and said. A portion of the materials was 

given to the public, many years ago, in the pages of 

a review. These materials I have elaborated with 

some care, dividing the whole into chapters, and 

omitting, changing, and adding, to render the work 

better suited to the end I have had in view. I have 

endeavored to exclude all personalities, and every 

thing which might give just cause of offence to any 

individual, or any class of Christians. 

,vith these few prefatory remarks, I leave the 

book to the charitable judgment of the public. 
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JUSTIN MARTYR, AND HIS OPINIONS. 
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HIS l\IARTYRDOl\I, 

A:'IIONG the gr~at writers and teachers of the ancient chmch, 

JUSTIN, called the Philosopher and Martyr, claims om first 

notice ; not as the brightest and most transcendent of the 

group, yet as a learned man and a sincere Clu·istian, and the first 

of the disciples of the cross, of whose writings, after the days 

of the apostles, we possess any genuine and undisputed re
mams. It is true, we have several compositions which pass 

under the names of.the (so-called) "Apostolic Fathers," from 

the fact or tradition, that they were hearers or disciples of the 
apostles or of apostolic men ; but these compositions, if any 

portion of them remain which are entitled to be pronounced 

genuine, have come down to us so disfigured by interpolations, 

or mixed up with palpable forgeries, that they cannot be safely 

quoted for any pmpose of history or doctrine. After these -
the Apostolic Fathers -that is, Barnabas, Clement of Rome, 

Hennas, Ignatius, and Polycarp-followed the Apologists, 
two of whom preceded Justin. These were Quaclratns and 

1 
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Aristides of Athens, both of whom presented "Apologies for 
Christianity," addressed to the Emperor Hadrian, the imme
diate predecessor of the first Antonine. Of these two Apolo
gies, nothing is preserved except a few lines from Quadratus, 
quoted by Eusebius the historian. In this fragment he speaks 
of those who were healed and those who were raised from the 
dead by Christ as having lived to his o-wn times. "\Ve know 
not the date of Quadratus' birth. His A po logy is said to 
have been offered in the tenth year of Hadrian's reign, -the 
year 126 of our era. His recollection, however, might have 
extended back some distance into the fast century. He is 
reported to have been a hearer of the apostles, and certainly 
might have been of John.* 

This is an obscure period of Christian history. ·with 
Justin Martyr, we emerge from a region of darkness, and 

* On the question of the genuineness of the Syriac version of the Epistles of Ignatius, 
discovered a few years ago in a monastery in the Nitrian Desert, and subsequently published, 
I had collected materials for a note of some length, to be inserted at the end of the volume; 
but the interest in the subject has so far subsided, that I shall content myself with giving 
simply a few authorities and dates. The publication just referred to appeared in 1845, under 
the title, "The Ancient Syriac Version of the Epistles of St. Ignatius to St. Polycarp, the 
Ephesians, and the Romans; edited with an English Translation, and Notes, &c., by William 
Cureton, M.A." This was attacked by a writer in the English Review for December, 1845, 
who takes a decided stand against the views of the editor on the antiquity and value of the 
manuscripts thus published; pronouncing the work a" miserable epitome made by an Euty
chian heretic." To this Cureton replied in his "Vindicire Ignatianre; or, The Genuine Writings 
of St. Ignatius, as exhibited in the Ancient Syriac Version, vindicated from the Charge of 
Heresy: London, 1846." In 1849 appeared in London, in royal octavo of 365 pages, his larger 
work, bearing the title, " Corpus Ignatianum; a Complete Collection of the Jgnatian Epistles, 
- Genuine, Interpolated, and Spurious, - together with Numerous Extracts from them, as 
quoted by Ecclesiastical Writers down to the Tenth Century, in Syriac, Greek, and Latin; an 
English Translation of the Syriac Text, Copious Notes, and Introduction." The English 
translation of the Syriac version is comprised in five pages. To such small dimensions dwin
dle what l\Ir. Cureton regards as the genuine letters of the" Martyr "we now pos8ess. 

Dr. Ilefele of Tiibingen, in his third edition of the Works of the Apostolic Fathers, 
expresses his dissent from Cureton, and thinks the Syriac version an "epitome made by some 
Syrian monk for his own pious use; " and Prof. Jacobson of Oxford follows in his train. But 
the work of most note connected with the controversy, which has fallen under my eye, pub
lished in Germany, is that of the Chevalier Bunsen, issued at Hamburg, in 1847, in two parts: 
the first, "Die drei achten und die vier unarhten Briefe des Ignatius von Antiochien;" the 
second," Ignatius von Antiochien und seine Zeit; sieben Sendschreiben an Dr. August Nean
der :" 4to, pp. 166 and 242. The work, as might be expected, is filled with the fruits of learned 
research; though it exhibits marks of the loose reasoning and haste by which the writings of 
this celebrated author are too often disfigured. It was subjected to severe criticism in Ger
many, especially by llilgenfeld in the Allgemeine Literatur-Zeitung for March, 1848. An
other work, in which the soundness of some of Bunsen's positions and reasoning is called in 
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find, at least, some straggling rays of light. His writings pos

sess peculiar interest from the age to which they belong, and 

the circumstances which gave them birth. They carry us 

back to the former part of the second century, - a period not 

very remote from the death of the last of the little band who 

saw and conversed with J csus, and were commissioned to 

teach in his name. As a record of facts, they furnish useful, 

though not very ample, materials of history. They have 

excited attention too, if they do not derive importance, from 

the rank and early studies of their author. He is the first 

to make us acquainted with Grecian cultm·e in its connec

tion with Clu:istian thought. J crome speaks of him as imita

ting the earlier apologist, Aristides; but how much is meant 

by the assertion, it is impossible to say. Aristides is called by 

J crome a "most eloquent" man : but what his philosophical 

opinions were, we arc not informed; nor is it known how far 

he may have been chargeable with having taken the initiatory 

step in destroying the simplicity of the Christian doctrine, 

which disappeared amid the decided Platonism of Justin and 

his successors, especially the great teachers of the Alexan

drian School. That the writings emanating from this school, 

along with those of Justin, who led the way, introduced dark

ness and error into the theology of the period, - error which 

was transmitted to subsequent times, and from the oversha

dowing effects of which the Christian world has not yet fully 

recovered,-admits, in om· opinion, of no denial. 

There was that, however, in the character of Justin, which 

commands our admiration. He was, in many respects, a light 

question, is that of Petermann, "S. Ignatii Patris Apostolici qure feruntur Epistolre nna cum 

l\fartyrio," etc.: Leipsic, 18-19. Petermann's reasoning, of course, does not satisfy Bunsen, 

who, in the preface to his fourth volume of llippolytus and his Age, dated London, 1852, 

says that there is no ground for the assertion of Petermann," that the Syriac text (of Cureton) 

is an extract from an old Syriac version, of which the Armenian text is a translation." 

We will only say, in conclusion, that the value of the l\ISS. discovered by Tattam and 

others has been, we think, greatly overrated. At least, they have not shaken our confidence 

in the conclusion, that we possess no Ignatfan letters entitled to be receiveJ as genuine; those 

extant, which pass under that name, being, if not pure fabrications, yet so corrupted and inter

polated, nnd of such uncertain date, that they cannot be safely quoted as the writings of the 

venerable l\lartyr of Antioch. 
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and ornament of his age. He labored with zeal, if not ,vith 

discretion, in the cause of his l\Iastcr; and, having obtained 

the honors of martyrdom, left a name which the gratitude of 

Christians has delighted to cherish. 
Materials are wanting for an extended biographical notice 

of Justin. The little we know of him is culled chiefly from 

his own writings. They have preserved a few incidents of 

his life; ancl tradition has added a little, though but little, to 

the stock. From himself we learn that he was a native of 

Palestine, and was born at Flavia N ea polis, the ancient 
Shcchcm, called Sychar in the New Testament, now Nablous; 

a city of Samaria, and, as Josephus informs us, the metropolis 

of that conn try at the time Alexander entered J udrea. Here, 
probably, his ancestors had for some time resided, since he 

calls the Samaritans his nation and race : though we are 

authorized to infer, from his own expressions, that he was of 

Pagan extraction; and his education was certainly Heathen. 

Of his father and grandfather, he has told us only the 

names. That of the former was Priscus; and that of the 
latter, Bacchius. 

The precise time of Justin's birth cannot be ascertained 

with certainty: but it must have very nearly co-incided with 

that of the death of St. J obn the evangelist ; being late in 

the first ccntmy, or very early in the second (probably about 

the year 103); though there have not been wanting those who 
have carried it as far back into the first centmy as the year 

89. Of this number are Fabricius and Grabe ; whom Otto, 

Justin's latest editor, seems inclined to follow. To this early 

date, however, there are serious historical objections. 

Justin must, as it would appear, have been born and bred 
in easy circmnstances. He possessed a liberal curiosity and 

an ardent thirst for knowledge, and early devoted himself to 

philosophical studies. He had conceived a high opinion of 

the objects and uses of philosophy, as the term was then un
derstood. It was, in his view, the only treasure worth the 

attainment ; comprehending, as he believed, a knowledge of 
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all that pertained to God and to human felicity.* This had 
been sought by him, as he informs us, in the schools of Ze
no, of Aristotle and Pythagoras, but in vain. He fu-st, he 
tells us in his Dialogue ·with Trypho the Jew, put himself 
under the tuition of a certain Stoic. ·with him he remained 
long enough to discover that he could impart little knowledge 
of Goel; for he possessed little, and did not esteem such 
knowledge of any great vrnrth. Justin then left him, and 
betook himself to one of the Peripatetic School, who passed 
with himself, says he, for a very astute philosopher. But, 
demanding a stipulated fee for teaching, Justin leaves him 
in disgust, thinking that very unphilosophical. Still burning 
with a desire of knowledge, he next selects for his teacher a 
conceited Pythagorean. This man demanded of those who 
proposed to become his pupils a previous knowledge of 
music, astronomy, and geometry, as tending to refine and 
elevate the conceptions, and thus assist the mind to compre
hend abstract mental truths, and rise at last to the contempla
tion of the sole good and fair. Of this preparatory infonna
tion, Justin professed himself destitute; and was therefore 
compelled to leave him, 1:1uch to his regret: for this man, he 
says, really "appeared to know something." 

Disappointed, humbled, and chagrined, Justin now seems 
for a time to have resigned himself to grief and melancholy, 
ignorant whither next to turn. The lofty pretensions of the 
Platonists at length awoke him from his dream of suspense. 
This sect was then in great repute, as teaching transcendent 
truths relating to God and the universe; upon which subjects 
its founder had discoursed with a copiousness and eloquence 
which charmed the imagination, though his obscmity and 
mysticism might occasionally baffie the understandings, of 
his hearers. To one of these, who had recently taken up his 

abode at Neapolis (where, it seems, Justin continued to reside), 
he joins himself; and his fondest hopes appear now about to 

* Dial.cum Tryph .. p. 102, ed. Par. 1742; to which all our references are made, unless Thirl
by's or Otto's is specified. 
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be realized. His attention is directed to subjects congenial 
with his tastes and feelings. Plato's incorporeal essences 
delighted him. The contemplation of ideas or intelligible 
forms, the patterns and archetypes of things visible, added 
wings to his imagination. He thought himself already wise ; 
and, in his folly, flattered himself that he should soon obtain 
a vision of God : for this, he adds, " is the encl of Plato's 

philosophy."* 
Justin was ardent, imaginative, and strongly inclined to 

mysticism; and hence the most extravagant dreams of the 
Platonists found a ready reception with him ; and his mind 
soon acquired a taint from this source, ,vhich was never 
removed. He retained, after his conversion, his former par
tiality for the doctrine of ideas, as taught in the Platonic 

schools, which he considered too difficult and sublime a doc
trine to have originated in the subtilest human genius; and 

he therefore concluded that Plato must have stolen " so great 
a mystery " from l\foses, who speaks of an exemplar, type, 
and figme (pre-existent forms) shown him on the mount. 

Full of enthusiasm, and impatient of interruption, he now 
resolves to fly from the society of men, and bury himself in 
the depths of solitude, -there to deliver himself up to his 

favorite contemplations, by which he was to rise to a vision of 
the Divinity. For this pmpose, he selects a retired spot near 
the sea. As he approached this spot, he observed, he tells 
us, an aged man, of a venerable aspect, grave, but with a 
look of meekness, following him at a little distance; and, 
turning, he entered into conversation with him. The con
ference was a long one; and the old man, adopting somewhat 

of the Socratic method, appears often to have perplexed his 
youthful antagonist. He exposed the absmd pretensions of 
the philosophers; pointed out the futility of their specula
tions; and concluded by directing his attention to the Hebrew 

prophets, who were older than the philosophers, and who 

* Dial. cum Tryph., pp. 102-4; Otto, c. l, ::l. 
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alone, he affirmed, saw and taught the truth, and, speaking 
by divine inspiration, unfolded visions of the future. But 
"pray," says he, "that the gates of light may be opened to 
thee; for none can perceive and comprehend these things, 
except God and his Christ grant them understanding." Say
ing this, the old man departed, and was seen no more.* 

Justin is impressed. He had previously witnessed the 
constancy of the martyrs; he had observed the tranquillity 
and fortitude with which they encountered death, and all 
other evils which appear terrible to man; and he justly in
ferred, that they could not be profligate who could so patiently 
endure. t He had long believed them innocent of the crimes 
imputed to them. He vrns now prepared to think that they 
held the truth. He reflected on the words of the venerable 
stranger, and was convinced that they inculcated the "only 
safe and useful philosophy."+ 

Such is his own account§ of the manner in which he became 

* Dial. cum Tryph., c. 3-8; Otto. t Apo!. ii. p. 96 t Dial., p. 108; Otto, c. 8. 
§ This account, 88 we have said, is given in his Dialogue with Trypho; and may therefore 

be received, we suppose, 88 a genuine history of his conversion, even if the dialogue be a ficti
tious composition, after the manner of Plato's Dialogues. This species of writing, in which 
imaginary personages are introduced as engaged in real discourse or argument, appears to have 
been a favorite one with the ancients. Plato had adopted it with success, and the charms of 
his dialogues were universally felt and acknowledged; and Cicero and others employed it after 
him. It is not improbable that Justin, who, as we know, was a warm admirer of Plato, might 
have been influenced by his example to attempt a style of compositiou which possessed so 
many attractions. That this was actually the case, we think the pervading tone, in fact 
the whole air and costume, of the dialogue, if we may be allowed so to express ourselves, afford 
abundant evi<.lence. We can never persuade ourselves that Justin"s meek and supple Jew was 
a real personage. He is too patient of abuse, and concedes too much to his antagonbt. Nor, 
had he been a learned Jew, as is supposed, - whether Rabbi Tarphon, as some will have it, or 
any other Rabbi,-would he have allowed Justin's gross blunders in Hebrew chronology, his
tory, and criticism, to have passed without censure. That he might have held a dispute or 
disputes with the Jews, is highly probable; for he was not accustomed to shrink from a trial 
of his strength in debate: and that the substance of one or more of these interviews may 
have been retained in the dialogue, or, at least, have furnished hints of which he made some 
use, is quite as probable. From these and other materials suggested by conversation and 
reading, the piece was no doubt made up; but the style and dress, the rhetorical embelli8h• 
ment, the whole form and structure, are Justin's. It is no more a real dialogue, we are 
persuaded, than similar compositions of Cicero or of Bishop Berkeley. He borrower!, unques
tionably, like the authors of fictitious writings generally, from real life, but worked up his 
rough materials according to his own fancy and judgment; and, as he was not deficient in a 
very complacent opinion of his own abilities, his imaginary antagonist is made to treat him 
with great respect, and yield him advantages in argument which a real Jew of ordinary 
shrewdness would not have given. But whether the dialogue be fictitious or not is of no 
importance; since, in either case, we must suppose it to furnish a true record of Justin's 
opinions, and of the process by which he became a Christian. 
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a Clu·istian, or, as he expresses it, a philosopher; for he was 
fond of retaining the name, as he also continnccl to wear the 

dress, of a Grecian sage. Ensebins * informs us that he 

preached Christianity in the philosophers' garb, - a sort of 

coarse or cheap mantle, usually of a dark color, similar to 

that afterwards worn by monks and hermits. It was this 

garb, as we learn from himself, which attracted the notice of 

Trypho the Jew, and led him to aclchess him as a philoso

pher. "Hail, philosopher ! " is his :6i-st salutation. ""\Vhen 

I see a person in this garb, I gladly approach him, with the 

expectation," he adds, "of hearing something useful," - or 

perhaps in the hope of amusement; for he was surrounded 

by some jeering companions of his own faith. 
Of the elate of his conversion, nothing can ·with certainty 

be affirmed. The year 132 or 133 of the common era, how

ever, is usually assigned; probably with some near approach 

to truth. Of his history after his conversion, few notices 

occm in his own writings; and little on which we can rely is 

to be gathered from other somces. In a treatise t which 

bears his name, though its genuineness has been strongly con

tested, we find incidental mention of him as having been in 

Campania and Egypt ; + and Ephesns is the scene of his cele

brated Dialogue with Trypho. It is not improbable, that his 

zeal in the cause of Christianity may have led him to visit 
these and other places. His usual residence, however, as 

Ensebius informs us,§ was at Rome. He ·was certainly much 

there; and if the piece, called the "Acts of his l\Iartyrdom," 

be entitled to any credit as an historical memoir, he dwelt at a 

place called Timothy's Baths, on the Vimiual l\Iount, where 

he conversed freely with all who resorted to him; and, by 

discourse and writings, engaged, as occasion offered, in de

fence of Christianity, and fearlessly met and repelled the foul 

charges brought against its professors. 
He is supposed to have written his first or larger Apology, 

* Hist. Eccles., 1. iv. c. 11. 
t Cohortatio a.d Grrecos. 

t Cohort . ad Grrecos, c. 13, 37, Otto. 
§ Hist. Eccles., 1. iv. c. 11. 
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adclressecl to the Emperor Antoninus Pius, and his adopted 
sons, J\Iarcus Antoninus the philosopher, and Lucius V erus, to 
the senate and people of Rome, about the year 138 or 139.* 
It was occasioned by the suffering of the Christians nndcr a 
severe persecution; instigated in this instance, it seems, by 
the frenzy of the populace, who ·were accustomed at the 
public games, and whenever opportunity offered, to clamor 
for then: blood, and mge the civil authorities to put in exe
cution the imperial edicts then existing against them, but 
·which the humanity of the magistrates appears sometimes to 
have allowed to sleep. This Apology is alluded to in the 
Dialogue ·with Trypho : ·which must, therefore, have been 
written at a subsequent period ; Pearson thinks, in the year 
146; t but this is conjectme. The second Apology appears 
to have been written at a still later period, and not long 
before his martyrdom. + 

Justin was roused to offer this Apology by the sufferings 
of three persons, who had been recently put to death by 
Urbicus, prefect of the city, for no crime, but only for 
acknowledging themselves the followers of Christ. This 
act of Urbicus he regarded only as a prelude to still fm
ther severities; and, with the exalted courage of a martyr, 
he stepped forward, and endeavored to avert the storm 
which seemed ready to burst on the heads of his follow
Christians. The consequences of his zeal and activity he 
seems fully to have anticipated. His ability, the weight of 

* This date is adopteu by Douwell, Petau, Le Clerc, Basnage, Scaliger, Pagi, Mohler, Se
misch, Neander, Otto, and others; though some prefer A.D. 140 as the periou of its composi
tiou; anu others, of no small critical repnte,-as Tillemont, Grabe, Fleury, and Maran, -
name as late a !late as 150. 

t Jus. Eu. Thirl., p. 439. 
t It was addresseu, according to Eusebius (I. iv. c. 16), to Marcus Antoninus the philoso

pher, anu his associates in the empire; though some mouern critics-as Douwell, Thirlby 
(Just. Thirl., p. ll0), anu Pearson - have inferred, from internal eviuence, that thi~ as well as 
the former was offereu to Antoninus Pius. So also Neander; the testimony of Eusebins, aml, 
we may add, also of Jerome, notwithstanuing. Semisch does not attPmpt to settle the date 
with precision, but places it between A.D. 161 and 166. Otto names 164. The theory that 
thiA originally constituted only the introuuction to the larger Apology, and that the other 
Apology has been lost, has been proved, we think, by Otto and others, to Le entitlcu to no 
respect. 

2 
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his character, his powerful appeals and remonstrances, and 
his unsparing censme of the follies of Paganism, provoked 
the hostility of the enemies of the Clu:istian name ; and they 
now, more than ever, panted for the blood of so noble a 
victim. Near the beginning of his Apology, he expresses 
his belief that the fate of his companions would soon be his 
own. He had a determined, and, as the eyent proved, a 
powerful adversary in one Crescens, a Cynic philosopher, 
·whom he describes as a person of infamous character, but 
fond of popularity, and willing to resort to any arts, however 
base, for the pmpose of obtaining it. The odium shared by 
the Christians, aheady virulent enough, appears to have been 
rendered still more deadly by his exertions. He went about 
to inflame the minds of the people against them; shamelessly 
re-iterating .the then stale charge of immorality and atheism, 
though, as J usti.n affirms, entirnly ignorant of their principles. 
He appears, however, to have obtained the ear of the empe
ror; for his machinations succeeded, and J usti.n was sacrificed. 
He was apprehended ; brought before Rusticus, prefect of the 
city; and, on his refusal to offer sacrifice, was condemned to 
die. 

Of his death by martyrdom, there can, we think, be no 
reasonable doubt. The little treatise, aheady mentioned, 
called the "Acts of the Martyrdom of Justin and Others," 
would fmnish an affecting account of the concluding scene of 
his life, could its autheuticity be ascertained. But this is 
considered as more than q nestionable. The piece is one of 
acknowledged antiquity; but the date of its composition can
not be ascertained : nor have we any means of determining 
whether the Justin whose sufferings it recounts is the saint 
of whom we are speaking, or another individual of the same 
name. In these Acts, he is said to have been beheaded ; 
and we can easily credit them, when they assert that he met 
death with the calmness and fortitude becoming a follower of 
the crucified Jesus. The precise year of his death is un-
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known.* There is a tradition in the Greek Church, that, like 
Socrates, he drank the hemlock ; but this tradition has been 
considered as entitled to little respect. 

Some writers of the Romish communion would persuade 
us, that he was admitted to the order of priest or bishop in 
that church; but, in support of this hypothesis, they offer 
only vague conjectmes. The ancients observe the most pro
found silence on the subject; nor do the Romanists of modern 
times venttue to assign him any particular chm·ch or see. 
N eander calls him au "itinerant preacher, in the garb of a 

philosopher; " and Scmisch, an "itinerant evangelist." The 
Romish Chmch observes his festival on the 13th of April; 
and the Greek, on the 1st of June; both having canonized 
him. 

* Fabricius (Iliblioth. Grrec., t. v. p. 52) and Grabe (Spic. Patr., t. ii. pp. 146-7) place it 
at A.D. 163, -or perhaps 165, says the latter; Tillemont (Eccles. l\Iem., vol. ii. p. 145), at 167 
or 168; others, at one of the intervening years 165 or 166. Dodwell has expressed an opinion, 
that he was born A.D. 119; and suffered death, A.D. 149, at thirty years of age (Dissert. iii. in 
lrenrenm, § 19): but this opinion is not supported by any good authority. Epiphanius, 
inde~d, says that Justin perished during the reign of Hadrian, at thirty years of age. But it 
is beyond que~tion, as has been generally observed, either that Epiphanius was deceived, or 
that his text has been corrupted; it beiug quite certain that Justin survived Hadrian. Otto 
adopts the date of A.D. 165, in the consulship of Orphitus and Pudens. 
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CHAPTER II. 

JUSTIN'S WRITINGS. -VARIOUS EDITIONS.-JUSTIN EXTRAYA

GANTLY PRAISED. - REYERE:XCE FOR THE FATHERS DE

CLlXES. - EXAMINATION OF JUSTIN'S LARGER APOLOGY. -

POPULAR CHARGES AGAINST THE CHRISTL\NS. - JUSTIN'S 

1\IODE OF ARGUMENT. - TOJ>ICS AND TO.XE OF HIS ADDRESS. 

- HIS ARGUME:XT FRmr PROPHECY.-TREAT:.\IENT OF l\lI

RACLES.-TOPICS OF HIS SECOND APOLOGY. 

SEYERAL of the works of Justin are lost : among which, 

unfortunately, is his book "Against all Heresies," mentioned 

by himself; and one against Marcion, if both were not parts 

of the same work. His first Apology, placed second in the 

earlier editions of his ·works, has reached us nearly, if .not 

quite, entire. The second is somewhat mutilated at the be

ginning ; and, in other respects, appears imperfect. The 

genuineness of the Dialogue with Trypho has been ques

tioned by a few; but, we think, for very insufficient reasons. 

The "Hortatory Address to the Greeks " has been rejected by 

several modern critics ; * and Thirlby has not admitted it into 

his edition of the works of the saint. Of the several other 

treatises formerly published under his name, and included 

in the later editions of his works, with the exception of 

Thirlby's, none are now considered as entitled to a place 

among his genuine and acknowledged remains. l\fost of 

* Its genuineness was attacked by Casimir On<lin, a writer of some little note in his time, 

who died at Leyden in 171i. Others have doubted or rejected. lllohler (Patrologie, 

p. 224fis among the latter. Neander he8itates. Otto (De Justini i\lartyris Scriptis et Doctrina, 

p. 38, etc.) and Semisch (vol. i. pp. 118, etc.) argue the question, the latter at great length, and 

decide for its genuineness. Augu~ti, De Wette, Credner, Ilaumgarten-Crusius, and ~everal 

others, are referred to as pronouncing the same judgment. So far as the authority of eminent 

critics goe~, the evidence on this siue now decidedly predominates; though much doubt remains, 

ancl ever will remain. 
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them are universally rejected as spmious; * and the two 
or tluee short pieces or fragments, still sometimes referred 
to as his, arc of too doubtful a character to authorize us to 
cite them as part of his genuine works. t 

Justin has been the subject of much extravagant panegyric. 
Profound learning, penetration, wit, judgment, and eloquence 
(almost every quality which goes to make a great writer) have 
been ascribed to him by his too partial admirers. Antiquity 
is loud in his praise. Tatian, his disciple, calls him a " most 
wonderful" man; ancl ~Iethoclius, a writer of the third cen-

* These are the Epistle to Zenas and Serenus, the Exposition of the Right Faith, Questions 
and Responses to the Orthodox, Christian Questions to the Greeks, and Greek Questions to the 
Christians, and the Confutation of Certain Dogmas of Aristotle, all thrown into the Appendix 
in the Paris edition of li42 as manifestly supposititious. 

t Such are the Oration to the Greeks, the short fragment on the l\Ionarchy of Gou, anu 
the Epistle to Diognetus. The last-mentioned work, though it cannot with any probability be 
ascribed to Justin, is of undoubted antiquity, and of great value as presenting a vivid picture 
of Christian life at the period at which it was written. Neander places it among the "finest 
remains of Christian antiquity." Semisch claims the fragment ofa work on the Resurrection 
as Justin's; but there is not that historical and critical evitlence in its favor which is necessary 
to procure its general reception. Few, we think, at the present day, will venture to quote from 
it as a work of Justin. 

The first printed edition of the collected works of Justin, in Greek, is that of R. Stephens 
in 1551. This edition includes nearly the whole of what has beeu attributed to Justin; Ste
phens having published the spurious, along with the genuine, from a manuscript belonging to 
the Royal Library. The Address to the Greeks or Gentiles, and the Epistle to Diognetus, how
ever, were not embracetl in it, but were published by Henry Stephens in 1592 and 1595. An 
edition of the works of this Father was published by Sylburgius, at Heidelberg, in 15\:13. This 
edition was reprintetl at Paris in 1615, and again in 1636. That bearing the latter date was 
highly esteemeu, antl is the edition generally intended when the reference is made to the Paris 
edition by several writers during the century subsequent to its publication. 

Thirlby's edition of the two Apologies, and Dialogue with Trypho, was published in London 
in li22. This edition is beautifully printed, and contains some valuable notes, generally brief, 
arnl not encumbered with useless learning. On points involving doctrinal controversy, how
ever, Thirlby has stmliously avoided entering into any discussion. 

The last Paris edition is that of Pru<l. Maran, or ~Iaranus, a Benedictine monk of the 
congregation of St. l\Iaur, li42. This edition includes all the treatises, as well spurious 
as genuine, which have been at different times publishetl untler the name of Justin. The 
volume contains likewise the remains of several other Greek writers of the second century; as 
Tatian, Justin's disciple, Athenagoras, Theophilus of Antioch, and Hermias. lllaran gave a 
new Latin version of the two Apologies and the Dialogue. Of portions of the writings of 
Justin there have been more recent editions; but his entire works, for a hundred years from 
the time of ~Iaran, found no new editor. 

The first volume of Otto's edition appeared at Jena in 1842,-exactly a century after the 
date of the celebrated Paris edition of Marau. The remaining volumes subsequently appearetl; 
and we have before us parts of a second edition. This is an octavo etlition, and embraces all 
the works which have passed under the name of Justin, genuine and spurious. It is very care
fully edited, with a corrected text; critical annotations and comments, original and selected; 
and presents the writings of Justin in a more convenient form than any before possessed. No 
one who has access to this edition will hereafter use any other. 
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tury, tells us that he was "not far removed from the apostles 
either in time or virtue." Photins, too, though he admits 
that his style wants attractions for the vulgar, extols his 
solidity of matter, and vast and exuberant knowledge. Of 
the biographical notices of him, furnjshed by comparatively 
modern writers,-as Cave, Tillemont, and othcrs,-most are 
composed less in the style of impartial history than of fond 
euloginm. 

As a blind reverence for antiquity, however, yielcled at 
length to a spirit of independent research and just criticism, 
the credit of the Fathers, and of Justin among the rest, 
rapidly sunk. Daille in his "Treatise on the U sc of the 
Fathers," Le Clerc in his various writings,* Barbeyrac, t and 
we might add a multitude of others, and, above all, the 
learned and accurate Brucker, + contributed their proportion 
to bring about this revolution in public opinion, and settle the 
question of their merit and defects. Far be it from us to 
justify every expression of contempt and sweeping cens1ue, 
much less the tone of heartless levity and ridicule, in which 
modern writers have occasionally indulged in speaking of 
them. The subject is too grave for derision. The Fathers, 
with whatever imperfections and weaknesses they arc charge
able as authors, are certainly entitled to om rnspect and sym
pathy as men and Christians. They performed an important 
office in society. They received and transmitted the religion 
of the humble and despisccl Jesus ; transmitted it ( disfigmcd 
and corrupted, to be sme, but still transmitted it), in the face, 
too, of tortme and death. They helped to carry forward the 
triumphs of the cross. The fortitude in sufferings exhibited 
as well by the learned acl vocates for the truth of Christianity, 
'whose position rendered them objects of special mark, as by 
the crowd of more obscm-e believers, was matter of admira-

* See his Ars Critica, also Hist. Eccles., and Iliblioth. Univ. et llist. Choisie, and Anc. et 
Mod.; a rich storehouse of information, in eighty volumes, into which Gibbon, as he tells us, 
dipped with delight; and in which the curious will be ever sure to find entertainment. 

t Traite de la Morale des Peres. t Hist. Crit. Phil. 
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tion and astonishment to the Pagan world; and the church 
was nurtmed by their blood. 

Of such men we cannot speak with levity, or cold, illiberal 
sarcasm. But, though we venerate them as men who dared 
and suffered nobly, truth compels us to say, that, as writers, 
we cannot think them entitled to any profound respect. ,v e 
think, with J ortin, that " it is better to defer too little than 
too much to their decisions." ,v e do not except even Justin. 
His wi:itings deserve the attention of the curious, as furnishing 
examples of the manner in which Christianity was defended, 
and the objections of Pagans and Jews met and refuted, in 
the primitive ages. They are valuable, too, in other respects. 
But, however they may be calculated to increase Olli' reverence 
for the mornl qualities, the sincerity, the zeal, the self-devo

tion and courage, of their author, they will not give us any 
very exalted opinion of his penetration, taste, or judgment. 
,vhoevcr reads them -with the expectation of finding in them 
specimens of just and well-sustained argument and eloquence; 
whoever looks for discriminating remark, or a neat and grace
ful style, perspicuity, or method, -wi.11 rise from the perusal 
of them with a feeling of sad disappointment. 

Let us take his first and larger Apology. It ,ms not ne

cessary that its author, in order to attain his object, should 
establish the truth of Christianity. Christianity might be 
trne or false; its founder might have been divinely commis
sioned, or he might have been an impostor or enthusiast: yet 
the sufferings inflicted on Christians might be m1deserved ; 
the charges alleged against them might be false, and their 
punishment, therefore, an act of gross injustice and cruelty. 

Neither the public tranquillity nor the safety of the throne, 
neither justice nor policy, might requil'e that the rising sect, 
infected by the "new superstition," a_s it was called, should be 
crushed. These were topics ,vhich the early apologists, one 
might think, would particularly urge, and urge with all 
their strength of reasoning and eloquence. 

The popular charges against the Clu·istians were those of 
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profligacy and atheism. The latter arose from theu· neglect 
of the gods, ·whose images filled every temple and grove, and 
the worship of ,vhom was enjoined by the Roman laws. For 
this crime, for their alleged impiety and contempt of the gods, 
they were punished. Pliny, in his well-known letter to Tra
jan, expresses his concern that the contagion of the new 
opinions had not only infected cities, but spread through the 
remoter tow11s and villages; that, in consequence, the temples 
were deserted, the public rites of religion neglected, and the 
victims remained unsold. The old fabric of superstition 
seemed tottering, and ready to fall. But this fabric it was 
deemed matter of policy to support ; and whatever tended to 
weaken and overthrow it, was, therefore, regarded with ex
treme jealousy and aversion. Hence the virulence manifested 
against the growing sect of Christians. They were the ene
mies of legalized superstitions ; and were therefore viewed as 
in some sense distmbcrs of the public peace, and dangerous 
to the State. The calamities ,vhich afflicted the empire in
creased the hatred against them. Of these calamities, they 
were accused of being the authors; and by theu· blood alone, 
it was mged by a superstitious populace, they could be avert
ed, and the anger of Heaven appeased. If the Tiber 
overflowed its banks, or the Nile did not rise, or there was 
earthquake or famine or pestilence, the Christians must pay 
the penalty by thcu· lives. "Away with the Atheists!" was the 
cry : " The Christians to the lions ! " Such were the feelings 
and opinions, and such the mode of reasoning, which J ustiu 
found it necessary to combat : and several of the views and 
considerations he suggests have great weight; though, from 
his want of skill in argument, he fails of making the most of 
them. 

He demands only, he says, that Christians be placed on a 
footing with other snbjects of the empire ; that the charges 
brought against them should be examined ; and, if they were 
found guilty, he wishes not, he says, to screen them from 
punishment. But let them not be pat to death without an 
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opportunity of establishing their innocence; let them not be 

couclcrnnccl simply for bearing the name of Christians. K amcs 

are indifferent: the things signified by them alone are of im
portance. If Christians arc what they are represented to be 

(workers of all iniquity, not only holding opinions in the last 

degree impious and detestable, but sanctioning every enormity 
by their practice), let it be proved against them. Show them 

to be malefactors, and we will not complain that they are 
punished as such. But, if their liws arc blameless, it is 

manifest injustice to sacrifice them to popular frenzy and 

hatred. 
Thus far, Justin proceeds on unquestionable ground. He 

asserts the great principles of justice and equity; he contends 

for liberty of opinion; he is a strenuous asserter of that liber

ty: and happy for the repose of Christendom, had Chri~tians 
never lost sight of the sentiments in the present instance 

uttered by this early Father. They were worthy the noble 
cause he was advocating, and might with achantage have 

been fmther pressed ; for this was Justin's stronghold. 

"'\Vhile mging these considerations, he was pleading the cause 

of common justice and humanity ; and his sentiments must 

have found an echo in every breast which retained the least 

portion of sensibility or correct feeling. But he injudiciously 

breaks off a truly valuable train of thought, the moment he 
has entered upon it, to introduce some observations about 

demons, to whose active malice he attributes the odium under 

which Christians lay. As regards these evil demons, he says, 

we confess we may be denominated Atheists; for we reject 
their worship : but not as regards the true Goel and his Son 

sent by him, the host of good angels and the prophetic spirit; 

for these we reverence and adore. He then speaks of the 

objects of Heathen adoration, and the folly of honoring them 

with victims and garlands; and observes that Goel wants not 
material offerings. Christians, he continues, look not for an 

earthly kingdom; and, as their hopes are not fixed on present 

things, death by the hands of the executioner has no terrors 

3 
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for them : " You may slay, but you cannot hurt." They are 
good subjects, and promoters of viitue and peace ; for they 
teach that all men, whatever their characters, are subject to 
God's inspection, and wi.11 be hereafter rewarded or punished 
as then· actions merit. He then cautions those ·whom he was 
addressing against listening to calumnies which originated 
with deceptive demons. These demons were enemies of the 
Christians; since the latter, in embracing Christ, renounced 
their dominion, and became reformed in temper and life. To 
prove that he is not playing the sophist in thus speaking, he 
says that he will quote a few precepts of Christ; and he pro
ceeds to give copious extracts from the Sermon on the Mount, 
and other parts of the Saviour's teachings of a strictly practi
cal character, not omitting the rendering "to Cresar the things 
that are Cresar's, and to God the things that are God's." He 
thus shows that Christianity inculcates purity of heart, charity, 
patience, forbids rash oaths, enjoins obedience to magistrates; 
that it teaches the doctrine of immortality, and retribution for 
the just and unjust acts of the present life. 

As to what is said of Christ's bii·th, death, and ascension, 
it cannot, he thinks, sound strange to a Heathen ear, accus
tomed to the fabulous narratives of the poets; for similar 
things are related of the sons of Jove. 

Such is the train of Justin's remarks, so far as they have 
any consecutiveness, through one thii·d, and that by far the 
least exceptionable part, of his Apology. ·what. remains 
consists of observations and theories on the subject of the 
incarnation; expositions of prophecies, generally extravagant 
and fanciful enough ; accounts of the miraculous feats, the 
craft and malice, of demons, who appear perpetually to haunt 
his imagination, and whom he considers the authors of the 
Heathen mythology, and inspii·ers of the poets ; the abetters 
of heresy, and instigators of all the calamities under which 
Christians were groaning. After adding a description of the 
sacred rites of Christians,-Baptism and the Supper, - and 
their worship, or mode of passing Sunday, he concludes with 
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beseeching the clemency of the emperor, and calls his attention 
to a rescript of Hadrian in favor of the Christians, which he 
subjoins. 

Such are the general topics introduced into the first Apo
logy. It contains some truth, and some just views and repre
sentations; enough surely to show that the Christians were the 
victims of great injustice and cruelty, but nothing which bears 
any resemblance to regular and well-supported argument. A 
large portion of the thoughts, or rather crude and incoherent 
conceptions and comments and strange conceits, obtruded upon 
the notice of the emperor, are such as could have no weight 
with him, and produce no effect but to inspire contempt for 
the author's understanding. He injures his cause by weak 
and inconclusive arguments, and by the immense mass of 
irrelevant and trifling or absurd matter with which he 
encumbers the defence. 

'\Vith regard to the tone of his address, we may observe, 
that it was any thing •but mild and conciliating. Justin seems 
to have possessed a harsh and overbearing temper, which he 
had not the prudence to keep under restraint when motives 
of interest and common decorum alike required it. On this 
subject, Thirlby, who was sufficiently indulgent in his judgment 
of the Fathers, expresses himself with much point and truth. 
After observing in substance, that, though not a writer of the 
first merit, he is lively and pungent, and though not suited 
to the fastidious taste of an effeminate age, yet, for the times 
in which he lived, he had no ordinary degree of learning and 
eloquence, he adds, "These excellences were shaded by two 
faults : he is beyond measm·e rash and careless, and wrote in 
a style ang1·y, contentious, and vituperative; utterly wanting 
in respect for the emperor, and urbanity to others."* He is 
destitute of complaisance alike to the fugitive Jews, and to the 
Romans, the masters of the world. His language certainly 
cannot be referred to as illustrating the Christian precepts of 
gentleness and forbearance, meekness and charity. 

11 Dedication prefixed to his edition of Justin. 



20 JUSTIX :MARTYR. 

,Ve h,we said that it was not necessary that Justin, in 

order to show the injustice of the persecutions nuder ·which 
Christians suffered, should establish the absolute truth of 

Christianity in opposition to Heathenism. It ·was enough 

that he should proYe that the followers of J esns led innocent, 

pure, and useful liYes; that they ·were the friends of peace, 

obedient to the laws, and in no way enemies to the State. 

Still it could hardly be that those ·who undertook the defence 

of their fellow-Christians should leave out of sight the 

reasons which operated in producing that change from Hea
thenism to Christianity which was the source of all their 

calamities and sufferings. They would be naturally led to 

speak of the follies of Pagan superstitions, and to urge the 

higher claims of Christianity. This they did successfully; for 

the superior excellence of Christianity was such as to appear 

on the slightest comparison of it with Heathen systems. 
But we must not look to the early Apologists for systematic 

and masterly defences of the divine origin of Christianity. 

In this particular, Justin is deficient. On the argument from 

prophecy he cl wells at length, but not in such a manner as to 

satisfy a reader of the present day. Of the eYiclcnce from 

miracles he scarcely takes any notice. Perhaps the cause 

may be traced to the popular belief of the age. The efficacy 

of incantations and magic formed part of this belief, common 

alike to Christians and Pagans. ~Iiracles were regarded as 

of no rare occurrence, and they were supposed to be wrought 

by magical arts. Cluistiauity might, then, have the support of 

miracles ; but this support would be regarded as of trifling 

importance by those who were believers in the reality of 

charms and sorcery. The miTacle might be admitted; but the 

evidence derived from it could be invalidated by ascribing it 

to the effects of magic. That the early Fathers and Apolo

gists really felt a difficulty of this kind, there can be no 
doubt. The Jews had set the example by attributing the 

miracles of om Saviom to a demoniacal agency. That the 

Heathens trod in their steps, by ascribing them to magical 
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influences, we gather from a hint Justin himself has inciden
tally dropped; and Origen expressly affinns it as regards 
Cclsus. Here, then, was a grand objection to the evidence 
from miracles, and one which the Fathers, ·who were them
sel vcs firm believers in the powers of magic and demoniacal 
iufluences, must have found it exceedingly difficult to re
moYc. 

The topics of the second Apology-which, as we possess it, 
is brief-are similar to those of the first, and arc treated with 
no more judgment. It breathes a martyr-spirit, but contains 
the same bleucling of just thought with trifling remark and 
weak reasouing, which we have noticed as characteristic of 
the first; and its tone is not more conciliatory. The fierce 
denunciation of the religion of the empire, and the charge 
brought against the emperors, and mged in no measured 
language, that they were instruments in the hands of wicked 
demons, would serve only to irritate, and put the oppressed 
Cluistians on a worse rather than a better footing with the 
State. It was certainly impolitic. 

The Dialogue ·with Trypho exhibits in still greater promi
nence Justin's defects of conception and style; his loose 
reasoning; his rambling, incoherent course of remark; his 
tautology; his false rhetoric, and utter contempt of all the 
laws of good writing. Our readers will readily pardon us, 
we think, for not attempting an analysis of the work. 
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CHAPTER III. 

GENERAL DEFECTS OF JUSTIN'S INTELLECTUAL AND LITERARY 

CHARACTER. - WHAT CAN BE SAID IN PALLIATION OF 

THEl\f. - JUSTIN'S OPINIONS. - HIS LOVE OF THE MAR

VELLOUS. - HIS ACCOUNT OF THE ORIGIN OF DEMONS. -

FEATS PERFORMED BY THEM. - JUSTIN'S CHRONOLOGICAL 

ERRORS. - HIS CARELESSNESS IN QUOTATION. - OF NO 

VALUE AS A CRITIC AND INTERPRETER. - SPECIMENS OF 

HIS FANCIFUL INTERPRETATION OF THE OLD TESTAMENT. -

TYPES OF THE CROSS. - JUSTIN'S LEARNING. - EMINENTLY 

UNCRITICAL. 

THE general defects of Justin's intellectual and literary cha
racter appear from what has been already said. Our readers, 
however, may be pleased with some instances and specifica
tions; and as they will illustrate his opinions, and the opinions 
and modes of thinking of Christians of his day, we will pro
ceed to give them ; simply remarking, before we enter on 
our task, that if it appears incredible, that a writer of the 
second century, well educated, taught in the schools of philo
sophy, a man of great repute in the church, and an eminent 
apologist for Christianity, could so think and write, the cha
racter of the times must be taken into view. In him, as 
it has been said, "we perceive the influence of the spirit 
of the age. The excellences and defects of his times, and 
of Christian antiquity, are visibly blended in his person; " 
the defects in rather undue proportion, we think, so far as the 
intellect is concerned. Nor is it enough to say in explana
tion, as it has been said, that the better-educated converts 
"designedly divested their writings of all ornament and 
splendor of diction, from a mistaken regard to Christian 
truth." Possibly some did so : unfortunately, we think, if 
they did. Still it is true what Irenreus confesses of himself, 
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and Lactantius of others, that the early Christian writers were 
generally rude of speech; and their want of intellectual 
cultme, and their errors of taste and reasoning, were obvious, 
- were real, and not affected. They wrote as well as they 
knew how. Let Justin have the benefit of all the indulgence 
to which he is entitled from the delinquencies of the times. 
·with this observation, we proceed ,vith our specimens. 

Of Justin's inattention to dates, we have a well-kno-wn and 
striking example in the account he gives of the origin of the 
Septuagint version of the Old Testament; in which, as it 
stands in his first Apology,* he makes Ptolemy Philadelphus, 
King of Egypt, contemporary ,vith Herod the Great, King of 
Judea; thus committing a chronological error of about two 
hundred and fifty years. If the "Hortatory Address to the 
Greeks " be his, the story furnishes a remarkable instance of 
his credulity, and love of the marvellous, as well as of his 
haste and negligence : for he there relates, that the seventy 
who were sent from Judcea, at the request of Ptolemy, to trans
late the Hebrew Scriptmes, - of which he had previously 
obtained a copy, - were, by his command, shut up in as 
many separate cells on the island called Pharos, and pro
hibited all intercourse one with another till each should have 
finished a translation of the whole; and that theu· several 
translations were then found, upon comparison, to agree to a 
letter; which was regarded by the astonished king as evidence 
that they had received divine assistance. This, the writer 
adds, is no fable ; for, on visiting Alexandria, he was shown 
the remains of the very cells in which the task was performed. t 

* P. 62; Otto, c. 31. See also Cohort., c. xiii. 
t Pp. 16, 17. The inspiration of the Septuagint version appears to have been the common 

belief of the fathers before the time of Jerome; and this fact Le Clerc adduces as evidence of 
their ignorance of the Hebrew. "Si les Peres," he observes," Grecs et !es Latins, qui ont 
vecu avant S. Jerome, avoient entendu l'Hebreu, ils n'auroientjamais crn que !es LXX. inter
pretes avoient ete inspirez; puis qu'ils auroient trouve mille fautes dans leur version, pour 
avoir suivi des exemplaires fautif.~, ou n'avoir pas sn lire le leur, ou n'avoir pas bien eutcndu 
la langue HebraYque, ou n'y avoir pas apporte assez d'attPntion, ou enfin pour avoir traduit 
licentieusement. II est vrai que Philon et Joseph ont dit la meme chose de !'inspiration des 
Septante; mais le premier ne savoit point d'Ilebreu, et le second semble avoir menage, en cela, 
!es Juifs Hellenist.es."- Bibliot/£ . .llnc. et .!tlod., tom. vi. p. 329. 
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Ile received the story, he says, from the inhabitants of the 

place, who had the tradition from then· fathers; and writers, 

- wise men, and men of repute, - Philo, Josephus, and 

many others, give the same account. Of the truth of the 

narrative, he entertained no shadow of doubt, any more than 

of the story, that, during the forty years' sojomn of the Israel

ites in the wilderness, not only did not the thongs on their 

sandals become broken, or their shoes torn, or their garments 

grow old upon them ; but the clothes of the younger Hebrews 

actually increased in size as they grew np ! * 
,Vlrnt he says of demons, in different parts of his writings, 

shows how easily he could be led, on occasion, to credit the 

wildest and most monstrous fictions. Goel, he very gravely 

tells us, having formed man, committed him, together with all 

sublunary things, to the care of angels, whose too susceptible 

natmes caused them to trespass with the frail daughters of 

earth ; t and hence sprang the race of demons. These demons 

did not long remain idle. They mixed in all human affairs, 

and soon obtained universal sway in the world. They deceived 

men by arts of magic, frightened them with apparitions, caused 

them to see visions and dream cl.reams, perpetrated crimes, 

and performed numerous feats and prodigies, which the fabu

lous poets of antiquity, in their ignorance, transferred to the 

gods. They presided over the splendid mythology of the Hea

then; instituted sacrifices ; and regaled themselves with the 

blood of victims, of which they began to be in want after 

they became subject to passions and lusts.+ They were the 

authors of all heresies, fraud, and mischief. Then· malice 

was chiefly cln·ectecl against the Savi.om; ·whose success, they 

well knew, would be attended with their overthrow: and 

* Dial., c. 131, Otto. 
t This notion, founded on a misconception of Gen. vi. 4, of which the Seventy had given 

a faulty translation, Llhl not originate with Justin. Philo anu Josephus hall auvanretl the 

same before him; and succeetling Fathers, oue after another, copieu it without examirnttion. 

"Cela fait voir," says Le Clerc, "qu'il ne faut pas tant vanter le consentement des Peres en 

rnatieres de theologie."-Bib. Cltois., tom . ii. p. 336. 
:j: Apol. I., p. 61; IL, 92. Otto, e. 14 and c. 5. 
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therefore, long before his appearance on earth, they tasked 
their ingenuity to defeat the pmpose of his mission. They 
invented tales about the gods of the nations, corresponding to 
the descriptions of him given by the Hebrew prophets ; hoping 
so to fill the minds of men with " lying vanities," that the 
writings which predicted his advent might be brought into 
discredit, and all that related to him pass for fable. For 
example, when they heard the prophecy of Moses,* Gen. 
xlix. 10, 11,-"The sceptre shall not depart from Judah, nor 
a lawgiver from between his feet, until Shiloh come ; and 
he shall be the expectation of the nations, binding his foal to 
the vine, and washing his garment in the blood of the grape," 
- they got up, as a counterpart, the story of Bacchus, the 
son of Jupiter and inventor of the grape, and introduced 
wine into the celebration of his mysteries, and represented 
him as finally ascending into heaven. They were exceed
ingly sagacious, but, with all their astuteness, found some 
difficulty in interpreting parts of the above-mentioned pre
diction of Jacob. The prophet had not expressly said 
·,;\·hether he who should come was to be the son of Goel, or 
the son of man ; nor "·hether he was to make use of the foal 
spoken of while he remained on earth, or only dming his 
ascent into heaven. To get over this difficulty, these crafty 
demons, in addition to the story of Bacchus, trumped up that 
of Bellerophon, who was a man, born of men; and ·who, as 
they tell us, mounted on his Pegasus, ascended into heaven. 
The prediction of Isaiah relating to the virgin ( vii. 14 ), they 
said, was fulfilled in Perseus ; that in Ps. xix. 5, " strong 
as a giant to run a race" (which Justin seems to have applied 
to the Messiah), in Hercules, ,Yho was a man of strength, and 
traversed the whole earth. Again: when they found it pre
dicted that he should cme diseases and raise the dead, they 
appealed to the case of .JEsculapius, who also recalled the dead 
to life, and was taken up into heaven.t Nor did they cease 

* The prophecy belongs, not to l\Ioses, but to ,Jacob. 
t A pol. I., pp. 75, 76; Otto, c. 21 and c. 54. Dial., c. 69. 
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from their mischieYous indnstry after the death of Cluist. As, 
before this eYcnt, they had made use of the poets as agents 
in disseminating their delusions; so after it they raised up 
heretics, - Marcion on the banks of the Euxine, and the Sa
maritans l\Ienander and Simon, -·who seduced many by their 
magical miracles ; and with the latter of whom, the senate 
and the people of Rome, he tells us, became so infatuated dUJ.'
ing the reign of Claudius CIBsar, that they numbered him 
,vith the gods, and honored him with a statue, which he prays 
may be thrown down.* They "hover about the beds of the 
dying, on the watch to receive the departing soul." The 
spirits of just men, and prophets equally with others, he 
assUJ.'cs us, fall under their power; of which we have an in
stance in the case of Samuel, whose soul was evoked by the 
witch of Endor. Hence, he continues, we pray, in the hoUJ.' 
of death, that we may be preserved from the power of 
demons.t 

All this, if we except the last-mentioned opinion and the 
story of the garments that grew, occurs, with much more of 
the same stamp, in the two Apologies, and fUJ.'nishes a fair 
specimen of Justin's participation in the errors of the 
times. 

,Ve pass over his belief of the Jewish " dream of the 
l\Iillennium," which he took from Papias, a very weak man, 
and the "Father of Traditions," as he has been called; and 
his strange proof-texts, one of which is, "The clay of the 
Lord is as a thousand years; " and another, "As the days 
of a tree shall be the days of my people." His mistake 
about the statue of Simon Magus we let go ; as also his 
credulity in placing the Sibylline books on a level with the 
writings of the Hebrew prophets, or nearly so, attributing to 
them a real inspiration, and quoting them as authority,-sad 
proof of the sort of eYiclence which could satisfy him. ,Ve 
have noticed one of his chronological errors. It woul<l be 

* A p. I.1 77, 78; Otto, c. 56. t Dial., p. 200. 
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easy to multiply specimens. Thus he seems to place Moses, 
whom he calls first of the prophets, five thousand years before 
Christ; David, fifteen hundred; and the last of the prophets, 
eight hundred:* in the two latter cases, committing an error 
in chronology of about four hundred years; and, in the first, a 
much greater, even supposing that the prophecy in question 
is to be attributed to Adam, and that all he meant to say, by 
calling Moses the first prophet, is, that he was the first re
corder of prophecy. 

His want of accmacy in citing from the Old Testament has 
often and justly been made a subject of complaint. He 
frequently misquotes, ascribing to one prophet the words of 
another, - as to Isaiah the ·words of Jeremiah, t or to Jere
miah the language of Daniel. + ·when a passage does not 
exactly snit his pmpose, he does not hesitate to add to the 
original to render it more appropriate; an instance of which 
occurs in his manner of citing Ps. xxiv. 7, "Lift up the 
gates of heaven;"§ the last two words being supplied to make 

the passage applicable to Christ's ascent into heaven, ,vhich, 
he says, it is designed to predict. 

,Yith regard to his quotations, indeed, the most indulgent 
critics have found it impossible to exculpate him from the 
charge of the utmost carelessness. His want of exactness 
is admitted; and the best excuse which has been offered for 
him is, that he quotes from recollection, and that his errors 
must therefore be attributed to a treacherous memory. This 
supposition acquits him of intentional fraud; but, unfortunate
ly, his inaccluacies are often of such a character, that a detec
tion of them is sufficient to overthrow the whole train of 
reasoning fom1ded on the citations in which they occm. 

As a critic and interpreter, it is not saying too much to 
affirm that he is of no authority. He is exceedingly deficient 
in discrimination, and a knowledge of the laws and usages of 
language. He gives in to the allegorical mode of interpreta-

"' Apo!. I., pp. 62, 63, 68. t Apol. I., p. 75. t lb., 73. § lb. 
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tion adopted by I'hilo and his school. He is perpetually 

beating about for hidden meanings, and far-fetched and mys

tical constructions, and typical representations and fanciful 

xcsemblances. Thus he considers the tree of life planted in 

paradise a symbol of Christ's cross, through which he 

achieved his triumphs; and he goes on to descant at great 

length on the symbolic properties of wood. Moses, he tells 

us, was sent with a rod to deliyer his people: with a rod he 

diYiclecl the sea, and brought water out of the rock. By a 

piece of wood, the waters of l\farah ·were made sweet. ,Yith 

a rod, or staff, Jacob passed over the Jordan. Aaron obtained 

his priesthood by the budding and blossoming of his rod ; 

Isaiah predicted that there should come forth a rod out 

of the stem of Jesse; and David compares the just to a tree 

planted by the waters. From a tree, Goel was seen by Abra

ham: as it is written, "at the oak of :Mamre." By a rod and 

staff, David, says he, received consolation of Goel. The 

people, having crossed the J orclan, found seventy willo~vs; 

and, by casting wood into it, Elisha made iron to swim. In 

a similar strain he proceeds ; * which furnishes no unapt 

occasion for the sarcastic l\liddlcton to say, that he "applies 

all the sticks and pieces of wood in the Old Testament to the 

cross of Christ." t 
The vi.rtne of the cross, the emblem of Christ's power and 

majesty, Justin observes,is discovered in things which fall under 

notice of the senses; for consider, says he, in his firnt "Apo

logy to the Romans," whether any thing can be transacted, 

of all that is done in the world, without this figure. The sea 

cannot be traversed without that trophy called a sail; without 

this £gnre, the land could not be ploughed; nor could any 

manual arts be carried on without instruments having the 

form of the cross. And the human figure, he remarks, differs 

from that of other animals, only as it is erect and has exten

sion of hands, and a nose projecting from the face, answering 

-,, Dial., pp. 1S3-4; Otto, c. S6. t Free Inquiry, p. 2!). 
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the pm-poses of respiration; showing no other than the fignre 

of the cross. The prophet, he continues, has also said,* 

" The breath before om face, Cluist the Lord; " an illustration 

or application which will be considered, we suppose, ·suffi

ciently fanciful. l\Iorcoyer, he continues, addressing the 

emperor, your standards, which arc borne before yon in pub

lic as ensigns of power and royalty, demonstrate the efficacy 

of this figme. In this form, too, ye consecrate the images of 

your dead emperors, and number them with the gods. t 
Goel, he observes to Trypho, teaching us the mystery of the 

cross, says, in the blessing with which he blesses Joseph,+ 

" The horns of a unicorn are his, and with them shall he 

push the nations to the encl of the earth." Now, the horns of 

the unicorn, he continues, exhibit, as it can be demonstrated, no 

other figme than that of a cross; and this he attempts to show 

by a very minute analysis. Then as to the assertion, ""\Vith 

them shall he push the nations to the extremities of the 

earth:" this is no more than what is now taking place among 

all people ; for, struck by the horn, that is, penetrated by the 

mystery of the cross, they of all nations are tmnccl from idols 

and demons to the worship of God. § 
Again: when the people warred withAmelek, II and Jesus, 

(Joshua), the son of Nun, led the battle, Moses, he says, prayed 

with his arms ext~nded in the form of a cross : and if they 

were at any time lowered, so as to destroy this figme, the tide 

tmncd against the Israelites ; but, as long as this figmc was 

preserved, they prevailed.· They finally conquered, he grarn

ly remarks, not because J\Ioses prayed, but because, while the 

name of Jesus was in the van of the battle, the former, stand

ing or sitting with his arms extended, exhibited the figmc of 

a cross. His sitting or bent postm·c, too, he observes, was 

expressive; and thus the knee is bent, or the body prostrated, 

in all effectual prayer. Lastly, the rock on which he sat, had, 

says he, "as I have shown," a symbolic reference to Christ.~ 

* Lam. iv. 20. A pol. l.; Otto, c. 55. t A pol. I., p. 76; Otto, c. 55. :j: Deut. xxxiii. li. 
§ Dial., p. 188; Otto, c. 91. 11 Exod. xvii. ,r Dial., pp. lBi-8; Otto, c. 90. 
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Such is the nse to which this Father converted his know

ledge of the Scriptmes, and such the arguments by which he 

hoped to convince the philosophic Emperor of Rome, and 

win to the faith of the cross the obstinate and "stiff-necked " 

J cw. In interpreting the seYcral parts of the Old Testament, 

historical and prophetical, and reasoning upon them, he fol

lows his own wayward fancy and capricious and perverted 

taste. He appears to have considered any application, and 

almost any construction of its language, however visionary or 

improbable, justifiable, upon the notion he had taken up, that 

some hidden meaning or mystery lay couched under every 

sentence, and almost every word. The business of interpre

tation he seems to have regarded as little more than a task 

of invention : and he gives evidence, we confess, of having 

possessed an imagination snfficiently prolific; for his writings 

teem with the most odd and grotesque fancies. 

"\Ve intended to have added some distinct specimens of his 

weak and inconclusive reasoning; but we are weary of onr 

theme, and doubt not that our readers arc so too. Nor, after 

what we have said, will they deem fmthcr illustration of his 

intellectual character and habits necessary. They will readily 

credit us, we trust, when we affirm that his logic is entitled to as 

little respect as his talent for criticism and exposition; though 

the latter, particularly, he pretends to have received as a 

special gift of God's grace. This power, he says, is not in 

me; but, by the grace of God alone, it is given me to under

stand his Scriptures. 
He has been extolled, as we have said, for his multifarious 

and profound acquisitions. Yet he began by despising the 

exact sciences; and seems, through life, to have treated them 

with thorough contempt. That he could have possessed only 

scanty stores of philological learning, is rendered evident by 

the whole tenor of onr foregoing remarks. He was ignorant, 

or knew very little, of the original language of the Old Testa

ment, as appears from the criticisms he occasionally introduces 

on Hebrew words. He often, however, quotes the poets of 
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Greece, and refers to the writings of her philosophers; and 
with the doctrines of her distinguished school::; he appears to 
have been tolerably well acquainted. Y ct it is evident that 
his reading was neither exact nor profound. Photius extols 
his affluence of historical knowledge and varied learning, as 
well as his sublime attainments in philosophy; but his writings 
fail of confirming this judgment. ,Ye have seen what his 
pretensions in chronology are. He never appears to have 
thought of sifting his authorities, and was eminently "uncriti
cal" in every thing, - history, philology, exegesis, and what
ever else is involved in the subjects of which he treats. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

THEOLOGY OF JUSTrn. - ORIGIN OF THE TRIXITY. -JUSTIN'S 

DOCTRINE OF THE LOGOS. - ITS Il\Il'ORTANCE. - REPROACH 

OF THE CROSS. - LAXGUAGE OF JUSTIN RESPECTIXG THE 

LOGOS CITED. - THE LOGOS AN ATTRIBUTE COXYERTED 

IXTO A REAL BEING IN, TIME, AXD XOT FROl\1 ETERXITY. -

THE SON NUMERICALLY DIFFERENT J<'Rmr THE FATHER. -

WHAT JUSTIN AXD THE FATHERS l\IEANT BY THE GEXE

RATION OF THE SON. 

"\VE proceed now to speak of the theology of Justin; and, 

fhst, of what occupies a prominent, we may say the most 

prominent, place in it, - his doctrine of the Logos, or divine 

nature of Christ, as it has been since called. The_ topic is one 

of special importance to those who would understand the theo

logy of the Fathers, or would know what support the doctrine 

of the Trinity really derives from the writings of early Christian 

antiquity. It is a topic which, on proceeding to the inquiry, 

how far the general belief of the Clu-istian Church in later 

times is sanctioned by the authority of these writings, pre

sents itself at the very tlucshold, and one on which it is 

desirable that we should obtain precise ideas; since, ·without 

them, the writings of the subsequent Fathers will present a 

labyrinth which it will not be easy to thread. But having 

once settled the meaning of Justin's terms, and the real pur

port of his opinions, we shall find some gleam of light to 

guide us on our way. These considerations must constitute 

our apology for the length of some of the discussions intro

duced in this and some subsequent chapters. ,v e are aware, 

that, to the general reader, discussions of this sort must neces

sarily be somewhat dry; as is the whole subject, in fact, of 

the historical development of the Trinity, to which they 
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belong. But they who would understand the theology of the 
Fathers have no very smooth road to travel. 

The points to be settled are, in what sense Justin used the 
term "Logos," as applied to Jesus; what were the nature 
and rank assigned him by this early Father; and whence his 
peculiar views were derived. The great similarity between 
his doctrine of the Logos, and that taught by Philo and the 
Alexanchian Platonists, is not denied. They, however, who 
ascribe a scriptural origin to the doctrine of the Trinity, con
tend that "the substance of Justin's idea of the Logos rests 
on a purely scriptmal and Cluistian foundation;" though they 
are compelled to admit that this idea was modified, and re
ceived its scientific form, through the influence of the "Alex
andrian and Philonic theosophy." The early Fathers, says 
Semisch, from whom the expressions just used are taken, 
"only poured the contents of the Scriptures into a Philonian 
vessel: they viewed the biblical passages tluough a Philo
nian medium. The matter of theu: idea of the Logos is 
essentially scriptural; but its construction betrays a Philonian 
ground-plan. Thus it is with Justin."* To this statement we 
cannot assent. "\Ve believe, and trust that we shall be able 

* Yo!. ii. p. 180. The work referred to is '' Justin :\Iartyr, - his Life, Writings. and Opi
nions;" by the Rev. Cha~les Semisch. Translated from the German, by J.E. Ryland. 2 vols. 
Edinburgh. 

These volumes are the fruit of much labor; and thoug;h they lead to no new results in 
regard to the life, character, position, and writings of Justin, yet, in some particulars, they 
contain a useful summary of his views; while, in others, they present, as we think, a mo~t 
distorted representation of them. The best parts are those which relate to his mode of defeml
ing Christianity, and his attacks on Judai~m and Heathenism, vol. i. pp. 306-32, and vol. ii. 
pp. 1-128. From these, the careful rea,lPr wlll learn, not what arguments for the truth and 
diviue origin of Christianity are most solid, but what arguments presented themselves to the 
mind of a well-educated Christian of the second ceutury, and what he conRidered as most 
valid against the objections urged in his day. How miracles were regarde,I appears from vol. 
ii. pp. 100-28. This part is well executed. The writer's statement of Justin ·s doctrine of the 
Logos, vol. ii. pp. ~65-206, has in it many features of truth; but, when he comes to trace this 
doctrine to its source, he is, in our opinion, wholly at fault. The chapter on the Holy Spirit 
contains a total misrepresentation of the opinions of Justin. It is, from beginning to end, a 
tissue of bad reasoning, and false and contradictory statement. The chapter on Justin's 
Doctrine of Salvation, too, contains several misstatements of his views. The writer's general 
estimate of Justin's literary and intellectual character, however, is sufficiently correct; and 
the work, to one who knows bow to use it, may form a profitable study. But the misfortune 
is, that a person must be already well acquainted with the writings and opinions of Justin, 
in order to distinguish what is true from what is false in its statements. 

fj 
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to show, that for the original and distinctive featmes of the 

doctrine of the Logos, as held by the learned Fat.hers of the 

second and thu:d centmies, we must look, not to the J ewi:;h 

Scriptures, nor to the teachings of Jesus and his apostles, but 

to Philo ancl the Alexandrian Platonists. In consistency 

with this view, we maintain that the doctrine of the Trinity 

was of gradual and comparatively late formation; that it had 

its origin in a source entu:ely foreign from that of the Jewish 

and Christian Scriptures ; that it grew up, and was ingrafted 

on Christianity, through the hands of the Platonizing Fathers; 

that in the time of Justin, and long after, the distinct nature 

and inferiority of the Son were universally taught; and 

that only the first shadowy outline of the Trinity had 

then become visible. 

On the subject of the Logos, Justin has expressed himself 

much at length; and, though he is occasionally somewhat 

obscure and mystical, a careful examination of the several 

terms and illustrations he employs leaves little doubt as to 

his real meaning. His system presents one or two great 

and prominent featmes, which we can hardly fail to seize, 

and which will serve as the basis of our futme reasonings. 

Before we proceed to our citations, however, we must request 

our readers to bear in mind, that both Jews and Heathens 

constantly alleged the humble origin and ignominious death 

of Jesus as a reproach on Christianity. Other sects borrowed 

lustre from the names of their founders; but the " new 

superstition," as it was called, which now began widely to 

diffuse itself, was ' derived, as it was m·ged, from an obscure 

individual, who perished as a malefactor, with every mark of 

ignominy. This stigma, Paul had disregarded: he gloried in 

what was "to the Jews a stumbling-block, and to the Greeks 

foolishness." But the Christians of Justin's time occupied a 

different position; and whether or not the learned defenders 

of Christianity, in what they taught of the pre-existent Lo

gos, and the great stress they laid on the miraculous birth, 

,vere, as has been maintained, influenced, consciously or un-
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consciously, by a desire to wipe off the reproach of the cross, 

certain it is, their doctrines had a tendency this way. Both 

the Jewish and the Heathen objections were, to a certain 

extent, met by the doctrine of the Logos. 

Let us sec what Justin says of the Logos. In his second 

Apology he speaks of the " Son" as the "Logos, that, before 

created things, was with God, and begotten, when, through 

him, he [God] in the beginning created and adorned all 

things."* The meaning is, that he was converted into a real 

being, haYing a separate personal subsistence, at the time God, 

using him as his instrument, was about to proceed to the work 

of creation. That this is the meaning, is obvious from the use 

of the term "when" (we nse Otto's text): he was begotten of 

Goel " when through him he created and embellished all 

things;" language which makes the two acts almost simultane

ous; the one taking place immediately before the other. The 

doctrine of the " eternal generation " of the Son is excluded: 

this was no doctrine of Justin. The attribute, like all the 

divine attributes, was eternal; but it- became lzypostatizcd, or 

converted into a real person, in time; that is, just before the 

creation of the world. Justin elsewhere, as we shall pre

sently see, speaks of the Son as the "beginning" of God's 

"ways to his works." 
Again: Justin says, "In the beginning" ( or, as Otto under

stands it, "As the beginning"), "before all creatures, God 

begat of himself a certain rational power, which, by the 

Holy Spirit, is also called the Glory of the Lord,-now Son, 

now ,Visdom, now Angel, now God, now Lord, and Logos 

(reason, wisdom, or speech); and by himself is called Chief 

Captain (Captain of the host, Josh. v. 14), when in the form 

of man he appears to J oshna, the son of Nun : for all these 

appellations he has, because he ministers to the will of the 

Father, and, by the volition of the Father, was begotten." t 

* A pol. IT., c. 6, Otto. Ree also Dial. cum Tryph., c. 62, "Where similar langunge is found. 
t Dial. cum. Tryph., c. 61, Otto. 

\ 
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To explain this pr.ocess of generation, Justin takes the exam
ples of human speech and of fire. "For, in uttering speech" 
(logos), he says, "we beget speech; yet not by abscission: 
so that the speech (logos) that is in us," or pow·er of 
speech, or reason whence speech proceeds, " is by this act 
diminished." So, too, he adds, "One torch is lighted from 
another, without diminishing that from which it is lighted; 
but, the latter remaining unaltered, that which is lighted from 
it exists and appears, without lessening that whence it was 
lighted."* These are intended to be illustrations of the mode 
in which the Son is produced from the Father. In confirma
tion of his views, Justin quotes from the Septuagint version 
the passage in Proverbs, t in which ,visdom, by which he 
supposes is meant the Son, is represented as saying, "The 
Lord created me the beginning of his ways to his works: 
before the ages he founded me ; in the beginning, before he 
made the earth or the abyss, before the hills, he bcgat me." 
This ,visdom, Justin regarded as God's offspring, produced as 
above described ; and him, this first of his productions, he 
supposes God to address, when he says (Gen. i. f26), " Let 
us make man in our o,vn image."+ 

Language corresponding to the above occurs in the first 
Apology, with an additional observation worthy of notice. 
Christ is "the first-born of God, and that reason (logos) of 
which the whole human race partakes; and those who have 
lived according to reason are Christians, though esteemed 
atheists. Such among the Greeks were Socrates and Heracli
tus, and others like them ; and, among the Barbarians, Abra
ham, Ananias, Azarias, Misael, Elias, and many others."§ 
So, in the second Apology, we are told that Socrates "knew 
Christ in part; for he is that reason (logos) which is in 

* Dial. cum Tryph. c. 61, Otto. 
t lb. Prov. viii. 21-36: "'rhc Lord created me the beginning of his ways," &c. So Ori gen 

aurl Tertullian, as well as Justin, understood the passage. See Otto's notes iu loc. 1 and 12. 
'l'crtullian (Adv. Ilermog., c. 3) says expressly, "'rhere was a time when the Son was not." 

.j: Dial.,158-9; Thirlb., 266,268; Otto,c.62. § Apol.I.,p 71; Otto,c.46. 
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all:"* and whatever was well said or done by philosophers 

and legislators is to be attributed to the Logos in part shared 
by them. He calls it the "insown" or "implanted" logos, or 

reason; of the seed of which, all possess some portion. These 

and other equivalent expressions occur more than once. 
They seem intended to refer to a principle different from the 

ordinary faculty of reason in man; that is, to a peculiarly 

existing Logos, or reason, which has in its nature something 

di vine, being derived immediately from God. This Logos 
was Christ, who afterwards became flesh. It guided Abraham 

and the patriarchs ; inspired the prophets : and the seed of 

it being implanted, as just said, in every mind, all, as well 

illiterate as philosophers, who in former ages obeyed its im

pulse, were partakers of Christ, the Son of Goel ; and might 

therefore be called Christians, and, as such, were entitled to 

salvation.t The Gentile philosophers and legislators, know

ing the Logos only in part, fell into error ; but Christ is the 

" whole Logos," which Christians possess, and are therefore 
more enlightened. :j: 

That Justin believed this divine principle of reason to be 

converted into a real being, the following passage, among 

numerous others, plainly and expressly shows. \Ve give 

the passage, which in the original is exceedingly prolix, in 
an epitomized form, but without injury, we believe, to the 

sense. There are, he says, some who suppose that the Son 

is only a virtue or energy of the Father, emitted as occasion 
rcquu·es, and then again recalled: as, for example, when it 
comes to announce the commands of the Father, and is there

fore called a messenger; or when it bears the Father's discourse 

to men, and is then called Logos. They, as he observes, 

think that the Sou is inseparable from the Father, as the light 
of the sun on the earth is inseparable from the sun which is 

in the heavens, and is withdrawn with it at its setting. But 

from these, he tells us, he differs. Angels have a separate 

* A pol. 11., p. 95; Otto, c. 10. t lb.; also Dial., c. 45, Otto. t Apo!. II., c. 8-13, Otto. 
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and permanent existence : so this virtue, which the prophetic 

spirit calls Goel and Angel, is not, as the light of the sun, to be 

distinguished from the Father in name only, but is something 

numerically different; that is, it is not the Father under 

another name, but a real being, wholly distinct from him.* 

Justin frequently cl.raws comparisons and illustrations from 

the Heathen mythology. The following, in which Mercury 

is introduced, presents a co-incidence of language a little re

markable : ",vhen we say that Jesus Clu:ist, 01u- teacher, was 

the Logos, the first progeny of Goel, born without commixtion; 

that he was crucified, and died, and arose, and ascended into 

heaven,-we affirm nothing different from what is said by you 

of the sons of Jove, and nothing new. You know how many 

sons your esteemed writers attribute to him. There is Mer

cury, the interpreting logos, and teacher of all; JEsculapius," 

and the rest ; between w horn and Jesus, Justin proceeds to 

draw a parallel. t 
Again : speaking of the generation of the Son, he says, 

" ,Vhen we call him the Logos of God, born of him in a 

peculiar manner, and out of the course of ordinary births, we 

speak a common language with you, who call l\Iercury the 

angelic logos from God."+ The meaning seems to be: ",v e 

speak of a true and real person, so born, as we have said, 

whom we call Logos (speech); a term you apply to l\Ier

c1u-y." 
From the extracts above given, it is evident, that, although 

J ustiu employs the term "Logos" in different senses, the 

primary meaning he usually attributes to it, when used with 

reference to God, is reason, considered as an attribute of the 

Father ; and that, by the generation of the Son, he under

stood the conversion of this attribute into a real person. 

The Logos, which afterwards became flesh, originally existed 

in God as his reason, or perhaps his wisdom or energy. 

Having so existed from eternity, it was, a little before the 

"' Dial, p. 221; Thirlb., pp. 312, 413 ; Otto, c. 128. 
• A.pol. 1., p. 56; Thirlb., p. 31; Otto, c. 21. t lb., p . 5i; Thirlb., p . 33; Otto, c. 22. 
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creation of the world, voluntarily begotten, thrown out, or 
emitted, by the Father, or proceeded from him; for these 
terms are used indiscriminately to express the generation of 
the Son, or the process by which what before was a quality 
acquired a distinct personal subsistence. That snch was the 
doctrine of Justin, and of the ante-Nicene Fathers generally, 
concerning the generation of the Son, the whole strain of 
their writings affords abundant evidence. They supposed, 
we repeat, that the logos, or reason, which once constituted 
an attribute of the Father, was at length converted into a 
real being, and that this was done by a voluntary act of the 
Father. To this process they applied the term "generation," 
and sometimes " emission " or " prolation ; " nor do they 
appear originally to have objected to that of "creation."* 

* Trypho is allowed, without contradiction, to speak of Christ" as made by God." Tatian 
calls him the "first-begotten work of the Father." 
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CHAPTER V. 

THE VIEWS OF JUSTIN AND THE FATHERS NOT DERIVED FROl\I 

TIIE OLD TESTAl\lENT. - LANGUAGE OF THE OLD TESTA-

1\lENT J<:XA::\IINED. - OF THE NEW. - JUSTIN ING RAFTED ON 

CHRISTIANITY THE SENTHIENTS OF THE LATER PLATO

NISTS. - STATE::\IENTS OF LEARNED TRINITARIANS. 

THE inquiry now presents itself, "\Vhence were these views, 
which evidently constitute the germ of the Trinity, derived? 
From the Jewish and Christian Scriptures? or from the doc
trines of Plato, as expounded by his later followers, and espe
cially the Jew Philo? "\Ve say, without hesitation, the latter. 
The term "Logos," which Justin and the other Fathers use to 
express the divine nature of the Son, frequently occurs, as our 
learned readers well know, in the Septuagint version of the 
Hebrew Scriptures, and is rendered in our Bibles by ""\Vorel." 
But neither the original Hebrew term, nor the corresponding 
term, "Logos," in the Septuagint, ever bears the meaning 
which these Fathers attach to it, but is used in a totally differ
ent sense; nor do we find, in the whole Bible, the least trace 
of the generation of the Son by the conversion of an attri
bute of the Father into a real person. In passages like the 
following, - "By the word of the Lord were the heavens 
made," - Justin supposes that it was meant to be asserted 
that they were made by the rational power, or Son, here re
ferred to. The expressions in Proverbs - "The Lord cre
ated me the beginning of his ways ; " "before the depths he 
begat me " - were adduced as referring to his birth, or pro
duction. Numerous other expressions, occluring in the Old 
Testament, may be referred to the same class, and were ex
plained in a similar manner. But the Jews attributed no 
snch meaning to the language in question; nor does it appear 
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natmally fitted to suggest it. The notions it conveyed to 
their minds were very simple and obvious. The sentiments 

of tho Fathers savored of a metaphysical and speculative 

philosophy, evidently t1ie growth of a different soil. The 
Jews were not familiar with the abstractions of philosophy, 

as their cm-rent phraseology bears ample testimony. They 

describe the perfections and agency of the Di vine Being in 
precisely the language which we should expect would occur 

to the minds of an exceedingly primitive, and in some re

spects rude, people. They resort, as was natural, chiefly to 
comparisons and images, borrowed from sensible objects and 

human modes of action. Their views were very little spi

ritualized; and many of the expressions they employed in 
reference to the Deity were strictly anthropomorphitical. 

,Ve will explain om meaning by a few examples, in which 

the attributes and agency of God are illustrated by allusions, 
which to us, familiar as we are with the sublimer discoveries 

of Christianity and the improvements of modern science, 

appear feeble and inadequate. Thus, to convey a notion of 

his eternity, they speak of him as existing before the hills. 

To aid the imagination in comprehending his immensity and 

greatness, they are content to draw illustrations from human 

sovereignty. They represent him as a mighty King, having 
the heavens for his throne, and the earth for his footstool. 

To give some conception of his power, his universal pre
sence, and knowledge embracing all objects, they describe him 

as having human organs - as hands, eyes, and ears - ever 

active and vigilant. His eyes run to and fro over the whole 
earth; his arm is outstretched to punish or to save; he whets 

his sword, he bends his bow, he discharges the swift arrows 
of his wrath. ""\Vhen he wishes to know what is passing on 

earth, he is exhibited to our view as descending from a height 
above us; thus: "The Lord came down to see the tower which 

the children of men builded." * Again : hearing reports of 

.. Gen. xi. 5. 

6 
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the wickedness of Sodom, he res·olves to "go down," and 
ascertain ,vhether they are correct; "and, if not," he is intro
duced as saying, "I will know."* He is described as walk
ing abroad, and conversing familiarly" with man; as having 
human passions and affections; as repenting and grieved for 
what he had done; as angry and taking revenge; as laughing 
at the distresses of his enemies; as mocking and deriding. 
In consistency with this language, which ascribes to him 
human organs, affections, and modes of action, he is repre
sented, when about to exert his power, or produce an effect 
he wills, as speaking, or issuing his word, or command. Thus, 
in the process of creation, he is introduced as proclaiming an 
order at every step : " Let there be light. Let there be a 
firmament. Let the waters under the heaven be gathered 
together into one place, and let the dry land appear. Let 
us make man." Every thing is said to be done by a com
mand, because human sovereigns are accustomed to issue a 
word, or order, ,vhen they wish their designs to be carried 
into effect. In conformity with this usage, the Psalmist says, 
"By the word of the Lord were the heavens made, and all 
the host of them by the breath of his mouth. He spake, 
and it was done; he commanded, and it stood fast." t In 
all this there is no mystery.+ God issues his command, 
or his word, and it is executed, and the heavens and the 
earth appear : that is, he produces an effect; there is an 
exertion of his power; he wills, and the event corresponds to 
his will. Here is no allusion to any intermediate agent, -
to a Son, who receives and executes his commands; a ration
al power, emanating from his own substance, and forming a 
link between him and his creatmes. All this is a fiction of 
later times. 

Such is the meaning of the term "word," or " word of the 

* Gen. xviii. 21. t Ps. xxxiii. 6, 9. 
:j: All the effects of his provident designs, every occurrence which takes place by his 

remote agency, is spoken of in similar language; thus: "He sendeth forth his commandment 
upon earth; his word runneth very swiftly. Ile giveth snow like wool; he scattereth the 
hoarfrost like ashes. He sendeth out his word, and melteth them" (Ps. cxlvii. 15, 16, 18). 
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Lord," as used by :Moses, the patriarchs, and by David. The 
notion the Jews attached to it was the simplest and most obvi
ous imaginable. There is no obscurity whatever attending it. 
The term formed part of their anthropomorphitical language, 
and is to be classed with other terms constantly used by them 
in reference to the Deity, - as hands, mouth, nostrils, - all 
of which they apply to him. A similar explanation is to be 
given of the term when it occur~ in such phrases as the fol
lowing: "The word of God came to Nathan," or to the 
prophets.. This is a mere idiom of speech, growing out of 
the very primitive notions of the people who employed it. 
It was not the result of policy or reflection, but rather of 
untutored and childlike simplicity. The meaning is, simply, 
that the prophets received divine communications. The apos
tle very correctly expresses this meaning, when he says, "Holy 
men of God spake as moved by the Holy Ghost; " that is, 
by a divine impulse.* 

Let us now proceed to the Proverbs, or the ethical writings 
of the Old Testament. Justin and the other Fathers, as be
fore stated, imagined that by ""\Visclom, of which we have a 
magnificent description in the eighth chapter of Proverbs, was 
meant the Logos, or Son,-a real being, the agent or minister 
of the Father in the work of creation. t But the author of 
the chapter in question had evidently no such thong ht. No
thing, in fact, was fmther from his meaning, as the whole 
structure and connection of the passage put beyond doubt. 
The Oriental imagination, as every one knows, delighted in 
metaphor and bold and striking imagery. The strongest 
figmes were often employed to express a very obvious and 
simple fact or sentiment; and, among these, a favorite one 

* 2 Pet. i. 21. 
t Dr. Watts once supposed, that by Wisdom, in this place, was meant Christ's pre-existent 

human soul united with the divine nature (Glory of Christ, Dis. iii. § 5). lie was led into a 
belief of this stra,;ige doctrine of the pre-existence of Christ"s human soul from the circum
stance, that the Scriptures, in several passages iu which, as he supposes, they speak of his 
existeuce before his incarnation, evidently a8cribe to him a nature inferior to God. We are 
not surprisetl that Dr. Watts, entertaining these views, afterwards became a Unitarian. 
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was personification, by which abstract qualities are clothed 

with the properties of a real being, and represented as speak

ing and acting as such. This figure frequently occurs in the 

sacred writings of the Jews, particularly in their poetical 

books. Thus truth, justice, mercy, and other abstract pro

perties, are often introduced as possessing proper personality; 

in other words, as real beings : as~ "l\Icrcy and Truth are 

met together; Righteousness and Peace have kissed each 

other. Truth shall spring out of the earth, and Righteous

ness shall look down from heaven."* By the same lively 

figure, the author of the Proverbs gives ·wisdom a voice, and 

represents her as offering counsel and admonition, and calling 

on men to listen: and, to show her title to respect, she pro

ceeds to describe her antiquity and excellence; speaks of 

herself as guiding the great and noble of the earth; as having 

her residence of old with God, as one brought up with him, 

and rejoicing always in his presence. The purport of this 

language, no one, at the present day, mistakes. All admit it 

to be only a bold personification of the attribute of wisdom, 

as it is possessed by the Divine Being, and, in a feebler de

gree, by his intelligent offspring; in other words, only a well

known rhetorical figure.t Such language could never have 

suggested to the early Fathers their peculiar ·views of the 

Logos, or Son of God. That they should have considered it 

as having reference to him, after those views had been im

bibed from other sources, need not, however, sm·prise us. 

If we proceed to examine the writings of the Jews, which 

belong to a period subsequent t~ the formation of the sacred 

canon, and which, though not of authority as a rule of faith, 

are yet valuable as a record of opinions, we arrive at conclu
sions similar to the foregoing. ·we find instances of bold 

* Ps. lxxxv. 10. 11. 
t Similar instances of personification occur in the literature of all nations, and are re

~orted to occasionally by the gravest writers. Hooker, in his Ecclesiastical Polity (b. i. § 16), 

has a specimen of it, remarkable for its beauty. Speaking of Law, he says, "lier seat is the 

bosom of God; her voice, the harmony of the world. All things in heaven and earth do her 

hl)1nnge: the very le:i.st, as feeling her care; and the greatest, as not exempt from her power." 
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personification, but discover no traces of the metaphysical doc
trine of the Logos, or generation of the Son, as held by the 
early Christian Fathers.* 

If we turn to the authors of the Gospels and the Epistles 

of the New Testament, we find that their Yiews agree, in all 

essential points, with those inculcated by the writers under 

the old dispensation. Thcii· language and conceptions are 
more spiritualizecl and refined. There is less of grossness in 

theii· modes of representing the Deity. Still, much of the 

ancient phraseology is retained; and, where a departure is 

made from it, this departme is not such as indicates that the 

opinions of the Jews, or J e-wish Christians, concerning 
the divine natme and operations, had undergone that change 

·which the supposition of theii· belief in the doctrine of the 

generntion of the Son, as explained by the FatheTS, ·would 

imply, but the reverse. The New Testament, if we except 

the introductory verses to John's Gospel, is remarkably free 

from expressions which have the least appearance of favoring 

the metaphysical notions of the Fathers concerning the nature 

of the Son; and these verses favor them only in appearance. t 
The remaining part of the Gospels and Epistles is, in our view, 

totally opposed to those notions, and every thing Tesembling 

them. The language of Jesus and his apostles certainly 

* Thus, the author of the Wisdom of Solomon, the work of some Alexandrian ,Jew, 
though he rnmetlmes uses expressions which savor a little of the Egyptian School, had evidently 
no conception of the conversion of an attribute into a real being. After speaking of Wisdom 
as "the breath of the power of God, and a pure influence flowing from the glory of the 
Almighty, the unspotted mirror of the power of God, an image of his goodness," he proceeds 
(chap. viii. 3, 4): "ln that she is conversant with God, she magnifieth her nobility; for she 
is privy to the mysteries of the knowledge of Goll, and a lover of his works." In a prayer, 
recorded in the next chapter, the following expressions occur: "0 God of my fathers, aud 
Lord of mercy, who hast made all things with thy word, and ordained man through thy 
wisdom! give me Wisdom that sitteth by thy throne. And Wisdom was with thee, which 
knoweth thy works, and was present when thou madest the world. Oh! send her out of thy 
holy heavens, and from the throne of thy glory" (chap. ix. 1, 4, 9, 10). Again: the son of 
Sirach ( Ecclus. xxiv. 3, 4, 9) introduces Wisdom as saying, "l came out of the mouth of 
the ;\lost High: he created me from the beginning, before the world. I dwell in high 
places, and my throne is in a cloudy pillar." But who does not see that these instances are 
only ~pecimens of the style in which the Oriental geniu~, ever fond of glowing rcprescntatious, 
metaphor, and fiction, is accustomed to give utterance to its thoughts? 

t See Norton's Statewent of lteasons, &c., pp. 307-31, third edition. 
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neYer could have suggested them ; and the general strain of it 
cannot, by the greatest exercise of ingenuity, be distorted into 
a shape which lends them the feeblest support. To those 
who clonbt the truth of this state}nent, we would say, Take 
the language of Jnstin, as we have represented it, faithfully 
as we believe ; rnnder your minds familiar with it ; and then 
sit down, and read over carefully the writings of the apostles 
and evangelists : you will rise from the perusal, we are con -
fident, with a firm conviction, that, with the exception aboYe 
made, no trace of such language is found in those writings, 
and that they could not possibly have been the somce whence 
it was derived. This conviction, we think, must force itself 
upon the mind of every one, ·who, without prejudice, com
pares the style of the authors of the New Testament Vi'ith 
that of Justin and subsequent Fathers, who trod in his steps. 
He must be struck with the total dissimilarity between the 
two classes of ·writings; not a dissimilarity in modes of ex
pression merely, but a real dissimilarity; or rather opposition, 
of sentiment. The plain inference is, that the Fathers alluded 
to drew from other somces besides the Bible, and that they 
snfferecl their learning to corrupt the simplicity of their 

faith.* 
The inference just stated, we conceive, ·would be authorized, 

were the evidence, that Jnstin's sentiments respecting the Lo
gos corresponded in their essential features with those of the 
later or Alexandrian Platonists, far less satisfactory than it is. 
But this evidence is absolutely irrefragable. Look at the con
cessions of Trinitarians themselves. Fe,Y names stand higher 
in the Romish Chmch than those of Petavius and Huet, or 

* It may be said, possibly, that there is a class of passages in the New Testament which 
favors the doctrine of the Fathers, that God employed the Son as his agent in forming the uni
verse, \re refer to those (they are very few) in which the following language, or something 
like it, occurs: "By whom he also made the worlds," or ages (lleb. i. 2). "For by him 
(that is, Jesus as an instrument) were all things created" (Col. i. IG). 'l'hese and similar 
phrases, however, very evidently refer to the ages, peri0tls, or dispensations; an<l we may say, 
"By, or for, whom he constituted the ages or dispensations." That they do not refer to the 
creation of the material world, appears obvious from the current language of both the Old 
and New 'l'estament; and from the specifications given in Col. i. IG, '' thrones or dominions 
or principalities or powers." -See Grotius and Koscnwi.iller in Luc, 
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Huetius: the latter, Bishop of A yranches, a learned man, and 

the original editor of Origen's Commentaries on the New 

Testament; the former, a Jesuit, profoundly versed, as his 

writings prove, in a knowledge of Christian antiquity. Among 

Protestants, Cudworth, author of the "Intellectual System," 

stands pre-emiment for erudition; and Mosheim, and many 

will add Horsley, the antagonist of Dr. Priestley, have no 

mean fame. Yet all these - and we might mention several 

others, all belonging to the ranks of Trinitarian's - admit, 

in substance, the charge of Platonism brought against the 

Fathers.* Horsley says expressly that the Platonizing Fathers 

were "the Orthodox of their age," and contends for "such a 

similitude " between the doctrine of the Fathers and Pla

tonists "as speaks a common origin;" t and Cudworth has 

instituted a Yery labored comparison to show that " there is 

no so great difference," as he expresses it, "between the 

genuine Platonic Trinity, rightly understood, and the Chris

tian."+ Brucker, the historian of Philosophy, also a Trini

tarian, gives in his learned work the result of a diligent 

examination of the writings of Justin, Tatian, Theophilus of 

Antioch, Athenagoras, Iremeus, Tertullian, Clement of Alex

andria, Origen, and others. His conclusion, in which he is 

fully borne out by his citations, is, that the taint of Platonism 

strongly adhered to these Fathers; and that, through their 

writings, the whole church, in fact, became infected. § 
The great points of resemblance between the views of the 

Platonists and those of the Christian Fathers, and of Justin 

* Petav. Theo!. Dogmat., t. ii. lib. i. c. iii. et seqq. lluet. Origeniana, lib. ii. c. i. and c. 

ii., Qures. 2d ed., 1658. See also Norton's Statement of Tieasons, &c., pp. 9-i--5, third edition, 

where the language of i\losheim is quoteu. 
t See General Repository and Review, vol. iii pp. 18. 19. 

:j: The whole subject is treated with great learning, Intell. Sys., lib. i. c. iv. p. 55i, et 

seqq., ed. Lon., 16i8. 
§ Hist. Crit. Phil. See especially t. iii. pp. 313-459. To the above-mentioned authori

ties we may add that of James Basnage. also a learned man and a Trinitarian: History of the 

Jews, b. iv. c. vi. § 21, 22. Among more recent writers, see Baumgarten-Crusius (Lehrbuch 

der Christlichen Dogmengeschichte, 1 Th. p. 167, et seqq.), Otto (De Justini l\lartyris Scrip

tis et Doctrina, p. i8, et seqq.); also Hagenbach (Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, 1 Th. 
p. 78, et seqq.). 
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in particular, on the subject of the Logos, Son, or second God, 

may be stated in f~w words. Plato had spoken of God, and his 

reason or logos; embracing the patterns or archetypes of things 

aftenvards formed. The latter, sometimes called also the in

tellect of Goel, he pronounces "the divinest of all things," and 

admits it into the number of his primary principles. ·whether 

he regarded it as having a real and proper subsistence, or 

only an attribute represented as a person by a sort of poetical 

fiction, it is of no consequence to determine. It is acknow

ledged that he sometimes speaks of it in terms, that, literally 

understood (which, however, they probably were never in

tended to be), would lead to the supposition that he considered 

it a real being, distinct from the Supreme God, or united with 

him only as proceeding from the fountain of his divinity. 

Certain it is that it was so explained by his later followers 

of the Egyptian School, especially after they had become 

acquainted with the Oriental doctrine of emanations. 

Of the opinions of this school, Philo, a learned Jew of 

Alexandria, who flourished soon after the Christian era, -

and who has been called the Jewish Plato, from the striking 

resemblance of his opinions to those of the Athenian sage,

may be regarded as a fair representative ; and his writings 

were the immediate source whence Justin and the Fathers 

derived their doctrine of the Logos. Fortunately, these 

writings, the bulk of them at least, have been preserved; 

and from them we may gather the sentiments of the 

Alexandi·ian Platonists of his time. He admits that there 

is one Supreme God; but supposes that there is a second, 

inferior to him, and begotten of him, called his reason, lo

gos; the term, as we have seen, employed by Plato to desig

nate his second principle. To this logos, or intelligent natt1Te, 

emanating from God, as he considers it, he attributes all the 

properties of a real being, and calls him the most ancient 

of all beings begotten or made,* - the most ancient and 

• Opp., p. 71; ed. 1613. 



PHILO'S VIEWS OF THE LOGOS. 49 

chief angel; the mediator between God and man ; not unbe
gotten as God, nor begotten in the same manner as we are, 
but holding a middle place between the two extremes;* 
the first-born of Goel, discharging the office of high priest in 
the temple of the universe. t He applies the title "God" 
to him; not using the term, as he says, in the highest sense. t 
At othex times, he speaks of him as the image of God;§ and, 
again, the reason of God; embracing, like Plato's Logos, the 
ideas or archetypes, according to which the sensible world 
was framed. He calls God the fountain of tho Logos, and 
the Logos his instrument, or minister, in forming, preserving, 
and governing the world; his messenger, and the interpreter 
of his '"-ill to man. Expressions similar to the aboYe abound 
thrnnghout his writings. Thus, using the term logos, in the 
sense of 1·eason, having a proper subsistence, and distinct 
from Goel, though emanating from the fountain of his divinity, 
he departed from the usage of the sacred writers, who, as we 
have seen, never attribute to it this meaning. The sum of 
the matter is, the authors of the Septuagint version and the 
Platonists employed the same term to express totally dif
ferent views : the fonner intending by it simply a mode of 
action in the Deity; the latter, a real being, his agent and 
minister in executing his will. Philo was the first, we believe, 
who attributed to the Logos a permanent personal subsist
ence; thus proceeding one step beyond Plato: which was the 
more easy for him, in consequence of his acquaintance with 
the principles of the Oriental philosophy; for, in the general 
influx and confusion of opinions at that time in Alexandria, 
these entered into a strange union with Grecian speculations 
and Judaism. II 

* Philo, Opp,, pp. 397-8. t lb .. p. 463. :j: lb ., p 465. § lb., p. 5. 
II We do not say that Philo Is always cou~istent with himself. Ile certainly wavers. The 

double sense of the Greek term lo![os, meaning either '•reason'' or "JisGour~e '' (i.e., the 
internal or uttereu lo![os, or word), favored a certain in<listiuctness or fluctuation of thought. 
'rhe Internal logos Philo descriues as the'' idea of ideas," or" archetypal idea," the" intel
ligible world," or world of iueas, containing the perfect form of all things afterwards nuule. 
The" uttered" or external logos is the same hypostatized, or converted iuto a real person. That 
he shoul<l sometimes blend or confound the two senses, nee<l not surprise us. 

7 



50 J1!STIX ::\IARTYR. 

The subject might be further illustrated by an appeal to 
later writers of the same school, as Plotinus and others; but 
it is unnecessary. Justin and the subsequent Fathers, we 
know, read Philo; and their thoughts and expressions often 
exhibit a remarkable co-incidence with his. Indeed, so deeply 
are their writings imbued with his sentiments and spirit, that 
without him, as Mosheim observes, they wonld often be "al
together unintelligible." No one, who compares their senti
ments in reference to the logos with those entertained and 
expressed by him, can doubt, we think, that they must have 
been derived from a common source ; and this could be no 
other than the doctrines of Plato, as explained by his later 
followers of the Alexanchian School. Justin, as related in 
a former chapter, expressly informs us, that he became ac
quainted with these doctrines before his conversion to Cluis
tianity, and took incredible delight in them. The process by 
which he ingrafted them on the original truths of the gospel, 
without any premeditated design of corruption, which we do 
not impute to him, it is not difficult to explain. 
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CHAPTER VI. 

THE IXFERIORITY OF THE SON UXIFOR1ILY ASSERTED BY THE 

AXTE-NICEXE FATHERS.-COXCESSIOXS OF TRIXITARIAXS.

THE FATHER AXD SON NOT NU1TERICALLY OXE, NOR EQUAL. 

- PROOFS FRff.\I JUSTIN. - THE SON NOT AN OBJECT OF 

DIRJ~CT ADDRESS IX PRA YJm. - SU)l OF THE ARGUMEXT. -

DISINGENUOUS USE :\[ADE OF TWO PASSAGES FRO)[ JUSTIN. 

- THE SPIRIT AN INFLUEXCE. - JUSTIN'S ACCOUNT OF 

THE IIU:\IANITARIANS OF HIS DAY. 

THAT the inferiority of the Son was generally, if not uni
formly, asserted by the ante-Nicene Fathers, has been admit
ted by several learned achocates of the doctrine of the 
Trinity. Cuclworth fully and expressly asserts it* of "the 
generality of the Cluistian doctors for the first tluee hundred 
years after the apostles' times;" and Brucker, Petavius, and 
Huetius, aheady referred to, and we may add Le Clerc, enter
tained substantially the same opinion. That the opinion is 
well founded, has been incontestably proved, we conceive, by 
·Whiston, author of "Primitive Cluistianity RcYived;" t and 
by TVhitby, in a work which never has been, and, we hazard 
nothing in saying, never can be, refuted. + That they viewed 
the Son as distinct from the Father is evident from the cir
cumstance, that they plainly assert his inferiority. Besides, 
they often either directly affirm it, or use language which 
necessarily implies it. § They considered him distinct and 

* Intellec. System, p. 5!J5. t See vol. iv. 
:j: Disquisitiones ~lodestre in Cl. Bulli Defcnsionem Fill. Nie. 
§ In fact, the Fathers of the council of Nice aud their predecessors never thought of 

asserting that the Son and the Father were numerically one. This was a refinement of later 
times. The term" consubstantial," as used by these Fathers and by the Platonists, the learned 
well know, impliPd, not a numerical, but only a specific identity. By 8aying that two beings 
were consubstantial, as that the Son was ronsubstantial with the Father, they only meant to 
affirm that tlwy partook of the same common or ~pl'l·ific nature, ju:'t as two individual men 
partake of a couuuon nature, - that i~, a human nature, - though they constitute two dis
tiuct beings, having a separate will anrl cousciom,ue~s. 
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subordinate. This appears, as it regards Justin, from the 
passages already adduced, in the acconnt given of his views 
of the Logos a few pages back. "\Ve shall now exhibit further 
evidence of the fact. 

First, we would observe that .J ustiu expressly contends for 
two Gods and two Lords, against what he considered the 
cavils of the Jews. He speaks of the "Lord iu heaven" 
as " Lord of that Lord who appeared on earth," and the 
somce of all his power, titles, and dominion ; " the cause of 
his being powerful and Lord and God."* The expression, 
" The Lord rained fu-e from the Lord out of heaven upon 
Sodom," he contends, shows that they are really two in num
ber. The same is implied, he says, in the words, "Adam 
has become as one of us ; " words, he maintains, which are 
not to be regarded as a mere figure of speech, as sophists 
contend. He then quotes the passage from Proverbs aheady 
repeatedly referred to; and adds, whence "you may under
stand, if you will attend, that this progeny of the Father was 
begotten of him before all creatures: and that which is begot
ten, as all know, is d{tfcrent in number from that which begets 
it;" that is, they constitute two beings numerically distinct.t 
Again : " There is another God and Lord under the Creator 
of the universe, who is also called Angel, because he an
nounces to men what the Creator of the universe - above 
whom there is no other God -wishes to declare .... He 
who is said to have appeared to Abraham, to Jacob, and to 
Moses, and is called God, is other than the God who made 
all things. I say, in number, but not in will; for he never did 
any thing except what the Creator of the universe- over 
whom there is no other God-willed him to do and say."+ 
On this point, the langnage of Justin is too plain to be mis
understood. Trypho had challenged him to show that there 
is mentioned in the Old Testament any other Lord and God 

,. Dial., p. 222; Thirlb ., pp. 413-14; Otto, c. 129. t lb. 
t Dial., c. 56. l3ec also c. 57-62, Otto. 
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except the Supreme. In reply, he maintains that there is 
another often spoken of, who appeared to the patriarchs, 
- the Son and Minister of the Supreme ; voluntarily begot
ten of him, not from eternity, - this he nowhere asserts, -
but before the creation of the world, that he might be em
ployed as his agent in its production, and afterwards in 
executing his commands : for all the Old-Testament theopha
nies, according to Justin, belong to the Logos, or Christ; not 
to the Supreme God, whose visible personal appearance upon 
earth he regarded as impossible and absurd.~ 

Again: Justin frequently applies to the Son such phrases 
as these, - "next in rank," or "next after " God ; as the 
Logos, or Son, is the first power, virtue, after God the Father 
and Lord of all. t Again : " ,Ve reverence him ne.rt after 
Goel." And he sometimes states the ground of this reverence; 
which is, not because he is of one essence with the Father, 
but "because for our sakes he became man, and partook of 
our infirmities, that through him we might be healed."+ 
Such phrases, implying inferiority, we say, occur, not once, 
but repeatedly; and their import cannot be mistaken. 

Of the derivation of thf2 Son from the Supreme God, and 
his subjection to him as the minister of his will, of his names 
and offices, and especially of his title to be called God in an 
inferior sense of the term, the following account is given. He 
is God, because he is the first-born of every creature;~ the "Lord 
of hosts, by the u:ill of the Father giving him the dominion;" 

and, "according to the will of the Father, God." II Again: he 
"received of the Father, that he should be King and Clu·ist 
and Priest and Angel, and whatever other such things (that 
is, titles, rank, and offices) he has and had."~ Again: he 
came according to the power of the Omnipotent Father gfren 

to him.** God gave glory to Christ alone, whom he consti-

* Dial., c. 12i, Otto. t Apo!. I., p. 63; Otto, c. 32. 
:j: Apo!. II., p. 9i; Otto, c. 13. See also Apo!. I., c. 12, 13; arnl Dial , c. 126-i. 
§ Dial., p. 218. 11 lb., lbl, 182; Otto, c. 85, 12i. 
-,r lb. 184; 'l'hirlb., 32i; Otto, c. 86. ** Dial., 320; Thirlb., 432. 



54 JUSTIN MARTYR. 

tutcd a light to the nations.* Again: the Lord and Father of 

the universe is represented as raising him from the earth, aud 

placing him at his right hand. t He expressed reliance on 

God, says Justin, for support and safety; nor, he continues, 

does he profess to do any thing of his own will or power. He 

refused to be called " good;" replying, " One is good, - my 

}._,athcr, ,vho is in heaven."+ Again: Justin speaks of him in 

the following terms: ""Who, since !te is t!te first-begotten Logos 

of God, is God; "§ that is, he is God by virtue of his birth : 

in other words, he derived a divine nature from God, just as 

we derive a human nature from human parents. This was 

what Justin and others meant when they spoke of the divinity 

of Christ. 
Justin uses another class of expressions, which show that 

the supremacy of the Father was still preserved in his time. 

He represents Christians as approaching the Father t!trougli 

the Son. Through him, he says, they offered thanks and 

prayers to God ; as we do ahvays beseech God, through 

Jesus Christ, to preserve us from the powe1· of demons. II 
In the account he gives of the celebration of the Supper, 

he observes, that the person presiding " offers up praise and 

glory to the Father of the universe, tltruugh the name of the 

Son and the Holy Spirit." ~ Again : " In all our oblations 

we bless the Maker of the universe, tltrougli his Son Jesus 

Christ, and through the Holy Spirit."** From these passages, 

as well as from the whole strain of Justin's writings, it is 

evident that the Son was not regarded in his time as an object 

of direct address in prayer. No expression occurs, in any 

part of his works, which affords the slightest ground for the 

supposition, that supreme religious homage was ever rendered 

him, or that his name was ever du.-ectly invoked in the devo

tions of Christians. Prayer was as yet uuiformly offered to 

,!! Dial. , 1G2- 3 ; Otto, c. 65. t lb., p. lW. 

:J: lb.,µ . l\JG. § Apo!. I., p. 81; Otto, c. 63. 
11 Dial., p. 128. 'If A pol. I., p. 82; Otto, c. 67. ** lb., p. 83. 
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Goel tl1rougli the Son, according to the models left in the 

Scriptures. 
,Ve might multiply proofs; but it is unnecessary. ,Ve ha Ye 

adduced evidence sufficient, and more than sufficient, we 

conceive, to demonstrate beyond the possibility of cavil, that 

Justin regarded the Son as distinct from God, and inferior 

to him ; distinct, not, in the modern sense, as forming one 

of three hypostases, * or persons, -three "distinctions," or 

three " somewhats," - but distinct in essence and nature ; 

having a real, substantial, individual subsistence, separate 

from Goel, from whom he derived all his powers and titles ; 

being constituted under him, and subject in all things to his 

·will. The Father is supreme ; the Son is subordinate : the 

Father is the source of power; the Son the recipient : the 

Father originates; the Son, as his minister or instrument, 

executes. They arc two in number, but agree, or are one, in 

will; the Father's will always prevailing with- the Son. They 

have, according to Justin, no other unity. 
Thus, then, the argument stands. The views which Justin 

entertained of the Logos, or Son, as a rational power begotten 

of Goel, and his instrument in forming the world, distinct 

from him and subordinate, cannot be traced in the Jewish or 

Christian Scriptmes. Neither the language of the Septuagint 

version, in which the term occurs, nor the corresponding 

Hebrew, was regarded by the Jews as teaching them. They 

arc not alluded to by the apostles and writers of the N cw 

Testament and their immediate successors; or, if indirectly 

alluded to in one instance, it was only that they might be 

condemned. But they occm in the writings of the Alexan

drian Platonists, as represented by Philo, precisely or nearly 

in the same form in which they appear in Justin, who is the 

first Clu:istian writer in which they are met ,vith; and who, 

* Hypostasis was used by the Fathers, in the time of Justin, as synonymous with sub

stance. The technical sense in which it has since been employed by theologians was at that 

time wholly unknown. A hypostatized attribute is an attribute converteu into a uistiuctly 
rnbsisting, per;;onal being. 
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as we learn from himself, was a Platonic philosopher before 

he was a Christian. To ns the conclnsion appears irresistible, 

that he derived them from the Platonists; and, on his conver

sion, undesignedly incorporated them with the Christian faith. 

Nor is there any thing surprising in all this. It would have 

been more smprising if the Fathers, educated as Heathen 

philosophers, should have taken along with them none of their 

former sentiments on going over to Christianity. The human 

mind does not so easily part with early and long-cherished 

opinions and prejudices. Then, in the case of the Fathers, it 

should be considered, their fondness for allegory and mystical 

interpretations, and general want of skill as critics, - a fault 

common to them with their Heathen contemporaries, - de

prived them of almost the only means of correcting their 

misapprehensions by a careful and discriminating study of 

the sacred writings.* 
The modern popular doctrine of the Trinity, it will be per

ceived from the foregoing remarks, deriYes no support from 

* The Fathers appear to have felt that some apology was necessary for the wary frcriuent 
use they made of Platonic sentiments and illustrations; and hence contendetl, with great per

tinacity, that Pl:1.to stole from l\Ioses. To take from him, tberefore, was, in thdr view, no 

plunder: it waR only to reclaim pilfered treasures. That he borrowed from the Hebrews, is 

repeatedly asserted by Justin; but the notion did not originate with him. It was propaga.ted 

long before by the Jews; who, with the exclusive spirit which always characterized them, 
claimed to be the sole depositarles of truth. The opinion may be traced to AristobuluA, a 

Jew, who lived in the time of Ptolemy Philometor, about one huudretl and fifty years before 
Christ; and who, it seems, dealt plentifully in fables. Aristobulus affirms that both Pytha

goras aud Plato drew information from the JewiAh Scriptures; of which, he says, a Greek 

translation was made before that of the Seventy. nut of this translation no vestige remains; 
nor, we believe, is any mention made of it by any other writer. The authors of the Sep

tuagint version make no allusion to it; and it therefore, probably, never exl~ted. Josephus 
assert1::d, after Aristobulus, that Plato took Moses fs)r bis model; and they were followed 

oy .Justin, Clement of Alexandrh, and others, who found the doctrine exceedingly conve

nient, as it served, in a measure, to j11~tify what might otherwise have appeared an extrava

gant atlmiration of Plato and bis opinions. ,ve think, however, that the evitlence adduced 
to show that Plato derived assistance from the compositions of '.\loses is very unsatisfactory. 
He probably knew nothing either of the Jewish lawgiver or of his writings. The testimony 

of the above-mentioned authors, in this case, is entitlecl to no credit, as it is foundi>d wholly 
on conjecture. Then the whole spirit of Plato's theological speculations is opposed to the 

Mosaic doctrines, as may be seen from the slight compari8on above instituted with regard to 
his Logos, or se<'oml Principle, to whic!J there is nothing corresponding in the theology of 

Moses. Thi~ subject is amply di8Ct18Serl by Le Clerc (Crit. Epist., vii. and viii.). See al8o 
some observations of Brucker, t . i. pp. 635, 639; and Basuage's History of the Jews, b. iv. 
c. iv. 



HIS LA:XGUAGE l\IISREPRESEXTED, 57 

the language of Justin: and this observation may be extended 
to all the ante-Nicene Fathers; that is, to all Christian writers 
for three centmies after the birth of Christ. It is true, they 
speak of the Father, Son, and prophetic or holy Spirit, but 
not as co-equal, not as one numerical essence, not as Three in 
One,• in any sense now admitted by Trinitarians. The very 
reverse is the fact. The doctrine of the Trinity, as explained 
by these Fathers, was essentially different from the modern 
doctrine. This we state as a fact as susceptible of proof as 
any fact in the history of human opinions. 

There are two passages in Justin Martyr, often quoted in 
support of the Trinity, which deserve a more particular 
notice. The first is the famous passage so often referred to 
in the controversy relating to the worship of angels. A late 
learned prelate of the English Chm-ch, in an "Exposition of 
the Thirty-nine Articles," quotes it thus : * ",v e worship 
and adore the Father; and the Son, who came from him, and 
taught us these things; and the prophetic Spirit." Now, not 
to insist on the ambiguity of the words here rendered "wor
ship and adore," - which, if any regard is due to the usage of 
the best writers, admit with equal propriety of being rendered 
"reverence and honor," - the passage above gi,-en is in a 
mutilated form. As it stands in Justin, it reads thus: ""\Ve 
reverence and honor him (the Father) ; and the Son, who 
came from him, and taught us these things ; and the host of 
other good angels, who follow and resemble him; and the 
prophetic Spirit."t In this form, as it will be rea<lily per
ceived, it may be adduced to sanction the Ro~nish doctrine of 
the adoration of angels, with as much propriety as in support 
of the worship of the three persons of the Trinity. It is one 
of the passages usually appealed to by Catholics as evidence of 
the ~ntiquity of that doctrine. If it prove any thing, there
fore, it proves too much for Protestant Trinitarians. This 

* Elements of Christian Theology, &c., by George Tomline, D.D., F.R.S., Lord-Bishop of 
Lincoln; vol. ii. p. 92, ed. 4th. 

t Apol. I., p. 47; Thirlb., p. 11; Otto, c. 6. 
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objec6on can be met only by putting on the passage in ques
tion a construction manifcstl y forced and unnatural.* 

The other passage referred to is not more to the purpose ; 

in fact, it teaches a doctrine decidedly opposed to the Trini
tarian Yiews of the worship due to the Father, Son, and 

Spirit:-

,, That we are not atheists, worshipping, as we do, the l\Iaker of 

this universe, ... offering up to him prayers and thanks, •.. what 

person of soun<l mind will not confess? And that we with reason 

l1onor ( nµCJµev) Jesus Christ, our teacher of these thingR, and born 

for this end ( who was crucified under Pontius Pilate, procurator of 

Judrea in the time of Tiberius Cresar), receiving him aR the Son of the 

true Goll, and holding him in the second place, and the prophetic 

Spirit in the third rank, I shall show. Hence we are aecusecl of 

madness; because, as they say, we assign the second place after the 

immutable ancl eternal God, the Creator of all things, to a crucified 

man." t 

No language could more clearly distinguish between the 

* Thi~ bas been sometimes attemptP-d with a singular contempt of the laws of interpreta

tion. We will give the passage as it st:rnds in the original: u11.;;: lKeivov Te, Kat TOV 

1rap' aVTOV vlov aaovm Kat &oa;avm 71µu<; TaVTa, Kat TOV TWV UMWV e1roµivwv 
/Wt i.;oµowvµivwv uym9CJv lqyiAWV <JTpaTov, 1rvtvµa re TO 1rpo</JTJTlKOV ae(3oµe,9a 
Kat 1rpoanvi•uvµev. Now, it is maintained by some that Justin only meant to 8ay, that 

Christ taught us those things of which he bas been speaking, and also the things relating to 
angel~; by others, that be taught us and the angels those things. Bishop Bull contends for 
the first of these constructions; Grabe and Cave, for the second. Langius also gives the same, 

and Thirlby has retained it. Both constructions, however, do the utmost violence to the 
original. Le Clerc, more honest, gives the sense very correctly as follows: "Nous le servons 

et nous l'honorons, et son Fils, qui est venu de vers lui, et qui nous a instruits de ces choRcs, 
et l'Armee des autres hons Anges, qui I'ont suivi, et qui lui ressemblent, et !'esprit prophe
tique ,. (Bil>liotll., Anc. et !\lod., t. xxiii. pp.18, 19). Whistou (Prim. Christ., vol. iv. p. 66) gives 
a "imilar ver,inn; and Dr. Prie:<tley very accurately expresses the sense of the passage, thus: 

•• lli,11 (C:1111). a111l the ;:o;un that came from him, and the host of other good angels who accom
p:u,_y a11J n•.-e111l>le hiu,, tuget!Jer with tlie prophetic Spirit, we adore and venerate" (Hist. 

Corrnption-. part i ~ec. ,). Catholic writers, for assigning this sense to the words of Justin, -
the nul) ~cu,e, we repPat. of which they admit,- were accused by the earlier Protestants of 

• i,l:t)ing the .Jesuit," and '' kna,·ishly dealing with t!Jeir aut!Jor." This construction is sus
t,L111e,l b;, Utto ( De ,Ju~tiui :11., Scriptis et Doctrina, pp. 142, et seqq.). See also bis note to the 
p:1,,age (.-\p11l. I., c. 6). A good account 11f the controversy is given by Semisch (vol. ii. pp. 

2.·11. "t "''lq ). with ample references. lie supposes that Justin meant to say, that a certain 
rev.,r,• 11 ,·,· ,u11l no11, ,r wne to be given to angels, without defining the preci:<e degree. T!Jis i~ 
c,•rt., inly 1·111,~i.-tent 11ith th,• ~pirit of Justin's writings, and follows from the only admissible 

coustruct,on of his language iu the i,assage under notice. 
t Apol. I., p. 51; Otto, c. 13. 
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" worship " rendered to the only true God the Father, and 
the "honor" given to the Son and Spirit. The readers of 
Jnstin are aware in what reverence he held the Y,Titings of the 
Hebrew prophets; and to reverence these ·writings was to 
honor the "prophetic Spirit" that spoke through them. 
There is nothing here, that we see, of the modern Trinity. 
Equal worship of the Father, Son, and Spirit, is excluded m 

express terms. 

·with regard to the Spirit, Justin evidently regarded it as a 
diviiie influence, or mode of operation in the Deity. This the 
general tenor of his writings satisfactorily proves. He uses 
no expressions which necessarily imply its distinct and proper 
personality ; for we suppose that it ,vill not be contended by 
any correct critic, that the phrase "honoring the Spirit," or 
the "prophetic Spirit," as he usually terms it, authorizes us to 
infer that he considered it a real being. Those who think 
that they can explain the phraseology of the Bible consistently 
with the supposition that the Spirit is an influence, or mode 
of divine agency, will certainly find no diffi~ulty in any ex
pressions which Justin employs on the subject.* 

* lfe are fully aware of the difficulty of ascertaining precisely what Justin's notions of the 
Spirit were. His expressions, taken literally, sometimes conflict with each other. Neander 
(Hist., vol. i. p. 609, ed. Torrey), Baumgarten-Crusius (Lehrbuch der Christlichen Dogmenge
schichte, Th. ii. p. 1054), Otto (De Just. 1\1., Script. et Doct., p. 138), and others, suppose Justin 
to have made the Spirit one of the angels, as the chief or highest angel. """ithout doubt," 
says Otto," Justin placed him in the number of angels." That a doctrine so extraordinary, 
and so directly at variance with what is taught, clearly, as we think, in other parts of the 
writings of this Father, however, should have been held by him, requires, in our view, more 
evidence than is afforded in the passage adduced in proof. lf such was his belief, he certainly 
ascribed personality to the Spirit, but took it out of the number of the Trinity. 

We see not how any one can doubt, that, in a vast majority of the instances in which Jus
tin alludes to the Spirit, he uses language which necessarily implies that he regarded it as 
an influence. God, according to his representation, gave to the prophets of the Old Testa
meut, severally, one or another gift of the Spirit; as "the spirit of wisdom to Solomon, 
the spirit of understanding and counsel to David, of strength and piety to l\loses," &c.: but 
all these gifts were united and finally rested in Jesus, through whom similar gifts were be
stowed on the early believers (Dial., c. 87, 88, Otto; also c. 39). As to the phrases," honoring 
the Spirit,"" reverencing the Spirit," and others of the kind, they present no more difficulty, 
and no more imply personality, than a multitude of expressions which we use every day: 
as, we ,; honor" a person's courage or sincerity; we "do homage" to moral greatness; we 
"reverence" truth and right; we" venerate" the martyr-spirit. 

Justin sometimes confounds the Spirit with the Logos. "The power of God came and 
overshadowed the virgin," he observes, in allusion to Luke i. 35; and adds, that by the Spirit 
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There was some diversity of opnuon, in Justin's day, re
specting the nature of the Son. He was himself, as we have 
seen, a believer in Christ's pre-existence; but this, he tells ns, 
was not the universal belief of his age. There were some 
who rejected it, being believers in the simple humanity of 
Jesus; but, though he expresses his dissent from their opin
ions, he treats them with respect, and readily grants their 
title to the Christian name, character, and hopes. The whole 
passage in which his views on this subject are contained is 
worth quoting, as an instance of his liberality which does him 
great credit, and should put the spirit of modern intoleranec 
to the blnsh. It proves that this Father, whatever his faults, 
was no exclusionist. 

To his views of Cluist's pre-existence, Trypho, who may 
be regarded as uttering the sentiments of the Jews of his and 
of all times, objects that they appear strange, and incapable of 
proof: "For as to your assertion, that this Christ pre-existed, 
God before the ages, then condescended to be born and made 
man, and was not man born of man, to me," he says, "it 
appears not only parodoxical, but foolish." Justin replies, 
" I know that this assertion appears paradoxical, especially to 
you Jews. Nevertheless, Trypho, the proof that he is the 
Christ of God stands, - if I cannot show that he pre-exist
ed, - the Son of the Creator of the universe; (so) being 

or power of God, we are to understand no other than the Logos, the first-begotten of God 
(Apo!. I., p. 64; Otto, c. 33). He sometimes speaks of the prophets as Inspired by the Logos, 
sometimes by the Spirit. Others among the early Fathers confounded the Logos, or Son, the 
first production of God, with the Spirit; a fact which shows how very imperfectly the first 
rudiments of the doctrine of the 'frinity, as explained in subsequent ages, had then disclosed 
themselves. See, further, Neander's History of Christian Dogmas, p. 172, ed. Bohn. 

Justin nowhere asserts that the Father, Son, and Spirit constitute one God, as became the 
custom in later ages, after the doctrine of the Trinity was fully matured. Strictly speaking, 
he was a Unitarian, as were the Orthodox Fathers generally of his time: that Is, they believed 
the Son to be a being really distinct from the Father, and inferior to him; which we take to 
be the very essence of Unitarianism. With regard to the ori![in of the Son, their views differed 
from those afterward taught by Arius. With reference to his distinct and s11bordinate nature, 
however, they often used expressions which the Arians found no difficulty In retaining. The 
germ of the Trinity, however, was now introduced; and, though the features It was afterwar<ls 
to assume were not yet defined, it from time to time received modifications and additions, till 
aLout the end of the fourth century, amid the storms and agitations of controversy, It was 
moulded into a form somewhat resembling that which it has since retained. 



THE PRE-EXISTEXCE OF CHRIST. 61 

Goel, ancl born of a virgin, became man. But, since it is fully 
demonstrated that he is the Christ of Goel, ·whatever be his 
nature, even if I do not succeed 111 proving that he pre
existed, and, according to the will of the Father, submitted 
to be born man, of like passions ·with us, ha Ying flesh, -in 
this latter respect only would it be just to say that I have 
erred. Still, yon ·would not be authorized to deny that he is 
the Christ, although it should appear that he was a man, 
born of human parents, and it should be shown that he be
came Christ by election : for there are some of our race, 
(that is, Christians) who acknowledge that he is the Christ, 
but affirm that he was a man, born in the ordinary way; from 
whom I dissent." To this, Trypho replies, "Those who 
suppose him to have been a man, and affirm that he ·was 
anointed, and became Christ by election, appear to me to 
hold an opinion much more probable than that you have ex
pressed ; for we all believe that Christ will be a man born of 
human parents, and that, when he comes, he will be anointed 
by Elias."* 

* Dial., pp. 143, 145; Thirlb., pp. 233, 235; Otto., c. 48, 49. -The late Bishop Watson 
agrceu with Justin in the opinion, that Christ's pre-existence was not neceRsary to the ac
complishment of his mission: "His authority as a teacher is the same," he says, "whether 
you suppose him to have been the eternal God, or a being inferior to him and commissioncu 
by him." Then, speaking of our reuernption, he says, '' I see no difficulty in admitting 
that the death of an angel or of a mere man might have been the price which Gou fixeu 
upon." He rejects the supposition, that, on the Socinian hypothesis (that is, that Christ 
was a man, who hau no existence before he was born of )Iary), '· an atonement coulu not have 
been maue for the sins of mankind by the death of Jesus." So of the Arian hypothesis: 
"There is no reason," he says, "for thinking that the death of such a being" (that is, as the 
Arians suppose Christ to have been) "might not have made atonement for the sins of man
kind. All depends on tlie appointment of Gou; anu if, insteau of the death of a super
angelic or of an angelic or a human being, Go,l hat.I fixed on any other instrument as a 
met.lium of restoring man to immortality, it woulu have been highly improper in us to have 
quarrellecl with the mean which his goodness had appointed, merely because we could not 
see how it was fitted to attain the end." - Charge11 delivered in liS-1 and Ii95. 

Justin's distinction was an intelligible one. The question whether Jesus were the 
Messiah, the Christ of God, or not, dill not involve the question of his nature. He might be 
pre-existent or not; yet he might be the Christ of God, exalted by him to be "a Prince and a 
Saviour." Justin believccl him to have been pre-existent; yet he freely accords to the believers 
in his simple humanity the name of Christians. For them there was a Christ. Whether the 
Bishop of Landaff had ever read Justin or not, we cannot say; but he was clear-headeu ancl 
reverential enough to perceive that the queRtion of Christ's nature or of his pre-existenl'e 
hau nothing to do with the question of his sufficiency as a Saviour, but all depenued on 
Gou's appointment. Wh:ttever iustrument God chose ant.I appointed, must, from the very 
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"With regard to the great points, which, since the clays of 
Augustin, haYe diYidecl the Christian world, usually called 
the CalYinistic points, Justin held moderate and rational 
views. He nowhere states his opinion of the precise effect of 
Adam's fall; though he is decidedly opposed to the doctrines 
of hereditary depravity, original sin, and the inability of man 
to do the will of God, as explained in later times. He evi
dently knew nothing of the imputation of Adam's sin to his 
posterity. He is a firm advocate for human freedom, and the 
capacity of man for virtue or Yice. Man has power, he main
tains, to choose the good and refuse the evil, -power to "do 
well." He earnestly combats the doctrine of destiny or fate. 
All will be rewarded or punished, he says, according to their 
merits. If character and actions were fixed, he argues, there 

could be no such thing as Yirtue and vice ; for these suppose 
freedom, or the ability to choose and follow the one, and 
avoid the other. Men, he adds, would not be proper subjects 
of reward and punishment, if they were good and eYil by 
birth, not by choice; for no one is accountable for the cha
racter he brings into the world with him.* This, certainly, 
docs not look like the doctrine of predestination ; and we arc 
authorized to assert, with Bishop Kaye, that, "if Justin held 

the doctrine of predestination at all, it must have been in the 

Arminian sense." 
Of the effects of Christ's death, and of justification, he 

usnally speaks in general and figurative terms, much resem
bling those which occur in the sacred writings, and capable 
of a similar construction. He cannot, with any propriety, 
be adduced as an advocate for the modern popular doctrine 

of the atonement. 

fact that he had so choRen and appointed it. be arlequate to the purpose for which it was 
designed; and it would be arrogant in man to question its sufficiency. So the bishop reasoned; 
and so Justin l\lartyr <'Onld say, that, admitting bis inability to prove Christ's pre-cxi8ten<'e, 
it did not follow that he WM not the Christ of God. That fact he considered as established 
by irrefragable proofs; and that he regarded as the all-important and only essential fact. 

* Apo!. L, c. 28, 43; Apo!. 11., c. 7; Dial., c. 88, Otto. 
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CHAPTER VII. 

JUSTIX'S ACCOUXT OF THE CHRISTIAX RITES AS AD:\IIXISTERED 

IX HIS DAY. - 13APTIS::\£. - THE LORD'S SUPPER. - SUX

DAY WORSHIP. - CALUMXIES OF THE JEWS. -THE MK\£O

RY OF JUSTIX. 

·WITH the opinions of Justin we have now done: but there 
are some facts he has preserved, relating to Christian worship 
and rites, which every one will desire to know; as he is the 
earliest witness we possess, after the time of the apostles, 
from whom we can learn any thing authentic on the subject. 
He describes Baptism and the Supper as administered in his 
day, and the Sunday worship of Christians, with a good degree 
of minuteness. This, we must recollect, was just about a 
century after Christ had left the earth. One would' like to 
look in upon the religious assemblies of Christians as they 
then existed, could the past, by any possibility, be made to 
stand before us. Justin speaks not from report of "·hat 
Christians did in those days: he tells us what passed beneath 
his own eye. His account shows that the simplicity of Scrip
ture forms was yet in a great measure, though not in all 
respects, retained. To prevent misconception and error, he 
says that he shall "explain in what manner, being renornted 
through Christ, we dedicate ourselves to God. As many," he 
continues, "as believe and accept for true those things which 
are taught by us, and profess their determination to live con
formably to them, are required, by fasting and prayer, to seek 
of God the remission of their former sins, we fasting and 
praying with them. They arc then led to a place where 
there is water, and are there regenerated in the same manner 
as we were regenerated : for they are laved in water, in the 
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name of Goel, the Father and Lord of all; and of our Saviour 
Jesus Christ, and the Holy Spirit. For Christ," he adds, 
"has said, that, except ye be regenerated, ye cannot enter the 
kingdom of heaven."* This regeneration, as we have seen, 
Justin supposes takes place at baptism. He states the neces
sity of it: which is, not that men inherit a corrupt nature 
from Adam; "but since," he says, "we are born without our 
knowledge and consent, and ( as Heathen) educated in corrupt 
morals and customs, therefore, in order that we may not 
remain children of necessity and ignorance, but may become 
children of choice and of knowledge, and obtain by water 
the remission of sins before committed, the name of the 
Father and Lord of all is pronounced over him ":ho wishes 
to be regenerated, and has repented of his transgressions." t 
This washing, or baptism, Justin says, was also called "illu
mination," on account of the illuminating power of Christ's 
doctrines; and the "Holy Spirit" was that "which foretold 
all things relating to J esns." Justin's formula of baptism 
was virtually, and as he understood it, "in the name of the 
one God and Father of all; and of the Son, his instrument, 
and the revealer of his will to man ; and of the prophetic 
Spirit, which foretold his coming," - a Trinity which 110 

old-fashioned Unitarian would feel any he-,itation in acknow
ledging. Regeneration is explained by what, as above 
expressed, we become by "choice and knowledge," - re
pentant, purified, and consecrated m heart and life to 
Goel. 

Having received baptism, the person was considered as 
entitled, by virtue of it, to all the privileges of a follower of 
Cluist; and immediately participated in the rite of the ·sup
per, there being at that time no distinction between the 
church and the congregation of believers. On the subject of 
the Supper, the most exact description which has been trans
mitted to us by Christian antiquity is that of Justin. "After 

* Apo!. r., p. 79; Otto, c. 61. t A pol. I., p. 80 i Otto, c. 61. 
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we have thus laved the consenting believer," he tells us, "we 

take him to the place where those who are called brethren 
are assembled, there to offer up earnest prayers in common 
for ourselves and for him who has been enlightened ( or bap
tized), and for all others everywhere; that, having learned 
the truth, we may be deemed worthy to be found living in 
good works and keeping the commandments, that so we may 
obtain eternal salvation. Prayer ended, we salute each other 
with a kiss. Bread and a cup of water and wine are then 
brought to him who presides over the brethren; and he, 
taking them, gives praise and glory to the Father of the 
uniYerse, through the name of the Son and the Holy Spirit, 
and offers up many thanks that we are counted worthy to 
receive these gifts. Prayers and thanksgivings being ended, 
all the people present say amen. . . . Those we call deacons 
then distribute the bread and wine and water, - over which 
thanks have been offered, - to be partaken of by each of 
those present; and carry a portion to the absent."* 

Justin adds, ""\Ve do not receive these as common food and 
drink;" and proceeds to speak of them as the flesh and blood 
of Jesus, in terms which the Catholics regard as teaching the 
doctrine of Transubstantiation, but to which the Lutheran 
and Reformed churches appeal with equal confidence as 
clearly containing the elements of their faith on the subject. 
Justin is certainly a little obscure and mystical. He quotes, 
from the "JUemoirs " by the apostles, called, he says, " Gos
pels," the expressions, "This is my body," - "This is my 
blood ; " but his language is too indefinite to authorize us to 
say that he understood them in any other than a metaphorical 
sense, - a sense which the general strain of his writings 
would lead us to suppose that he attributed to them. The 
language of the Scriptures on this subject is strongly figura
tive. "\Ve believe that Justin meant to be understood as 
speaking in a similar figurative style. In his Dialogue with 

.t Apol. I., pp. 82-3; Otto,c. 65-6, 

9 
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TrnJho, he speaks of the elements of bread and wme as 
simply commemorative.* He concludes by saying, that, 
through the agency of ·wicked demons, the same elements 
were used (by anticipation) in the ceremony of initiation into 
the mysteries of J\fithras, in imitation of the Eucharist, as the 
Christian rite, he tells us, was called. 

It is worthy of observation, that, in the above account, 
the person who administers the Eucharist is called simply the 
president of the brethren. No mention is made of bishops, 
priests, or presbyters, in this or in any other part of Justin's 
wntrngs. Fmther : nothing is said of the consecration of the 
clements, in the technical sense in which the term is used by 
some Protestant churches. "\V c are told only that the presi
dent of the brethren offered thanks over the bread and ·wine, 
and that they were then distributed. Nothing is said of the 
Supper, as, at this time, connected with a common meal, ac
cording to the earlier practice; and prayers would seem to have 
been uttered without the use of forms. Nor is any thing said 
of the position of the recipients. The term "altar" docs not 
occur; and Jurieu asserts that it is not found in the acknow
ledged remains of any writer of the second century. t 

Justin proceeds to give an account of the services of Sun
day : not the " sabbath," which was not then the Cluistian 
designation of the day, though the term ·was used figmatively 
to express a rest, or ceasing, from iniquity, in which sense 
Christians were bound to keep a perpetual sabbath; the only 
one, Justin tells Trypho, which is acceptable to God.+ "On 
the day called the day of the Sun," he says, "all, whether 
in town or country, assemble in one place; and the Memoirs 
by the Apostles, or "'Writings of the Prophets, are read as time 
permits. ..When the reader has finished, the person presiding 
instructs the people in an address, and exhorts them to imi
tate the excellent things they have heard. ..We then all rise 
together, and pray; after which, as before related, bread and 

* c. 70, Otto. t Pastoral LetterR, VI. :t: c. 12, Otto. 
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wine and water are brought" for the Eucharist ; ·which, it 

appears, was administered eYery Lord's Day. Justin here 
repeats the account already given of the rite, very nearly in 
the same words. He adds, that a collection ,Yas then taken, 
to which they who were wealthy, and chose, contributed 

according to their ability and disposition: and "what is col
lected," he continues, "is deposited with the president, who 

assists with it orphans and widows, and those who, in conse

quence of illness or any other cause, are in want; those who 

are in bonds, ancl strangers sojourning among us ; and, in a 

word, takes care of all who have need.* 
The reasons Justin assigns for assembling on Sunday are, 

simply, that this was the "first day, on which God, having 
wrought a change in darkness and matter, made the world; 

that, on the same day, Jesus ·Christ, our Saviolll', rose from the 
dead; for he was crucified the day before that of Saturn ; and 

the day after, ,vhich is the day of the Sun, he appeared again 

to his disciples. t 
These are matters of history, and, coming as they do from 

a contemporary writer, are of great value. From Justin we 
gather also various notices of the character and condition of 

Christians of his day, and of their persecutors,-all credita

ble to the disciples of the cross. The worst enemies of the 

Christians were the Jews, more implacable than the Heathen. 
They sent persons, as Justin tells us, into all parts of the earth, 

to clenom1ce them as an atheistic and lawless sect;+ they 

cmsed them in their synagogues ; § and the people were 
solemnly charged to hold no intercomse with them, particu

larly to listen to no exposition or defence of their opinions. II 
To the calumnies of the J cws, industriously propagated over 

all parts of the civilized world, Justin attributes the odium to 

which Christians were subjected, on account of their supposed 

profligacy; and there can be little doubt that they were the 

* Apo!. I., c. 6i, Otto. 
§ Dial., c. 16, 4i, 96, mto. 

t lb. + Dial.,p.117; Otto.c.108. 
II Dial., c. 38, 112, Otto. 
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authors of the foul slander. Certainly it could have ong1-
nated only in the bitterest hatred; and this hatred, as thorough 
as ever rankled in the human breast, they appear, according 
to the testimony, not of Justin only, but of Tertullian, Ori
gen, Eusebins, and others, to have cherished. 

Justin was not the first martyr, but he was the first great 
writer and apologist for Christianity, whose name we meet on 
the roll of Cluistian martyrology. ·we have given the few 
incidents which can be gathered from the storehouse of anti
quity respecting the life and death of this old witness of the 
faith. His intellectual traits, and his opinions on various sub
jects of theology, we learn from his works. He was not, as 
we have seen, an exact or polished writer; he was not criti
cal; he had not a logical intellect; he wrote in a harsh, 
rambling, and somewhat impulsive style. He was not wholly 
free from credulity; indeed, had a large measure of it : and 
many of his opinions ,vill now be pronounced extravagant 
and absmd. But so, in reality, will many of those entertained 
at the present day appear to a future age. Yet, whatever 
his defects, his merits were very great. -we honor his 
courage, his sincerity, his ardent thirst for truth, his moral 
elevation, his boldness in defending the cause of Christ, and 
pleading for the rights of common humanity before thrones, 
-looking death calmly in the face. In such men, we can 
overlook intellectual defects, and pardon some errors of opin
ion and some absurd fancies. These arc thrown into the 
shade by their great qualities. It may be cause of gratitude 
to any of us, if, through God's help, we are enabled to walk 
as firmly on the way of duty, and be as faithful to our con
victions, as was this philosopher and martyr of the elder days 
of the clnuch. 
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CHAPTER I. 

MARTYRDOMS AFTER THAT OF JUSTIN". -Tll\lE OF CLE:\rEXT. 

-ALEXANDRIA. - BIOGRAPHY OF CLEl\IENT. - PANT.1"R

NUS. - CLEl\IE:NT'S CONVERSION". - BECOl\IES HEAD OF THE 

CATECHETICAL SCHOOL OF ALEXANDRIA. -WAS THERE IN" 

211. - DISAPPEARS FROl\1 HISTORY. - DIRECTION" OF STU

DIES IN THE ALEXANDRIAN SCHOOL. - CLEl\IE:NT'S WRIT

INGS. - HIS HORTATORY ADDRESS. 

"\VE have been thus far occupied with the life and opinions, 
and especially the theological opinions, of Justin :Martyr, 

who lived mostly in Palestine and at Rome where he suf
fered. "'\Ve must now ask our readers to accompany us to the 
land of the Pharaohs, - whither " the young child " J esns 
and "his mother" went, - and to Alexandria, its capital. 
The time is about the year 200 ; that is, two centuries after 
the infant Jesus was there. "'\Vhat a revolution had these 
two centuries brought about ! Fifty years nearly have 
elapsed since Justin's death. During these fifty years, the 

relations of Christians to the State, and the intense popular 

hatred against them, had little changed. They remained 
very much as described at the time of Justin's death. 

The martyrdoms under the second Antonine, Marcus Au
relius the philosopher, embraced, besides that of Justin, those 

of the aged Polycarp of Smyrna, the martyrs of Vienne and 
Lyons in Gaul, and others. l\farcns passed away in A.D. 
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180, and with him ended the golden clays of the Roman 
Empire. His successors, most of them, had a short reign. 
"They flitted," says the historian, "like shadows along the 
tragic scene of the imperial palace," - "Africans and Sy
rians, Arabs and Thracians," - seizing, in turn, "the quickly 
shifting sceptre of the world." Septimius Severus obtained 
the purple in 193 ; and the cruel Caracalla, in ~ 11, - his 
reign ending with his death in 217. Clement, the subject 
of our present notice, flourished under the reigns of the last 
two named emperors, - Scptimius and Caracalla; that is, be
tween the years 193 and 217. Like Justin, he was a learned 
man, -the more scholarly of the two : like him, too, he was 
born and bred in Heathenism, and was an adept in philoso
phy before he became a Christian;- his place, Alexanili·ia 
in Egypt. 

Alexandria was at this time the scat of learning and refine
ment, of wealth and luxm-y, and the centre of the commerce 
of the world. Here we meet the Jewish, the Oriental, and 
the Grecian culture, mingled with the old Egyptian supersti
tions, - all combined in bitter opposition to the religion of 
the Son of :Mary, now grown to be a thing of might and 
significance. Here had lived and taught the learned Philo. 
Here was the celebrated school of the later Platonists. Here, 
too, was the great library of the ancient world ; containing, 
it is said, four hunili·ecl thousand volumes. Learning was 
now passing over to the Cluistians. Here was then_. great 
school of theology. Here now was Clement; and, soon after, 
the more famous Origcn, a prodigy of learning, and a great 
genius. Here, in the city of Alexander, was now congregated 
all that was elevated and all that was vile ; all that could 
command reverence, and all that could inspire disgust, -
high, dreamy mysticism, on one side; and the coarsest profli
gacy, on the other. 

The biography of Clement must, from poverty of materi
als, be of the briefest kind. ,v e will state what is known 
of him ; then look a little at his arguments for the truth of 



HIS BIOGR.\PHY. 71 

Christianity; at his theology, which was not Trinitarian; 

at the private and social life of the Alexandrians of his day, 

so far as it can be gathered from his writings; and at Cle

ment's idea or conception of the perfect Clu-istian. 

Titus Flavius Clemens was his whole name. So far as his 

personal history is concerned, he is little more than a shadow, 

seen through the dim mist of ages. A few lines will tell all that 

can be gleaned concerning it from himself, Eusebius, Jerome, 

and other sources. Eusebius, the historian, who was intimately 

acquainted with the writings of Christian antiquity, many of 

which are now lost, wrote in the earlier part of the fomth 

century; and Jerome, who was universally learned, flourished 

at the end of the same century. The latter, in his book on 

"Illustrious :Men," devotes but part of a page to Clement and 

his writings ; and the former is scarcely more copious : so 

completely had the materials for any thing like a biography 

of him perished even in their clay. That he lived and wrote 

in the times of Severus and Caracalla (that is, at the end of 

the second and beginning of the third century), is asserted by 

J crome : but the time of his birth and death he docs not tell 

us, and probably did not know; and history has preserved 

no record of it. The place of his birth is equally uncertain. 

Both Athens and Alexanclria are mentioned by different 

writers, but on no better ground than conjecture. "'\Ve have 

the authority of Eusebius for saying that he was a convert 

from Heathenism. His great Christian teacher was Pantrenus. 

To him he is supposed to refer, when, in his " Stromata," 

speaking of his instructors, after enumerating several, - as (if 

we understand him; for the passage is somewhat obscme) one 

in Greece, one in Italy, the former from Crele-Syria, the latter 

from Egypt; besides two more, one an Assyrian, and the other 

a natirn of Palestine, by descent a Hebrew, - he says that 

the last with whom he met was th~ first in merit; that he found 

him concealed in Egypt; and, having discovered him, he de

sisted from further search. Of him he was a great admirer. 

" He was," says Clement, "in truth, a Sicilian bee, who, 
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cropping the flowers of the prophetic and apostolic meadow, 
caused a pure knowledge to grow up in the minds of his 
hearers." * 

,vhether he became a convert to Christianity before or 
after his acquaintance with Pantamus, he does not distinctly 
inform us. "\Ve infer, however, that he owed his conversion, 
in part at least, to him. One thing is certain, -that, after 
ranging over all the systems of ancient religion and philoso
phy, he became a Cluistian, abandoning the "sinful service 
of Paganism for the faith of the Redeemer," at the age of 
manhood, and in the full exercise of a free and inquiring 
mind ; and thus, like Justin, he fm·nishes an example of a 
learned convert, who became a disciple of the cross from 
~ouviction, in the prime and vigor of his faculties. No 
man that ever lived was better acquainted with the ancient 
Heathen religions, philosophy, and mythology, than Clement; 
yet he gave up all for the simple teaching of Jesus of N aza
reth, in which he found the only religion that satisfied his 
intellect, and encouraged his soul's best and highest aspu:a
tions. 

Of his teachers he preserved an ever-grateful recollection; 
and in one of his principal works, the " Stromata," he re

cords, as he tells us, what he learned from them as an anti
dote against forgetfulness, and a treasure against old age. 
They received it by tradition, he says, from the Apostles 
Peter, James, John, and Paul. He became, first, assistant, 
and afterwards successor, of Pantrenus, in the Catechetical or 
Theological School at Alexandria, and was presbyter of the 
church there. He would seem to have left Alexandria 
during the persecution under Septimius Severus, about 202. 
It is certain that he was at Jerusalem, visiting the hallowed 
spots there, early in the reign of Caracalla; whence he took 
a commendatory letter, a fragment of which is preserved by 
Eusebius, to the Cluistians of Antioch. In the letter, he is 

• Stroma.ta., lib. i.; Opp., t. i., p. 322, etl. Potter. 
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spoken of as ah-eady known to them of Antioch. He retmned 
to Alexandria, and was head of the school there in 211. 
He then vanishes from om sight. How or where he died, it 
is in vain to search. It was not many years after. 

In philosophy, Clement was an eclectic. "I espoused," 
says he, "not this or that philosophy, not the Stoic, not the 
Platonic, not the Epicurean, not that of Aristotle ; but what
ever any of these sects had said which was fit and just, ,vhich 
taught righteousness and a divine and religious knowledge, -
all that, being selected, I call philosophy." 

His studies took direction from his position and the de
mands of the age. The school of Alexandria, in his time, 
required learned teachers who had received a philosophical 
education, and were acquainted with the Grecian religion and 
culture. For they had not simply to teach the young the cle
ments of the Christian faith : they were smroundecl by learned 
Pagans, some of ,vhom frequented the school; and with 
these they must discuss great questions in a manner to satisfy 
the speculative and wisdom-loving Greeks. If the J cws 
required a sign, the Greeks sought after wisdom. They ,vere 
speculative: they could not be treated as babes. Hence 
the speculative tmn ,vhich Christian studies took in the Alex
andrian School. Here, properly, Christian theology first 
sprang up. Herc was the great battle-field of the old and 
the new, - Heathenism and Christianity. Here it was, as 
before said, that the faith of J csus, two hundred years after 
Joseph, taking " the young child and his mother by night," 
went clown with them as fugitives into Egypt, was brought 
into conflict, hand to hand, with all the religions, and all the 
philosophy, and all the traditions, of the then ancient world; 
and time-hallowed as they were, and defended by the ablest 
men, and sustained by court influence and the ,vhole weight 
of the imperial power, they all fell before the vigorous blows 
of such champions of the cross as Clement, Origen of the 
adamantine arm, and others. As to the necessity of learn
ing in the Christian teachers of Alexandria, we may hear 

10 
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·what Clement himself says. There is much truth in what 

he asserts : "He who would gather from every quarter what 

would be for the profit of the catcchumens, especially if they 

arc Greeks, must not, like irrational brutes, be shy of much 

learning; but he must seek to collect around him every possi

ble means of helping his hearers." 

Euscbius, in the sixth book of his history,* and Jerome, 

in his short account of" Illustrious Men," have left us a cata

logue of Clement's writings; apparently, however, incomplete. 

Of these, some are lost; t but we have still the "Hortatory 

Address to the Greeks," the "Predagogne," the "Stromata," 

and a little tract entitled, "·who is the Rich Man that shall 

be Saved'?" besides a few inconsiderable fragments of other 

·works. 
The " Hortatory Address," in one book, is designed to 

1·ecommend Christianity to the reception of the Heathen. 

Like the other productions of Clement, and most of the pro

ductions of the Fathers, it is written with very little attention 

to method. It is not what would now be called a systematic 

defence of the divine origin of Christianity; yet it contains 

many forcible and striking thoughts, some strains of elevated 

* C. 13. 
t Of these, the work entitled "llypotyposes," in eight books, is particularly to be 

regretted, on account of the historical information which, accoruing to Eusebius, it con

tained; particularly an abridged account of the canonical writings of the New 'festament, 

together with those then considereu as of uoubtful genuineness; as the Book of Jnue and 

the other eatl.10lic Epi~tles, as also the Epistle of Barnabas aml Revelation of Peter. The trn.Lli

tion relating to the order in which the Gospels were written; to the origin, in particular, of 

l\Iark's Gospel; and the purpose of John in writing bis, - is given by Eusebius as a quotation 

from the "llypotyposes." From the same source, it appears that Clement asserted that the 

Epistle to the Hebrews was written by Paul in IIebrew, and translated by Luke (Euseb. liist., 

lib. vi. c. 14; also lib. ii. c. 15). The work, no doubt, embodied several traditions, which it 

would be cle~irable to possc~s. It contained, according to i'hotius, some errors of doctrine, or 

what in his time were esteemed such. In it, he says, Clement makes the Son a creature; 

matter he represents as eternal; and he asserts the doctrine of the transmigration of souls, 

and says that there was a succession of worlds Lefore Adam. These and several other doc

trines wllich he enumerates, Photius says, Clement attempted to defend by quotations from 

the Scriptures.· That Clement might have held these, and other views mentioned by Photius, 

however some admirers of the Fathers may be shocked at the thought, is by no means im

proba,ble, as they are found amoug that assemblage of philosophical opinions which found a 

ready reception in the school of Alexandria in the time of Clement; and many of which, as 

his writings show, he incorporated into his theology. 
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sentiment, and some Yigorous and animated passages, ·which 

may eYcn now be read with pleasure and profit. It was no 

difficult task for Clement, familiar as he was with the mytho

logical fables of antiquity, to expose the absurdity of the old 

superstitions. The comparison of Christianity with Paganism, 

in regard to theii· pervading spii·it and tendencies, and espe

cially with reference to the great principles of piety and 

morality, could not fail of demonstrating the immense superi

ority of the former. Of this, Clement and the early apolo

gists were fully aware; and accordingly they insist very much 

on what may be called the moral argument for the truth of 

Clll'istianity. This they evidently felt to be thcii· strong 

point: at least, it was one, which, in consequence of the 

peculiar belief of the age, they could urge with more effect 

than any other; not even excepting that of miracles, the re

ality of which no one thought of questioning, but which, as it 

was supposed, might be attributed to magic or theurgic art, and 

therefore furnished no decisive criterion of a revelation. 

1\Iany of the arguments employed by the Fathers in defence 

of Christianity- and by Clement among the rest- appear 

to us, at the present day, altogether futile or irrelcYant. But 

we must recollect the sort of minds they addressed, and the 

peculiar prejudices they were compelled to combat. ,Ye must 

go back to theii· times, and make omselYes familiar with the 

intellectual character and habits of those by whom they were 

surrounded, and for ,vhosc benefit they wrote. Until we do 

this, we are not in a condition to do justice to theii· merits. 

Trains of reasoning, which would have no weight with us, 

might be convincing at that day; and faults of taste, a ram

bling method, specimens of unsound criticism and interpre

tation, violent and far - fetched analogies, and instances of 

credulity and superstition, which would doom a modern per

formance to neglect, would give little offence in an age unac

customed to much order and precision in thinking and 

writing, and abounding in all sorts of extrayagant opin-
10ns. 
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CHAPTER II. 

CLEl\IEXT'S THEOLOGY. -HE DID NOT ASCRIBE TO THE SON 

A DISTINCT PERSONAL SUBSISTENCE FROi\I ETERNITY. -

THE FATHERS, BETWEEN JUSTIN l\IARTYR AND CLE:\IENT, DE

CLARE THE IXFElUORITY OF THE SOX. -TA.TIAN, THEOPHI

LUS OF ANTIOCH, ATHE:XAGORAS, IREX..iEUS, TERTULLIA:N. -

CLE:MENT ASSERTS HIS I:XFERIORITY IN STRONG TERl\1S. -

ANTIQUITY OF CHRISTIANITY. - LNSPIRATION OF PLATO 

AND THE PHILOSOPHERS. - INFLUENCE OF THE ART OF 

8CULPTURE Al\IO:XG THE GREEKS. 

,VE give an extract from Bishop Kaye's "Account of the 

,Vritings and Opinions of Clement;" which furnishes a good 
specimen of Clement's general style of argument, and fur
ther contains his views of the Son, Logos, or "\V ord. The 
passage occtus near the commencement of the "Hortatory 
Address." Clement introduces it fancifully enough, as was 
his way, by an allusion to the fabled power of music among 

the Greeks, who taught that Amphion raised the walls of 

Thebes by the sound of his lyre, and that Orpheus tamed 
savage beasts and charmed trees and mountains by the sweet
ness of his song. The Cluistian musician, or Christ, he 

says, had performed greater things than these; for he had 
"tamed men, the most savage of beasts:" instead of" leading 

men to idols, stocks, and stones," he had "converted stones 
and beasts into men." 

"He who sprang from Davi<l, yet was before David, the Word 
of Go<l, disdaining inanimate instruments, the hnrp and lyre, adapts 
this world, and the little world man, both his soul and body, to the 
Holy Spirit, an<l thus celebrates Go<l. What, then, does the instru
ment, the ,v or<l of Go<l the Lord, the New Song, mean? To open 

the eyes of the blind an<l the ears of the deaf; to guide the lame 
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ancl the wanderer to righteousness ; to show God to foolish man ; to 
put an end to corruption ; to oYercome death ; to reconcile di:;obe
dient children to their Father. The instrument of Goel loves man. 
The Lord pities, disciplines, exhorts, admonishes, saves, guards, and, 
of his abundance, promises the kingdom of heaven as the reward of 
learning from him,· requiring nothing from us but that we shall be 
savecl. Think not, however, that the Song of Salvation is new. ,v e 
existed before the foundation of the world, existing first in God 
himself, inasmuch as we were destined to exist; we were the rational 
creatures of the Reason ( or ,v orcl) of God ; we were in the begin
ning through the ,v ord, because the ,v orcl was in the beginning. 
The ,v orcl was from the beginning, and therefore was and is the 
divine beginning of all things ; but now that he has taken the name 
which of old was sanctified, the Ghrist, he is called by me a New 
Song. This ,v ord, the Christ, was from the beginning the cause 
both of our being (for he was in God) and of our well-being. Now 
he has appeared to men, being alone both God and man, the Author 
to us of all good; by whom, being instructed how to live well, we 
are speeded onwards to eternal life. This is the New Song, - the 
manifestation, now shining forth in us, of the ,v ord, who was in the 
beginning and before the beginning. The pre-existent Saviour has 
appeared nigh unto us; he who exists in the Self-Existent has 
appeared; the ,v ord, who was with God, has appeared as our 
Teacher; the ,v ord, by whom all things were made, who in the 
beginning, when he formed us, gave us life as our l\Iaker, appearing 
as our Teacher, has taught us to lh·e well, in order that hereafter he 
may, as God, give us life eternal. He has appeared to assist us 
against the serpent who enslaves men, binding them to stocks and 
statues and idols by the wretched bond of superstition. He offered 
salvation to the Israelites of old by signs and wonders in Egypt 
and the desert, at the burning bush, ancl in the cloud which 
followed the Hebrews like a servant-maid. He spoke to them by 
l\Ioses and Isaiah and the whole prophetic choir ; but he speaks 
to us directly by himself. He is made man, that we may learn 
from man how man may become God. Is it not, then, strange that 
God should invite us to virtue, and that we should slight the benefit, 
and put aside the proffered salvation?"-pp. 11, 14.* 

* Some Account of the Writings and Opinions of Clement of Alexandria. By John, Bishop 
of Lincoln. London: 1835. 
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Those who will be at the pains carefully to analyze this 

passage will perceiYe, that though Clement belieYcd the Son 

to lrn-rn existed before the world, and does not hesitate to 

bestow on him the title Goel, he is far from ascribing to him 

supreme, underived DiYinity. The phrases "in the begin

ning" and "before the ·wOTld was," and others of similar 

import, which Clement, in common with most of the early 

Fathers, applies to him, by no means implied their belief that 

he had a personal existence from eternity. This is eYiclent 

from the fact, that, in the passage above quoted, the very 

same expressions are applied by him to the human race. 

",Ve," says Clement, " existed before the foundation of the 
world; existing first in Goel himself, inasmuch as we ,Yere 

destined to exist." 
The Fathers ascribed to the Son a sort of metaphysical or 

potential existence in the Father : that is, they supposed that 

he existed in him from all eternity as an attribnte, - his logos, 

reason, or wisdom ; that, before the formation of the world, 

this attribute acquired by a voluntary act of the Father a dis

tinct personal subsistence, and became his instrument in the 

creation. The germ of this doctrine will be found in the 

passage above given. 
"\Ve have already presented the views of Justin Martyr on 

the subject of the Son and Spirit, showing that they were not 

Trinitarian in any legitimate sense of the term. The Fathers 

who lived between Justin Martyr and Clement were no bet

ter Trinitarians ; that is, they believed in no uncliYicled, 

co-equal Three, but taught a doctrine "·holly irreconcilable 

with this belief. A rapid glance at the writings of the prin

cipal of these Fathers will make this plain. 
First comes Tatian the Syrian, or Assyrian, who flourished 

in the latter part of the second centmy, and vrns a disciple of 

Justin. In language similar to that employed by his master, 

he describes Goel alone as without beginning, invisible, incffo.

ble, the Author of all things visible and invisible; epithets 

uniformly applied by Justin and the early Christian writers 
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to the Father, and never to the Son.* He speaks of God's 
power as the " beginning of the Logos," or Son. Considered 
in relation to the world not as yet actually existing, Goel was, 
says Tatian, alone: "But in regard to his po1;ver, by which 
he was the Cause of all things, visible and invisible, all things 
were with him; " that is, he had in him the creative ener
gy. ",Yith him, by virtue of his rational power," or as he 
·was a rational being, "the Logos, which was in him, sub
sisted;" that is, potentially, as he had the power of produ
cing it. By a simple act of God's will, his "Logos leaped out 
from him; being his first-begotten ·work," t or beginning of 
the creation. From this and similar language, it is eYident 
that Tatian considered the Logos, or Son, as originally and 
from eternity in and ·with God, not as a real being or person, 
but only as an attribute, or by Yirtue of his po,-ver of beget
ting it: in him and with him, only, as all things crC'ated 'iYere; 
that is, not as the actual, but as the possible. This, indeed, 
he asserts almost in so many words. He speaks of the Son 
as having a beginning ; that is, considered as a real subsistence 
or person: and he evidently regarded him, after his produc
tion, as a being distinct from the Father, and subordinate to 
him. The Son was produced by the Father, he tells us. as 
one torch is lighted from another, or as speech is produced in 
us from the faculty of speech within us; illustrations 'iYhich 
were common with the Fathers, and imply a numerical dis
tinction of being and essence. This distinction is expressly 
asserted by Justin, Tatian's master, w·ho contends, in words as 
plain and uneqruvocal as language affords, that the Father and 
Son are two in number; two beings ; the one Yisiblc, the 
other invisible; the one remajning fixed in his place, the other 

* Oratio contra Grrecos,-the only work of his known to Jerome (De Viris Illust.) as 
extaut in his time; though, as we are informed. ou the same authority, he wrote a countless 
number of volumes. He was euucated in Heathenism; was a rhetorician of some eminence, 
and well acquainted with the Greek philosophy. He was the founder of an ascetic sect. 

t Contra Grrecos Oratio, pp. 246-248, ed. Paris, annexed to the works of Justin ].\lar
tyr, Paris, 1742. This edition of Justin contains also the writings which are extant of 
Theophilus of Antioch, and Athenagoras. In citiug these authors, our references are uni
formly made to this edition. 
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capable of motion from place to place : and Tatian obviously 

trod in his steps. 
Theophilus, Bishop of Antioch and contemporary with 

Tatian, taught the same doctrine. He speaks of God as Su

preme, the "true and only God," "without beginning," 

"invisible," "unbegotten," and, as such, immutable; and, 

finally, as "incapable of being comprehended in space:" and 

of the Son as inferior, having, as a 1·eal being or person, a 

beginning, "visible," "begotten," and therefore, according to 

his philosophy/ not possessing the attribute of immutabilty, 

which belonged only to the unbegotten One; and, lastly, as 

"contained in space," and capable of locomotion. He de

scribes him as originally not with Goel as a separate subsist

ence, bnt in him as an attribute; that is, his Logos, Reason, 

or "'\Visdom : but, says he, " God, · when about to make those 

things he had designed, begat this Logos; producing, or 

throwing him out, the first-born of every creature." t Thus 

he became a real being, subject to the will of the Father, and 

was employed by him as his instrmnent in making the worlds. 

Afterwards, when it pleased the Father, he was commissioned 

by him to go from place to place, where he was "heard and 

seen." He entered paradise, and conversed with Adam and 

Eve, not in his own person, but in the "person of the Father 

and Lord of all; " and was Yisible in a circumscribed space.! 

He is thns plainly distinguished from the supreme and nnbe

gotten Goel. 
Again : Theophilus contends expressly that the " one only 

and true Goel," by whom he always understands the Father, is 

alone to be ""·orshippcd." § But it is unnecessary to adduce 

fmther evidence of his views of the Son, whom he clearly re

garded as begotten, or produced from the reason of the Father, 

* Ad Autolycum, I. i. pp. 149-280. Of Theophilus, we gather scanty information from 

the old writers. Eusebius calls him the sixth Bishop of Antioch; and both he and ,Terome 

mention several works of his extant in their time, which are now lost. Autolyens was his 

friend; a Heathen, to whom he addressed an Apology for the Christian Faith, -the work 

above referred to. 
t Ad Auto!., I. ii. p. 365. See also p. 355. :j: 1. ii. p. 365. § I. i. p. 3-15. 
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a little before the creation of the world; thus becoming a dis

tinct being, subject to the will of the Father, and not entitled 

to equal adoration.* 
Theophilus was the first Christian writer ·who used the 

term" Trinity" in reference to the Deity: but it is deserving 

of remark, that, to adopt the modern phrnseology, the three 

"distinctions," or three "somewhats," designated by it, 

are, according to him, "God, his Logos, and his w·isdom;" 

not, however, asserting theu· equality, which is opposed to 

his plainest teachings. Then there may be a Trinity of attri

butes as well as of persons. N amcs signify little. It is the 

ideas attached to them which we want, - what they stand 

for. By wisdom, Theophilus may mean the Spirit; though, in 

the theology of the Fathers, it was generally considered as 

synonymous with the Logos, or ,V ord. It was often, how

ever, confounded with the Spirit.t 

* When Theophilus speaks of God as consulting his Logos, or Wisdom, before the genera

tion of the Son, he evidently uses a figurath·e mode of expression. So a man is said to take 

counsel of his understanding or of his affectlonR; he consults his sense of duty or his inclina

tion: but no one supposes this phraseology to Imply that the understanding or affections or 

conscience are real beings, pPrsous. Such expressions are familiar in all languages; and they 

serve to explain what is meant by the early Fathers, when they speak of Got\ as comulting 

his Logos, Reason, or Wisdom, before the event called by them tht> generation of the Son. 

The phraseology is not of a nature to create the least embarrassment. Every schoolboy knows 

better than to construe it as implying an aetual consultation between real beings. 

t The Fathers often confounded the Spirit with the Logos, adhering to the old Jewish 

phraseology, but att.ributing to it an entirely new sense. Thus, in Ps. xxxiii. 6, - "By the 

word of the Lord were the heavens made; and all the host of them, by the breath of his 

mouth," or spirit, - the two terms, word and spirit, are used to express the same thing; that 

is, a divine operation. There is no allusion wbatevt>r to persons or separate agents, but only to 

a mode of divine agency. Sneh was the Jewish sense of the terms; and in this 8t>nse they 

were 8ynonymous. When the Platonizing Fathers had affixed a new 8ense to the term" Logos," 

or "Word," considering it as designating a real person, they still for a time retaint>d former 

Jewish modes of expression, though utterly at variance with their system. 'fhus they speak 

indiscriminately of the Spirit and Logos as Inspiring the prophets; and of the Spirit, or 

Power of God, or Logos, as overshadowing lllary. According to the sense the Jews attributed 

to tbose terms, there was no inconsistency in this use of them; the breath, spirit., power, or 

word, of the Lord, being only different modes of expressing a divine influence, or aet of power. 

But when the Logos, or Word, came to he considered a person or being, distinct from the 

Father and Spirit, whether the last was regarded as a person or an influem·e, the phraseology 

beC'ame absurd. The Fathers, however, continued to use it occasionally, from the effect of 

habit The history of the phraseology in question; the signification it bore in the writings 

of the Jews; its inconsistency with the doctrine of the Fathers, though from custom they con

tinued to employ it, -afford to our minds eonelusive evidence, had we no other, that they 

were innovators. The doctrine of the Trinity was, as yet, very imperfectly formed. As it 

bel'ame further advanced, the phraseology alluded to was gradually dropped. 

11 
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Athenagoras, a learned Athenian convert, also flomished 

dming the latter part of the second century ; and from two 

short pieces of his, which are extant, it appears that he was 
equally careful with the w1·iters above quoted to preserve the 
supremacy of the Father, and entertained similar views of 

the origin and rank of the Son. He calls him the " mind, 

intellect, and logos of the Father; " " the first progeny of 

the Father." - "God," he tells us, "always had in himself 

logos, or reason; being always rational." Hence sprang the 
Son, from an attribute becoming a person, or being, whom 
the Father used as his instrument in forming the world. 

Thus he was regarded by Athcnagoras as distinct and subor

dinate.* 
Iremeus, Bishop of Lyons in Gaul, also wrote late in the 

second centmy, and has left on record a summary of the 

faith of Christians of his time, in which we discover no trace 

of the doctrines of modern Orthodoxy.t Like the philosophi

cal converts of the second and third centuries generally, he 

believed, without question, that the Son had a sort of meta
physical existence in the Father, as an attribute from eternity; 

but he is very careful on all occasions to distinguish him 

from the "one true and only God," who is "over all," and 

"besides whom there is no other." The Father "sends;" the 

"Son is sent:" the Father "commands;" the Son ministers to 

his will, and was his instrument in making the world. These 

and similar expressions, which form his current phraseology, 

and, in fact, are interwoven with the texture of his whole 

work "Against Heresies," would not have been employed by 

one who conceived of the Son as partaking of the numerical 

essence of the Father, or as, in any sense, his equal. 
Again: he quotes the words of our Savio{U' (l\fark xiii. 892, 

"Ilut of that day and that hom· knoweth no man; no, not the 

• Legat. pro Christ. See particularly pp. 282-4 and 286-7. 
t Allv. Hrer., I. i c. 2, 3. See also l. iii. c. l anll 4. 'l'he work here referred to is the 

only one of Irenreus's which has reached our times; and this exists, for the most part, only 
in a barbarous Latin translation. 
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angels which are in heaven, neither the Son, but the Father") 

,vithout any attempt to explain them away or evade the obYious 
inference. He admits thcu: truth in the simplest and broadest 

sense, and thence deduces an argument for humility. "If 
the Son," says he, " did not blush to ref er the knowledge of 
that day to the Father, neither do we blush to reserve the 

solution of difficult questions to God."* He goes further. 

Far from denying the consequence we should derive from the 

expression referred to, he expressly admits it. Our Saviour, 

he observes, used this expression, " that we might learn from 

him that the Father is over all; for 'the Father,' he says, 'is 

greater than I."' t The doctrine of two natures, by the help 

of which modern Trinitarians attempt to eYade the force of 

this and similar passages, was not, as yet, i11Yented. Irenreus 

very honestly understood the words of our Saviour according 

to theu: obvious, and, we add, necessary import; and thus 
understood, we perceive, they taught nothing which militated 

against his views of the nature and rank of the Saviour. 
Irenreus has another class of expressions, which show that 

he never thought of attributing to the Son an equality with 

the Father. He describes his power, dignity, and titles, as 

derived from the gift of the Father. Thus: "He rcceircd 
dominion of the Father; " " the Father gaz:e him the heri

tage of the nations;" "subjected all his enemies to him;" and 

hence he is entitled to be called "Lord." But it is unneces
sary to multiply quotations. 

Irenreus evidently believed that Jesus Christ suffered in his 
whole nature. There were some Christians of his time, of 

the sect of Gnostics, who maintained that a certain exalted 

intelligence, called Cluist, descended on Jesus at his baptism, 
and left him and ascended at his crucifixion. This opinion 

he strenuously combats, as taking away the Saviour, who, 

according to this hypothesis, was neither incarnate, nor died; 
the man Jesus alone having suffered: thus clearly intimating 

• 1. ii. c. 48, t lb., c. 49. 
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his belief, that Jesus Christ was ncit in any part of his nature 

impassible. Again : he says, "Jesus, who suffered for us, 

is the Logos of God;" whence we may infer that he supposed 
him to have suffered in his most exalted naturn.* It is hence 

quite obvious that he did not regard him as one in essence 
with Goel . 

.. We come next to Tertullian, a Latin Father, who flourished 

about the year fl00: though the chronology of his life is 
somewhat uncertain, and he may have survived Clement; for 

it is said that he lived to be very aged.t His testimony on 
the points under consideration is even more full and explicit 

than that of IrenIBus. He has transmitted three creeds, or 

summaries of the belief of Christians in his time, t similar in 

sentiment, though differing somewhat in expression. All 
these teach the supremacy of the Father; a doctrine, in fact, 

which stands prominent in all the writings of Tertullian, 

especially in his treatises against Hermogenes and Praxeas. 

""\Ve might fill page after page with expressions in which it is 

either directly asserted or necessarily implied. 
Tertullian admits that the Son is entitled to be called God, 

on the principle, that "whatever is born of God is God," just 

as one born of human parents is human. He speaks of him 

as possessing "unity of substance" with God: but by this 
and similar phrases, as the learned well know, the ante-Nicene 

Fathers never meant to express a numerical unity of essence, 

but only a specific, that is, a common naturn. Thus all hu
man beings, as such, are of one substance : the son is of one 

substance with the father. In this sense, Tertullian evidently 

* 1. i. c. 1, 25; l. iii. c. 11, § 1. He sometimes, indeed, speaks of the Logos as quiescent 
during the crucifixion; though the train of his reasoning, as we have seen, evidently implies 
his belief that the whole Christ suffered. 

t The earliest Latin Father whose writings are extant. He was, as Jerome informs us, a. 
native of Carthage, and the son of a proconsular centurion; but of his personal history little 
is recorded. Jerome's notice is very brief. 

+ De Yirginibus Velandia, c. i.; De Prrescrip. Hreret., c. 13; Adv. Prax., c. 2. These and 
all our reforences to the writings of 1'ertullian will answer equally well for the Paris editions 
of 1646 and 16i6, and the recent edition by Leopohl (Gersdorf), which is more convenient 
for consultation than the old editions. 
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uses the phrase in question, as he immediately proceeds to 
explain : for, after saying that the Son has " unity of sub
stance" with God, he adds, "For God is spirit;" and " from 
spirit is produced spirit; from God, God; from light, light."* 
Thus he supposes the Son to be in some sort divine by vistue 
of his birth, and of one substance with God, as he is a spirit, 
ancl God is spirit. At the same time, he regarded him as a 
different being from the Father; that is, numerically distinct 
from him. This all his illustrations imply; and, moreover, 
he expressly affirms it. "The Son," he says, "is derived 
from God, as the branch from the root, the stream from the 
fountain, the ray from the sun."-" The root and the branch 
are two things, though conjoined; and the fountain and the 
stream are two species, though undivided ; and the sun and 
its ray are two forms, though cohering." t And so, according 
to him, God and Christ are two things, two species, two forms. 
Things "conjoined," or "cohering," must necessarily be two. 
"'\Ve do not use the terms of one individual substance. Again: 
referring to John i. 1, he says, "There is one who was, and 
another with whom he was."+ Again: he observes, "The 
Fathe1· is different from the Son ( another), as he is greater ; 
as he who begets is different from him who is begotten; he 
who sends, different from him who is sent ; he who does 
a thing, different from him by whom (as an instrument) it 
is done."§ Again: alluding to 1 Cor. xv. Q7, QS, he says, 
"From this passage of the apostolical epistle, it may be shown 
that the Father and Son are two, not only from a difference 
in name, but from the fact, that he who delivers a kingdom 
and he to whom it is delivered, he who subjects and he who 
reeeives in subjection, are necessarily two." II 

That he regarded the Son as inferior, is evident from the 
following declarations. He was produced by the Father. 
"The Lord created me," as he quotes from the Septuagint, 

• Apol. adv. Gentes., c. 21. t Adv. Prax., c. 8. :J: lb., c. 13. 
§ lb., c. 9. U lb., c. 4. 
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"the beginning of his· ways" (Prov. viii. 22). Thus he was 

the first of all beings produced, "the beginning" of the 

creation, the fhst work of God, who, as Tertullian adds, 

being about to form the world, " produced the "'\V ord, that by 

him, as his instrument, he might make the universe."*-"The 

Father," he says, "is a whole substance; the Son a derivation, 

and portion of the whole, as he professes, saying, ' The 

Father is greater than I,'" t which Tertullian understands 

according to the literal import of the terms. He speaks of 

God as the "head of Christ," and of the latter as deriving 

all his power and titles from the former. Thus he is "most 

high, because by the right hand of God exalted, as Peter 

declares ( Acts ii. 33), Lord of hosts ; because all things are 

subjected to him by the Father."+ He "does nothing except 

by the will of the Father, having received all power from 

him." § And hence, Tertullian contends, the supremacy of 

the Father, or monarchy, as he calls it, which the innovations 

of the learned Platonizing Christians were thought by the 

more simple and unlettered to impair, is preserved; the Son 

having received from the Father the kingdom, which he is 

hereafter to restore. 
Tertullian, though he admits the pre-existence of the Son, 

expressly denies his eternity. "There was a time," he tells 

us, " when the Son was not." II Again : "Before all things, 

God was alone, himself a world and place, and all things to 

himself." That is, as he explains it, nothing existed without 

or beyond himself. " Yet he was not alone ; for he had his 

own reason, which was in himself, with him. For God is 

rational," a being endued with reason.~ 
This reason, or logos, as it was called by the Greeks, was 

afterwards, as Tertullian believed, converted into the "\Vorel, 

or Son, that is, a real being, having existed from eternity 

only as an attribute of the Father. Tertullian assigned to 

* Adv. Prax, c. 6. 
§ lb., c. 4. 

t lb., c. 9. 
II Adv. Hermog., c. 3. 

t lb., c. 17. 
,r Adv. Prax., c. 5. 
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him, however, a rank subordinate to the Father; representing 
him as deriving from the Father his being and power, subject 
in all things to his will, and one with him, as he partook of a 
similar spiritual and divine nature, and was united with him 
in aff cction and purpose.* 

""\Ve might multiply our quotations without number; but it 
is unnecessary. Judged according to any received explana
tion of the Trinity at the present clay, the attempt to save 
Tertullian from condemnation would be hopeless. He could 
not stand the test a moment. His creeds, compared with 
those of subsequent times, are particularly defective. Herc 
is one of them, very much resembling the Apostles' Crcf'd 
in its more ancient and simple form : """\Ve believe in one 
only Goel, omnipotent, Maker of the world ; and his Son Jc
sus Christ, born of the Virgin l\1ary, crucified under Pontius 
Pilate, raised from the dead the third day, received into the 
hca vens, now sitting at the right-hand of the Father, ( and 
who) shall come to judge the living and the dead through 
the resurrection of the flesh." t 

This, Tertullian gives as the one only fixed and unaltera
ble " rule of faith." But this is no Trinitarian creed. The 
Father and Son are clearly distinguished, and the supremacy 
of the Father is preserved. Not one word is said of the 
Spirit ; though the writer afterwards mentions it, explaining it 
as " vicarious ; " that is, in the place of Christ, referring to the 
words of Jesus (John xvi. 13), which he quotes. Nothing 
is said of its personality; which, indeed, is plainly excluded. 
One desu:es nothing more liberal than the creed of this old 
Father. 

Besides the omission of the Spirit in that here given, there 
is no mention in it of Christ's "descent into hell," of the 
"holy Catholic Church," the "communion of saints," or the 
"remission of sins," which appear in the Apostles' Creed in 
its present form. So brief were the older creeds. Here is 

* At.Iv, 1'1•ax., c. 22. t De Virg. Velancl., c. 1. 
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one, composed about the end of the second century, which 
is shorter and simpler than the so-called Apostles' Creed. 
Tertullian docs not admit that the corruption of man's natm·e 
is "total," or that the seeds of good are altogether extinguished 
in it. "There is a portion of God," he says, "in the soul. 
In the worst, there is something good ; and, in the best, some
thing bad : " and he speaks of infancy as the " age of inno
cence."* 

1Ve come now to Clement. That the logos was originally 
regarded by him, as by the other Fathers, as an attribute, 
the reason or ·wisdom of Goel, is undoubted. Like other at
tributes or qualities, it was sometimes represented figuratively 
as speaking and acting. By a transition not very difficult in 
an age accustomed to speculations of the subtilest natme, 
if intelligible at all, it came at length to be vic·wecl as a real 
being or person, having a distinct and personal subsistence. 
Still the former modes of expression were not for a long time 
wholly laid aside. Traces of the old doctrine are visible 
among the Fathers of Clement's time. Clement himself 
sometimes speaks of the logos as an attribute. He calls the 
Son expressly" a certain energy or operation of the Father." t 
And again: he speaks of the logos of the Father of the uni
verse as "the wisdom and goodness of God most manifest," 
or most fully manifested. + 

None of the Platonizing Fathers before Origen have ac
knowledged the inferiority of the Son in more explicit terms 
than Clement. Photius, writing in the ninth century, is angry 
with him for depressing the Son to the rank of " a crea
ture," and using "other impious words full of blasphemy," in 
a ·work which has since perished. Rufi.nus, too, charges him 
with calling the " Son of God a creature." § 

1V e might quote numerous passages from Clement, m 

* De Anima, c. 41; De Baptismo, c 18. "Original goodness," ~ays Neander, "he held to 
be indelible" ( History of Christian Dogmas, p. 184, ed. London, 1858). 

t Stromata, I. vii. p. 833. 
:j: Stromata, I. v. p. 646, ed Potter; to which all our references are made. 
§ Jerome, Apo!. adv. l{ufin., I. ii. 
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which the inferiority of the Son is distinctly asserted. Thus, 

after observing that " the most excellent thing on earth is a 

most pious man, and the most excellent thing in heaven an 
angel," he adds, "But the most perfect, and most holy, and 
most commanding, and most regal, and by far the most bene
ficent natme, is that of the Son, which is next to the only 

omnipotent Father." He "obeys the will of the good and 

omnipotent Father ; " " rules all things by the will of the 
:Father ; " " he is constituted the cause of all good by the will of 
the omnipotent Father."*-"Ifthou wilt be initiated," that is, 

become a Christian, " thou shalt join in the dance arolmd the 

uncreated and imperishable and only true God, the "'\V ord 
(Logos, Son) of God hymning ,,·ith us."t "'\Ve are astonished 

that any one can read Clement ,vith ordinary attention, and 

imagine for a single moment that he regarded the Son as nu

merically identical- one - with the Father. His dependent ' 

and inferior nature, as it seems to us, is everywhere recog
nized. Clement believed God and the Son to be numerically 

distinct; in other words, two beings, - the one supreme, the 

other subordinate, the "first-created of Goel," first-born of 

all created intelligences, and with them, as their elder brother, 

hymning hallelujahs around the throne of the one Infinite 

Father. 
He calls the Son, or Logos, the "image of God," as 'man 

is the "image of man ; " again, his " hand," or instrument. 

He describes God as the "original and sole Author of eternal 

life; which the Son," he says, "receiving of God, gives to 

us." He makes the great requisite of eternal life to be, to 

"know God, eternal, giver of eternal blessings, and first and 

supreme and one and good ; and then the greatness of the 

Saviom after him;"+ according to the declaration of Jesus, 

' This is life eternal, that they might know thee the only 

true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent.' " 

Clement's views of the logos had nothing marked or pecu

liar in them by which he was distinguished from those who 

* Stromata, 1. vii. 381-3. t Cohort., p. 92. 

12 

:i: Quis Dives Salv. 



90 CLE~lENT OF ALEXANDRIA. 

went before; if we except, possibly, the very slightest differ

ence mentioned in the note below, -too insignificant almost 

for notice. Those of the present day, who talk of the eter

nal generation of the Son, cannot allege, as authority, the 

Church or the Fathers of the first three centuries. They 

are all on the other side;* Origen, possibly, excepted. 

The antiquity of the Son, or Logos, was a topic to which 

Clement and the Fathers often adverted; and it should be 

observed, that they had a particular motive for this. One 

great obstacle to the reception of Christianity, and one to the 

consideration of which Clement allots no small space, was 

custom, prescription. Christianity, it was urged, was new; a 

thing of yesterday; an institution which had suddenly risen 

up, and ventured boldly to attack the time-hallowed religions 

and philosophy of the old world. To forsake these in its 

favor, it was represented, would be great impiety. This 

argument the early apologists for Christianity met, partly by 

dwelling on the superior antiquity of Moses, from whom, as 

they erroneously contended, Plato and the Grecian sages had 

borrowed the most valuable of their philosophical opinions ; t 
and partly by insisting that these sages derived gleams of 

* Neamler (History of Christian Dogmas, p. 144, Dohn) says, that, "in Clement, we first 

mcrt with the attempt to set aside the idea of time in its application to the transition of the 

lopos into reality." Ju8tin believed that this tranRition took place when God was about to 

proceed to the work of creation. But the idea of any specific time could be excluded, with• 

out the supposition, that the transition, called the generation of t.he Son, took place from 

eternity. This neither Clement, nor the Fathers generally, believed. They could say, that he 

was begotten without reference to time, or before time, or the mea.qure of time; but this was 

very different from referring the event to eternity, which they never thought of doing. This 

distinct.ion Neander himself recognizes. Arius, who believed that the Son was created out of 

nothing, discarded the idea of time as connected with tho event. Some of the }'athers 

taught that the Son was begotten when the world lay in chaos. How they would have 

expressed themselves, had they been acquainted with the modern science of geology, it ls 

impossible to say. 
t This is often distinctly asserted. Thus Clement, after quoting a sentiment from Plato, 

proct>eds: " Whence, 0 Plato! did you learn this truth? Whence that exhaustless affluence of 

words with which you inculcate the reverence due to tho Divinity ? I know your masters, 

though you would conceal them. You learned geometry of the Egyptians; astronomy, of 

the Babylonians; from the 'l'hracians you received the healing song; Assyrians taught you 

many things: but laws (as many as are agreeable to truth), and tho opinions you entertain 

concerning God, you owe to the IIeLrews" (Cohort., c. vi. p. 60). These plagiarisms of the 

Greek philosophers are a favorite topic with Clement in the "Stromata." 
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truth immediately from the same divine logos, or reason, 
which had inspired the Jewish prophets, and which had now 
given to the world the clearer light of Christianity. This 
logos, they asserted, was of old, "in the beginning," before 
time was, with the Father; that Christianity, therefore, far 
from being, as was represented, the growth of yesterday, 
dated far back in the ages, before the birth of the oldest of 
the sages, or the existence even of the world they inhabited. 
The wise men of Greece, they said, partook from the same 
fountain, but only "shallow draughts." The ,v ord, Clement 
denominates, figuratively, the Sun of the Soul. " From this 
divine fountain of light," says he, " some rays had flowed 
even to the Greeks, who had thereby been able to discover 
faint traces of the truth. But," he adds, "the "\Vord him
self has now appeared in the form of man to be our 
teacher."* 

Clement attributes a sort of inspiration to Plato and the 
philosophers. In so doing, he is not singular. Most of the 
early Fathers of the church do the same. Indeed, the at
tempt to say or do any thing without the inspiration of the 
Logos, or '\V ord of truth, they maintained, was as idle as to 
think of walking without feet; a figure which Clement uses. 
The motive in all these representations, as we have said, was 
to prove the superior claims of Christianity, and especially 
its claim to antiquity, in refutation of the argument of the 
philosophers, overwhelming, as it appeared, to the adherents 
of Paganism, that it was the mushroom growth of a day, as 
novel as it was arrogant and exclusive. 

For this purpose, as we have stated, a twofold argument was 
employed: first, that the few scattered rays of truth, which 
might be gathered from the writings of the Grecian sages, 
were derived from the same fountain as Christianity, in which 
the full light beamed; and, secondly, that the logos, or divine 
reason, from which this light emanated, was more ancient 

* Cohort. ad Gent., p. 64. 
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than the worlds, being, in the beginning, with God. How, 

then, could Christianity be described as recent, while the 

religions and philosophy it was designed to supplant numbered 

centuries? If there was a little subtilty in this reasoning, it 

was at least suited to the genius of the age, and especially to 

the speculative Grecian mind. Such were the weapons 

Clement wielded; such the defences of Christianity growing 

out of the demands of the times. 

Clement regarded the art of sculpture among the Greeks 

as exerting a debasing influence; for it "dragged down piety 

to the ground." Men adored, he says, according to his 
apprehension, the material image, and not the Divinity it 
represented. The following passage will put our readers 

in possession of his views on the subject: -

" The makers of gods worship not, as far as I can understand, 
gods and demons, but earth and art, of which the images are com
posed; for the image is, in truth, dead matter, formed by the hand 
of the artificer. But our God, the only true God, is not an object 
of sense, made out of matter: he is comprehended by the under
standing. Alas for your impiety! You bury, as much as lies in 
your power, the pure essence; and hide in tombs that which is 
uncontaminated and holy, robbing that which is divine of its true 
essence. Why do you thus give the honor due to God to those who 
are no gods? Why, leaving heaven, do you honor earth? For 
what are gold and silver and adamant and iron and brass and 
ivory and precious stones, but earth, and from the earth? Are not 
all these objects which you behold the offspring of our mother, the 
earth? ,vhy, vain and foolish men, blaspheming the celestial abode, 
do you drag down piety to the ground, forming to yourselves earthly 
gods, and, following these created things in preference to the uncre
ated God, immerse yourselves in thickest darkness? The Parian 
stone is beautiful, but is not Neptune: the ivory is beautiful, but is 
not Olympian Jove. l\fatter always stands in need of art; but God 
needs nothing. Art comes forth, and matter puts on a form: the 
costliness of the substance makes it convertible to the purposes of 
gain; but the form alone renders it an object of veneration. Your 
statue is gold or wood or stone or earth: if you consider its origin, 
it received its form from the workman. I have learned to tread 
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upon the earth, not to adore it; nor is it lawful for me to trust the 
hopes of my soul to things without a soul." 

Again: " But, though the artisan can make an idol, he has never 
made a breathing image or formed soft flesh out of earth. ,vho 
liquefied the marrow? who hardened the bones? who extended the 
nerves? who inflated the veins? who infused blood into them? 
who stretched the skin around them? who made the eye to see? who 
breathed a soul into the body? who freely gave righteousness? who 
has promised immortality? The Creator of all things, alone, the 
Supreme Artisan, made man a living image; but your Olympian 
Jove, the image of an image, far differing from the truth, is the 
dumb work of Attic hands."* 

Cluistianity, as Clement taught, left men at liberty to pur

sue their ordinary occupations ; and he expressly mentions 

military service along with navigation and agriculture. His 

words are, "Give attention to agriculture, if you arc a hus

bandman; but, while you cultivate the earth, acknowledge 

Goel. Are you engaged in a maritime occupation: navigate 

the waters, but invoke the celestial Governor. Does Christi

anity :find you bearing arms: obey the just commands of your 

general." t 
"'\Ve might glean more from the address ; but we clo not 

know that there are any opinions expressed in it, in addition 

to those already given, which possess sufficient interest to 

authorize a recital. We will only say, in taking leave of it, 

that Clement interprets the l\fosiac account of the fall alle

gorically, supposing that by the serpent is to be understood 

pleasure. 

* Kaye's Clement, pp. 15, 24. t Cohort., p. 80. 
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CHAPTER III. 

CLE:.\IENT'S P ..iEDAGOGUE. -HIS PRECEPTS OF LIVING. - SOCIAL 

LIFE AMONG THE EGYPTIANS IN HIS DAY. - FOOD. - USE 

OF WINE. - CONVIVIAL ENTERTAINMENTS. - l\lUSIC. -

GARLANDS. - THE LADIES OF ALEXANDRIA. - THE "FINE 

GENTLEMEN." 

TnE H Hortatory Address" is followed by the "Predagoguc," 

in three books. The object of the "Hortatory Address" was to 

prove the truth of Christianity, and make converts from Hea

thenism. But, being converted, men would need to be further 

taught their duty, and the due regulation of their conduct 

according to the moral standard of Christianity; and the design 

of the "Predagogue" is to meet this want. Du Pin calls it 

a " discourse entirely of morality ; " but it is not a systematic 
treatise, nor was intended to be such. Barbeyrac finds much 

fault with it. He says that "it explains nothing as it should 

do; that there is no one duty which it puts on the right 

foundation; that the obligations growing out of the social 

relations are in no one instance traced to their true princi

ples, or so explained as to admit of general application."* 

All this, and much more, no doubt, may be said with truth : 

but, in thus stating the defects of the work, it should occur to 
us that we are censuring Clement for what he never attempted; 

that is, to give to the world a system of Christian ethics. His 

task was a more humble one ; though not, perhaps, less useful. 
It was to furnish Christians of his time with practical rules 

for the direction of their conduct in ordinary, every-day life. 

In doing this, he is exceedingly minute, and often goes into 

details which are somewhat offensive to delicacy; and many of 

" De la l\lorale ues Peres . 
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his precepts and distinctions are ill-founded or puerile. Ilut 
many of them are just and discriminating, and must have 
been found in the highest degree useful to Christians, situated 
as believers then were, -living in the midst of Pagans, and 
often uncertain, as they must have been, how far compliance 
with existing customs was justifiable, and where precisely the 
line of distinction was to be drawn between the manners of 
the Heathen, and the conduct which should distinguish them
selves as disciples of Jesus. Nor are they wholly without 
interest to us. Taken together, the precepts and directions 
which Clement has left in the work referred to show in what 
he (and we suppose he may be taken as a fair specimen of 
enlightened Christians of his age) supposed Christian morality 
to consist; what was its extent, and its bearing on common 
life, - a subject on which minds accustomed to liberal inqui
ries may be supposed to feel some curiosity. Further: the 
work throws no little light on Pagan customs, and modes of 
living, particularly on domestic and social life at Alexandria, 
at the time Clement wrote ; that is, at the commencement of 
the third century. In either point of view, the performance 
is not devoid of value ; and such is the pure religious tone in 
which, as a whole, it is written, and the noble and elevated 
spirit which breathes through many parts of it, that no one, 
even at the present day, can read it without benefit to himself, 
except by a fault of his own. 

By the "predagogue," Clement understands Christ, or the 
,v ord. The office of Christ designated by this term, it seems, 
is not so much to teach doctrines as to give precepts of holy 
living; not to unfold those mystical interpretations of Scrip
ture, the knowledge of which is essential to the perfect 
Christian, or true Gnostic, as Clement calls him, but, by regu
lating the heart and life of the convert, to fit him for the 
reception of the highest knowledge. This knowledge it is 
the object of the "Stromata," the third of the larger works of 
Clement which have come down to us, to impart. Thus the 
"\V ord, or Christ, has three offices : the first is hortatory; he 
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then acts the part of the predagogue; and, lastly, that of a 
teacher. The pupils of the predagogue are Clll"istians gene
rally, the Jews having been his former pupils, whom he ad
dressed through Moses and the prophets. These matters are 
sufficiently explained in the first book of the "Predagoguc; " 
and Clement enters into an argument to show that the justice 
of Goel is not incompatible with his goodness ; that the air of 

severity which the Jewish dispensation appears sometimes to 
wear, and the threatenings and chastisements so frequently 
occm-ring under it, do not prove, as some heretics contended, 
that the God of the Jews was not also the God of the Chris
tians ; for they are parts of a salutary discipline. Punishment, 
as Plato taught, is remedial ; and souls are benefited by it, by 
being amended. Far from being incompatible with God's 

goodness, then, it is a striking proof of it. For " punishment 
is for the good and benefit of him who is punished : it is the 
bringing-back to rectitude that which has swerved from it." 

So Clement argues. "But," says he, "I do not admit that 
God wishes to avenge himself; for vengeance is the retribu
tion of evil for the benefit of the avenger : and he who 
teaches us to pray for those who insult us cannot desire to 
avenge himself." The discipline God administers tlll"ough 

his Son, or Christ, is various, but all designed for the salva
tion of men. Thus the predagogue adopts at different times 
different measures, some more mild and others more severe, 
but all for the accomplishment of the same benevolent end. 
"Those who are sick," says Clement, "need a Saviour; they 
who have wandered, a guide; they who are blind, one who 
shall lead them to the light; they who thirst, the living foun

tain, of which he who partakes shall thirst no more; the 
dead need life; the sheep, a shepherd; children, a predagogue ; 
all mankind need Jesus." ,v c now turn to the habits of private and social life of the 

Alexandrians, a little after the year 200 of our era, as far as 
they may be collected from what we may call Clement's pre
cepts of living. In the second and third books of the 
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"Preclagogue," he goes into some very cm·ious details, from 

which a ·writer who should undertake to portray the social 

life, and especially the luxurious habits, of the Alexanclrians 
at the end of the second century, would derive essential aid. 

The fidelity of his representations there is no reason for 

doubting: and from the prohibitory precepts he delivers, even 

when he docs not attempt a formal description, much may be 

inferred as to the manners of the age; for there is a tacit 

reference to the existing state of things, and to the clangers to 

which Christians we1·e on all sides exposed in that gay city. 

Clement is addressing Christians; but it is not a necessary 

inference, that they participated in all the faults and excesses 

he condemns. If so, they had been little benefited by their 

conversion. That so many cautionary precepts were deemed 

necessary, howe-ver, if they were not designed especially for 
the use of recent converts, may suggest the suspicion, that the 

prevalent conceptions of the reqnisitions of Christianity, 

regarded as a rule of life, ,ve1·e somewhat low and imper

fect. 
Clement first treats of food and its uses. ,v e should "eat 

to live," he says, and not "live to eat; " having regard to 

health and strength, which are best promoted by simplicity 
of diet. Food is not our business, nor pleasure the end; and 

be draws a picture of the gourmand of his clay, and gives a 

catalogue of the delicacies most prized by him. The word 

ugapa', in some sort sacred, was, it seems, in his time, applied 
to hL"'(urious entertainments, and was made to sanction intem

perance: of this he com1Jlains as an abuse, of which, as it 

would appear, Christians were guilty. His description of an 

epicure, with his "eyes turned clo·wuward to the earth, always 

bending over tables which are fmnished from the earth;" and 

his account of the conduct of many at feasts ; of the " eager

ness with which they scrutinized the various dishes, and the 
1·icliculons gestures by which it ·was expressed;" of the imped

ed utterance, and other indecencies witnessed, - contain some 

graphic touches. ~Iany of the habits he condemns certainly 
13 
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exhibit great coarseness of mannc'rs; ancl, if we may credit 
his representations, an Egyptian entertainment, at the period 
alluded to, presented a scene one would not wish often to 
witness. Clement, howcn~r, has no narrow and bigoted no
tions: for he allows Christians, when invited, to attend the 
feasts of the Heathen, and to partake of a variety of food ; 
obscn·ing, in the mean time, the laws of temperance and 
propriety. 

From eating, Clement proceeds to drinking. The "wine 
question," as it is called, is not new: it seems, it was agitated 
in Clement's day; and, as he is an authority which has been 
appealed to in recent discussions, some of our readers may 
feel a little curiosity to know his views on the subject more 
fully. "\Ve give the following summary and quotations from 
Bishop Kaye's "Clement;" after which, we will add a_ pas
sage which the bishop has omitted, having an express bear
ing on the controversy as it existed in Clement's time. "\V c 
arc not, let it be observed, arguing for or against the use of 
wine : we do not enter into any argument on the question : 
we arc simply, and because it comes in om· way, giving 
Clement's views as a matter of history. 

"' ,v ater is the natural drink of man : this the Lord gayc to the 
I sraelites, while they were wandering in the wilderness; though, 
when they came into their rest, the sacred vine brought forth the 
prophetic grape. Boys a11d girls ought to be confinell strietly to 
water: wine heats the blood and inflames the passions.' Clement 
allows only bread, without a11y liquid, for breakfast or luncheon, to 
those who are in the flower of their age. At supper, he allows wine 
in small qn::rntities:~ · 'They who are advanced in life may drink 
more freely, in order to warm their chilled blood: they rnnst not, 
however, drink so much •as will cloud their reason or affect their 
memory, or canse them to walk unsteadily.' These permissions aud 

* Clement's cxprc~sion is," la the evening, at the time of supper, wine is to be uscll, 
when we h:~ve laill a~illc our more serious s tulliel!." One re:wson he assigns is the chilliness 
of the air, and the failing w:~rwth within, which requires to l,c rcstorell. - l'..cd., l. ii. c. 2, 
p.179. 
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restrictions, Clement grounds on medical reasons. He quotes an 
author named Artorius, who wrote on longevity, and said that men 

ought only to drink enough to moisten their food. 'Wine may be 
used on two accounts, - for health and relaxation. ·wine, drunk in 

moderation, softens the temper. As life consists of that which is 

necessary an<l that which is useful, wine, which is useful, should be 

mixed with water, which is necessary.'* After describing the 

effects of drunkenness, Clement proceeds to refute the opinion of 

those who contended that no serious subjects should be discussed 

over wine. He argues, that perfect wis<lom, being the knowledge 

of things human and divine, comprehending every thing in its super

intendence of the human race, becomes, as it were, the art of life; 

and is always present through the whole of life, producing its proper 

effect, - a good life. If, then, wisdom is driven away from our enter

taimnents, drnnkenness follows, with all its train of evils; of which 

Clement draws a picture, at once, to use his own expressions, ridi

culous, and exciting pity. .He compares the body of him who drinks 

to excess to a ship absorbed into the abyss of intemperance; while 

the helmsman, the understanding, is tossed about in the billows, and, 

dizzy amidst the darkness of the storm, misses the harbor of truth, 

steers towards that of pleasure, and, striking on sunken rocks, makes 

miserable shipwreck. ',vine mny be used in the winter to keep 

out the cold ; at other seasons, to comfort the bowels. As we ought 

to drink only because we are thirsty, we ought not to be curious 

about wines. In drinking, as in enting, we must be careful not to 

show any indecent eagemess: we must not drink with so much 

haste as to hiccough, or spill the wine over our Leard or dress.' Cle

ment observes, that the most warlike nations were those most given 

to drinking. Christians, therefore, a. peaceful race, should drink in 

moderation, ns Christ drnnk when he was made mun for us. In 

conclusion, Clement cautions females to be guarded in their mmmer 

of cli·inking, an<l not to foll into any indecency. In this chapter, 

Clement has borrowed much from Plato." -pp. 72-4. 

Clement enumerates the foreign wines most in repute in 

his time, but thinks that native wines ought to satisfy a tem

perate man, and is very decided in his condemnation of all 

" "Both," says Clement," are the works of God; and for that reason, the mixture of both 
water and wine is conducive to health." - Pred., I. ii. c. 2, p. 180. 
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lnxm-ious tastes and indulgences. The following passage, 
already alluded to, stands in connection with those quoted by 
Bishop Kaye: "How do you think the Lord drank, when 
for our sakes he became man? Immoderately as we ? not 
with decorum? not temperately? not considerately? For be 
assured," he adds in opposition to the Encratites, who held 
·wine in abhorrence, and even substituted water instead of it 
in the celebration of the Supper, - "be assured that he also 
partook of wine; for he also was man. And he blessed the 
wine, saying, 'Take, drink: this is my blood,' -the blood of 
the vine. And that those who drink should observe sobriety, 
he clearly showed; since he taught at feasts, which is the 
office of a sober man. And that it was wine which he 
blessed, is again evident from his saying to his disciples, 'I 
will not drink of the fruit of this Yine until I drink it with 
you in the kingdom of my Father.' :Moreover, that it was 
wine which our Lord drank, again appears from his observa
tion respecting himself, "·hen, upbraiding the Jews for their 
hardness of heart, he says, 'The Son of man came, and they 
say, Behold a gluttonous man and a ,vinebibber, - a friend of 
publicans! '" * This Clement thinks sufficient to refute the 
Encratites. 

The third chapter of the "Predagogue " is devoted to the 
consideration of drinking-cups, furniture, and articles of ex
pensive luxury connected with the ·table. "In his food, his 
dress, his furniture," says Clement, " a Christian ought to 
preserve a decent consistency, according to his person, age, 
pursuits, and the particular occasion." ""\Vealth ill-dixected," 
he says, is a "citadel of wickedness." The best wealth is 
poverty of desires; and true greatness consists, not on priding 
ourselves on wealth, but in despising it." 

Clement treats, in the next chapter, on the proper conduct 
at convivial entertainments. The pipe and the flute he 
would have banished from these entertainments, as accom-

* Pred. , l. ii. c. 2, p. 186. 
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paniments of unholy revelry; yet he does not condemn music 
altogether, but allows the singing of praises to God to the 
lyre and the harp. 

"\Ve then have a chapter on "laughter." Buffoons and 
imitators Clement would banish from Christian sociP-ty, and 
whateyer would indicate in ourselves a light and frivolous 
mind. ""'\Ve may be facetious," says Clement, "but must not 
lay ourselves out to excite laughter." "\Yhat is natural we 
I'nust not attempt to eradicate, but only to restrain. "J\fan," 
says he, "is a laughing animal; but he must not always be 
laughing. Like rational animals, we must rightly temper our 
cares and anxieties by relaxing ourselves accord1ng to rule, 
and not by disregarding all rule." Clement describes the 
different species of laughter, distinguishes them by their 
names, and shows how and when it may be proper to indulge 
it. Thus, " we should not laugh in the presence of those 
older than om·selves, or whom we ought to reverence, unless 
they say something facetious to make us gay. "\Ve must not 
laugh with every one we meet, or in all places, or with all 
men, or at every thing." Yet we must not, he says, wear a 
severe and morose countenance. He set a value on cheerful
ness. 

Clement proceeds in the remaining chapters to treat of 
"immodest speech;" of the rules to be obserYed by those 
who would conduct themselves generally with propriety; in 
doing which, _he descends to the minutest particulars : and of 
garlands and ointments, the use of which he thinks unneces
sary, and to be discouraged, as favoring luxury. He describes 
the several varieties of ointment most in esteem, and says 
that the makers of them, as well as "the dyers of wool," 
were banished from all well-regulated states. "Silly women," 
he says, "anoint their hair; of which the only effect is to 
render them gray at an earlier period than they would other
wise be." Flowers placed on the head, in garlands, he con
siders as perverted from their natural use. " The ancient 
Greeks wore no garlands; neither the suitors of Penelope, 
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nor the luxurious Phreacians, wore them : they were intro
duced after the Persian -war, and first worn by the victors at 
the games." Again: many of them were consecrated to 
Heathen divinities ; and should not, therefore, says Clement, 
be worn by Christians; as the "rose to the Muses; the lily 
to Juno; the myrtle to Diana."-" It was the custom also," 
he observes, "to crown the statues of the gods; but the liv
ing image of God ought not to be adorned like a dead idol. 
A crown of amaranth is reserved for him who leads a holy 
life ; a flower which the earth is not capable of bearing, and 
heaven alone produces." This conception is preserved by 
Milton:-

"With solemn adoration, down they cast 
Their crowns in wove with amaranth and gold, -
Immortal amaranth! a,ilower which once 
In Paradise, fast by the tree of life, 
Began to bloom; but soon for man's offence 
To heaven removed, where first it grew, there grows." 

Paradise Lost, b. iii. 

In another chapter, Clement delivers rules concerning 
sleep. The soul, he says, is active during the sleep of the 
body ; and ru:eams afford the wisest counsels. Again : in a 
chapter purporting to be on the married life, he takes occa
sion to speak of the proprieties of dress, and particularly 
female dress ; and enters minutely into a description of a 
lady's toilet. He condemns all extravagance, and a dispo
sition to seek " the rare and expensive in preference to that 
which is at hand and of low price." He will not - allow 
ladies to wear " dyed garments ; " but he insists on the 
use of veils, which must not be purple to attract the gaze of 
men. A chapter follows on covering for the feet, as sandals 
and slippers, on which it was customary to bestow great ex
pense ; and another, on ornaments of gold and precious stones. 
On this subject, it seems, the ladies of Alexandria did not 
unresistingly submit. They ventured to argue the case with 
the holy Father. """\Vhy," say they, "should we not use 
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what God has given? ·why should we not take pleasure in 
that we haYe? For whom ·were precious stones intended, if 
not for us?" This was bringing the argument home: but 
Clement found means to reply, by pointing out the distinction 
bet,veen what is necessary, as water and air, and lies open to 
all; and what is not necessary, as gold and pearls, which lie 
concealed beneath the earth and water, and are brought up 
by criminals, who are "set to dig for them." Other argu
ments he employs. But the advocates for the use of orna
ments rejoin, "If all are to select the common and frugal, who 
is to possess the more expensi,·e and magnificent?" To this 
Clement replies, somewhat obscurely and clumsily, by a refer
ence to what it may be proper for men to use, if they avoid 
setting too high a value on it, and contracting too great a 
fondness for it. He concludes the discussion by objecting to 
particular articles of female ornament, or ornaments of a 
particular form; that of the serpent, for example, which was 
the form under which Satan tempted Eve, and therefore to 
be abjured. 

The third book of the " Pmdagogne " is in a similar strain. 
The first question Clement proceeds to discuss is, in what 
true beauty consists. He speaks of the folly of anxiety to 
adorn the outward man, while the inward man is neglected; 
he dwells on the mischievous consequence of a love of dress, 
and inveighs against a multitude of female fashions. The 
use of mirrors especially moves his indignation. The reason 
he assigns against the use of them is curious enough. Every 
woman who looks in the glass makes her "own likeness by 
reflection ; " and :Moses has forbidden " to make any likeness 
in opposition, as it were, to the workmanship of God."* 

The "fine gentlemen " of the day, are next "serYed up." 
Among other things which Clement could not abide were 
the attempts made to conceal the effects of age. "They 

* False hair was on no account to be worn by a woman; and one reason was, that the 
priest, in blessing her, would lay his hand, not on her head, but on the hair of another, and, 
through it, on another head. 
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think," says he, "that, like snakes, they can cast off old age 

from their heads, and make thcmsehes young." For this 

purpose, they were accustomed, it seems, to dje the hair; 

which Clement thought was absolutely intolerable, because 

it was in direct contradiction of the Saviour, who said that 

man could not make one hair of his head white or black! 

Clement, too, had the true Oriental veneration for a beard. 

He condemns shaving altogether. "The beard," he says, 

"is older than Eve, and the sign of a superior nature." The 

number of servants maintained by the rich, and the sums 

expended on dogs, monkeys, and birds, is a subject of very 

grave remonstrance. The picture he draws of the morals of 

the day, and particularly of female morals, is really appalling. 

Bathing establishments, as conducted at the time, come in for 

a share of his censure; justly, no doubt. The use of wealth 

is treated d; and much is said in favor of modesty, frugality, 

temperance, and simplicity in habits and dress. "\Vomen are 

allowed more liberty in the last particular, as they are com

pelled to study dress to please their husbands ; but they 

should endeavor, says Clement, to bring their husbands to a 

better mind. By showing too much attention to ornament, 

they cast a reflection on their Creator, as if he had not suffi

ciently adorned them. :Men are allowed to wear rings only 

on their little finger. The emblems on our rings should be a 

clove, or a fish, or a ship sailing before the wind, or a lyre, or 

an anchor; not the figure of an idol, which a Christian is 

forbidden to reverence ; or a sword or a bow, ill suited to a 

follower of peace ; or a cup, ill suited to the temperate; still 

less a naked figure. Clement notices with disapprobation 

the lounging habits of some in his time. "Men," he says, 

"ought uot to waste their time in shops, in order to look at 

the females as they pass;" which, it seems, was the custom of 

idlers in his clay. ,v e cannot dwell longer on this work of Clement; nor can 

we stop to describe the feelings with which one rises from its 

perusal. They are certainly feelings of reverence for Chris-
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tianity, which is here presented, contending as an antagonist 
principle with deep-seated depravity and sin. In attempting 
to reform the Alexanchians, Clement had undertaken a Hercu

lean labor ; and, not,vithstanding the puerility and absmdity of 

many of his precepts and distinctions, there was a dignity, 
a consciousness of strength and moral purity, in his bearing, a 

loftiness of aim and earnestness of performance, which must 

command the respect and admiration of every honest mind, 
and pleads eloquently for the Christian cause. As writers, 

the Fathers have been greatly overrated; the value of theu: 

opinions has been exaggerated : but as champions of Christi

anity, contending manfully and unhesitatingly with the power 
of the whole Pagan world, the power of the sword, the 

power of superstition, wit, and ridicule against them; the 

champions of a pme and inflexible morality in ages of 
extreme degeneracy and corruption ; the defenders of a faith 

·which recognized the principle of human brotherhood as the 

germ of all social duty, and inculcated a spirit of self-sacrifice 
and benevolence as constituting the only sure test of disciple

ship; a faith, under the banner of which they cheerfully met 

death, and often a death by violence, and left traces of their 

toil and blood on every soil, - no tribute of veneration we can 

render them can exceed their merits. To their spirit of noble 

comage, it is to be attributed, under Providence, that Chris

tianity was not crushed in its infancy; through them its 
blessings have been bequeathed to us; their labors purchased 

om· peace, their sufferings om· consolation, their martyrdom 
om· hope; and, to tun1 on them a look of contempt on 

acconnt of some snperstitious ·ffeaknesses which belonged 

to the age, or were the result of theu· Pagan education, 

and which, on emerging from the night of Heathen darkness, 

they had not the strength at once to throw off~ argues, we 
think, - if the effect is not to be ascribed to want of reflection, 

- a degree either of illiberality of mind or of heartlessness, 
which constitutes no enviable distinction. 

14 
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CHAPTER IV. 

CLE:\n::xT's STHO)IATA : ITS CHARACTER. - MYSTERIES AXD 

ALLEGORIES. - CLE)IEXT'S IDEA OF THE THUE GXOSTIC, 

OR PERFECT CHRISTIAN. - KXOWLEDGE. - l\IOTIYES. -

GRAND COXCEPTIOXS OF GOD. - PRAYER. - THE WHOLE 

LIFE A FESTIYAL. - SPIRITUALITY. 

THE last considerable work of Clement, which has escaped 
the deYonring tooth of Time, and the largest of the three, 
is the "Stromata." Even this has not wholly escaped; for a 
fragment is wanting at the beginning, and the last book is 
maimed or imperfect. The work is ·wholly unlike either of 
the two preceding. It is, in fact, a book of miscellanies. 
"Peace be with the sonl of that charitable and courteous 
author, who, for the common benefit of his fellow-authors, 
introduced the ingenious way of miscellaneous ·writing!" 
The words arc Shaftesbmy's. ,V c believe, however, that 
Clement is not entitled to the honor o( i1wcnting the " mis
cellany." Plutarch, it seems, wrote a work, with the title of 
"Stromata," before him. Origen, after him, wrote one, which 
J eromc quotes by the same title. The " Stromata" of Cle
ment is intended to be a sort of repository of choice things. 
It contains a collection of thoughts on a great variety of 
subjects, put clown with little or no regard to connection or 
method. Du Pin compares it to a "Turkey-work carpet;" 
and Clement himself, to a "garden, meadow, or wood, con
taining all sorts of herbs, fruit, flowers, from which each one 
may cull what he likes. It resembles," he says in another 
place, "not a garden laid out with symmetry to please the 
eye, but rather a thick and shady mountain, in which a multi-
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tude of trees ( as the cypress, the linden, the lamel, the apple, 
olive and fig, and others) stand in one blended mass. The 

confusion which reigns through it," he says, "is designed, as 

he writes partly for the initiated and partly for the vulgar: 
for all sorts of knowledge are not suited to all, and the skilful 

will be able to select from the work what is valuable, and 

reject the worthless; while the unskilful will not be injured 

by that of the use of which he is ignorant: just as, in the 

mountain forest alluded to, the laborer or adept will know 

where to find the trees loaded with fruit, which will remain 

concealed from those who would rifle them." 
The work is divided into eight books. -we are not about 

to tax the patience of ourselves or of 01u- readers by attempt
ing to give a minute account of its contents. The following 

subjects among others are introduced in the first book : The 

benefits writers confer on their readers; Clement's apology 
for making so free a use of the writings of philosophers ; 

against sophists, and pretenders to useless science ; human 

arts, not less than a knowledge of divine things, derived 

from God; philosophy, the handmaid of theology; virtue 

depends on culture, and is aided by learning ; philosophy 
conducts to Christ and to virtue, - philosophy not of a par

ticular sect, but eclecticism ; the sophistical and other arts, 

conversant with wor,r.s only, useless; human science necessary 

to the right understanding of the Scriptmes; * we should be 
more solicitous to do than to speak well ; the wisdom of this 

world, and the philosophy which the apostle commands us 

to shun ; the mysteries of faith arc not to be promulgated to 
every one, since all are not fit auditors of the truth ; of the 

various sects of philosophers, no one possesses the whole 

truth, but each a portion of it ; succession of philosophers 

among the Greeks ; Grecian philosophy derived mostly from 
the Barbarians ; other arts traced to the same somce ; in what 

• It is true," Clement says," the apostles were unlearned; but they were guided by the 
Spirit. We can only arrive at the right understanding of the sacred volume by study and 
the usual modes of instruction" (see Bishop Kaye, p. 119). 
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sense the Greek philosophers, coming before Christ, may be 
called "thieves and robbers;" how philosophy aids the com
prehension of divine truth ; the laws and institutions of l\Ioses 
more ancient than the Greek philosophy and the sources of 
it; the Greeks derived not only philosophy, but the military 
art also, from Moses; the Greeks were children in respect to 
the Hebrews and their institutions. 

The second book treats of various questions relating to 
faith, its nature and encl; of the use made of fear nncler the 
:Mosiac dispensation, to which, it seems, Basilicles and Valenti
nns objected; of repentance of two kinds; of hope and fear; 
of the manner in which those passages of Scriptme arc to be 
understood which ascribe human affections to God; of the 
la·ws of l\Ioses, as the source whence the Greeks derived their 
whole knowledge of ethics; of other things pilfered by the 
Greeks from the sacred writers ; of marriage. This is de
fended in the third book against various heretics, who, for 
different reasons, condemned it. 

The fourth book contains the praises of martyrdom, with 
various observations on Christian perfection, or true Gnosti
cism; of which, however, the voluntary offering one's self a 
candidate for martyrdom, constituted no part. 

The prevailing topic of the fifth book is mysteries and 
allegories, in which religious truths have •. been wrapped up 
among almost all nations, being divulged only to the initiated. 
"Thus it was," Clement says, "among the Hebrews, the 
Egyptians, and the Greeks." Obscm·ity was sometimes af
fected to stimulate curiosity, and excite to diligence. The 
apothegms of the wise men of Greece exhibit trnth under 
a kind of veil, being delivered in a symbolical or enigmatical 
chess : as, for example, that communicated by Pythagoras to 
his disciples, "not to sail on dry land; " which, according 
to Clement, contained a caution not to engage in public life. 
Clement, too, instances the Egyptian hieroglyphics, in the 
celebrated passage to which the attention of the public has 
been directed by recent labors of the learned, and particularly 
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by the discoveries of Champollion. * The "Ephesian Letters" 
were another example. This symbolical mode of instruction 

Clement regarded as favorable to "sound theology, to piety, 
to the manifestation of intelligence and wisdom, and to the 

cnltiYation of brevity." Truth, he thinks, appears "more 

grand and awful" by haYing the veil of mystery thrown 

around it. "Symbols also, being susceptible of various inter
pretations, exercise the ingennity, and distinguish the ignorant 
man from the Gnostic." Then, as before said, he thinks that 

all doctrines ought not to be revealed to all, as all arc not 

capable of receiving them. There must be milk for babes, 

and solid food for grown men. :Milk is catechetical instruction, 

the first nourishment of the soul: solid food is contemplation, 

penetrating all mysteries. Christ himself imparted secret 

doctrines to the few; and "the arcana," or mysteries, says 

Clement, "are committed to speech, and not to writing." t 
Towards the close of the fifth book, Clement returns with 

vigor to his old charge against the Greek philosophers, of 
having stolen all that ,vas valuable of what they taught from 

the Hebrew Scriptures; though they had not always the sense 

to understand what they stole, and often disfigured it by their 

absurd commentaries and speculations. 
There is one subject treated of somewhat at large in the 

"Stromata," and to which the sixth and seventh books espe

cially are devoted, which, as connected with the history of 
opinions, is not destitute of interest, and which seems deserv

ing of a more particnlar notice. ""\Ve are so accustomed to 

think and speak of the Gnostics as a heretical sect or sects, 

that it hardly occurs to us that the term was ever used by 

the Fathers in a good sense. Y ct so it was. There was the 

true or Christian Gnostic, and the philosophical or heretical 

Gnostic. Clement attempts to draw a portrait of the former; 

in doing which, he gives what, in his view, constituted the 

beantiful ideal, or finished conception of the perfect Christian, 

* Stromata, I. v. p. 657. t Stromata, l. i. p. 323. 
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corresponding to the wise man of the Stoics, from which some 

features of the portrait arc cYidcntly borro"·cd. 

,,r c know not whether we shall succeed in so bringing 

together Clement's materials as to present to onr readers a 

distinct image on a sufficiently reduced scale. The task is no 

easy one; fo1:, besides that we mnst study brevity as much as 

possible, Clement's description is in many respects loose and 

disjointed, and we mnst collect and unite in juxtaposition the 

scattered members as we can. However, we will do our 

bcf.t. 
,Vho, then, is the trne or Christian Gnostic? To what 

does he aim ? and how attain the perfection he seeks? In 

what docs he differ from the common believer, in regard to 

knowledge, in regard to the moti,·es of action, the desires 

and affections, the discharge of the moral and social duties, 

his piety and devotions, and the general complexion of his 

life? 
The highest point of Gnostic perfection - that to which he 

constantly aims, and which is to constitute the consummation 

of his felicity in heaven -is the contemplation of Goel; for 

the true Gnostic dwells much in contemplation, and, through 

knowledge and love, is to rise at last to the condition of seeing 

God face to face. According to an expression of Plato, he 

contemplates the unseen Qod now; and is aheady, as it ,vere, 

an angel, "a god walking in the flesh." He attains not this 

perfection at once, but by degrees and through long disci

pline. His progress is from faith to knowledge; and know

ledge, perfected by love, elcrntcs him to the likeness of God. 

His final state is "perpetual contemplation of God." In this 

consists his blessedness. The Gnostic soul, in the grandem

of contemplation," passes beyond the state of the several holy 

orders, with reference to which the blessed mansions of the 

gods are allotted, and, advancing continually from better to 

better places, embraces, not the divine contemplation in a 

mirror or through a glass, but feasts eternally upon the 

vision in all its clearness, - that vision with which the soul, 
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smitten with boundless love, can never be satiated ; and 

enjoys inexhaustible gladness for endless ages, honored by a 
permanent continuance in all excellence." * 

The Gnostic Christian differs from the common believer in 

several respects. First, in knowledge. The ordinary Chris
tian has faith ; the heretical Christian, opinion : but the true 

Gnostic, or perfect Christian, has passed beyond faith and 

opinion to knowledge and certainty. \Vith him, truth, 

unmixed with error, is a direct object of perception; and he 

secs in it all its native lustre. His knowledge, however, is 
deri ,·eel through faith; for faith is the foundation on which the 

Gnostic edifice is reared : but knowledge is superior to faith; 
and this is his distinguishing possession. This knowledge 

Clement makes almost boundless. It is "conversant with 

things beyond the world, the objects of the intellect, and even 

with things more spiritual, which eye hath not seen nor ear 

heard, nor had it entered into the heart of man to conceive, 
until onr Teacher revealed the truth concerning them to us. 

For we affirm that the Gnostic knows and comprehends all 

things, - even those which pass our knowledge: such were 

James, Peter, John, Paul, and the other apostles."t-"Know

ledge is a contemplation by the soul of one or more existing 

things, -perfect knowledge of all." The Gnostic, and he 
alone, knows Goel : he comprehends the first Cause, and the 

Cause begotten by him, and all revelation of divine truth 

* Stromata, I. vii. p. 835; Kaye's Clement, pp. 254--55. 
t Kaye's Clement, p. 192. In another place, Clement says that tbe true Gnostic, or 

perfect Christian, may be numbered with the apostles. Peter, James, John, and Paul were 
the fir~t four, and the greatest Gnostics. The first three were with Jesus on the Mount of 

Transfiguration, and were treated by him with peculiar distinction; and Paul affirms that he 
received all things from immediate revelation. '!'be last named wa~ suppo~ed to allude to the 
Gnostic tradition or discipline, when be ~peaks of the wish to communicate to the Romans, in 

person, some spiritual gifts which be could not impart in writing; and when, addressing the 
Corinthian converts, be says that he could not speak unto them as unto spiritual, but as unto 

carnal. In what this esoteric instruction, in the opinion of the Fathers to be transmitted 
orally, consisted, does not clearly appear, except that it pertained to the formation of the 
Gnostic, or perfect character, and to a more full knowledge of mysteries, and the spiritual 
meaning of the Scripture~, than was bencfitiug the common ear. The belief of it among the 
1-'athers is to be traced, we conceive, to that strange mixture of philosophy with religion 

which took place on the conversion of the later Platonists to Christianity. 
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from the foundation of the world. These revelations embrace, 
not only written doctrine, but unwritten tradition, sometimes 
called by Clement Gnostic tradition, which was committed 
to the above-named apostles, to be by them communicated to 
their successors in the church. "It was not designed for the 
multitude, but communicated to those only who were capable 
of receiving it; orally, not by writing." This knowledge, 
Clement says, must be cautiously imparted. The Gnostic, 
too, possesses the spiritual and hidden meaning of the Scrip
tures, and penetrates the mystical sense of the Ten Command
ments. He is versed in all common learning, - arithmetic, 
geometry, physiology, mnsic, astronomy, and especially logic; 
for " though the principal encl of man's creation is that he 
may know Goel, yet he cultivates the earth and measures 
it, - and studies philosophy that he may live, and live well, 
and meditate on those subjects which admits of demonstra
tion." 

The Gnostic, too, differs from the common believer in re
gard to the motives of action. Every action of the Gnostic 
is perfect, being performed according to reason and know
ledge; those of the common believer, not being so performed, 
are of a middle natme; while those of the Heathen are 
positively sinful, wanting the right motive and object. The 
ordinary Christian is influenced by fear, or hope of reward. 
Not so the Gnostic : he does good "through love, and be
cause he chooses it for itself." In seeking the knowledge of 
Goel, he has no reference to any consequences which arc to 
flow from its attainment: "the knowledge alone is the motive 
of his contemplation." - ",Vere the choice proposed to him, 
either to know Goel or to obtain eternal salvation ( on the 
supposition that the two could be separated), he would choose 
the former." Again: "The Gnostic, if he could obtain per
mission of Goel to do what is forbidden, and be exempt from 
punishment; or if he could receive the happiness of the 
blessed as a reward for doing it ; or if it even were possible 
for him to be persuaded that he could escape the eye of God, 
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- ·would do nothing contrary to right reason, having once 
chosen that which is fair and eligible, and desirable for itself."* 
The distinction is further illustrated in the case of martynlom, 
to ·which the common Christian sulnnits from fear, or hope 
of reward; the Gnostic, or perfect Christian, through love. 
There is a difference in actions as " performed through fear 
or perfected in love;" and, consequently, the Gnostic will be 
more highly rewarded than the simple believer. Dishonor, 
exile, poverty, death, cannot wrest from him "liberty and a 
prevailing love tO"\vards God, which bides all things and 
endmes all things; for love is persuaded that the Divine 
Providence orders all things well." "\Ye pass through fear, 
by "·hich we are led to abstain from injustice, and thrnugh 
hope, by ,Yhich we aim at "·hat is right, to love, which per
fects us, instructing us tlu-ough knowledge (gnostically). 

Next, as respects the passions and desires. The character
istic of the Gnostic is, not moderation of the passions, but 
exemption from them. He retains those appetites necessary 
to the preservation of the body; as hnnger, thirst, and others. t 
But passion and desire are wholly eradicated from his breast. 
He is not subject to pleasme or pain, to fear or to anger. 
"To have passions which req ull.·e to be controlled, is not to be 
in a state of pm·ity." Even those emotions which have a sem
blance of good, as "boldness, emulation, joy," are not felt by 
the true Gnostic. Clement will not allow that the perfect 
man desires even good. He says, in the true spirit of mysti
cism, that "divine love," by which the Gnostic is distin
guished, "is not a desire on the part of him who loves, but 
a possession of the object loved. The Gnostic, by love, has 
already attained to that in which he is to be : he anticipates 
hope throngh knowledge ; he desires nothing, because he 

* Bishop Kaye, pp. 169, liO. 

t From these appetites the Saviour was exempt, according to Clement. "He ate, but not 
for the body, which was held together by a holy power," but that he might be regarded by 
his followers as a real man, and not a man in appearance only. 
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already possesses, as far as it is possible, the object of 
desire." * 

The Gnostic discharges 
0

faithfully all the moral and social 
duties, and is particularly active in doing good. "His first 
object is to render, first himself, then his neighbors, as good 
as possible." To this encl he is ready to instruct them, espe
cially in the way of salYation. He freely forgives injuries, 
and cherishes malice against none. He freely parts with 
money to those who haYe need. He adheres inflexibly to 
trnth and sincerity at every cost. He refuses to take an 
oath; for his whole life is an oath. From moderating his 
passions, and finally from exemption from passion, he advances 
to the "well-doing of Gnostic perfection;" and is, "even 
here, equal to an angel, - shining like the sun by his bene
ficence." 

The Gnostic is distinguished for the " surpassing greatness 
of his piety ; " but his prayers differ in some respects from 
those of the common believer. "The Gnostic alone," says 
Clement, " is truly pious, and worships God in a manner 
worthy of God." He has grand and honorable conceptions 
of God, to who1n he prays in thought, and not with the 
voice; for the language of Goel to him is, "Think, and I will 
give." He never fails of obtaining that for which he prays; 
for he prays with knowledge and discrimination. "His con
fidence that he shall obtain that for which he asks, constitutes 
in itself a species of prayer."-" He prays for the penna
nent possession of that which is really good, - the good of 
the soul ; " " prays for perfect love ; " " prays that he may 
grow and abide in contemplation ; prays that he may never 
fall away from virtue." - "At the same time he prays, he 
himself labors after perfection; for he who holds intercomse 
with God mnst have a pm·e and spotless soul." Prayer, 
united with righteousness, the Gnostic considers as the "best 
and holiest sacrifice." - "The really holy altar is the right-

* Kaye's Clement, p. 194. 



IlERF.TICAL GXOSTICS. 115 

eons soul." - "He does not," says Clement, "pray only in 

certain places ancl at stated times., but makes his whole life a 

continued act of prayer. He knows that he is always in the 

presence of God; and ·whatever the occupation in which he 

is engaged, whether he is tilling the ground or sailing on the 

sea, he sings, and gives thanks to Goel." Again: "His whole 

life is a holy festival; his sacrifices are prayers and praises, 

and reading of the Scriptmcs before meals ; psalms and 

hymns during meals, and before he retu:es to rest; prayers 

again during the night." He is "the truly kingly man;" he 

is "the holy priest of God." - "He admits not even in his 

dreams that which is said or done or seen for the sake of 

pleasme. He neither gratifies his smell with expensive per

fumes, nor his taste with exquisite dishes, and variety of 

wines ; he renders not his soul effeminate by wreaths of fra

grant flowers."* Such, according to Clement, is the perfect 

Christian, or true Gnostic, as distinguished from the common 

believer. 
,V c are indebted to Clement for no inconsiderable part of 

the knowledge we possess of the several sects of heretical 

Gnostics. Ent we haYe, at present, no space to devote to 

these sects, were we disposed to enter on the subject. Of all 

the heresies which sprung up in the bosom of the early 

church, Gnosticism, from the conspicnons part it long played; 

the loftiness of its pretensions ; the learning and skill of 

several of its chiefs ; and the traces it left behind, and which 

remained long visible after the system itself had crumbled 

away ancl disappeared, - fmnishes most matter of cmiosity 

\ and wonder, and presents the strongest claim to the attention 

of the philosophical inquirer. Some of its fables have a charm 

for us. In their origin, the Gnostics were the purists, the 

spiritualists, the dreamers, of their day: but, in their specu

lations, were wild, hardy, reckless; yet, withal, dogmatists of 

the first water. They occasionally delight us with ingenious 

* 5ec llishnp K:iyc, pp. 211-13, 247- 9. 
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fictions and beautiful and significant allegories; but, in our 

attempts to follow them, we soon find om-selves involved in 
intricate and precipitous passes, over which broods a dark
ness that may be felt. 

"\Ve conclude with a quotation which might, perhaps, have 
been more appropriately introduced in connection with the 
passage, a part of which we extracted in 01u- second chapter, 

in which Clement compares J csus Christ, and the effects he 
wrought, to the Grecian Orpheus and his wonder-,vorking 
music. The language and the sentiment of the quotation;in 
themselves sufficiently remarkable, will present, to those who 
arc fond of tracing analogies and resemblances, matter of some

what cmious speculation, from their co-incidence, singular 
enough if accidental, with those of the old Father. In truth, 

the wayward and fantastic genius to which we owe that 
unique work," Sartor Rcsartus," -for from that we quotc,
has but given us Clement in a different dress. ""\Vere it not 
wonderful," this is its language, "for instance, had Orpheus 
built the walls of Thebes by the mere sound of his lyre? 
Y ct tell me, who built these walls of "\V cissnichtwo, summon
ing out all the sandstone rocks to dance along from the 

Steinbruch (now a huge troglodyte chasm, with frightful, 
green-mantled pools), and shape themselves into Doric and 
Ionic pillars, squared ashlar houses, and noble streets? "\Vas 
it not the still higher Orpheus, or Orpheuscs, who in past 
cent.mies, by the divine music of wisdom, succeeded in civiliz
ing man ? Our highest Orpheus walked in J udIBa, eighteen 
hundred years ago. His sphere-melody, flowing in wild 
native tones, took captive the ravished souls of men; and / 

being, of a truth, sphcrc-mclocly, still flows and sounds, thongh 
now with thousand-fold accompaniments and rich sympho
nies, through all om· hearts, and modulates and diYinely 
leads them."* 

* pp. 264--5. 



ORIGEN, AND HIS THEOLOGY. 

CHAPTER I. 

THE ALEXAXDRIAN THEOLOGY. - RIRTH AND PARRNTAGE 0-F 

ORIGF.N. - HIS CHILDHOOD. - HE J>ANTS FOR THE HONORS 

OF l\IARTYRDO::\I. - REDUCED TO POYERTY, AND BECmrns A 

TEACHER. - AT THE HEAD OF THE CATECHETlCAL SCHOOL. 

- HIS SELF-DENIAL. - HIS STUDIES. - BIBLICAL CRITI

CIS~I. - ·woRTH OF SECULAR LEARNING. 

,VE must detain om· readers a little longer in the land of the 
Pyramids and the Nile, whither ·we recently went to pass a 
little time in companionship with Clement; contemplating the 
state of things there at that period, and looking at his defences 
of Christianity and his theology; at the habits and life of the 
Alexandrians of his clay, and at his idea or conception of 
the perfect Christian. ·we alluded to one of his pupils, -
a greater than he. This ,vas Origen, one of the most emi
nent of the early Fathers, not only for his intellectual gifts and 
attainments, but also on account of the influence of his opinions 
on subsequent ages, and the violent controversies to which 
they gaYe rise, - controversies which continued clown to 
modern times. He had a brilliant reputation in his day, and 
his substantial merits and the prestige of his name entitle him 
to a prominent place in Christian biography. "\Vhat was said 
in connection with Clement of the speculative character of the 
Greek mind, and the condition of theology at Alexandria, late 
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in the second and early in the third centuries, must be borne 
in mind by those who would comprehend folly the position, 
labors, and merits of Origen. The materials for his life arc 
far more copious than for that of Justin Martyr or Clement. 

Origcn, called Adamantins, or the Adamantine, from his 
" irnn diligence " and almost incredible labors, or, as others 
say, from the irrefragable strength of his arguments, was a 
native, as is generally supposed, of Alexandria, - certainly 
of Egypt. Unlike Justin and Clement, who were born and 
educated Heathens, he was of Christian parentage. He ·was 
born in the year 185 or 186; and, while yet a child, exhibit
ed that patience of labor, inquisitive spirit, and ardor, ·which 
marked the future man. He was an example of extraordinary 
prccosity, which led Jerome to call him a "great man from 
his infancy." His father was Leonides, an earnest Christian, 
and, as we are told, a teacher of rhetoric. He gave his son a 
thorough literary education, instructing him in the rudiments 
of the sciences, but especially directing his attention to a study 
of the Scriptmcs, a portion of which he every clay committed 
to memory, often perplexing his father with deep questions 
about the sense. For this, the father made show of chiding 
him, and told him that he mnst remain satisfied with the plain 
and obvious meaning of what he read, and not engage in 
researches beyond his years. But the overfl.owings of parental 
affection could not be repressed : and the happy father, re
strained by a sense of duty to his child from manifesting all 
he felt, was accustomed to avail himself of the opportunity, 
while he slept, of repairing to his couch; and, bending over 
him, would kiss his breast, in reverence for the divine spirit 
which lay enshrined there. 

Eusebius, .who has preserved some notices* of his life, 
gathered, as he informs us, partly from his letters and partly 
from the reports of his pupils ( of whom some still survived to 
his day), dwells at some length on the evidences of piety and , 

* Hist. Eccles., I. vi. 
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zeal in the cause of Christianity, exhibited by the youthful 
Origen. He was warm and enthusiastic; and, even in child
hood, the zeal of a martyr bmued in his breast. Persecution 
now raged at Alexanchia, and it was with difficulty that he 
could be prevented from imperilling his life. ·when his 
father was thrnwn into prison, he ·was cager to go and die 
with him ; and was preYented, at last, only by a stratagem of 
his mother. Alarmed for his safety, she used every method 
of remonstrance and entreaty to inspire him with reserve and 
caution. In vain she mged a mother's love. In despair of 
all other means, she at last resorted to the artifice of hiding 
his clothes; in consequence of Yrhich, he ·was compelled to 
remain at home. Thus debarred the privilege of visiting his 
father in prison, he composed and sent him a letter full of 
noble and elevated sentiments on the subject of martyrdom, 
and especially urging him to constancy. The letter has 
perished; but a single sentence of it, preserved by Eusebius, 
sufficiently indicates the strain in which it was written. "Be
·ware that you do not change your pm·pose on account of us!" 
Leonides remained firm; and by his death (A.D. £OZ), and 
the confiscation of his goods which followed, Origen, at about 
seventeen years of age, with six brothers and his now ·widowed 
mother, was reduced at once to extreme poverty.* How the 
mother and younger children fared; how they struggled 
through and finished the great battle of life, - serious to 
them as it has been to multitudes since, - we are not told. 
They are now dropped from the narrative, which follo·ws the 
fortunes of the eldest son. 

A youth of such promise - ardent, noble, and full of 
aspirntion - could not be long without friends. A lady 
of great ·wealth and high standing at Alexandria received him 
to her house, and generously provided for his wants. But 
she had another guest ( one Paul of Antioch), whom she had 
adopted as her son, and whom she allowed to give lectmes in 

* Jerome, Cat. :::cript. Eccles. 
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her house. He was a man of so'J.nc celebrity, according to 

Euscbius; but, unfortunately, an arch-heretic. Y ct such were 

the charms of his eloquence, that his society was generally 

sought; and multitudes pressed to hear his discourses, - here
tics among the rest. But Origcn, ha.Ying been from a child 

"sound in the faith" himself, and "abominating all heretical 

doctrines," says the historian just referred to, could never be 

induced to unite with him in prayer.* In truth, he could 

not eudm-e the man, who was probably a Gnostic. "\Vhcthcr 

his aversion to Paul induced him voluntarily to withdraw, or 

his departm-e is to be attributed to some other cause, certain 

it is, that he soon left his patroness, and supported himself by 

teaching grammar and the studies connected with it, to which 

he added instruction in Christianity to such of the Pagans as 

desired it. For this task he was well qualified by the pious 

care of his father and his own studious habits, and from 

having been, when a boy, a pupil of Clement, who for seve

ral years presided over the Christian School at Alexandria, 

with no ordinary fame. Clement, however, had now Tetired 
or been driven from the province; and the most eminent 

Clui8tians having been pnt to death, or dispersed by the ter

rors of the persecution, the catechctical chair remained vacant. 

At this time, Origen, being now in his eighteenth year, con

sented to occupy it, t surrounded as it was with clanger; and 

was afterwards, as Jerome informs us, confinncd in the office 

of catechist by Demetrius, his bishop.+ Of his early pupils, 
scYcral, in a short time, obtaineJ the honors of martyrdom, 

- some while yet rccciYing the rudiments of Christianity. 

Among the latter was a female by the name of Remis, who, 

to use Origen's expression, "received baptism by fire." 
That the youthful and ardent Origen escaped with his life, 

appears almost miraculous ; for his labors in the cause of 

Christianity were open and unrcmitted. He continued to 
make converts; and, when they were apprehended and thrown 

* Hist., I. vi. c. 2. t Euseb . Hist., I. vi. c. 3. + Cat. Script. Eccles. 
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into prison, he songht them out, and afforded them the con

solation of his presence and conversation. He sometimes 

followed them to the place of execution, and was with them 

in their last moments. His boldness, indeed, seems to have 

been near costing him his life. _He became an object of 

popular hatred, on account of the number of converts who 

resorted to his standard. For a time, he was hotly pursued: 

he fled from house to house for shelter; and, as Eusebius 

seems to intimate, was compelled to leave the city. If so, 

however, his absence was short. His sufferings served only 

to fan the flame of his piety; and the multitudes who were 

eager to listen to his eloquent expositions of the Christian 

faith daily augmented. About this time, he broke np his 

grammar school ; finding that his attention to his pupils inter

fered with his derntion to sacred learning, and with his duties 

as a teacher of religion. He also sold his library of Heathen 

authors, which is said to have been choice and extensive, for 

an annuity of about fivepence a clay, to be paid by the 

purchaser. On this he subsisted for many years; subjecting 

himself to fatigue and labors during the day, and consuming 

the greater part of the night in study. He often slept on 

the earth, disdaining the effeminacy of a bed. He inter

preted rigorously, to the letter, some of the precepts of our 

Saviom, which have been generally considered as either 

local and temporary, or as requiring to be somewhat modified 

in their application to practice. Among them were those in 

which he exhorts his disciples, as Ensebius expresses it, 

110t to have two coats, nor to wear shoes. Another instance 

of his absurd compliance with the letter of the command, for 

which he afterwards blamed himself, is sufficiently well 

known. In fact, he imposed on himself the most severe 

restraints ; going barefooted for many years, and abstaining 

from wine and all generous food. His friends were alarmed 

for the consequences, and begged him, with tears and grief 

for his apparent misery, to accept of their substance for the 

supply of his wants ; but he persevered till symptoms of 

16 
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impaired health at length convinced him of his folly and 
danger.* 

His ascetic and "philosophical course of life," as it is 
called, contributed to heighten the effect produced by his 
fervid genius and eloquence; and he obtained an unbounded 
popularity and influence. · 

At what period he listened to the instructions of Ammonius 
Saccas, the celebrated Platonic philosopher, we are not in
formed. It was probably not until some time after he had 
entered on his labors as master of the catechetical school. 
That he was for some time his pupil, is expressly asserted by 
Porphyry, as quoted by Ensebins; t and may be inferred 
from a letter of Origen himself, part of which is preserved 

by the same historian. Among the disciples of Ammonius, 

however, there appears to have been another of the same 
name, who, as is generally admitted by the best modern 
critics, has been improperly confounded with Origen Adaman
tius. The latter had, no doubt, acquired a partiality for the 

Platonic philosophy, as then taught in Egypt, under his 
early preceptor, Clement. This partiality was confirmed in 
the school of Ammonius; from whom, and from the writings 

of Plato and other philosophers, which were now constantly 
in his hands, having imbibed, says Porphyry, the "allegorical 
mode of explaining the Grecian mysteries, he applied it to 
the Jewish Scriptures." Of his proficiency in the Platonic 
and Ammonian philosophy, however, and the unnatural and 
absurd expositions of the language of the Bible, to which he 
and his follow-laborers resorted in order to reduce its doc
trines into harmony with that corrupt and fanciful system, 

we have testimony less exceptionable than that of Porphyry. 
Bnt we shall have occasion to advert to this topic hereafter, 
especially in treating of the opinions of this celebrated 

Father. 

* Euseb., I. vi. c. 3. t Hist., I. vi. c. 19. 
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After the death of Severns, Origen allowed himself the 
relaxation of a journey to Rome; having a desire, as he 
expresses it, to "see the most ancient chnrch of the Romans." 
This jom·ney, as Eusebius and J crome inform us, took place 
while Zephyrinus was Bishop of Rome ; that is, some time 
before the year 219. After a short stay, he rctmncd to 
Alexandria, where he resumed his duties as catechist. Soon 
after this, the increasing multitude of inquirers and pupils
by which he was continually smrounded from morning till 
evening - made it necessary for him to engage an assistant. 
The person appointed to the office was Heraclas, formerly 
Origen's pupil, his fellow-student under Ammonius, and 
afterwards Bishop of Alexandria. Origen continued to give 
instruction in the more recondite doctrines to the higher 
classes, the task of teaching the simpler and more elementary 
principles being committed to his associate; who still, how
ever, as Jerome tells us, continued to wear the philosopher's 
garb. 

From this time, Origen devoted himself with great ardor 
to the study of the sacred writings; and, as a preparatory 
step, set about acquiring a knowledge of the Hebrew language. 
He is mentioned as the earliest among the Fathers who 
attempted to obtain an acquaintance ,Yith this language; and 
by "what he did in it," says J eromc, "acquired fame all 
over Greece." The taste of his nation and age opposed a 
barrier to acquisitions of this sort. The Hebrew language 
and literature bore among the Greeks the epithet barbaric; 

but Origen had the courage, in this instance, to despise the 
silly prejudices of the times. Though he newr appears to 
have become a profound critic in Hebrew, and his knowledge 
of it, compared with that of more modern scholars, was super
ficial and scanty, yet, taking into view the character of the 
age, we must allow that his efforts entitle him to no mean 
praise. ""With him originated what has since been called 
the science of biblical criticism. The Greek version of the 
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Seventy, as it was called, was to Cluistians of his time what 
the English version of King J ames's translators is to common 
Christians of the present clay. But errors had crept into the 
text; and Origcn, as we shall hereafter sec, applied his know
ledge of Hebrew, whatever it was, to the Ycry laudable pur
pose of removing them. This was the origin of the "Hexa
pla," for which he probably began to collect materials about 
this time. 

The fame of Origen was now wide-spread ; and it drew 
around him, as we are told, a multitude of heretics, and not 
a few Gentile philosophers, some of them men of repute : 
for, besides divinity, he at this time taught geometry, mathe
matics, and all parts of secular learning, embracing the tenets 
of the various philosophical sects; through which he con
ducted his hearers, commenting on the most distinguished 
writers of each sect, and explaining the principles of all. He 
thus obtained the reputation of a philosopher among the Pa
gans. He was an advocate for the study of philosophy and 
secular literature, thinking that they formed a good prepa
ration for the investigation of divine truth. He therefore 
cheerfully received all who applied to him for instruction; 
hoping, while teaching them human science, to be able to 
convert them to the faith of Jesus. In this benevolent design 
he often succeeded. Many who afterwards became celebrated 
teachers of the church proceeded from his school, having 
been first won over to Christianity by his persuasive elo
quence. 

His devotion to philosophy did not escape ccnsme. In a 
letter, he justifies his attention to secular learning, on the 
ground of its utility; for as many heretics and others, skilled 
in the Grecian philosophy, resorted to him, it seemed desira
ble, and almost a matter of necessity, that he should tho
roughly investigate the principles of the several philosophi
cal sects. He, moreover, appeals to examples; and, among 
others, to that of Pant.enus, formerly president of the cate-



SECULAR LEARNI~G. 125 

chetical school. The taste for philosophy, thus introduced, 
vrns destined not to be soon extinct. A controversy, for some 
years, existed between the friends and enemies of philosophi
cal studies: but the advocates of philosophy triumphed; and 
the consequence in this instance was, that the simplicity of 
the Christian faith was corrupted, and an infinity of errors 
flowed into the chmch. 



ORIGEN, AND HIS THEOLOGY. 

CHAPTER II. 

INFLUENCE OF A::\IBROSE. - ORIGEN'S DDIEXSE LABORS. -

HIS ARABIAN JOURNEY, AND VISIT TO PALESTIXE. - RE

CEPTION BY THE PALESTINIAN BISHOPS. - ANGER OP 

DEMETRIUS. - ORIG EN'S JOURNEY TO GREECE. - ORDAINED 

IN PALESTINE. - DEMETRIUS CAUSES Hil\I TO BE DEPOSED 

AND EXCOJ\Il\IUNICATED. - DEATH OF DE~IETRIUS. 

A:\IONG Origen's philosophical converts was the Gnostic Am
brose, whose acquaintance, soon ripening into the warmest 
friendship, was destined to exert a marked influence over his 

future pursuits. Ambrose was a man of wealth and rank. 

He was, says Jerome, " of a noble family, and of no mean 

and inelegant genius, as his letters to Origen testify." Euse

bius calls him a Valcntinian; others, a Marcionite: but, 

becoming a hearer of Adamantius, he was soon converted by 

him to the true faith, and afterwards greatly assisted in 

promoting his biblical studies. He devoted his wealth to his 

service in the purchase of manuscripts. He also fmnished 

him with more than seven scribes, who should relieve each 

other as his amanuenses; and as many others, besides girls, 

who should transcribe in a fair hand what the first had hastily 

written from dictation. Origin calls him his "work-driver." 

His admiration of Origen was unbounded ; and he urged 

him to consent to the publication of his writings, for the 

benefit of the world. 
Origen, all this time, was undoubtedly overworked. The 

zeal of his friend he did not wish to outstrip his own. In 
a letter, he says that the collation of manuscripts left him 

no time to eat ; and that, after meals, he could neither go 

out nor enjoy a season of rest. Even the night, he says, was 
not granted him for repose. His mind was tasked every 
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hour. Along with the collation and correction of manuscripts 
procured him by the wealth of his friend, his "work-driver," 
he was writing commentaries, afterwards published, on the Old 
and New Testament, and producing other works ; among 
which was that entitled "Of Principles," in which he mixed 
up with Christian truth some wild philosophical speculations 
or Platonic extravagances, which afterwards, when the tide 
partially turned against him, gave him some trouble. He 
subsequently, in a letter to Fabian, Bishop of Rome, affirmed 
that there were some things contained in the book which he 
no longer approved, and that the work was published by his 
friend Ambrose against his will. Origen was a hasty writer, 
of a warm and prolific imagination ; and, throwing off his 
productions at a heat, would be very likely to say things 
which his calmer judgment might condemn. 

At this moment, his fortunes seemed at full tide. No 
voice appears to have been lifted against him, and his fame 
was filling all Cluistendom. Honors were ready to drop on 
his head : but, at the same moment, there was stirred up a 
spiTit of envy and hatred; and he was about to taste the bitter 
cup of persecution, presented by Cmistian hands. Of this 
cup he drank copiously dnring his life; and, ages after his 
death, the storm of controversy beat on his memory, which 
was tossed, as it were, on a raging sea that knew no rest. 
The prelatical zealots were prepared to attack him; but pri
vate passions hastened the conflict. 

There is one incident, however, we must mention, before 
we proceed to notice the effect of these passions, - Origcn's 
Arabian journey. This was undertaken in compliance with 
letters from an Arabian prince, to whose ears his fame had 
penetrated. They were brought by a soldier, and addressed 
to Demetrius his bishop, and to the Governor of Egypt, 
requesting that Origen might be sent to him to explain the 
Christian doctrines. This task accomplished, he returns to 
Egypt.* 

* Euseb., l. vi. c. 19. 
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The cruel Caracalla now filled the throne of the Cresars ; 
and having, as he conceived, some cause of displeasure 
against the Alexandrians, he resolved on their destruction, 
and unknown multitudes were slaughtered. Origen, finding 
his residence there now unsafe, yields to his long-cherished 
desire to visit his friends in Palestine, especially his old friend 

and fellow-student Alexander, now Bishop of Jerusalem, and 

Theoctistus, Bishop of Cresarea. Here he took up his abode 
for a time. He was received with demonstrations of great 
1·espect, and was urged by the bishops to preach and expound 
the Scriptures publicly in their presence. ,vith this request 
he complied, though he had not yet received ordination. 
This moved the wrath of Demetrius, the Alexandrian bishop, 
who was full of hierarchical pride, and was jealous of the bril

liant fame of Origen ; and he w1·ites letters of remonstrance 

to the Palestinian bishops. It was irregular, he said, nay, 
was unheard of, that a layman should preach in the presence 
of bishops. The bishops of Palestine are not intimidated. 
They write back to him of Alexandria, telling him that he is 
in error, and specifying several instances which might be 

adduced in justification of themselves and of Origen. Deme
trius is obliged to be quiet; but the arrow rankled in his 
breast. Origen is soon after recalled to Alexandria, and is 
allowed to resume his catechetical labors and his commenta

ries. He was at this time a little over thirty years of age. 
Origen's next journey was into Greece; whither he was 

sent for the purpose of counteracting the designs of certain 

heretics then in high repute there. On his way, he visited 
Palestine; and while there, wholly unsolicited on his part, 

the bishops of Jerusalem, Cresarea, and others of the province, 

ordained him presbyter, at the age of about forty-three or 
forty-fom·. Demetrius was outrageous at this second act of 
disrespect and insult, as he regarded it, to himself. Origen 
pmsues his journey, dlll'ing which he visits the schools of 
philosophy at Athens, and converses with the eminent sages 

found there. It was probably dlll'ing this jomney that he 
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had the inteniew, mentioned by Ensebius, with l\Iammrea, 
mother of the emperor, Alexander Severus. l\fammma has 
been considered a Pagan : yet, being at Antioch, she felt a 
cm·iosity to see and converse with a man of whom she had 
heard so much; and she sent a military guard to insure his 
safety, and escort him to her presence.* 

But he had now to return to Alexandria, and face his bishop, 
the angry Demetrius, who conld never forget nor forgive the 
Palestinian ordination. No reconciliation can be effected; 
and Demetrius soon after assembles a synod, composed of 
his own presbyters and of other Egyptian bishops, who pro
ceed to deprive Origen of the rank of presbyter, and prohibit 
him from ever after exercising the office of teacher in the 
Alexandrian Chnrch. Origen remains a while at Alexandria; 
then bids adieu to the city for ever, and takes refuge with his 
friends in Palestine. Bnt the hatred of Demetrius still pm
sues him. Turning over the writings of Origen, especially his 
Book "Of Principles," just referred to, he now snuffs, or 
affects to snuff, the taint of heresy in some of the writer's 
idea1istic speculations; on which he assembles a larger synod 
of Egyptian bishops, who cut off Origen from the communion 
of the chmch, and issue against him a violent in-vective. 

Behold now the most celebrated scholar, biblical critic, and 
commentator of his times, - ·who knew more than all his 
persecntors combined, and performed more labor in the cause 
of Christianity than any dozen of them put together, - be
hold him now an excommunicated man. His heresy served 
well enough for a pretext ; but it was not the cause of his 
persecution at this time. Hear what the very learned and or
thodox Jerome says on the subject, about a hundred and 
fifty years after Origen's death. Alluding to the proceed
ings against him at Alexandria, he says that he was con
demned, " not on account of the novelty of his dogmas ; 
not on account of heresy, for which he is now barked at by 

,i, Euscb., 1. vi. c. 23; Jerome, Cat. Script. Eccles. 
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the rabid clogs; but because they conld not endme the fame 

of his eloquence and learning."* 

Demetrius wrote letters to the bishops everywhere, load

ing Origen with execrations, and endeavoring to render his 
name a byword and a reproach in all Christian lands. But 

this was more than he con1cl accomplish. It is true, the 

,vest, generally, cleclarccl against him, - even Rome itself; 

such was the deference shown at that time to the see of 

Alexandria. But the Bishops of Cresarea and Jerusalem, as 

a1so those of Arabia, Phccnicia, and Greece, the old friends 

of Origen, still adhered to him, despising the anathemas of 

the synods of Egypt. In these several provinces, Origen was 

still allowed to discharge the functions of priest. 

Demetrius did not long survive to enjoy his triumphs or 

mourn oyer his defeat. He died soon after Origen had bid

den adieu to Alexandria, and was succeeded in the bishopric 

by Heraclas, who was promoted to that office, as Eusebius 

tells ns, t on account of his deep knowledge of Pagan litera

ture and philosophy; a circumstance which shows the esteem 

in which secular learning was then held by the Alexandrian 

Christians. Heraclas, we have said, was the pupil and friend 

of Origen; and he had succeeded him, before he was made 

bishop, in the catechetical school. But, notwithstanding his 

regard for his old preceptor, -now the most celebrated man 
of the age, - the sentence of excommnnication pronounced 

against him by the synod was not revoked dming his life ; 

nor by his successor, Dionysius, also one of Origen's scholars: 

and Origcn was ever, therefore, 1·egarded by the Egyptians 

as an excommunicated person. 

The reasons for his excommunication, and the sole reasons, 

are giYen above. He was charged with no immorality. The 

story, set afloat some time after, that he had consented in an 

evil honr to offer incense to idols, and that the contempt and 

ridicule which this act of wickedness brought on him com-

* Epist. 29, ad Paulam. t l. vi. c. 31. 
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pelled him to leave Egypt, is entitled to no credit. It is 
related by Epiphanius, a very credulous writer of the fourth 
century; and seems to have been invented by the enemies of 
Origen, some years after his death. The story is in itself, 
and in the several circumstances which attend it, highly 
improbable: it is alluded to by none of the more ancient 
ViTiters, even those most hostile to the fame of Origen; and 
is utterly at variance with the testimony of Eusebius, Jerome, 
and other writers entitled to most respect. There is a better 
anecdote related of him by Epiphanius. At a certain time, 
the Pagans seized him, and, dressing him up in the robes of a 
priest of Serapis, conducted him to the steps of the temple. 
They then pnt palm-leaves into his hands, commanding him 
to present them to those who entered. He accepted the offer
ings ; but, on presenting them, boldly said, " Accept not the 
idol's palm, but the palm of Christ."* 

* Epiphan. Boor., 64. 
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CHAPTER III. 

ORIGEN RETIRES TO PALESTINE. - NEW PUPILS. - HIS CRITI

CAL AND THEOLOGICAL STUDIES. - Il\IPRISOXED, AND PUT 

TO THE RACK. - DIES AT TYRE. - HIS l\IK\IORY LO~G 

PERSECUTED. - QUESTION OF HIS SALVATION. - HIS I:N"

TELLECTUAL CHARACTER. - i\IERITS AND DEFECTS AS AN 

EXPOSITOR. 

ORIGEN left Egypt soon after the year 230, when a little 
more than forty-five years of age. He retired to Ct-esarea in 
Palestine, where he continued to preach with the approbation 
of the bishops of the province. Here, as in Egypt, a crowd 
of young men gathered around him, who, warmed by his 
enthusiasm and instructed by his learning, afterwards became 
eminent teachers in the chmch. Among them ·were Gregory, 
called Thaumaturgns, the fVonder-workcr; and his brother, 
Athenodorus. They are described by Eusebius as having 
been passionately fond of the Roman and Greek learning. 
The former was engaged in the study of the Roman law, at 
Cresarea, where he became acquainted with Origen; by whose 
winning eloquence he --was induced to abandon it, and transfer 
his affections to diYinity. He was accompanied by his brother. 
They remained five years with Origen; and afterwards 
became, while yet young, bishops in Pontus, their native 
country.* Thus was Origen's expulsion from Egypt the 

* Thaumaturgus has left sufficient te~timony of his veneration and love of Origen, in a 
"Panegyrical Oration" which he delivered ou his departure; a somewhat extravagant and 
inflated performance, but interesting from the subject, and the occasion on which it was 
delivered. It was pronounced, it seems, in the presence of Origen, and is a lofty encomium 
on his merits; written. however, with warmth, and apparently with great sincerity of feel
ing. 'l'he circumstances which led to the first interview of his pupils with him, his efforts to 
detain them, his bland and insinuating eloquence, his animated description of the nature and 
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means of exalting his fame and extending the sphere of his 
usefulness. 

Origen now pursued his design of writing commentaries ; 
being engaged, as Eusebius tells us, on Isaiah and Ezekiel. 
The latter ·were :finished some time after at Athens. He had 
previously, as we have seen, while at Alexandria, written his 
book "De Principiis;" to which we may add his "Stromata," 
in imitation of Clement; and parts of his expositions on 
Genesis and on the Gospel of John.* 

During the persecution under Maximin, A. D. 235, he 
appears to haYe consulted his safety by withdrawing himself 
from Palestine. It was at this time, probably, that he accepted 
the invitation of Finnilian, Bishop of CIBsarea in Cappadocia, 
to visit that place. He remained there some time, employed 
on his "Hexapla." For two years he was concealed in the 
house of a wealthy lady by the name of Juliana; from whom 
he receiYed some manuscripts very important to him in his 
critical labors, undertaken, as before said, for the emendation 
of the Alexandrian version of the Old Testament. He had 
previously discovered in an old cask or wine-bag, at Jericho, 
an ancient translation not before known to exist. From 
Juliana he obtained that of the Ebionite Symmachus, to whose 
,,Titings she had become heiress. 

Thus enriched, he returned to Palestine in 238. He 
makes a second journey into Greeec; dming which, he con
tinues his theological labors. ,Ve afterwards :find him in 
Bostra in Arabia; whither he was summoned to hold a con
ference with Beryllus, Bishop of Bostra, who denied the pre-

end of true philosophy, his praises of it, his benignant temper, his urbanity and modesty, -
by all which their admiration was awakcued and their affections won; their resolution to 
abandon their former studies, and remain with this fascinating man; the method he pursued 
with them; his mode of instruction in philosophy, ethics, and theology; his profound wisdom 
and piety; and their regret on leaving him,-are among the topics introduced. 'l'he expul
sion of Adam from paradise, and the misery endured by the ,Jews in Babylon, are among the 
extravagant similes employed to express their sense of the loss they ~hould sustain on being 
deprived of his counsels and presence. The piece is disfigured by all the faults of the 
Asiatic style; but as a panegyric on Origen by one of his most ardent admirers, and one who 
had opportunity of thoroughly knowing him, it becomes an object of curiosity. 

* Euseb. I. vi. c. 24-5. 
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existence of Christ.* He made a third jomney into Arabia 
some time after ; being called to refute the opinions of some 
Arabian Christians, who maintained that the soul dies, and is 
rnised again ·with the body.t 

Thus, if a cloud hung over his fame in Egypt and the 
-west, he had the consolation of k1io-wing that he was still 
Tegarded with unbounded admiration in the East. 

OTigen returned to Palestine. He was now, according to 
Eusebius, more than sixty years of age, yet did not relax the 
industry, which, through life, formed one of the most promi
nent features of his characteT. His powers were yet in their 
fnll Yigor; and among the works produced after this period 
were some of his best. His celebrnted work against Celsus, 
undertaken at the request of Ambrose, was one of the num
ber. He continued also to write commentaries. The subjects 
on which he was now employed were l\'Iatthew's Gospel and 
the twelve :Minor Prophets. 

Having from long use acquired the habit of speaking 
extempore with great accuracy, he nmv, for the first time, 
permitted the discourses delivered by him in public to be 
taken down, and published by rnporteTs and copyists. Th'ese 
homilies were delivered almost every day; and the number 
thns preserved and transmitted to posterity as a monument 
of his diligence, amounted, we are told, to more than a 
thousand.+ 

Origen was not allowed to finish his days in peace. The 
persecution under Decius had commenced; dming which, 
Alexander, the aged Bishop of Jerusalem (Origen's firm and 
tried friend), perished in prison. Origen himself was confined 
in chains in the inmost recesses of a prison, and subjected to 
exquisite torture by the rack ; the most consummate skill 
being exerted to push his sufferings to the utmost point of 
endurance, without causing his death.§ He bore all, how-

* Jerome, Cat. Script. Eccles., art. "Deryllus." t Euseb., 1. vi. c. 3i. 
:I: Euseb., 1. vi. c. 26; Apol. Paruph. pro Orig.; Jerome, Epist. 41, al. 65, ad Paruruach. 
§ Euseb., l. vl. c. 39. 
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ever, wi.th immovable constancy, though now sixty-five years 
of age; and the death of Decius, as may be conjectured, 
:finally procured his release. "\Varn out with years, toil, and 
sufferings, he sunk quietly to Test at Tyre, at the age, says 
Eusebins, of sixty-nine years* (A.D. Q54 ). His remains 
were deposited, as tradition says, in the Cathedral Chmch of 
the Holy Sepnlchre at Tyre, near the great altar. A marble 
column, bearing his name and epitaph and adorned with gold 
and gems, was visible, it is said, so late as near the end of the 
thirteenth century; but all vestiges of the tomb haye long 
since disappeared. t 

Ambrose, his distinguished patron and admirer, died before 
him, and was censm·ed, says J crome, because, though rich, he 
bequeathed nothing to his friend, who was then poor and old. 
The censure may have been unjust. Origen, as we haYe seen, 
in early life, remained in a state of Yoluntary poYerty, and 
persevered in resisting the earnest entreaties of his friends to 
partake of the gifts of their liberality. He probably rntained 
in age the feelings and views by which he was influenced in 
youth; and Ambrose, therefore, forbore to offer what he knew 
his friend would refuse to accept. 

The foregoing narrative embodies all that is knmvn of the 
personal history of Origen Aclamantius. Of the chronologi
cal order of several of the incidents related, there exists some 
uncertainty. Eusebius, from Yvhom the greater part of the 
materials for a life of Origen must be drawn, is very sparing 
of dates; and his narratiYe, though on some points copious, 
is not a little confused. Jerome, in the very brief account 
of this Father inserted in his " Catalogue of Ecclesiastical 
"\Yriters," has preserved a few dates; but, in the order of 
his narration, he often differs from Eusebins. 

Of Origen's genius and character we shall not attempt any 

* I. vii. c. i. See also Jerome, Cat. Script. 
t lluet. Orig., I. i. c. 4, § 9, note. l\Iaundrell found remains of a church, supposed to be 

the cathedral, in 169i; but, according to a more recent traveller, they are no longer to 
be seen. 
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labored analysis. The prominent features of both are well 

known, and several of them haxe been incidentally noticed 
in the above sketch of his life. That he had qualities fitted 

to inspire admiration and love, can be doubted by none. His 

merits won him many distinguished and warm friends; and it 

should be mentioned as equally to their credit and to his, that 

many of them remained true to him in the hour of his greatest 

adversity. He ·was regarded by multitudes ·with extravagant 

fondness; yet, amid the marks of flattering attention ,vhich 

he was claily receiving, he appears to lrnve retained, in a 
remarkable degree, his natmal simplicity and modesty. He 

was pursued in his lifetime: as ·was his memory after his death, 

by envy and hate; he was abused, anathematized, and drivei1 

from his country; but seems to have contracted no bitterness 

or misanthropy of feeling. If it be the lot of few to experience 
to an equal extent the extremes of adulation and censure, few 

will be found to exhibit brighter examples of moderation and 

self-command. Of the amenity of his disposition, his bland
ness, and winning address, his history and writings afford 

abundant evidence. 
His piety cannot be questioned, though he has never been 

allowed to bear the title of saint in the Roman calendar; and 

the question has been seriously debated, whether he won 

heaven hy his merits, or was doomed to the penal fires of 
hell for his errors!* Such is human folly and absurdity. 

* "There are many divines in the communion of Rome," says Bayle, "who believe this 
Father is in hell." And the sreptiral writer proceeds to amuse himself and his readers with 
several curious extracts and references. One is from Dalh:eus's reply to i\l. Cottibi, whom be 
convicted of ignorance of Christian antiquity in applying the title of saint to Origen, which be 

never bore. We will give a short specimen: "It is scarce two hundred years since Johannes 
Picus l\liraudulanus, having published at Rome, among his nine hundred propositions, that it 
was more reasonable to believe Origen's salvation than bis damnation, was thereupon taken 
up by the doctors in divinity, who affirmed that this conclusion is rash and blameworthy." 

'' The Jesuit Stephen Binet," says the same writer, "publishing a book at Paris in 1629 
concerning the salvation of Origen, durst not take the affirmative without trembling, Ile lays 
out the matter in the form of an indictment and trial, and produces the witnesses and plead
ers pro and con., with the intervention of the conclusion of the King of heaven's council, 
At last he brings in this ;,erdict: 'Considering all that has been said on one side and the other, 
and the conclusions of the King of heaven's council, it is decreed. that the affair be left to 
God's secret council, to whom the definitive sentence is reserved. Nevertheless, by provision, 
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He led a life of uncommon sanctity and abstemiousness ; 
treading under foot the wealth and pleas mes of earth, and 
lcaYing monuments of zeal, diligence, and constancy, which 
,vill endure while the religion he labored to defend and illus
trate has an abode in the world. 

His intellectual character is strongly marked. He seemed 
formed to exemplify the greatness and imbecility of human 
nature. As a writer, his merits and defects are alike con
spicuous. He had a quick and comprehensive understanding, 
subtilty, and penetration; a memory uncommonly tenacious, 
a rapid and teeming imagination, and a ferYid and entlmsi
astic temperament. But he was wanting in sound judgment, 
in accmacy and method. He threw off his compositions in 
haste, or rather dictated them extempore to his numerous 
scribes, whom he fatigued by his celerity and protracted 
labors day and night; and what was once committed to writ
ing seems never to have been subjected to revision. Pro
lixity and verboseness, diffuseness and redundancy, in matter 
and style, were the inevitable consequence. These defects 
run through all his writings, but characterize particularly his 
commentaries. Hence one of his enemies, after his death, 
took occasion to say, that he left the world the "heritage of 
his garrulity as a pestiferous possession."* 

As a critic and expositor, he is not entitled to any profound 

and for the benefit of Origen, it is judged, upon the balance of the whole, that the proofa of 
biR salvation are stronger and more conclusive than that of his damnation.' Thi~, we suppose, 
may be considered as, on the whole, a very judicious verdict. We will next give a ~hort 
extract from the arguments of the council for and against Origen. The following passage, 
taken from the vision of a 'good and honest' abbot in the Pratum Spirituale, a book cited 
with apparent approbation by a general council, occurs in the argument of the council against 
him: 'A good man, under great concern about the salvation of Origen's soul, did, after the 
ardent prayer of a holy old man, plainly see a sort of bell laid open to him, where he 
distinguished and knew the heresiarchs, who were all called over before him by their names; 
and in the midst of them be saw Origen, who lay there damned among the rest, and covered 
with horror, flames, and confusion!' To this the counsel on the part of Origen reply, 'Here 
the vision of a simple abbot is alleged: and I allege the vision of a great ~aint called lllechtildis, 
to whom God revealed that he would not have the world to know what was become of Samson, 
f-olomon, and Origen; with the intent to strike the greateRt terror into the strongest, the wi~est, 
and the most learned men of this world, by keeping them iu suspense and uncertainty.'" Poor 
OrigPn! 

"" Theophilus of Alexandria, Lit. Pasch. i. 

18 
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rnspect. His fondness for allegory and mysticism amounted 

to a sort of frenzy. His learning was -vast, but he had too 

little discrimination in the use of it; and his attachment to 

the ·idealistic philosophy (to use N eander's word), then pre

valent in Egypt, was the means of vitiating all his views of 

theology. Under the name of Christianity, he retailed most 

of the reveries and extravagances of the Alexandrian Pla

tonists of the school of Potamon and Ammonins . 
.. With all his defects, however, we cannot withhold from him 

a title to the praise of extraordinary genius. He was among 

the great men of his age, and would have been great in any 
age. The germ of most of his errors, as we have intimated, 

existed in the prevalent modes of thinking, and are such as a 

person placed in his circumstances, and possessing a bold, 

ardent, and speculative mind, united with precipitancy of 

jndgment, but with great goodness of heart, - the religious 

element, too, strong in his nature, - might very nahU"ally 

adopt. Y ct, with all his extravagances ( and they were great 

enough), there ,vas that in him which wins our love and 

reverence ; and his pages may still both delight and instruct. 

"I acquire more knowledge of Christian philosophy," says 

Erasmus, "from one page of Origen, than from ten of 

Augustine." 
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CHAPTER IV. 

WRITINGS OF ORIGEN. - CO::\DIENTARIES. - PRINCIPLES OF 

INTERPRETATION". - HIS BOOK "OF PRINCIPLES." - HIS 

"IIE:XAPLA." - HIS WORK AGAINST CELSUS. 

OF several of Origen's writings, only the title rcmams; and, 
of many, even that seems to have perished. Ensebius in
forms us * that he had inserted a catalogue of his works in 
the "Life of Pamphilus," which is now lost; and J eromc, as 
we learn from himself, gave one in a letter to Paula, of which 
only a fragment has been preserved. Ancient writers speak 
of the number of volumes produced by him as vast and 
almost infinite. Rufinus and others make it amount to six 
thousand ; but Jerome asserts, t that he did not find in Euse
bius's catalogue one-third part of that number. At the same 
time, he bears ample testimony to the immense bulk of his 
writings. "All Greek and Roman authors," he tells us, 
"were sm·passed by the labors of this one." - "-YVho," he 
asks, "can read so much as he wrote?"+ 

* JJist ., 1. vi. c. 32. t A pol. adv. Ruf., l . ii. 
t Epist. 29, ad l'aulam. The account which supposes him to have written six thousand vo

lumes, seems, at first view, extravagant. That he might have produced that number, however, 
appears by no means im po,&ible, when we consider that each of the homilies or discourses -
which were, in some sort, extempore performances, and of which a thousand were given to the 
public by him after he was sixty years of age - seems to have been enumerated as a volume; 
and that his commentaries, which are said by Epipbanius to have extended to all the books 
of Scripture,-and which, as we know from the remains of them now extant, were uncommonly 
diffuse,- were divided into very small tomes. That these tomes were exceedingly numerous, 
is sufficiently evident from the fact, that the first thirteen embraced only the three first and 
part of the fourth chapters of Genesis. By this method of distribution, it is obvious that the 
works of Origen would amount to a prodigious number of volumes, - pos~ibly even to six 
thousand. Had he written less, his productions would have acquired in value what they 
lost in bulk. 
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His exegetical writings were of three kinds. The fii-st 

were called Scholia, and consisted of brief notes intended to 

illustrate the more difficult passages. The second, denomi

nated Tomes, or Commentaries, were diffuse expositions of 

the several books of the Bible : in these, Origen indulged 

in full extent his fondness for recondite . and mystical mean

ings. The third class consisted of Homilies, delivered by 

him, chiefly at Ccesarea, late in life ; in which he explained 

select portions of the sacred writings in a style adapted to 

the popular ear. 
His Commentaries exhibit little accuracy. Indeed, the 

principle on which he proceeded precluded a sound and 

rational exposition of the language of his author. The 

greater part of Scripture contains, according to him, three 

senses: the literal, or historical, or, as he frequently calls it, 

the sensuous; the allegorical, or mystical; and the spiritual, 

or moral, the highest of all. Of the first he had bnt a very 

mean opnuon. Going on this principle, it is not surprising 

that he became not a little visionary and wild. In fact, 

he mystifies and allcgorizes almost every thing. Jerome 

accuses him of allegorizing paradise in such a manner as to 

destroy the faith of history, - by trees, understanding angels; 

and by rivers,celestial powers.* Again: by the garments of 

skins with which Goel is said (Gen. iii. 21) to have clothed 

Adam and Eve, he supposed were meant bodies, with which 

they became clothed after the fall; they having previously 

existed in paradise without flesh and bones. t It should be 

observed, however, that Origen, in his commentary on the 

passage referred to (which is preserved), does not state this 

opinion as an undisputed dogma. He mentions a difficulty 

attending it: still he seems inclined to receive it.:J: By the 

waters which are said to be above the firmament, we are to 

understand, according to him, the holy and supernal powers; 

and by those over and under the earth, the opposite and de-

* Epist. 38, al. 61, ad Pammach. t Epist. 38, al. 61, ad Pammach. 
t Opp., t. ii. p. 29. 
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moniacal.* To such an extent did he indulge his fondness 
for allegorical and tropological senses. t 

Several of the Homilies, and large fragments of the Tomes, 
or Commentaries, have been transmitted to us, constituting 
together nearly three-fourths of all the works of Origen 
which are extant. Qf a part, we possess the original Greek; 
of other parts, only the Latin translations of Rufi.nus, Jerome, 
and others. Those by Jerome are entitled to much respect ; 
and those by Rnfinns, for reasons stated below, to Yery little. 

Of the other works of Origen, one of the most considerable 
is the four books "Of Principles," written before he left 
Egypt. The original of the work, fragments excepted, is lost. 
It was translated into Latin, at the close of the fourth centmy, 
by Rufi.nus ; who, under the absmcl pretext that it had been 
corrupted by the Arians, took the liberty of altering what did 

* Jerome ad Pammach. 
t Generally speaking, Origen thought the literal sense of Scripture to be sufficient for the 

unlearned ; at least, all they were capable of receiving. But the let ter often contains what 
is false, absurd, repugnant to itsel f, impossible, &c.: whence an infinity of errors have 
sprung. The mystical or allegorical sense is necessary to defend the truth of Scripture 
against its adversaries, and make it appear worthy of Gou. It is ditlicult, not to say impossi
ble, to penetrate the mystical senses of Scripture; yet there a re certain rules, the observance 
of which will conduce to a knowledge of them. Aud. first, whatever is saiu relating to the 
ceremonial law is always to be understoou , not literally , but mystically. Again: whatever is 
said of Jerusalem, Egypt, Babylon , Tyre, aud other places ou earth, is to be referred wholly 
to corresponding places in heaven, where souls have a habitation; for in heaven is a region 
corresponding to Judrea, a city corresponding to Jerusalem, a people corresponding to the ,Jew
ish people. There is a spiritual Egypt, a ~piritual Babylon, a spiritual Tyre a nd Sidon, anu other 
cities and places of this sort, corresponding to cities and regions of the same name on earth. l<'i
nally , the mystical sense must be resorteu to , and the letter deserted, whenever the latter appears 
false, unedifying, or unworthy of God. This summary is mostly taken from Origen's work on 
" Principles " Origen appears not to have distinguished between the literal and metaphorical 
sense; between what was meant to be understood strictly, according to the natural signification 
of the words, and what the views and purpose of the writer, the connection of the di~course, 
and other conshlerations to be taken into view by the laws of approved criticism, require us to 
underAtand in a modified or restricted sense. He therefore often resorts to mystical or spiritual 
senses, wheu the snpposition ofa popular or figurative use of language wonlu have answered his 
purpose quite as well. For example: commenting on Gen. iii. 21, in which it is said," Unto 
Adam also and to his wife did the Lord God make coats of skins, and clothed them," be says 
that it would be foolish, and unworthy of Gou, to suppose that he took the skins of animals 
slain, or which had otherwise perished, and, by sewing them together, reduced them to the 
form of a coat. Ile therefore resorts to a mystical sense. Now the foundation of his error, it 
is obvious, lay in the supposition, that it is necessary either to take the words of ~loses in 
their most literal acceptation , or to assign to them an allegorical or mystical sense; that there 
was uo medium between the two - See Delarue's Preface to Origen 's Commentaries. Also 
Neaoder, Hist. Christ. Religion and Church, vol. i. pp. 555-6, ed. Tor. 
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not please him. For this he was severely censured by Je
rome, whom he had offended by some sinister praises bestowed 
on him in the preface, and which were designed to draw upon 
him the suspicion of Origenism. Rufi.nus admits that he had 
changed, expunged, and modified certain passages, which 
would not have been tolerated by Latin ears ; but asserts 
that he had substituted others, taken from the acknowledged 
writings of Origen. This Jerome denies, and Rufinns fails 
of proving ; and much intemperate language passed between 
them. The result was, that Jerome gave a new, and, as he 
affirms, a faithful translation of the work in question. But 
this, ·with the exception of a few small fragments, has been 
suffered to perish ; and, for our knowledge of the work, we 
are indebted almost solely to the corrupt version of Rufi.nus. 
The loss of the original is the more to be regretted, as this 
was one of Origen's most elaborate performances, and con
tained a full exposition of his views respecting the nature of 
the Saviour.* The work, in its present form, can afford us 
little help in settling the question of the opinion of Origen 
on the subject of the Trinity. It was on this point that Ru
fi.nus undertook to correct it. On others, as Jerome informs 
us, he left Origen to speak his own sentiments. 

Origen's great ,vork was the "Hexapla." t Of this work, 
only a few fragments have come clown to us. The original, 
which never seems to have been copied entii-e, was deposited 
in the library of Cresarea by Pamphilns, its founder. The 

* Rufin. Invect.; Jerome, Apo!. adv. Rufin. 
t The design of the Hexapla was to correct the text of the Greek version of the Old 

Testament, which was then in common use, but was found to contain many false readings, 
which occasioned some embarras~ment in the controversies between the Christians and the 
Jews, who often appealed to the Hebrew original as differing from the version of the Seventy. 
For this purpose, Origen collected all the versions of the Old Testament within his reach, 
which he transcribed, and arranged in parallel columns. First stood the Hebrew text; 
then the same in Greek characters. This was followed by the very literal version of 
the Jew Aquila, then recently publisheu. The next column was occupied by the more 
free, but, as it is sail!, faithful translation of Symmachus, an Ehionite. Then followed 
the ver~ion of the Seventy, corrected by a comparison of it with the Hebrew text. After 
this stoou the Greek version of 'l'heouotion, also an Ebionite. To these he added two ob
scure anonymous versions then recently brought to light; and, on the Psalms, still another; 
making the seventh. 'l'he work was calleu Biblia Ilexapla, either because it contained six 
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library was destroyed dming the eruption of the Saracens; 
and this monument of noble industry was thus lost to the 
world. The parts containing the corrected Ycrsion of the 
Septuagint had been transcribed by Eusebius and Pamphilus, 
with occasional extracts from other versions; but only frag
ments of these are now extant. 

The eight books "Against Celsus" contain much good 
reasoning, and many acute and striking remarks. But Origen 
was trammelled by the superstitions and errors of the age. 
A belief of the power of magic, and force of names and in
cantations, was common, as well among Christians as Pagans ; 
and appeared sensibly to impair the evidence of Christianity 
from miracles. To this belief, Origen was not superior. 
" Magic," he says, "is not, as the disciples of Epicurus and 
Aristotle maintain, a futile thing, but certain and constant," 
and belongs to a recondite theology. 

Many of Celsns's objections, too, were levelled, as have been 
those of unbelievers since his time, not against Christianity 
itself, but against its corruptio1{s, which even then abounded; 
and to these objections, Origen, of com·se, could fmnish no 
satisfactory i-eply. 

Again : several of the narrations of the Old and New 
Testament wern treated by Celsus with levity and ridicule : 
and Origen thought to blunt the point of his weapons by 
interposing the shield of allegory and mysticism; and no 
doubt bis esteem for allegory was increased by the vain be
lief, that it would help to defend Scripture against profane 
cavil. But this was to yield the victory to the enemy. 
Minds formed after the mould of Celsus's were not to be 

versions, - the fragment on the Psalms not being taken into account, - or because it was 
originally composed of six columns: the llebrew text, and the same in Greek characters, form
ing two; and the translations of Aquila, Symmachus, the Seventy, aml Theodotion, making up 
the remaining four. The two anonymous versions being afterwarus adued, it obtaineu the 
n:tme of the Octapla, as it then consisted of eight columns; and finally of ~nneapla, because, 
with the version of the Psnlms last added, it exhibited nine. Eusebius informs us that 
Origen afterwarus prepared the Tetrapla, consisting of the four principtLI versions already enu
merated. In opposition, however, to this testimony, several modern critics have contended 
that the whole formed originally but one work, variously denominated according to the num
ber of columns, or number of translations, entire or partial, which it contained. 
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convinced by these methods; " "hich, in their view, only 
exposed the weakness of the cause they were meant to 
serve.* It should be recollected, however, that the design 
of the performance was less to convince minds of this sort 
than to confirm weak, and perhaps faltering, Christians. 
,vith all its defects, however, it was a noble effort; and is 
generally esteemed the best defence of Christianity which 
has descended to us from the early ages. 

Celsus ·was a man of superior intellect; learned, acute, 
witty ; a complete master of the art of ridicule. He ap
pears to have been the first who wrote a ivork intended as a 
direct attack on Christianity. ,vhile the State was using the 
sword with a design to crush this religion, - then grown to 
be a formidable power, - Celsns was employing against it all 
the weapons fmnishecl by his lively and penetrating intellect. 
He was the Voltaire of his clay. His work consisted of hvo 

books, called " The Trne Doctrine." It has now perished, 
except such parts as are preserved in Origen's "Reply." In 
this, Celsus's objections are minutely stated and examined. 
,v e dismiss the work with a single reflection ; which is, that, 
on certain subjects, the lmman mind seems to labor, and move 
for ever in a circle. Ideas, which pass for novelties at a later 
epoch, will ofte11 be found, upon examination, to be old ideas 
resuscitated, or called np from the tomb of preceding ages. 
Thus, if we look through the writings of modern cavillers 

* Ileausobre has some just reflectionR on this subject. Alluding to a remark of Origen in 
hlR seventh homily on LeviticuR, that if we auhere to the letter, and adopt the Jewish or 
vulgar exposition, we must blush to think that Gou ha• given such laws, since those of the 
Romans and Athenians were incomparably more equitable, he says, "It must he acknow
ledged, that these confessions of the Fathers are very prPjuuicial to the Old Testament. The 
hereticR, who were not prepossesseu in favor of the Ile brew revelation, knew welJ how to profit 
by them, and had not docility enough to submit their reason and their faith to allegorical 
expositions. In fact, what authority, what evidence, can allegories posseRs, which necessity 
:done invents; which are only the sport of imagination; only meteors, formed, so to speak, of 
vapors exhaled by a spirit pressed with difficulties? The Christians deriued the Gentiles, 
when, to conceal the shame of their religious fables, they pretended that they were only veils 
de,igneu to envelop natural truths. It. is not. then, surprising, that not only the PaganR, but 
heretics, in turn, Jaugheu at the orthodox, when, to dcfernl the history and Jaws of ;\loses, 
they employeu the weapons which they had been the first to break in pieces." - Hi,;toir~ 
Critique de Jllanichee et du Jlla11ic!te·fa111e, t. i. p. 287. 
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and objectors, ,ve find that they haYe originated Yery little. 
They have done little else than revive and repeat old objec
tions. Celsus doubtless thonght, that, by wit, argument, and 

ridicule, he had put an encl to Cluistianity. But Christianity 
went on its way, feeling no wound, - went on conquering; 
and so, we are confident, it will. "\Ve may predict the future 

from the past. If the power ~r wit of man could overthrow 
it, it would long ago have fallen ; but it stands, and will 

stand when all the puny weapons lifted against it, with the 

hands that wielded them, shall be bmied in rubbish and 
dust. 

19 
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CHAPTER V. 

INFERIORITY OF THE SON. - HIPPOLYTUS, A NEW WITNESS. 

- ORIGEN ASSERTS THAT THE FATHER AND SON ARE TWO 

DISTINCT BEINGS ; THAT THE FATHER IS GREATER THAN 

THE SOX. - SPECIMENS OF HIS LANGUAGE AND REASON

ING. - CHRIST IS NOT AN OBJECT OF SUPRE1IE WORSHIP, 

AND NOT TO BE ADDRESSED IN PRAYER. - THE SPIRIT 

BELOW THE SON. - ETERNAL GENERATION. - THE MATE

RIAL CREATION ETERNAL. - THE LOGOS DOCTRINE AND 

THE ROl\lAN CHURCH. -J\_RTEi\ION. -DEATH OF CHRIST. 

'"\VE haYe traced the doctrine of the distinct nature and infe
riority of the Son from Justin down to Clement of Alexan
dria, who was Origen's master. Before proceeding to detail 
Origen's views on the subject, we will pause for a moment 
over a recently discovered work, published at Oxford, in 1651, 
as a lost work of Origen; but which, we think, has been satis
factorily proved, by the erudite Bunsen, to be, not a produc
tion of Origen, but of Hippolytus, a Roman presbyter, and 
Bishop of Portns, the harbor of Rome, near Ostia. Hippo
lytus lived and wrote about the year 220. Bunsen makes 
him Origen's senior by twenty-five years, and pronounces him 
" one of the leading men of ancient Christianity," - "one 
of those Christian teachers, governors, and thinkers, who 
made Christianity what it became as a social system, and as 
one of thought and ethics." He places him "among the 
series of leading men of the first seven generations of Chris
tians." The title of the work is, "A Refutation of a11 Here
sies." The tenth book contains what Bunsen calls "the 
confession of faith of Hippolytus; " which he pronounces 
"the 1·eal gem of his writings," - "his sacred legacy to 
posterity." 
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This "confession," as given by Bunsen, clearly exhibits 
the superiority of the Father, and the dependent and derived 
naturn of the Son. ,v e have then, here, a new witness 
against the antiquity of the modern doctrine of the Trinity. 
The Father, according to the confession, is "the one Goel, 
the fu:st and the only One, the Maker and Lord of all," who 
"had nothing co-eval with him, no infinite chaos, no measure
less water or solid earth, 110 thick air or hot fire or szJirit; 
not the blue form of the great heaven. But he was One, 
alone by himself; who, willing it, called into being vdrnt had 
no being before, except when he willed to call it into being; 
having full knowledge of what was to be." Herc is the One 
Infinite Father, who is abo-ve all, without co-equal, the Origi
nator of all things. Bnt, like the other ante-Nicene Fathers, 
Hippolytus believed, that, in creating the world, God made 
use of a subordinate being, or instrument, which was the 
Logos, or Son. "This sole and universal God," Hippolytus 
says, " fu:st, by his cogitation, begets the ,v ord (Logos), ... 
the indwelling Reason of the universe." - ",rhen he (the 
Logos) came forth from Him who begat him, being his first
begotten speech, he had in himself the ideas conceived 
by the Father. ,vhen, therefore, the Father commanded that 
the world should be, the Logos accomplished it in detail, 
pleasing Goel." Again: this or that effect took place, "so far 
as the comnwncliug God willed that the Logos should accom
plish it." Here is snbordinatoin as unequivocally expressed as 
language can declare it. Goel is the Original : he connnan~ls, 
and the Son, or Logos, performs. " These things he (God) 
made by the Logos," the "only-begotten child of the Father, 
the light-bringing voice, anterior to the morning-star." In 
common with the other Fathers, Hippolytus applies to the 
Son the title "God," because begotten of the substance of 
God, and not created out of nothing, as other things were ; 
bnt he clearly distinguishes him from the Supreme, Infinite 
One. ,v e discover in the confession, as Bunsen gives it, 110 

mention of the Spirit as a distinct manifestation. Bunsen 
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quotes G. A. Meier as asserting "the fact, that Hippolytus · 

decidedly ascribes no personality to the Holy Spirit." 

The creed of this old bishop is certainly not Athanasian. 
,v ell might Bunsen pronounce the " doctrinal system of the 

ante-Nicene Church," among the teachers of which he assigns 

to Hippolytus so elevated a place, "irreconcilable with the 

letter and authority of the formularies of the Constantinian, 

and, in general, of the Byzantine councils, and with the 

mcdireYal systems built upon them." He subjoins, "I say 

that it is irreconcilable with that letter and that authority, as 

much as these are with the Bible and common sense ; and 

I aclcl, it would be fully as ineconcilable with the Byzantine 

and Roman chm·ches if Arianism had prevailed." In what 

sense this latter ai'-sertion is true, '"ill appear when we come 

to treat of Arius and the Arian controversy.* 

,V c now proceed to Origen's views of the Son and Spu:it. 

Like the preceding Fathers, he regarded the Son as the first 

production of the Father; having emanated from him as light 

from the sun, and thus partaking of the same substance; that 

is, a divine. He believed, however, that God and the Son 

constituted two individual essences, two beings. This belief 
he distinctly avows in more than one instance, and the 

general strain of his writings implies it. He disclaims being 

of the number of those "who deny that the Father and Son 

arc two substances;" and proceeds to assert that they "are 

two things as to their essence, but one in consent, concord, 

and identity of will." t He quotes the Saviom, "I and my 

* For the aliove quotation~ from Bunsen, we refer our readers to his "Chri~tianity and 

l\1ankinrl, their Beginnings and Prospects ;" a work in seven volume;;, in which will be found 

a second edition of his " llippolytus and his Age" (Loudon, 185-1: see especially the pre

face to the first volume, and pp. 400-4, where the confession of llippolytus is given; also 

p. 4134). "l doubt not," says flun;;en, "that some people will tilink it their duty to prove that 

llippo_lytus hall the correct uoctriue respecting the Athanasian uefinition of tile three per

sons. It is true, he eays the contrary; but that does not signify with tile doctors of the old 

school." - Yol. i. p. 466. 
t Cout. Cels., I. viii. § 12. " Two in essence." The term in the original is hypostasi.•, es

sence. In this sense it was always used by the early Fathers, and not in the morlern sense. 

IIuet says, "'Yrroaraat<; pro vvai.(!, priscis temporibus solebat usurpari ab Ethnicis et Chris

tianis." Ile refers to Jerome (Epist. 57, ad Damas.), from which be quotes the astiertion, 
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Father are one," which he explains as referring solely to 
unity of will and affection; and refers, in illustration, to Acts 
iv. 32: "And the multitude of them that believed were of 
one heart and one soul." Again : from the circumstance 
that Jesus is called "light" in the Gospel of John (i. 4, 5, 9), 
and, in his Epistle (1 John i. 5), Goel is said to be "light," 
some, he observes, may infer that" the Father does not differ 
from the Son in essence." But this inference, he proceeds 
to say, would be ·wrong; for "the light, which shines in 
darkness, and is not comprehended by it, is not the same 
"·ith that in ·which there is no darkness at all." The Father 
and the Son, he then says, are "two lights."* This, slu-ely, 
is not the reasoning of a Trinitarian. Once more: he ex
presses his ·disapprobation of the hypothesis, that "the Spirit 
has no proper essence diverse from the Father and Son," and 
adds, " ·we believe that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are 
three essences, or three substances." t 

Let us next hear what he says of the i11fcriorif!J of the Son. 
Jerome, ·who had access to seve1:al of his works which are 
now lost, or haYe come down to us in a corrupt and mutilated 
form, accuses him of saying that " the Son was not begotten, 
but made;" that, " compared with the Father, he is a very 
small light, which appears great to us on account of om· 
feebleness." Again: Origen, he says, "takes the example 
of two images, a larger and smaller ; of which one fills the 
world, and becomes in some s01-t inYisible by its magnitude ; 
the other falls within the limits of distinct vision. To the 
former he compares the Father; to the latter, the Son." He 
attributes, continues Jerome, " perfect goodness " only to the 
"Omnipotent Father," and docs not allow "the Son to be 

"Tota s<Ecularium literarum schola nihil aliud {nroaTaulV nisi ovaiav novit." He then adds, 

'· lta sumpserunt Nicreni Patres, ita Sardiceuses" (Orig., l. ii. c. 2; Qures. 2, § 3). That such 
was the meaning of the term, as used by the anci<mt Fathers, admits of no dispute. So 
Brucker, Petavius. Du Pin, and the learned Trinitarians generally, decide. 

* Comment. in Johan., t. ii.§ 18. t lb., § 6. 
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good" (that is, in an absolute sense), "but only a certain 
breath and image of goodness."* 

But let us listen to Origen himself. In his commentaries 
on John, he pronounces " Goel the Logos," or Son, to be 
"smpassed by the God of the universe." t Commenting on 
J ohu i. 3, "All things were made by him," he observes, that 
the particle by, or through (&a), is never referred to the pri
mary agent, but only to the secondary and subordinate ; and 
he takes, as an example, Heb. i. Z, "By whom also he made 
the worlds," or ages. By this expression, he says, Paul 
meant to teach us that "Goel made the ages by the Son" as 
au instrument. So he adds, in the place under consideration, 
"If all things were made (&a) through the Logos, or Son, 
they were not made (vrra) by him" (that is, as the primary 
cause), "but by a greater and better:" and "who can that be 
but the Father?"+ Again: Jesus is called the "true light;" 
and in "proportion as God, the Father of truth, is greater than 
truth, and the Father of wisdom is more noble and excellent 
than wisdom, -in the saipe proportion," says Origen, "he 
excels the true light."§ Again: the Son and Spirit, he says, 
" are excelled by the Father, as much or more than they 
excel other beings." - "He is in no respect to be compared 
with the Father : for he is the image of his goodness, and 
the effulgence, not of God, but of his glory and of his eter
nal light; and a ray, not of the Father, but of his power, and 
a · pme emanation of his most powerful glory, and spotless 
mirror of his energy." II Again: "The Father, ,vho sent him 
(Jesus), is alone good, and greater than he who was sent."1 

Again : Origen contends that Christ is not the object of 
supreme worship; and that prayer, properly such, ought never 
to be addressed to him, but is to be offered to the God of the 
universe, through his only-begotten Son, who, as our inter
cessor and high priest, bears our petitions to the throne of his 

* Epist. 94, al. 69, ad Avit. 
:j: lb.,§ 6. 
11 lb., t. xiii. § 25 

t t. ii. § 3. 
§ Comment. in Johan., t. ii. § 18. 

,r lb., t. vi. § 23. 
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Father and our Father, of his God and our Goel. On this 
subject he is very full and explicit. "Prayer is not to be 
directed," he says, "to one begotten, -not even to Christ 
himself; but to the Goel and Father of the universe alone, to 
whom also our Saviour prayed, and to whom he teaches us 
to pray. "\Vhen his disciples said, 'Teach us to pray,' he 
taught them to pray, not to himself, but to the Father, say
ing, 'Our Father, who art in· heaven.' For if the Son," 
he continues, "be different from the Father in essence, as we 
have proved in another place, we must either pray to the 
Son, and not to the Father, or to both, or to the Father alone. 
But no one is so absurd as to maintain that we are to pray to 
the Son, and not to the Father. If prayer is adclressccl to 
both, we ought to use the phu:al number, and say, 'Forgive, 
Lless, preserve ye us,' or something like it; but as this is 
not a fit mode of aclclress, and no example of it occurs in the 
Scriptures, it remains that we pray to the Father of the uni
verse alone." He adds, "But as he, who would pray as he 
ought, must not pray to him who himself prays, but to Him 
whom Jesus our Lord taught us to invoke in prayer (namely, 
the Father); so no prayer is to be offered to the Father with
out him: which he clearly shows when he says (John xvi. 
£3, Q4), 'Verily, verily, I say unto you, ·whatsoever ye shall 
ask the Father in my name, he shall give it you. Hitherto 

' ye have asked nothing in my nanie: ask, and ye shall re
ceive, that your joy may be full.' For he does not say, 'Ask 
me,' nor 'Ask the Father,' simply; but, 'If ye shall ask the 
Father in my name, he shall give it you.' For, until Jesus 
had thus taught them, no one had asked the Father in the 
name of the Son ; and what he said was true : ' Hitherto 
ye have asked nothing in my name.'" And again: "·wbat 
are we to infer," asks Ori.gen, "from the question, '"\Vhy 
call ye me good? There is none good but one, - Goel the 
Father.' "\Vhat but that he meant to say, ',vhy pray to me? 
It is proper to pray to the Father alone, to whom I pray, as 
ye learn from the Scriptures. For ye ought not to pray to 
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him who is constituted by the Father high priest for you, and 
who has received the office of achocate from the Father, but 
through the high priest and advocate, " ·ho can be touched 
"·ith the feeling of yonr infirmities; haYing been tempted 
in all respects as ye are, but, by the gift of the Father, 
tempted without sin. Learn, therefore, how great a gift ye 
have received of my Father; having obtained, through gene
ration in me, the spirit of adoption, by which ye have a title 
to be called the sons of Goel and my brethren. As I said to 
the Father concerning yon, by the mouth of David, "I will 
declare thy name to my brethren; in the midst of the assem
bly I ·will sing praise to thee." But it is not according to 
reason for a brother to be addressed in prayer by those "ho 
are glorified by the same Father. Ye are to pray to the 
Father alone, with and through me.'"* 

This we take to be sound Unitarianism. Indeed, the ques
tion of the impropriety of addressing the S-on in prayer 
could not have been better argued by the most strenuous 
advocate for the divine unity at the present day. 

,Ve have thus shown, as we think, conclusively, that 
Origen believed Goel and the Son to be two essences, two 
substances, two beings; that he placed the Son at an im
mense distance from the Infinite One, and was strongly 
impressed with the impropriety of addressing him in prayer, 
strictly so called; that he viewed him, however, as standing · 
at the head of all God's offspring, and with them, and for 
them, as his younger brethren, whom he had been appointed 
to teach and to save, offering prayer at the throne of the 
Eternal. 

To the Spii-it, Origen assigned a place below the Son, by 
whom, according to him, it was made. To the Spirit, the 
office of redeeming the human race properly pertained; but, 
it being incompetent to so great a work, the Son, who alone 
was adequate to accomplish it, engaged. t The Father, he 

* De Orat., § 15. 
t Comment. in Johan., t. ii. § ll. See also Jerome, Epist. 94, au Avit. 
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says, pervades all things ; the Son, only beings endowed ·with 
reason; and the Holy Spirit, only the sanctified, or saved. 

\Ye have reserved for the last place a very remarkable 
passage relating to the comparative rank of the Father, Son, 
and Spirit. It contains a plain and direct assertion, and is 
enough of itself to decide the question respecting Origen's 
opnnons. He says, "GREATER IS THE POWER OF THE FA
THER THAN THAT OF THE SoN AXD THE HoLY SPIRIT; AXD 
GREATER THAT OF THE Sox THAN THAT OF THE HoLY 
SPIRIT; AXD AGAIX, THE Pff\VER OF THE HOLY SPIRIT 
SURPASSES THAT OF OTHER HOLY THIXGS." Such language 
needs no comment.* 

N eander asserts that Origen was the first who clearly 
" expressed the idea of eternal generation." But this was 
in connection with some refined and idealistic speculations 
concerning the relation of God to time; the same which, 
according to N eander, led him to " advance the idea of an 
eternal creation, - a derivation of the creation from Goel by 
virtue of an eternal beginning." \Ve are willing to admit, 
that if the material creation, according to the opinion of 
this Father, was eternal, the generation of the Son might 
have been so too. 

The above-quoted expressions of N eander are taken from 
his "Lectmes on the History of Christian Dogmas," derived 
from notes furnished by his hearers after his death. In his 
"History of the Christian Religion and Chmch," we find a 
somewhat more explicit statement of his views on the subjects 
referred to. He there speaks of the difficulty of conceiving 
that Almighty Power and Goodness could exist without being 
for ever active. "The transition from a state of inactiYity to 
the act of creation," he says, "is inconceivable, without a 
change which is incompatible with the being of a God." If 
this was Origen's view, he might well find "reasons against 
a beginning of creation generally;" and would, of course, 

" De Princip., I. i. c. 3, § 5. 

20 
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attempt to divest the generation of the Son of all "temporal 
conditions." - "He," says Ncander, "who fixed no begin
ning to creation, but supposed it to be eternal, would far less 
fix any beginning here. He strove to banish all notions of 
time from the conception of the generation of the Logos. 
It was necessary here, as he thought, to conceive of a time
less present, an ete1·11al now;" and this he supposed to be 

intimated by the expression "to-day," in the second Psalm. 
Origen was led into this view, N eander says, by his "philo
sophical education in the Platonic School." He held the 
" Platonic idea of an endless becoming." He was careful, 
however, to affirm that the generation of the Son was by act 
of the " divine will ; " and, by the acknowledgment of Ne
andcr, he believed the Son to be subordinate. "It appeared 
to him something like a profanation of the first and supreme 

essence," s~ys N eander, "to suppose an equality or a unity 
between him and any other being whatever, - not excepting 
the -Son of God. As the Son of God and the Holy Spirit 
arc incomparably exalted above all other existences, even in 
the highest ranks of the spiritual world, so high, and yet 
higher, is the Father exalted above them." 

A similar account is given by Gieseler. He states, as one 

of the two great principles which "ran through the whole of 
the Alexandrian theology," that " the Godhead can never 
be unemployed ; so that an endless series of worlds pre
ceded the present, and an endless series of worlds will follow 
it." Gieseler adds, "The Alexandrians speak of the Logos 
as a highly exalted being: evidently, however, they make 
him inferior to the Supreme God. The wish to remove 

every thing that would be unworthy of God from the notion 
of the generation of the Son led at last to the doctrine taught 
by Origen, that the Logos did not proceed from the essence of 
the Father, but was produced by the ·will of God, generated 
from all eternity. He taught also that the Holy Ghost was 
created by the Son." In support of the statement relating 

to the inferiority of the Son, Gicseler adduces ample testimo-
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ny from the wntmgs of both Clement and Origen ; and, for 
other parts of the statement, he quotes largely from Origen. 
How these views are to be reconciled with the modern 
Trinity, we do not see.* 

That the ·whole "Logos doctrine," as it is called, was by 
many regarded as an innovation, very clearly appears. Nean
der, in his "Lectures on Clu-istian Dogmas," notices what he 
calls a "Unitarian monotheistic interest," as manifesting itself 
about the time of Origen, or a little earlier. He quotes Ter
tullian as saying that "ignorant people " were "alarmed at 
the names of the Trinity, and accuse us (that is, the philo
sophical Christians) of wishing to teach tluee Gods, while 
they would be worshippers of one Goel." These were the 
l\Ionarchians, as they ·were denominated ; one class of ,vhich 
was represented by Artemon, who appeared about this time. 
The history of Artemon is obscure. "\Vhether or not Arte
mon had any connection with Theodotus, the tanner and 
heresiarch from Byzantium, the learned are unable to decide. 
It is worthy of notice, that he claimed for his 6pinions 
the authority of antiquity. Eusebius, in the twenty-seventh 

* Neander's Lectures on the History of Christian Dogmas, pp. 120, 146-7; Ilistory of the 
Christian Religion and Church, vol. i. pp. 568, 588, 590, ed. Torry; Gieseler's Text-book of 
Ecclc~iastical History, vol. i. pp. 138--40, ed. Philadelphia, 1836. 

It has been made a question, whether, according to the Alexandrian doctrine, Origen 
taught, as it has been asserted of him, that matter originally flowed from the bosom of God. 
The principle well accords with several parts of his system, though we are not aware that be 
has anywhere expressly asserted it as regards the origin of matter. Beausobre thinks that 
his real opinion was, not that matter originally emanated from the 8ubstance of God: that all 
be meant to affirm was, that God never existed for a moment without exercising his per
fections, and, consequently, without an act of creation; and that, in this sense, be supposed 
matter to be eternal. On the emanative principle, it might be said to be eternal, as proceeding 
from the bosom of the Eternal One. It is easy to see, that., along with Ruch speculations on 
the cosmogony, the generation of the Son might be disengaged from the illea of time. We 
are willing that the doctrin~ of the eternal generation should stand on the ground on which 
Origen virtually put it; that is, eternity may be ascribed to the Son in the same sense in 
which it may be ascribed to the material creation, and only in that sense. This is not what 
modern Trinitarians mean. 

According to Jerome (Epist. 94, al. 59, ad A vit. ), Origen taught that all bodies, that is, all 
of the grosser sort, will be finally converted into spiritual substances; that all corporeal nature 
will be reduced back to the divine, which is the "most excellent;" and then "God will be 
all in all." - See Beausobre, IIistoirc de Manichee ct du ~Ianicbe·1sme, t. ii. pp. 284-5. Also 
Tirucker, Hist. Crit. Phil., t. iii. p. 443; and lluet. Origeniana, l. ii. c. ii.; Qures. 2, § 24; and 
Qures. 12, § 2. 
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and twenty-eighth chapters of the fifth book of his history, 

alludes to several books written by persons whose names 

were unknown to him ; and, among others, one against the 
heresy of Artemon, from which he gives an extract. Artemon 

and his followers, it would seem, believed in the miraculous 

birth, and, so far, in the divinity of the Saviour, - a "certain 

divine energy" uniting itself with him from the first. N eander 

attributes to them the opinion, that the divinity of the Father 
acted, in a certain manner, "in the Son," ,vho was "endowed 

with divine powers." But what is important is, that Artemon, 

in thus believing, claimed to hold the primitive doctrine. 

In the extract just referred to, given by Eusebius, we read, 

" They affinn that all the ancients, and the very apostles, 

received and taught the same things which they now assert; 

and that the preaching of the truth was preserved till the 

times of Victor, who, from Peter, was the thirteenth Bishop 

of Rome: but, from the times of his successor Zephyri

nus, the truth has been adulterated." Against the accm·acy 

of these assertions, the author qnoted by Eusebius stoutly 

argues ; but there the assertions stand, made with great con

fidence, and evidently in good faith. Ai-temon was a learned 

man, versed in philosophy and the mathematics. His claim 

to hold the ancient doctrine has some,vhat perplexed the 

advocates of the antiquity of the "Logos doctrine." It is to 

them an ugly fact, difficult to be disposed of. Dr. Bauer, as 

represented by Neander, supposed the "Logos doctrine" to 

have been a compromise, or an "attempt at mediation," be

tween different parties. This, it will be perceived, supposes 
it not to have been the an'cient doctrine. 

N eander says, that, " since it has been found that the 

:i\Ionarchians of the third century appeal to the agreement of 
the older Roman bishops with their views, modern inquirers 

have been led to infer from this circumstance that the Monar

chian tenet was in this church originally the prevailing one, 

while the doctrine of the Logos was unknown to it." Again: 

" \Yhen they (the Artemonites) asserted, that, from the time 
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of Victor's successor Zephyrinus, the true doctrine of this 
chm·ch became obscured, some fact must be lying at the 
bottom of this assertion; which unhappily, in the absence of 
historical date, it is impossible, at present, accurately to ascer
tain." The problem is not one in which we feel any special 
interest; and we leave the solution of it to those who main
tain that the modern doctrine of the Trinity is the old doc
trine. ""\Ve will only add, that the book from which Eusebius 
made the extract above referred to is supposed by Bunsen to 
have been the " Little Labyrinth," which he thinks was, 
without doubt, written by Hippolytus.* 

It had been a prevalent philosophical notion, that man pos
sessed both a rational and a sensitive soul. The latter, the 
Platonizing fathers, before the time of Origen, ascribed to 
Christ, but not the former, a rational soul. The place of this 
was supplied by the Logos. Origen's views on this subject, 
however, appear to have been peculiar. He supposed that 
the Logos, or divine nature of Cluist, became united with a 
human rational soul before his incarnation. He believed all 
souls to be pre-existent, all endowed with freedom. Of these 
souls, which, from the moment of their production, were 
placed in a state of probation, one, having used well its lib
erty, was, on account of its distinguished sanctity, taken into 
union with the Logos, or Son, and became one spirit with it, 
one substance. This m1ion, as Origen supposed, · prepared 
the way for a fntme union with flesh; a divine nature being 
incapable of union with body, without some medium. t The 
soul thus honored was selected, as just intimated, for its 
merits. Retaining its immaculate purity, and love to its 
l\Iaker, it was rewarded by being raised into union with the 
divine Logos; and we, as Origen further taught, if we 
imitate the singular love of Cluist to God, shall be made 

,i; See Eusebiu~, I. v. c. 27-S. Neander on the Christian Dogmas, pp. 149-51; Hist. Christ. 
Relig. and Church, vol. i. pp. 576-82, ed. Tor. Bunsen, Christianity and lllankind, vol. i. 
pp. 402, 439, et seqq. 

t De Princip., J. ii. c. 6. 
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partakers of the same Logos, and, in proportion to om· merits, 

be taken into union with it.* 
Origcn had elevated conceptions of the moral efficacy of 

the death of Christ; but his views of the atonement would 

be pronounced exceedingly defective and erroneous by those 

who should judge him by the Calvinistic standard. He was 

fond of regarding Christ as the light, the guide and pattern, 

of the human soul, as its pm·ificr, its Redeemer and Saviour, 

as well by his teachings as by his death. He was the wisdom 

of the Father, and the image of his goodness and truth : as 

such, it was his appropriate office to shed light on the human 

spirit, and, through the love of goodness, win it back to God. 

" Like all the Fathers before him, Justin ( to a certain degree) 

excepted, Origen," says Bunsen, "had no idea of the atone

ment in the sense of the Anselmo-Calvinistic theory, - of 

satisfaction given by the death of Jesus to the Divine 

Justice." t 

* On the obscure subject of Christ's pre-existent human soul, see Neander, Hist. Christ. 
Relig. a.nd Church, vol. i. pp. 635-9. 

t Christianity and l\laukind, vol. i. p. 293. 
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CHAPTER VI. 

ORIGEN'S SYSTEM OF RATIONAL AND ANDIATED NATURES. -

ALL SOULS PRE-EXISTENT. - PURPOSE OF THE MATERIAL 

UXIYERSE. - THE STARS ANil\IATED, AND WILL BE JUDGED. 

- TUTELAR SPIRITS. - DE:'.\IONS. - PRESENT COXDITION 

THE RESULT OF FORMER TRIAL. - EXTENT OF CIIRIST'S 

REDEMPTION. - CELESTIAL NATURES. - ORIGIN OF SIN. 

- HUl\IAN ABILITY. - NO UNCONDITIO:NAL ELECTION. 

"\VITI-I regard to the eJ.:tcnt of the benefits intended to be 
conycyed by the death of Clu-ist, Origen entertained some 
very singular, and, as will be admitted by all, exceedingly 
wild and visionary notions. But, to enable om readers 
readily to comprehend his opinion, or perhaps his conjec
tures, on this subject, we must first make them acquainted 
with his views of the great system of rational and animated 
natm·es, comprehending angels, men, and demons, sun, 
moon, and stars. These views, it will be perceived, were 
derived from the very fanciful philosophy of the age ; and, 
thongh they may constitute bad theology, they are entitled, 
some of them at least, to om· admiration, as beautiful crea
tions of a poetic imagination. 

All beings endowed with reason, according to Origen, arc 
of one natLuc, or essence,~ and were produced long before 

• All beings em.lowed with reason, including, according to Jerome, "the Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit, angels, powers, dominations, and other virtues,"-all these, says ,Jerome, 
be a~serted to be of one substance; though, at other times, he woulu not allow the Son to be of 
the same substance with the Father, dreading the appearance of impiety (Epist. 95, ad Avit.). 
The expression, "of one substance," or one essence, which is here employed by Origen in 
reference to God, angels, anu the souls of men, is ueserving of notice, as it is precisely that 
which is often employed by the Fathers iu speaking of God and the Son. 'l'he inference is 
obvious. Origen "does not hesitate," says Jerome," to ascribe the nature of the omnipotent 
God to angels and men." Aml why shoulu he refuse to ascribe it to the Son? Yet he dill 
sometimes refuse from a principle of piety, so careful was he not to infringe the Divine 
Unity. 'fo t.he Origeniana of the learned Iluet, we acknowledge ourselves indebted for mucb 
as~istance in the preparation of this and the following chapter. 
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the foundation of the visible world. In this opinion he was 
not singular. The pre-existence of souls was a dogma of the 
reigning philosophy. At first, as Origen maintained, they 
were pme intelligences, all glowing with love to their Maker. 
They, however, possessed entire freedom, and the capacity 
of virtue and vice. The consequence was, their primeval 
love grew cold, and they became in various degrees estranged 
from Goel, the fountain and centre of moral life and heat. 

They were hence reduced to different ranks of beings, and 
doomed to occupy different stations, more or less exalted or 
depressed, according to their acquired character and habits ; 
and this visible, material world was created for their re
ception. 

Some were placed in the bodies of the sun and stars, and 
were appointed to the noble office of enlightening and adorn
ing the universe; and continue to shine with greater or less 
splendor, according to their moral merits. The stars are 
thus animated, endowed with reason, and have partaken of 
sin. They receive the commands of Goel, and move in their 
prescribed courses ; they still retain the attribute of freedom ; 
their virtue is capable of increase or diminution; and they 
·will hereafter be judged. They are able, by their positions 
and aspects, to prefigure future events ; and apostate sp1nts, 
deriving their knowledge from them, transmitted the arts of 
astrology to man.* 

Of others was formed the community of angels, who, 
according to Origen, are clothed with light, ethereal vehicles; 
to which, in consistency with the philosophical tenets in 
which he was reared, he seemed inclined to add bodies of a 
grosser sort; thus making them compound beings, like man, 
consisting of body and soul. He assigns them various offices. 
He sometimes speaks of each individual of our race as 
constantly attended by a good and bad angel. Christians, 
especially, enjoy the benefit of a tutelar spirit; but, whether 

* Comment. in Gen., t. iii. § 5. 
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appointed at their birth or baptism, he does not afford us the 
means of determining. Some preside over communities and 
churches ; and hence, in the Revelation, we hear of the 
" angels of the churches:" some over inanimate objects, 
the operations of nature, and human inventions ancl arts; 
over plants and animals; each having received the charge for 
which he is, by disposition, best fitted; regard being hacl to 
his merit or demerit in a pre-existent state. Thus Raphael is 
the patron of the medical art ; to Gabriel are assigned the 
affairs of war; and to Michael, for his piety, the offering of 
the prayers of the saints.* They assist in transmitting souls 
into bodies, in disengaging them at death, and conducting 
them to judgment. Like the souls of stars, they retain their 
freedom, and will be rewarded or punished for the use or 
abuse of their liberty. Finally, they are entitled to a degree 
of reverence and worship corresponding to their nature and 
offices; though we must be careful not to confound the regard 
which is their due with the supreme adoration due to God, 
who alone is to be addressed in prayer. t 

The more guilty spirits were depressed into the rank of 
demons, who possess bodies far grosser than those of angels; 
as, in their prior state, they contracted greater impurity. 
These, too, retain their moral liberty; are still capable of 
virtue; and may yet-

" Re-ascend, 
Self-raised, and repossess their native seat." 

Others were destined to become human souls ; and, for the 
punishment of their sins, were imprisoned in bodies of :flesh, 
and are subjected to the discipline best fitted for their re
covery. 

* De Princip., l. i. c. 8. 
t From the above account of the offices attributed to angels, we perceive how completely 

t4e Heathen notion of tutelar spirits and genii was transferred to Christianity. According to 
the splendid mythology of the Pagans, every grove, temple, stream, and fountain, all seasons 
11,nd arts, business and pleasure, had tlleir presiding deities. Christianity banished these 
false divinities from tile earth; but, in the theology of the Fathers, angels succeeded to their 
places. All tbe operations of Providence were supposed to be performed by their ministra
tions; and they became objects of reverence, as the guardian divinities of the lleathen had 
been before them. 

21 
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Such, according to this Father, is the general system of 

rational natures. All existed in a prior state ; all were made 

capable of virtue or Yice; bnt, abusing their liberty, were 

degraded from a superior to inferior orders of beings. Some 

became angels, and some den~ons ; some, the souls of sun, 

moon, and stars ; and some were imprisoned in bodies of 
flesh.* The present condition of all is the result of their 

conduct in a former state of trial : it is a state of pnnishment 

and continued probation. They arc still capable of recovering 

themselves; are still free. By new sin, or new v1.1tue, they 

may be still further depressed, or rise ; they may regain a 

higher order, and again relapse and sink: from men, become 

angels ; and from angels, men. 
,v c are now prepared to resume the subject of the e1·tent 

of the benefits ascribed by Origen to the death of the Saviour. 

On this subject, subsequent Fathers preferred against him 

many and grievous complaints. Thus he maintained, it is 
said, that Christ suffered for the redemption of all rational 

natures, including the souls of men, angels, demons, sun, 

moon, and stars. He asserted, says Theophilus of Alexan

dria, t that Christ was " fixed to the cross for demons, and 

wicked sp1.1·its above ; " and J crome accuses him of saying 

that he had " often suffered, and wonlcl snffcr in the air, 

and places above, for the salvation of demons."+ Theophi

lus complains that he would save even "the Devil;" and, in 

the language of the prophet, § calls on the heavens "to be 

astonished, and to be horribly afraid," at such daring im

piety. 
But let us consult Origin himself. In his tenth homily on 

Luke, he says expressly that the advent of Christ "profited 

* 'l'o Origen's general principle, that the souls of men were shut up in bodies as a punish
ment for sins committed in a pre-existent state, he admits a few exceptions. 'fhese are cases 
of men of distinguished sanctity, who have lived in times past, and whose souls were, in fact, 
angPls, sent on an extraordim1ry legation, as in the case of Johu, to testify to the truth, and 
conduct men to virtue and happiue~s. 

t Lib. Paqeh., ii. t Apo!. ad Ruf., I. i.; and Epist. 95, al. 59, ad Avit. 
§ Jer. ii. 12 
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celestials; "* and, in support of the assertion, refers to 
Col. i. £0. In his first homily on Leviticus, he speaks of a 
" double sacrifice " and "double victim; " of the blood of 
Christ sprinkled on the earthly, and also 011 the "supernal" 
altar; and he asserts explicitly, that he was "offered a vic
tim, not only for terrestrial, but also for celestial beings;" t 
and more to the same purpose. Again : in his commentary 
on the Epistle to the Romans, he says, " So great was the 
efficacy of Christ's cross and death, that it was sufficient, not 
only for the human race, but for celestial pmvers and orders. 
For, according to the sentiment of the Apostle Paul, Christ 
pacificated, by the blood of his cross, not only " things in 
earth," but also " things in heaven; "+ that is, angels, sun, 
moon, and stars. Again : "He is the great High Priest, who 
offered himself, not only for men, but also for every being 
partaking of reason; he died not only for men, but likewise 
for other rational beings ; he tasted death for every creature : 
for it is absurd to say that he tasted death for human sins, 
but not also for whatever other beings, besides man, have 
committed sin; for example, for the stars, the stars not being 
pm·e in his sight, as we read in Job xxv. 5, ' Yea, even the 
stars are not pure in his (God's) sight;' unless, perchance, 
this is said hyperbolically."§ Such, according to Origen, 
was the extent of the redemption through Christ. 

It may well be doubted whether there is any solid founda
tion for the other part of the accusation brought against him 
by Theophilus, Jerome, and others, that he believed that 
Christ had repeatedly suffered, or would suffer, in the heavens 
and in the air. This doctrine is not expressly taught in any 
of his writings now extant; and the contrary seems to be 
often implied. True, he alludes to an offering in the heavens, 
but apparently speaks of it as accompanying his sacrifice 011 

earth, and not as an act to be repeated. 

* Opp , t. iii. p. 943, ed. Delarue. 
:j: Opp., t. iv. p. 568. 

t Opp., t. ii. p. 186. 
§ Comment. in Johan., t. i. § 40. 
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·with regard to the points afterwards agitated during the 
famous Pelagian controversy, the authority of Origen, as well 
as that of all preceding Fathers, could be adduced in opposi
t~on to the Augustinian doctrines. These doctrines seem to 
have been regarded as a novelty at the time ; and many of 
those who condemned the opinions of Pelagius were not 
prepared to adopt, in full extent, the views of his celebrated 
antagonist. Origen has been called the father of Pelagianism; 
and certainly the germ and substance of the Pelagian doc
trines are found in his writings. 

His views of the effects of Adam's sin were censured by 
the orthodox of subsequent ages, but were apparently in 
unison with the opinions of the church at the time he wrote. 
He has the phrase, " sin of nativity;" and speaks of the 
"similitude of Adam's transgression, not only derived from 
birth, but contracted : " but in what sense he understood 
these and similar expressions, is matter of doubt; certainly 
not in the modern. He had no notion of any such conse
quences attending Adam's transgression as have been ascribed 
to it in orthodox systems, from the time of Augustine down to 
the present day. In a moral view, he seems, in fact, hardly 
to attribute any thing to the fall, and, in his general rea
soning, does not distinguish between what is called a " state 
of fallen nature" and a state of primitive integrity; at least, 
so far as the sin of om first parents is concerned. All souls, 
he supposed, sinned in a pre-existing state, and consequently 
came into the world under certain disadvantages; but they 
are subjected to these disadvantages, not by the disobedience 
of Adam, but by the guilt contracted, by our abuse of liberty, 
in a prior state. 

Origen allows to the soul, in its fallen state, the most perfect 
freedom and moral ability; the power to choose and pursue 
virtue, and reject and fly from sin; and this power is retained 
by demons, and even the Devil. Good as well as evil mo
tives originate in the heart. To li-rn well is "om own work," 
the result of our own volitions and efforts: "God demands 
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it of us, not as his vrnrk, but as our own." And he goes on 
to show, from numerous texts of the Old and N cw T estament, 
that it is in om power to liYe as God requires, and that "we 
are the cause of our perdition or salvation." He then pro
ceeds to explain certain passages, which, it seems, were 
adduced by some heretics of the Oriental or Gnostic sects to 
establish a different doctrine : and these, it is deserving of 
notice, are precisely those, which, in modern times, lrnYe been 
brought to prove that our goodness is the work of Goel, and 
not of ourselves; that it is the result of the special agency of 
his Spirit, and not primarily of our o-wn volitions. On all 
these he puts a construction which would now be called de
cidedly Anninian. The passages referred to are -the hard
ening of Pharaoh's heart, Exod. iv. £1 ; the taking-away a 
heart of stone, and giving a heart of flesh, Ezek. xi. 17; "It 
is not of him that willeth nor of him that runneth, but of 
God that showeth mercy," Rom. ix. lG; "He hath mercy on 
whom he ,Yill have mercy, and whom he will he harcleneth," 
and the following verses, containing the illustration of the 
potter and the clay, Rom. ix. 18, Q3; and some others. All 
these he so explains as to leave man entire freedom and 
ability, moral as well as physical, to do good or evil, and 
make sin or virtue his own act. He attributes to Goel, not 
our volition, but only the power of volition. Thus, in ex
plaining the phrnse, "To will and to do is of Goel," as he 
quotes Phil. ii. 13, he observes, "The apostle does not 
say, that to will good or evil, and to do better or worse, are 
of God, but only generally to will and to perform ; " that is, 
the power to will and to perform. He draws an illustration 
from the power of motion. That we are capable of motion, 
he says, is of God ; but the particular direction of our mo
tions depends on ourselves: so "we receive of God the power 
to will ; but we may use this power for good or for evil, as 
also the power to perform."* 

* De Princip., I. iii, c. 1; De Arbitril Libertate. 
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Origen speaks in general terms of the neeessity of divine 
grace to enable us to attain to the perfection of the Christian 
character : but it was his belief, that this grace is granted as 
the reward of our goodness, that it is in no sense the exciting 
cause, and that the measure of it is determined by the exer
cise of our own wills ; that is, it is bestowed in proportion to 
our previous merits, and not by an arbitrary act of God's 
sovereignty. He seems afraid almost of attributing too much 
to God's agency. Holiness originates in our own wills: we 
must sow the seeds; but, the plant once introduced, God 
fosters and cherishes it. 

God thus grants the assistance of his Spirit, as Origen sup
posed, in proportion to our merits, and in consideration of 
them. But in our merits are included the good actions done 
in a pre-existent state, as well as those performed in the pre
sent: so that Goel may make a distinction between one and 
another, bestowing his grace on one and withholding it from 
another, loving one and hating another, before they "have 
done good or evil," that is, in the present life, as in the ease 
of Jacob and E sau (Rom. ix. 11-13 *). 

Origen admits of no unconditional eleetion, but makes pre
destination depend altogether on our works foreseen. t God 
is said to make "one vessel to honor, and another to disho
nor;" but the eause, says Origen, is in ourselves. He who 
purges himself from impurity is made a vessel of honor; he 
who suffers himself to remain polluted with sin is made a 
vessel to dishonor. "Each one is made by God a vessel of 
honor or of dishonor, aeeorcling to his merits " in this or a 
pre-existent state. "It is just," he adds, "and in every re
spect agreeable to piety, that each one should be made a 
vessel of honor or of dishonor from preceding causes; " and 
these, he insists, are our merits, our actions. These, foreseen, 
are the ground, and the only ground, of predestination. + 

* De Princip ., I. iii. c . 1 ; also lib . i. c . 7. t Huet . Orig., llb. ii. c. 2, Qures. 7. 
t De Princip., I. iii. c. 1; Co1mneut. in Rom., I. i. and vii.; Opp., t . iv. pp . 46-1, 604,616. 
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CHAPTER VII. 

ORIGEN'S YIEWS OF THE FUTURE. -THE RESURRECTION. -

FOR:\I OF THE FUTURE BODY. - THE FIXAL COXSU1'DIA

TION WILL BE THE PERFECTION AXD HAPPINESS OF ALL, 

INCLUDING FALLEN SPIRITS OF DARKXESS. - 1\IATTER TO 

BECOME SPIRITUALIZED. - YARIATION IN HIS OPINIONS. -

PERPETUAL LAPSES AND RETURNS. - FATE OF THE ORI

GENIAN DOCTRINES. - APPEALED TO TIY THE ARIANS. -

CONDEMNED A CENTURY AND A HALF AFTER ORIGEX'S 

DEATH. - ORIGENISl\1 FINDS SHELTER IN THE l\IONASTE

RIES. - FREEDO:\I OF THEOLOGICAL SPECULATION, 

. 
"\VE have treated of the opuuons of Origen relating to the 
past and present character and condition of rational natures, 
and especially man. "\Ve now turn to his representation of 
the future. 

His views of the resmrection have been a subject of con
troversy. He was accused by several subsequent Fathers, 
and by Jerome among the rest, of denying it in reality, and 
retaining only the name. And if, by the resurrection, we are 
to understand the restoration of the flesh of the present body 
in substance and figure, he undoubtedly did deny it; thinking 
with St. Paul, that "flesh and blood cannot inherit the king
dom of God." He could, in consistency with himself, enter
tain no other opinion ; for, according to his system, the flesh 
is the prison-house of the soul, which it is doomed to occupy 
for the punishment of its sins. All spirits become clothed 
with bodies more or less gross, according to their degree of 
moral pollution. They remain, however, in a state of disci
pline, and may be restored. "\Vheu they shall have purified 
themselves from theix stains, and regained their pristine 
beauty and excellence, they ,vill drop the encumbrance of 
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their material or fleshy chains, and become once more snhtile 

and ethereal. So Origen undoubtedly thought. The souls 

of the faithful, at death, will part for ever with their present 

earthly and corruptible integuments. The body, compacted as 
it now is, will not be restored : it will rise, but other and dif

ferent, more pure and splendid. The present is but the germ 

of the future, according to the illustration of Paul, who says, 

"It is sown a natural body; it is raised a spiritual body." 
"'With regard to the form of the future body, it has been 

generally inferred, from the manner in which Origen has 

expressed himself and from the analogy of his system, that 

he regarded it as round. Such is the figlll'e esteemed most 

perfect ; such that of the heavenly bodies, - those more 

glorious intelligences; and such, as he seems to have sup

posed, will be ours; though he has not, we believe, directly 

asserted it in any of his writings we now possess. Certain 

it is, that his followers professed to have derived the doctrine 

from him ; and it was prevalent among the Origenian monks 

of Palestine in the time of Justinian.* 
Origeu believed in the final restoration of all beings to vir

tue and happiness. All are subjected to influences, which, 

sooner o.r: later, will prove successful. Superior orders of 

intelligences are appointed to instruct, guide, and perfect the 
lower. Of the glorious spu:its who have imitated the divine 

perfections, some, as the reward of their merits, are placed 

in the " order of angels ; others, of virtues; others, of princi

palities ; others, of powers, because they exercise power over 

those who require to be in subjection; others, of thrones, 

exercising the office of judging and directing those who have 

need." To the care and rule of these noble orders the race 

of man is subjected, and, using their assistance, and reformed 

by their salutary instructions and discipline, will, in some 

* Among the anathemas subjoined to Justinian's Letter, or EJict, adtlressed to l\Iennas, 
Patriarch of Constantinople, on the subject of the errors of Origen, i8 the following: " Who
ever lltt_vs or thinks that our bodies will be raised spherical, and not ereet, let llim Le 

anathema!" 
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future though perhaps distant age, be restored to their primi

tive state of felicity.* 
The sufferings of a future life, as Origen taught, are all 

piacular and remedial. "\Ve shall all, he says, be subjected 

to trial by fire. Bnt those who have few impurities and 

many vutues will escape with slight pain; but the fire will 

take hold of the wicked, and their iniquities will be burned, 

and their evil affections purged away. Some, however, in 

consequence of inveterate habits of sin, will be reserved to a 

great intensity and long continuance of suffering.t 

So he sometimes expresses himself; but in other parts of 

his writings he is careful to teach us that this and similar 

language is altogether metaphorical. By the fire which 

shall burn the wicked, he tells us, is meant the worm of con

science. The evil of their whole lives will, by an act of 

Divine Power, be vividly presented to then: thoughts; the 

picture of all the wrong they have done or intended will be 

spread out before their eyes; forgotten things will be remem

bered ; and they will have a horrible consciousness of guilt. 

This is the flame by which they are to be tormented ; not an 

outward and material, bnt an inward fire, of which their sins 

fmnish the fuel; just as the peccant humors of the body, 

consequent upon excess and repletion, furnish the fuel of 

fever.+ These humors may be purged away, and the patient 

restored, after a season of suffering. J nst so with regard to 

the impurities of sin which occasion so much anguish. By 

the salutary discipline of suffering, the soul may and will be 

cleansed from them. Such is its design, such its tendency, 

and such will be its result. All will be chastised exactly in 

proportion to their demerit; but their sufferings will have an 

end, and all will be finally restored to purity and to love. 

This, Origen repeatedly asserts. 
The end and consummation of all things, he observes, is 

* De Princip., I. i. c. 6. Jerome, Epist. 94, all Avitum. 
t In Exoll. Hom. vi.; In Ps. xxxvi., Hom. iii. 
t De Princip., I. ii. c. 10. Jerome, Epist. ad Av. 9.Jc. 
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the perfection and happiness of all. "To this one encl,'' 
condition, or state, he says, "we think that the goodness of 
God, thrnugh his Christ, will recall his universal creation; all 
things becoming finally subjected to Clll'ist. 'l'"'or all things 
must be subject to him.'* Now, what is this subjection," he 
asks, "with which all things must be subject to Christ? I 
think, the same with which we also desire to be subject to 
him; with which the apostles, and all the saints who have 
followed Christ, are subject to him. For the very term 
' subjection,' in this case, implies that they who are subject 
have obtained the salvation which is of Christ." Then it is 
that "Christ himself shall also be subject to the Father, with 
and in those who have been made subject." This, he ob
serves, is asserted by the apostle, when he says, "And, when 
all things shall be snbclned to him, then shall the Son also 
himself be subject unto Him that put all things under him; 
that God may be all in all." And this subjection of all 
Christ's enemies to himself, as that of himself to the Father, 
Origen contends, "is a good and salutary" subjection. If the 
latter is such, the former is so too : and hence, "as, when it 
is said the Son is subject to the Father, the perfect restitution 
of the universal creation is declared; so, when the enemies 
of the Son are said to be subject to him, the salvation, 
through him, of those subject, and the restitution of the lost, 
arc implied." t 

Again : in his seventh homily of Leviticus, he contends 
that subjection to Christ implies subjection of the will and 
aff cctions ; and that; as long as any thing remains opposed to 
him, -in other words, as long as there is sin, -his work is 
not consummated. "But," he adds, "when he shall have con
summated his work, and brought his universal creation to the 
summit of perfection, then he himself shall be subject in 
those whom. he has subdued to the Father, and in whom he 
has consummated the work which the Father gave him to do ; 
that Goel may be all in all." + 

* l Cor. xv. 2-1-28. t De Prio<'ip ., I. i. c. G; Jib. iii. c. 5. t Opp., t. ii. p. 222. 
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Such, according to Origen, will be the encl, or final con

summation, of all things. His train of reasoning thronghout, 

as it will be perceived, implies his belief of the final restora

tion and happiness, not merely of the human race, but of all 

rational natmes, including demons and fallen spirits of dark

ness ; otherwise the universal creation could not be said to be 

subjected and made perfect. ·when, in connection with the 

train of reasoning above exhibited, we take the fact before 

stated, that he supposed Christ died for the heavenly ho::;ts 

and for demons, for all rational beings ·who had sinned, we 

cannot doubt that such was his belief. Such it was under

stood to haYe been in the time of Theophilus, above referred 

to, and of Jerome, both of whom made it one of the capital 

articles in the catalogue of his heresies, that he taught that 

"the DeYil" would be finally saved. In fact, there are pas

sages in his writings which appear expressly to inculcate this 

doctrine. Thus he observes, " The last enemy, which is 

called Death, is spoken of as destroyed." By death, it seems, 

he understood the Devil, or " him that had the power of 

death" (Heb. ii. 14); and he proceeds to explain what is 

meant by his destruction. "The last enemy," he says, "is 

not to be understood as so destroyed, that his substance, 

which was derived from God, shall perish; but only that his 

malignant will and purpose, which proceeded not from Goel, 

but from himself, shall cease to exist. He shall be destroyed, 

therefore, not so that he shall not continue to be, bnt so that 

he shall not continue to be an enemy and death." * No

thing more can be needed to show that a belief of the final 

restoration of all fallen beings formed part of the creed of 

Origen.t The more deeply fallen, however, will be sub

jected, as he taught, to protracted and severe sufferings; and 

Goel alone knows their termination. But all will mount, step 

_ by step, till they attain "to the invisible and eternal state, 

* De Princip., I. iii. c. 6. See also 1. i. c. 6. 

t See, on thi~ point, the Letter of Jerome, alrea<.ly repeatedly referred to. 
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some in the first, some in the second, and some in the last 
ages ; corrected and reformed, by rigorous discipline and very 
great and grievous punishments, by the instructions of angels, 
and afterwards by superior orders of intelligences." 

The rewards of the blessed, Origen makes to consist in an 
intimate union, or oneness, with Goel, according to the prayer 
of Christ (John xvii. £1-£4). They do not, however, rise 
to the summit of this felicity at once, but thrnugh several 
successive steps: as, first, by knowledge and instruction, which 
remove the darkness of their understandings ; then by being 
brought into a moral resemblance to God; then by being 
taken into union with him, in which consists the supreme good. 
This union is explained as a union of affection, will, and pm
pose. The soul, on leaving the body, is first conducted, as 
he tells us, to a part of the earth called Paradise,* where it 
remains for some time, enjoying the instruction of angels, and 
gradually depositing its Barthly concretions. It then mounts 
into the air, and afterwards into various regions of the 
heavens ; continuing in these several places, under different 
masters of the superior orders of intelligences, for a longer 
or shorter term, according to the degree of impurity to be 
purged off, till by various progressions it reaches the invisible 
and incorporeal heavens, where God resides; where, as we 
have said, it becomes united with him as in its first state of 
felicity and love, and he becomes "all in all," dwelling in all, 
and all in him. Matter will then become spiritualized, and 
be re-absorbed in God, from whom it fl.owed. Thus all ends 
where all began : -

'' From thee, great God! we spring; to thee we tend." 

* It is curious to observe, that Origen, while he places Eden, or the terrestrial Paradise, 
in the third heaveus (imagining that, by Adam and Eve dwelling in it, we are to understaud 
souls re~idiug in heaven; and, by their expulsiou, the exile of souls doomed, as the punish
ment of sin, to be clothed with bodies), he supposes the future or celestial Paradise to he 
situated somewhere on the earth. "I think," says he, "that saints, departing this life, will 
remain iu a certain part of the earth, called, in the Scriptures, Paradise, as in a ~cbool of in
struction." 'l'he same, he supposed, was intended by" Abraham's bosom." Here all which 
they have witnes~ed on earth is to be explained to them; and they are to receive revelations 
of the future, not now permitted. 'l'his place the more pure will soou leave, aud mount 
through various mansious, called, by the Greeks, spheres; but, iu the Scriptures, heavens (De 
Priudp., I. ii. c. 2, § 6). 
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Such was Origen's great system ; yet he occasionally 
expresses views which appear in some respects to militate 
against it. Thus he seems to say that there will be perpetual 
lapses and rettu-ns from sin to holiness, and from superior 
orders of beings to inferior, and the reverse, in consequence 
of that moral liberty which all will retain, and which they 
may for ever use or abuse. Thus Peter may, at some future 
time, become a Judas; and Judas, a Peter: Paul, a Caiaphas; 
and Caiaphas, Paul. J\1cn may become angels or demons ; 
and angels or demons, men. Demons and angels may change 

characters: the Devil may become an archangel; and arch
angels, devils; all things mingling and revolYing in unceasing 
succession. Upon this hypothesis, there can be no fixed 
condition either of happiness or suffering. Neither the 
punishment of the damned nor the joys of the blessed arc 
necessarily eternal. All beings are in a state of perpetual 
progression and retrogression. The material universe will 
undergo corresponding changes. There was a succession of 
1vorlcls before the present, and will be a succession after it; the 
new springing from the old, as the bird of fable from the ashes 
of its sire. Souls will fall into sin, and, for their punishment, 
must be again imprisoned in gross bodies ; and this will 
always create a necessity for the existence of matter, 1Yhich 
will be absorbed and produced, re-absorbed and reproduced, 
in successive and neYer-ending periods.* It may well be 
doubted, however, whether such was Origen's fixed opinion. 
On many points, he is uncertain and vacillating ; but with 
regard to the final restoration of all beings to a union with 
the fountain of DiYinity, when Christ shall deliver up the 
kingdom to the Father, and Goel shall be all in all, he is clear 
and express. He often recurs to the topic, and his views on 
the subject are fully unfolded. "\Ve may be pardoned if we 
hesitate to admit, upon the evidence of a few slight expres
sions, his belief of a doctrine, which, in opposition to the 

* De Princip., I. i. c. 6; also Jerome, ad Avitum. 
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general tenor of his reasonings, teaches that sin shall never 

be abolished, and the time will never come when " all things 
shall be subdued to the Son," and all shall be "of one heart 

and of one mind." It would be no easy task, however, to 

defend Origen against the charge of inconsistency and self

contradiction. It was his fate to lose himself in the mazes 

of a wild and wandering philosophy. How thoroughly he 

had imbibed its spirit, the foregoing summary of his opinions 

abundantly shows. "'\Ve mean not to be his apologist. Om 

aim has been to be simply the historian of his opinions, not 

to combat or defend them. 
The fate of the Origenian doctrines, after the brilliant but 

erratic spirit which had contributed to give them cmrency 

had been withdrawn from the earth, is exceedingly interest

ing. The storm raised against him dming his life, as has 

been already shown, had, in reality, no reference whatever to 

doctrine ; nor have we any evidence that his orthodoxy was 

formally impugned until long after his death.* The first 
writer who ventmed to censure the doctrines of Origen after 

his decease, as we are informed by Socrates the historian, t was 

Methodius, Bishop of Olympus in Lycia, afterwards of Tyre, 

who died early in the fomth century, fifty years after Ori

gen left the world. He wrote a book on the Resurrection, 

against Origcn; and another, says Jerome,+ on " the Pytho
ncss" (1 Sam. xxviii.). The attack on Origen, however, 

seems to have been deemed a rash one. Origen's writings 

were now held in unbounded admiration, and l\lethodius 

found it convenient to recant. 

* We arc aware that Eusebius (lib. vi. c. 36) alludes to a lett~r written by Origen to Fa

bian, Bishop of !tome, "concerning bis own orthodoxy; " which would seem to imply that it 
was, by sowe, drawu into suspicion; but on what points, we are not told. The matter appears 
to have produced no excitement: if so, it was soon allayed. Among the charges brought 
againRt him by his enemies at Alexandria, in conRequence of which he was deposed and ba

nished, not one related to doctrine; wllich is sufficient evidence that he was not regarded as 

deviating, in any essential particnlar, from the popular faith. 
t I. vi. c. 13. 
:j: Cat. Script. Eccles. Jerome :tlso mentions a treatise of l\Iethodius on "Free Will." 

Thi~, it seem~, was written in the form of a dialogue between a Valentiuian and a Catholic, 

and was de~igued to prove that evil arises from abuse of liberty in free agents; which was also 

the doctrine of Origen. 
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Origen's reputation for orthodoxy continued unsullied till 
the celebrated Arian controversy broke out; ' ·when he was 
claimed by both parties, though his opinions co-incided with 
neither. The Arians could, of right, claim him, as asserting 
that the Son was inferior to the Father, but not as affirming 
that he was made out of nothing, which was their distinguish
ing dogma. The Athanasians could claim him, as asserting, 
with the ante-Nicene Fathers generally, that he had an exist
ence from eternity, not with, but in, the Father; not as a real 
being or person, but an attribute. On the whole, the ortho
dox had, at this time, receded fmther from the views of 
Origen, if not in letter, at least in spirit, than the Arians. 
The former, however, regarded him as too important au ally 
to be smrendcred. They continued to defend him as long 
as with decency they could; and even Athanasius quotes him 
with approbation. From this time, howeYer, Origen had a 
strong party against him ; though his friends and admirers 
were yet numerous, and many of them among the most learned 
and accomplished writers of the age. Eusebius and Pam
philus, with a tender regard for his memory, composed an 
A po logy for him, in six books ; and his writings were col .. 
lected and deposited in the library at Cresarea. * 

It appears, then, that the soundness of Origen's opnnons 
on the subject of the Trinity first began to be called in ques
tion after the rise of Arianism. But the defection from him 
was by no means general even then. The majority, even, 
of the orthodox, were still friendly to his memory. Socrates, 
it is curious to observe, after mentioning some authors who 

* In this Apology, nine charges are mentioned as brought against him by his enemies. 
Some of them, however, are evidently unfounded; and a part, incon~istent with the rest. Ile 
was accused of saying that " the Son of God was not begotten; " of retailing the fabulous 
opinions of Valentinus concerning his birth; of maintaining, with Artemon and Paul of 
Samosata, that he was a mere man; of saying that the account of him given by the evange
lists is a mere allegory, and not a history of events that actually occurred; of asserting that 
there were two Christs; of allegorizing, generally, the lives of the saints recorded in the Scrip
tures; of holding some unsound opinions concerning the resurrection of the dead, and of 
d<'nying that sinners will be punished; of entertaining erroneous views of the state of the 
soul; and, lastly, of maintaining that human souls will hereafter pass into the bodies of 
beasts, fishes, and ~erpents, 
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had written against him clown to the close of the fourth cen

tury, says, that though they collected whatever they supposed 

blameworthy in Origeu, - some mentioning one thing, and 

some another,-yet they found no fault with him on the sub

ject of the Trinity.* This assertion is made without any 

qualifying phrase whatever. From the days of Arius, we 

know, clown to the time of Theophilus the Alexandrian, 

and Epiphanius, near the close of the fomth century, the ad

herents and friends of Origen formed a very large proportion 

of Christians. Another tempest then arose, more violent 

than the former. The monks of Egypt and Palestine were 

at this time decided Origenists. Theophilus, having embroiled 

himself in a dispute with some of the former, who inhabited 

the monasteries of Nitria, assembled a Prnvincial Synod at 

Alexandria, about the year 400 ; in which - to gratify, as it 

would seem, a passion of revenge or hatred - he caused the 

writings of their favorite, Origen, to be condemned a century 

and a half after his death. This is the first time sentence 

of condemnation was prnnounced against the errors of Origen 

by a synod. Theophilus, who had a talent for intrigue, im

mediately wrote to the bishops generally, and to Epiphanius, 

Bishop of Cyprus, in particular, urging him to the same step. 

The latter, duped by the arts of the wily Egyptian, called a 

council of the Cyprian bishops, who proceeded to pass sen

tence of condemnation both on Origen and his writings. This 

controversy, which was long and fierce, involved John, 

Bishop of Jerusalem, and John Chrysostom of Constantino

ple, both favorers of Origen; also Rufinus and Jerome, who 

were soon engaged in terrific battle. In fact, the whole East 

and \Vest were now shaken with tremendous commotions. t 
Theophilus boasts that he had "truncated the serpents of 

Origen with the evangelic sword." Epiphanius adds, "Arna-

"'1. vi. c. 13. 
t See Jerome, Epist. 38, al. 61, ad Pammach; also Epist. 39, al. 62, ad Theoph., with 

other letters of Jerome to 'I'heophilus, and of Theophilus and J<~piphanius to ,Jerome. Jc

rowe, Opp., t iv., ed. Par. 1706. Socrates, I. vi. c. 10. lluet. Orig., 1. ii.<', 4. 
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lek is destroyed," and boasts that he will sweep the heresy of 

Origen from the face of the earth. Jerome swells the note 

of triumph. "\Vhcre now," he asks, "is the crooked ser

pent? where the venomous Yipers?" 
,Ve may give, as a specimen of the hate engendered by 

this controyersy, the parting ,vords which passed between 

John Chrysostom of Constantinople, and Epiphanins, when 

the latter, after a violent altercation, was about to leave Con

stantinople for Cyprus. "May you not die a bishop!" says 

Epiphanins to John. ":i\Iay you never live to reach home!" 

retorts the golden-mouthed John. The wishes of both were 

granted. Cluysostom was soon after deposed, and died in 

exile, A. D. 407; and Epiphanius, having embarked for Cy

prns, died on the passage, A. D. 403. Theophilus, ,d10 had 

rendered himself odious by the indnlgence of his Yiolent and 

revengeful passions, died A. D. 412. On his death-bed, as 

tradition says, he expressed great remorse ; and the ghost of 

the injured Chrysostom, whose downfall had been procured 

chiefly by his machinations, standing at his pillow, shook his 

soul with terror. 
Thongh Origenism had now received some heavy blows, it 

yet gave symptoms of life. The publication of a translation 

of Origen's book " Of Principles," at Rome, by Rufinus, ha.cl 

been the occasion of awakening the spirit of Pelagius, whose 

doctrines were, in fact, only a certain modification of Origen-

1sn1. Anastasius, however, the first pope of the name, had 

condemned Rnfinns for heresy, and passed sentence against 

Origen and his writings ; and the friends of his name and 

doctrines had certainly some reason to indulge desponding 

anticipations. 
This explosion past, a long period of comparative quiet 

followed. :Meantime, Origenism found shelter in the monas

teries of Palestine ; where, a little more than a century after, 

it continued to prevail to an alarming extent. Complaints 

were made to the Emperor Justinian, who caused sentence 

of anathema to be pronounced against Origen by several 

23 
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bishops (among whom were 1\Icnnas, Patriarch of Constanti
nople; Ephrem of Antioch; Peter, Bishop of J erusalcm; and 
Vigilius of Rome), about the year 538. This sentence was 
confirmed by the fifth General Council, holden at Constanti
nople, A. D. 553; * and again, by the sixth, holden also at 
Constantinople, A. D. 680. The acts of this council were 
confirmed by Pope Leo II., A.D. 683; and thus Origen was 
formally placed in the rank of heretics. His works arc still, 
however, permitted to be perused by Catholics, with a Caute 

lege, in the margin, against the offensive passages, to put the 
reader on his guard. 

Origen was the great head of the liberal school of theology 
of his clay, and he left the authority of his name and exam
ple a -valuable heritage to after-ages. Alluding to the disputes 
which rent the chnrch at a subsequent period, Gieseler t says, 
that "to the wide-extended influence of his writings it is to 
be attributed, that, in the midst of these furious controversies, 
there remained any freedom of theological speculation what
ever." 

" See Evagriue, EccleR. Ili~t., I. iv. c. 38; and Valesius's note. lluet. Orig., I. ii. c. 4, § 8. 
t Text-book of Eccles. History, vol. i. p. 207, ed.. Phil. 1835. 
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CHAPTER I. 

COXFLICT OF DOCTRIXE. - BELIEF OF THE AXTE - XICEXE 

FATHERS.- FURTHER EXA:\1PLES. - GREGORY THAUi\lATUR

GL'S, DIOXYSIUS OF ALEXAXDRIA, CYPRIAX, THEOGXOSTUS, 
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PALESTIXE. - HOW RECEIYED BY THE BISHOPS THERE. 

- EUSEBIUS OF XICO:\IEDIA. - PALESTIXIA~ COUXCIL. -

WAR OF WORDS. 

TnERE is a lull: bnt the calm is soon to end; the sky is to 
be darkened, and the winds arc to be up. A stern conflict is 
commencing in the theological world, - the old world of the 
Fathers. Opinions arc to be sifted, examined, defined ; the 
past is to be questioned ; new ideas are to be thrown out, 
new controYersics to arise. The old ways arc to be forsaken, 
and untrocl~len paths to be tried. Arius and AthanasiHS -
resolute spirits both - arc to come upon the stage. The 
head of the Roman Empire is to become Christian, and to 
mediate, and mediate in Yain. The wound is ncYer to be 
healed. Antiquity is to be appealed to, and its opinions arc 
to go dmvn, so far as authority can crush them ; and dogmas, 
unknown to the Fathers, are to be entlu·oned in human 
belief. 

The "Arian impiety," as the enemies of Arius called it, 
first appeared on the banks of the Nile; and the Devil, en-
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Yions of the prosperity of the chmch under the first Christian 
emperor, they said, sowed the seeds of it. All the ante
Nicene Fathers, however, admitted the inferiority of the Son 
to the Father. This implied, that, in their opinion, they were 
two essences, which some of them distinctly assert. It is 
true, the learned Platonizing Fathers sometimes use expres
sions which now bear an orthodox sense ; and it is hastily 
inferred, therefore, that they were orthodox in the modern 
signification of the term. But nothing could be further from 
the truth. A very moderate acquaintance with the remains of 
Christian antiquity must, we think, convince any unprejudiced 
mind, that the language in question was used by the Fa
thers in a sense totally different from that now attributed to 
it. If we go on the assumption that they employed it in the 
modern sense, we shall mistake their sentiments at every 
step. Thus they occasionally make use of a phraseology, 
which, in the mouth of a modern Trinitarian, would imply a 
belief that the Son is of one numerical essence with the 
Father. But this they never thought of asserting. The 
most they meant to affirm was, that the Son, as begotten of 
Goel, partook in some sort of the same specific nature (that 
is, a divine), just as an individual of om race partakes of the 
same nature or essence with the parent from whom he 
sprung (that is, a human). At the same time, they taught 
that he was relatively inferior to the Father, from whom he 
was derived, and entitled to only inferior homage. He was 
not uncaused, as the Father was. He had a beginning : the 
l◄'ather had none. He was the minister of the Father, and in 
all things subject to his will. This all asserted, if we except 
Origen, ·who differed from others by indulging in some subtile 
and obscure speculations in regard to a "beginning less" crea
tion, and "beginningless generation of the Son." 

"\Ve have, in the preceding pages, traced this doctrine of 
the inferiority of the Son from Justin Martyr down to Origen. 
From the time of Origen to the rise of the Arian controversy, 
the opinions of the Fathers underwent no material change. 
This will be shown by a few quotations. 
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Gregory Thaumatmgns, Bishop of N eocmsarea, was a 
pupil and a warm admirer of Origen, on whom he wrote 
a panegyrical oration; from which it appears that he, in all 
respects, adopted Origen's views of the Son. Basil says, he 
depressed him into the rank of a "creatmc." He brings a 
similar charge against Dionysius of Alexandria, also a disci
ple of Origen, and a controYersial writer in high repute with 
the Fathers. He " sowed the seeds," we are told, of the 
" Anomman impiety ; " the Anommans being a branch of 
the Arians. In refuting the errors of Sabellius, he went into 
the opposite extreme; making not only a " diversity of per
sons " between the Father and Son, but a " difference of 
substance."* 

Of the writings of Dionysius, a few scanty relics only are 
left us. That the charge brought against him by Basil was 
not without foundation, howeyer, appears from some small 
fragments of his letters preserYed by Athanasius, who was 
friendly to his memory. The Arians, it seems, made great 
use of his name. They quoted him as saying, in one of his 
letters against the Sabellians, that the Son of God is a " crea
ture differing in substance from the Father, as the husbandman 
from the vine ; " and that, " as a creatm·e, he was not before 
he was made." Athanasius acknowledges that these were 
the words of Dionysius, but thinks that the occasion on ·which 
they were uttered furnishes some apology for him.t 
' Dionysius, in a letter to his namesake of Rome, says that 
he did not find the term " consubstantial" in Scriptme : he 
therefore felt justified in rejecting it. N eander says, that, in 
arguing against Sabellius, he was " led to describe the Logos 
as foreign to the Father in his essence; as his work; to speak 
of his having a beginning; and to make use of striking com
parisons to express his subordination."+ As to the compari
sons, "I took," says Dionysius, the example of a " human 

* Epist. 210, 9, ed. Par. 1839. 
t Epist. de :'lentent. Dionys., Opp., t. i ; also De Synod. Arim. et Eeleuc. 
:j: Hist. Christ. Dogmas, p. 169. 
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progeny, which, it is evident, is of the same genus ( or nature) 
with the parent." In this sense, consubstantiality did not 

imply numerical identity. So the Father and Son might be 

pronounced "consubstantial," as they were beings of the same 

specific nature (that is, both divine), though as distinct from 
each other as Peter and John, or the husbandman and the 

vine. The attempt to prove that men of the stamp of Gre

gory and Dionysius were Trinitarians in any such sense as 

would satisfy a modern expositor of the doctrine, is perfectly 

idle. 
Cyprian, Bishop of Carthage, lived about the middle of the 

third century, and was one of the eminent writers of the age. 

He left a variety of letters and treatises, relating mostly to 

Christian morality and discipline. From the subjects of 

which he treats, we would hardly expect to find in his writ

ings much which it would be to our present purpose to quote. 

The general strain of his language, however, authorizes us, we 

think, to affirm, that he viewed the Son as a being distinct 

from the Father. Of this, his short piece on the "Vanity 

of Idols "* affords to our minds conclusive evidence. He 

speaks of Goel as "One," " Supreme," and bestows on him 

numerons other epithets, which show that he regarded him as 

without partner or equal. He then proceeds to speak of the 

Son as another and a different being. It is true, he calls 

him Goel, but evidently in an inferior sense of the term. 

" "\Vhat Christ is, that we Christians," he says, "if we imitate 

him, shall become." It is clear, from the whole texture of 

his discourse, that he did not believe the Son to be of one 

substance with the Father, in the modern signification of the 

term. The ancient Christians had not learned that refine

ment of logic by which he who sends and he who is sent are 

made to appear one. They went on the assumption, that they 

must necessarily be two. Certainly, to prove that the ancient 

l<'athers held the doctrine of the Trinity in a form at all 

* Opp., Pars ii. pp, 10-16 (Gersu.orf). 
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resembling the modern, or Athanasian, we must go elsewhere 
than to the writings of Cyprian. 

Of Theognostus, another ,vTiter of this centmy, little is 
known. Athanasius, however, quotes him, and expresses a 
farnrable opinion of his character; though, according to Pho
tius,* he adopted some of the worst errors of Origen, saying 
that the Son of God was a " creature," and "presided only 
over beings endowed with reason." Nor were the opinions 
he entertained of the Spirit any more orthodox. 

Picrius of Alexandria, on account of his learning and elo
quence called a second Origcn, also, as the writer just quoted 
testifies, " spoke dangerously and impiously of the Spirit, 
making him inferior in glory to the Father and Son;" and 
these he made "two substances and two natures." 

l\lethodius, Bishop of Tyre, near the encl of the century, 
also taught the inferiority of the Son to the Father. Lucian, 
a priest of Antioch, appears to have been of the same opinion, 
or perhaps verged still further towards Arianism. Eusebius, 
Sozomen, and several of the ancient orthodox writers, extol 
his learning and piety, and speak of him in terms of high 
admiration : yet the followers of Arius were often called 
Lucianists; and Philostorgius tells us that most of the Arian 
chiefs (as Eusebius of Nicomedia, l\laris of Chalcedon, The~ 
ognis of Nice, Leonti us of Antioch, and others) were his dis
ciples. t His orthodoxy, it may be fairly inferred, could not 
have been of a better stamp, certainly, than that of Origen, 
Dionysius, or Pieri.us. But that was the orthodoxy of the 
age. 

Passing by Arnobius, who wrote a defence of the Christian 
religion very early in the fomth or late in the third centmy, 
and ,-.,,ho clearly distinguishes Christ from God, we come to 
his celebrated pupil Lactantius, called, from the elegancy of 
his Latinity, the "Christian Cicero." Lactantius died about 
the time of the council of Nice. He is generally admitted 

* Biblioth., cod. 106. t Hist., 1. ii. c. 14. 
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by later writers to have been nnsonnd on the subject of the 
Trinity, as the lloctrine was explained in times subsequent to 
that council. ""\Y c shall quote a little of his language. "Be
fore this glorious ·world arose," says he, "God, the 1\Iaker 
and Disposer of all, begat a holy, incorruptible, and incom
prehensible Spirit, ·who is called his Son ; and although, 
through him, he afterwards created others,- an innumerable 
host, whom we call angels, -yet he has thought that first
begotten alone worthy the divine name of' Son.'" Herc are 
two beings, it would seem, entirely distinct. The muon be
tween the two is thus explained by the same writer. He 
takes the example of a father and son occupying the same 
house, the son remaining subject to the father. Though the 
father grants the name and authority of master to the son, 
yet, as they arc perfectly united in will and consent, we may 
say that there is bnt one house and one master. "So," he 
proceeds, "this world is one house, and the Son and Father 
who inhabit it, and are of one mind, are one Goel; for one is 
as both, and both arc as one. Nor is there any thing surpris
ing in this: since the Son is in the Father, because the Father 
loves the Son ; and the Father in the Son, because the Son 
faithfully obeys the will of the Father, nor ever does nor did 
any thing except what the Father has willed or commanclecl." 
Thus, according to Lactantius, the only union between the 
Father and Son is one of will and affection. He calls the Son 
God, but speaks of him as " created," and as possessing only 
derived dignity and power. The Son, he says, merited the 
title of Goel "on account of the viituc he taught and exem
plified." - " On account of the virtue and fidelity he exhi
bited towards God, a kingdom and honor and power were 
given him, that all people and tribes and tongues should 
serve him."* 

""\Ve might quote more to the same purpose ; but the above 
is sufficient to show the views Lactantius entertained of the 

* Inst., I. iv. c. 6, 29, 25, 1", 12. 



ORIGIN OF THE CONTROYERSY. 185 

inferior and derived nature and dignity of the Son. He 
knew nothing of the atonement, in the modern sense of the 
term. Christ died, and rose again, he tells us, that he might 
"give man the hope of overcoming death, and conduct him 
to the rewards of immortality."* In his Epistles, which are 
now lost, he "denied," as Jerome testifies, "the personality 
of the Spirit; referring it, after the manner of the Jews, to 
the Father or the Son." t 

Such was the orthodoxy of the age, and it was but one 
step removed from Arianism. The points of difference and 
identity we shall hereafter point out. ,Ve now proceed to 
our historical details. 

The incidents of the life of Arius, before he promulgated 
his obnoxious sentiments, so far as preserved, are soon related. 
Epiphanius tells us that he was said to have come from Li
bya, "a part of Africa," says the pious Maimbourg, "beyond 
all other, fruitful of monsters; for before this time it produced 
the heretic Sabellius." From an expression in 01ie of his 
own letters, it has been inferred that his father's name was 
Ammonius ; but this is matter of doubt. He was made 
deacon by Peter, then Bishop of Alexandria; but afterwards 
incmred his displeasure by the freedom he took in censuring 
his conduct in regard to the J\Ieletians, which Arius, who is 
accused of having been formerly too partial to the sect, 
thought illiberal and harsh. For this offence he was excom
municated. Under Achillas, the successor of Peter, he was 
restored, and promoted to the rank of presbyter. Achillas 
was soon succeeded by Alexander, and Arius for some time 
enjoyed his confidence and friendship. He had the care of 
a parish ehurch in Alexandria, ealled Bancalis, where he 
preached, and had full liberty to declare his sentiments.+ 

Of the origin of his controversy with his bishop, accounts 
in some respects differ. Sozomen § tells us, and Epiphanius, 
as we shall hereafter see, intimates the same, that Alexander 

* Inst., 1. iv. c. 10. t Epist. ad Pammach. et Ocean., 41, al. 65. 
+ Epiphan., Hrer. 69; Theodoret. Hist., l. i. c. 2. § I. i. c. 15. 
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did not interfere for some after Arius began to diYulge his 

novel opinions; that he was blamed for his neglect or for

bearance; that in consequence of the complaints of the ene

mies of Arius, or of those who rejected his opinions, he was 

at length induced to appoint successively two conferences, at 
which Arins and his opponents discussed the question at 

issue; that Alexander was for a time in some suspense, inclin

ing "first to one party, and then to the other; " but that he 

finally decided against the presbyter. 
This, however, seems to be a somewhat imperfect account 

of the matter. According to other authorities, some of them 
entitled to full as much credit, Alexander himself, by his inno

vations and extravagances, furnished occasion of the dispute. 

Constantine certainly, in a letter addressed to the parties,* 

throws the blame on Alexandel', whom he accuses of trou

bling his priests with foolish and unprofitable questions, which 

should never have been asked; or, if asked, ought not to have 

been answered. Socrates t and Theoclorct, t in the main, 

confirm this statement. According to the former, Alexander 

having one clay discoursed with a little too much subtilty on 

the subject of the Trinity in the presence of his clergy, Arius 

thought that his language savored of Sabellianism, and, in 

arguing against him, went to the opposite extreme. Arius, 

too, in his letter to Euscbius of Nicomeclia, still extant,§ re

presents Alexander as an innovator ; and if the expressions 

he attributes to him were really his, which we see no reason 

to doubt, he certainly was so. Thus: "Always God, always 

the Son ; as the Father, so is the Son ; the Son is unbegotten 

as the Father; neither in thought, nor the least point of time, 

does Goel precede the Son; always God, always the Son." 
These arc expressions to which the ears even of the ortho

dox were then unaccustomed. Arius says he could not 

assent to them, and hence was expelled the city as an atheist. 

* Enseb. Yit. Const ., c. 9. t 1. i. v. c . 5. t I i. <'. 5. 
§ 'l'I.Je letter is found in 'fheod , I. i. c. 5, and Epiphanius, II::er. 691 with some variation; 

not , however, ma.terililly a.ffecting the sense. , 
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Before this time, however, his adherents had become nume

rous; for he was, as his adversaries tell us, an acute logician, a 

man of consummate art, and every way qualified to form and 

strengthen a party. Ile was of tall stature, of a grave or 

even melancholy expression ; and his whole figm·e, says 

Epiphanius, like the serpents, was formed for craft and deceit. 

He wore a sort of short cloak and a scanty tunic, resembling 

that adopted by the monks ; and, with an air of unusual serious

ness, united a bland address and assiduous and flattering atten

tions. He was evidC'ntly sincere. He abounded in zeal, and 

was susceptible neither of being intimidated by threats nor 

lured by favor. He possessed the courage of a martyr; and, 

sooner than profess his assent to opinions he did not believe, 

he would "die," as he says in his letter to Eusebius, "a 

thousand deaths." 
The consequence was, Arius became, in time, an object of 

general admiration, a sort of popular idol. His opinions were 

embraced, as Epiphanns tells us, by seven hundred conse

crated virgins, by several deacons and presybters, and some 

bishops. They diffused themselves beyond the walls of 

Alexandria into Libya and the Upper Thebais. 

The success and growing influence of his presbyter now 

first, according to the author just referred to, attracted the 

serious attention of Alexander; :Meletius, at this time the 

enemy of Arius, having carried complaints to his ear. Nor 

is this statement inconsistent with the supposition, that Alex

ander himself, by his imprudence, had excited the contro

versy. Arius might have believed it his duty, in discharging 

his office as pastor and teacher, to inculcate what he conceived 

to be sound views of Cluistian doctrine in opposition to the 

rash, and, as it appeared to him, novel assertions of his bishop; 

and the latter, if acquainted with the circumstance, might not 

have thought himself called upon immediately to interpose. 

A certain latitude, as it appears from Epiphanius, was allowed 

to the priests of the several churches of Alexandria in the 

expression of their sentiments; and it might not at first have 

been clear that Arius had exceeded it. 
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The hesitation ascribed to Alexander may be accounted for 
by the supposition, that the change which his opinions under
·went abont this time was gradual, and that he did not at first 

reach the extreme point. He might, originally, have thrown 

out some unadvised expressions concerning the nature of the 

Son ; though he as yet held, in the main, the popular belief. 

These expressions gave rise to controversy; and, upon listen

ing to a discussion of the subject, the bishop for a moment felt 

embarrassed by the weight of authority and argument which 

Arius ,ms able to bring in support of his views. From this 

embarrassment, however, he soon recovered. Envy of the 

popular fame of Arius (for this passion was attributed to him) 

might have caused him to feel an increased aversion to his 

sentiments; and the progress of the controversy served still 

flllther to separate the combatants, till Alexander was led to 

express himself in the rash manner above related, and insist 

that all his clergy should echo his opinions. That Alexan
der's mind went through some such process as this, there can 

be little doubt. ·we have evidence of his change of senti

ments, not only from the testimony of Arius, but from his 

own wntmgs. Even after the expulsion of Arius from Alex

andria, he continued occasionally, from the effect of habit, to 

use language which savored strongly of the old school. 
But, whatever might have been his previous views, Alex

ander now soon showed that he was resolved to exert his 

influence and authority to the full. He first makes use of 

counsel and admonition; and finally "commands Arius to em

brace his sentiments," and discard his own. But Arius was 

not the man to change his opinions, or profess to change them, 

in consequence of the "command" of a spiritual superior. 
Alexander, as Socrates tells us, now becomes enraged, and, 

assembling a council of bishops and priests, excommunicates 
him and his followers, and orders him to leave the city. ""\Ve 

are told by Arius, in the letter already alluded to, that Euse
bius of Cresarea, and several others whom he names, and 

" a11 the Oriental bishops," since they asserted that " the 
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Father existed before the Son, being without beginning," 
were anathematized, except only Philogonius, Hellanicus, and 

:Macarius, whom he pronounces ignorant heretics. So gene
ral, at this time, was the leaning towards the sentiments of 

Arius.'"' 
Arins was expelled from Alexandria, as it is generally sup

posed, about the year 3Q0; N eander says, 321. After he left 

the city, no small part of the people, as Sozomen informs us, 
resorted to him, consisting partly of such as approved his 

opinions, and partly of those who sympathized with his hard 

fate, thinking that he had been harshly treated by his bishop. 

Arius soon after retires into Palestine, visits the several 

bishops there, and endeavors to procure favor for himself and 
his doctrine. He was well received by some, says Epipha

nius, and repulsed by others. Among the former was Euse
bius the historian, Bishop of Cresarea. It was while residing 

with him, if Epiphanius is to be trusted, that he wrote the 

letter, already mentioned, to the Bishop of Nicomedia. He 

addresses him as the "orthodox Eusebius," and proceeds 

with much brevity and neatness to give an account of the 
natme and result of his controversy with Alexander. His 

own sentiments are stated in simple and intelligible language. 

He writes with feeling, but without bitterness. 

• The above account, meagre as it is, embraces all the information we can collect in rela
tion to the origin of the Arian contro'l'ersy. Theo,loret, indeed, asserts that the here~iarch 

was instigated by envy and disappointment; Alexander having been preferred to the bishop
ric, to which he thought he had superior claims. Ilut of tbis he offers no shadow of proof; 
and his assertion is contradicted by Philostorgius, who tells us (llist., I. i.) that Arius, seeing 
the 'l'Otes inclining to himself, generously caused them to be transferred to his rival. The 

truth is, Theodoret was a man of violent prejudices, and a great bigot, and never speaks of 

Arius but in terms of extreme acrimony. 
Phi!ostorgius was an Arian historian; and it would be satisfactory to be able to compare his 

statem<.>n ts throughout with those of the orthodox. It is always well, if we can, to hear the 
evidence on both sides. Bnt the original work of Pbilostorgins is unfortunately loRt; and we 
have only a brief abstract of its contents by the orthodox Photius, who shows himself exceed
ingly bitter against the author. llis usnal manner of commencing bis sections i~, •• the im
pious Philostorgiu,," "tbi~ enemy of God," "this arr.ificer of lies," "this wretch," says so 

and so. The little we ha'l'e of him gives a complexion to the history of the times very differ
ent from what it as~umeR in the narrati'l'eS of the orthodox. Ili~ history commences with the 

rise of the Arian contro'l'er.sy, and embraced the period of a little more than a century, incluJ
ing his own times. 
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Eusebius of Nicomedia was distinguished for rank and 
talents; and the circumstance, that the imperial residence was 
then at Nicomedia, gave him additional influence. Socrates 
complains that a multitude of bishops were obsequious to 
him. He became the personal friend of Arins, espoused his 
cause with warmth, and proved an able advocate for his 
opm10ns. He wrote many letters in his favor to Alexander 
and others, and from this time may be regarded, in fact, as 
the chief of the sect; and hence the Arians were afterwards 
often called Eusebians. One of his letters, addressed to 
Paulin us, Bishop of Tyre, is still extant.* It was written 
soon after the receipt of Arius's letter just mentioned; and is 
particularly valuable, as it contains a short and clear exposi
tion of his own views, and of the generally received doctrine 
concerning the nature of the Son. "He never heard," he 
says, " that there were two unbegotten, but only one ; and 
one begotten by him, but not of his substance nor partaking 
of his nature, but different in nature and power." The letter 
concludes with a request that Paulinus would write to Alex
ander, and induce him, if possible, to relent. Eusebius, 
besides, assembled a provincial council in Bithynia, which 
undertook the defence of Arius, and endeavored to procui-e 
his restoration to the communion of the churches, and par
ticularly of the church of Alexandria. t 

But Alexander remained inexorable. The bishops of Pa
lestine, however, at Arius's request, met in council, and 
authorized him and his fellow-presbyters in exile to collect 
their adherents, and preach to them, and perform all the 
functions of presbyters as they had been accustomed to do at 
Alexandria.+ Arius, it seems, passed some time with his 
friend at Nicomeclia. "\Vhile there, he wrote a letter to his 
bishop, which has been preserved. In this letter- which, 
tluoughout, breathes a temperate spirit - he gives at some 
length his views of the Father and Son, and says, " This 

"' Theod., I. i. c. 6. t Soz., I i c. 15. :I: ib. 
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faith I have received from tradition, and learned of yon." 
Again: that the Father existed before the Son, he says, "is 
what I learned of yon, who publicly preached it in the 
church." The letter was signed by Arius and five other 
priests, six deacons, and two bishops. ""\Ve have before al
luded to the change of sentiment attributed to Alexander. 
\Ve will simply add in this · place, that the Arians constantly 
appealed to tradition as in their favor, and asserted that they 
held the ancient doctrine. This assertion must not be taken 
in the most rigid sense; though, to a certain extent, it was 
true. The Arians could quote passages from the old writers, 
exceedingly embarrassing to their opponents. On some 
points, as the supremacy of the Father and his priority of 
existence, tradition was clearly in their favor; and they could 
say, ·with truth, that they held the old faith. The new doc
trine em braced by the orthodox concerning the generation 
of the Son, they said, was pure J\Ianicheism and Valentini
an1sm. 

But to return. "\Vhile Arius was thus employed, Alexan
der, too, was busy in writing letters to all parts, cautioning the 
bishops against showing any favor to him or his doctrines. 
Of these, Epiphanins tells us, about seventy existed in his 
time. Two of them are still extant, - one in Socrates,* and 
the other in Theodoret. t They are written with no little 
acrimony, and, we are constrained to say, form an unfavora
ble contrast ,vith those of Arius. In one of them, addressed 
to Alexander, Bishop of Byzantium, Eusebius of Nicomedia 
comes in for a large share of abuse. In fact, Alexander 
spares no effort to render the whole party odious. He calls 
them "apostates," "impious," "enemies of Christ," the most 
audacious of all the corrnpters of Christianity; causing " all 
preceding heresies to appear in comparison innocent," such 
were the blasphemies they uttered wherever they went. He 
was " troubled," he says, " at the destruction of these men; " 

* I. i. c. 6. t J. i C. 4. 
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but, he adds, "The same thing befell H ymern:eus and Phile
tns, and, before them, Judas." They were the men, he says, 
·whose coming was predicted by ouT Saviour, and who should 
" deceive many : " the same also to whom St. Paul alluded, 
"who should depart from the faith, giving heed to seducing 
spirits, and doctrines of devils ; hating the truth." 

Ensebius was still further provoked, and the war of words 
continued. Numerous letters were written by the friends and 
enemies of Arius. He collected and preserved those written 
in his defence, as did Alexander those written against him; 
and they were afterwards appealed to by different parties as 
authoritative documents.* 

The dispute, by this time, had become a serious matter. 
Prelates contended in the chmehes, the people were rent 
into factions, and all places were filled with discord and tu
mult. Embassies were sent into all the provinces, men's 
passions became more and more inflamed from day to day, 
and the whole empire exhibited a scene of violence and strife. 
Even Pagans were scandalized, and their theatres resounded 
with ridicnle of the Christians. 

* Soc., I. i. c. 6. 
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CHAPTER II. 

COXSTAXTIXE IXTERFERES. - COUXCIL OF XICE. - ITS CHA

RACTER. - OPIXIOXS OF ARIUS. - PROCEEDIXGS OF THE 

COUXCIL. - DIFFICULTY IN FRA1UNG A SY1IBOL. - EUSE

BIUS OF C~£SAREA OFFERS A CREED. - RESULT. - XOX

SUBSCRIBIXG BISHOPS. - COXDE11XATIOX AXD EXILE OF 

ARn:s.-COXSTANTIXE AFTERWARDS ESPOUSES HIS CAUSE. 
-HIS RETURN TO ALEX.\.NDRL\. -ATHANASIUS.-COUXCII, 

OF JERUSALEM RE-ADMITS ARIUS TO CO::\DIUXIOX. - EXILE 

OF ATIB.X.\.SIUS. - LAST DAYS OF ARIUS. - DEATH, CHA

RACTER, AND WRITIXGS. 

CoxsTANTINE was now induced to interfere, and sent Rosins, 
Bishop of Cordova, to Alexandria with the letter before 
mentioned, designed to soften the feelings of the parties, and, 
if possible, restore harmony. He blames all concerned, but 
especially Alexander; and represents the question at issue as 
very frivolous,-a mere dispute about words.* They did not 
in reality differ in sentiment, he tells them; certainly not in 
any important particular. They might think indifferently on 
some minute points; but this need not prevent union: they 
should, in such a case, keep their thoughts to themselves. 
Finally, he beseeches them to forget and forg-i-rn, and thus 
"restore to him serene clays, and nights void of care;" for 
their contentions had caused him "excessive grief." 

But the evil was of too great magnitude to be thus re
pressed. The letter produced no effect. Alexander ,vas 
inflexible; and the Arians, though asking only for toleration, 

* Some orthodox writers have been shocked that Constantine should have made light of 
so serious a matter; and have supposed, says Dr. Jortin, that, when he wrote the letter," be 
had some evil counsellor at his elbow, either Satan or Eusebius." He certainly had the ortho
dox Hosius at his elbow. 

25 
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refused to r etract, and the dispute ran higher than ever. A 
question arose, too, about the time of keeping Easter, which, 
though it excited little interest in the ·west, occasioned no 
small contention in the East. The emperor, despairing of 
any other r emedy, now resolves to summon a general council. 

It was the wish of Constantine that the bishops from all 
parts of the empire should attend; and, that there might be 
no unnecessary delay, those who had not ready means of 
conveyance were authorized to make use of post-horses and 
public vehicles. Thither they came from the various pro
vinces, accompanied by a multitude of priests, deacons, and 
others. The number of bishops present is variously stated 
by historians. Eusebius says it exceeded t·wo hundred and 
fifty; * or as Socrates, who quotes the passage, gives it three 
hundred. Constantine makes it three hundred and up
wards; and Athanasius, three hundred and eighteen, or, 
as he expresses himself in another place, about three 
hundred. Theodoret gives three hundred and eighteen; 
which is the number generally adopted. t Their nnmber 
is of less consequence than their character. Eusebius ex
tols them for learning and other eminent qualities ; but 
Sabinus, a Macedonian Bishop of Heraclea, in his collec
tion of the " Acts of Councils," calls them stupid and illi
terate.+ Neither the praise nor the censure was probably, 
in its full extent, deserved. The members of the council 
were, no doubt, what assemblies of divines have usually been, 
-some ignorant; some crafty; some having in view the gra
tification of private feelings or the advancement of personal 
interests ; some weak ; some passionate ; some arbitrary and 
domineering; some indolent, timid, and yielding; a few wise 
and modest; but more, empty, conceited, and noisy. So it 
was ,vith the Fathers of Nice. ·with regard to the charge 
of Sauinus, Socrates gets them off by saying that they were 
supernaturally illuminated: so their original deficiencies ought 
not to impai.T our r everence for theu: decisions. 

* Yit. Const., 1. iii. c. 8; .::oc., I. i. c. S. t I. i. c. 7. :j: Soc. Hist., I. i. c. 8. 
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The council met about the middle of June, A. D. 325; 
and there were present, besides Christians, several Pagan 
philosophers, some of them attracted, no doubt, by curiosity, 
and others, as Sozomen says, burning with a desire to encoun
ter the Christians in argument, being enraged against them on 
account of the recent overthrow of Paganism. 

As the subject which chiefly engaged the attention of the 
council had reference to Arius and his opinions, this may be 
the proper time to state what those opinions were, and in what 
respect they differed from those of the learned Fathers who 
preceded him. The strict and proper inferiority of the Son, 
as we have sh01Yn, was asserted by all the ante-Nicene Fa
thers. Further: it was believed by those },athcrs (Origen 
C'xceptcd) that the Son was begotten in time, and not from 
eternity. So far, Arius trod in theu· steps. But then the 
Fathers had some mystical notions, derived from the later 
Platonists, about the origin of the Son, who, as they supposed, 
had a sort of metaphysical existence in the Father from eter
nity; in other words, existed as his Logos, ,Yisclom, or Rea
son; that is, as an attribute, which was aftC'rwarcls converted 
into a real person by a voluntary act of the Father. This 
l)latonic mysticism, Arius, who was remarkably clear-headed, 
discarded; and this was the grand point of distinction between 
the doctrine of Arius and that of the Fathers, - a distinction 
which would seem at first view, as Constantine originally 
considered it, to be of a somewhat shaclmvy nature, but yet 
a real one.* 

* The difference, we say, was a real one; yet, independently of the direct testimony here
tnfore arl<lucetl, the whole aspect of the controversy before the council of Ni<'<' shows that the 
ol<I doctrine was on the confines of Arianism. Hence the perplexity into which a large part 
of the Christian world was thrown on the first publication of the opinions of Arins, and their 
rapitl diffusion over Egypt anu the se"l"eral provinces of the I~ast. The Oriental bishop~ gene
rally, as above stateu, anu two conncils (one in Bithynia, and the other in Palestine), favored 
them; and the supporters and frienus of Arius were among the be~t and most Jearne,l men of 
the age. Add the indecision attributed to Alexander, aucl the impres~ion of Constantine, that 
the controversy was a very frivolous one; which, we have a right to inf<>r, was also th<• irnpres· 
sion of llo~ius, who was theu in his confidence, and, no doubt, one of hiR advisers. These 
f,11:t~ alforu pretty ueci,ive cvitlence, ball we no other, that the line between the ohl au,l new 
opinions, though vbihle, was not a very broad one; and that Arius, in fact, did little more 
thau reject a metaphysical subtilty. 
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The characteristic dogma of Arius ,vas, that the Son was 
originally produced out of nothing; and, consequently, there 
was a time ,Yhen he did not exist. He maintained that he 
was a great pre-existent spirit, - the first and chief of all 
cleriYecl beings; that this spirit became afterwards united ,vith 
a human body, and supplied the place of the rational soul. 
Some of the preceding Fathers attributed a hnman soul as 
well as body to J esns; which, ho,vever, was so absorbed in 
the diYine part of his nature, that they ,vere, in a strict sense, 
one spirit, and not hrn, as modern Trinitarians affirm or im
ply. Such was Origen's opinion. According to the theology 
of Arius, howeYer, the human soul ,Yas ,Yan ting in J esns 
Christ; and he was a compound being only in the sense in 
which all human beings are: that is, he consisted of a body, 
and one simple, nndiviclecl, and finite spirit. "'\Ve belieYe," 
says he, "and teach, that the Son is not unbegotten, nor in 
any manner part of the Unbcgotten; that he was not made 
of matter subsisting, but, by ··will and counsel (that is, of the 
Father), existed before the times and the ages : ,Yho, before 
he was begotten or created or purposed or constituted, was 
not; for he is not unbegotten." This language occurs in his 
letter to Eusebius. Again: in his letter to Alexander,* he 
says, ""\V c acknovdedge one only Goel, alone unbcgottcn, 
eternal, without beginning; vd10 begat an only-begotten Son 
before time was; by whom he made the ages and all things, 
having truly begotten him; a perfect creature of Goel, but not 
as one of the creatures; a production, but not as one of the 
[ other] productions." - "Goel, as the Cause of all things, is 
alone without beginning; but the Son, begotten of the Fa
ther before time, and created and constituted before the ages, 

* 'l'he letter to Alexander, along with that to Eusebius, is given by Epiphanius (IIa'r. 69). 
It is also found, nearly en tire, among the works of A thanasius ( De Syn. A rim. et Selene., 
Opp., t. i. p. 885, ed. Par. 1627), followed by some remarks. A thanasius says that other~, 
whom he names, - bishops and pre,bytcrs, some of them high in rank, - held similar opi-
11ions b,-.fore the time of the Nicene Council, asserting that "the Son was not the true God; " 
that" there was a time w!Jen be was not;" that as all things are of God, according to the 
declaration of the apostle, - all things creatPd by him, - the Son, as one of the things 
bro11glit into being by him, might properly be called "a creature." 
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,vas not before he was begotten : for he is not eternal nor 
co-etL~rnal, nor existed with the Father nnbegotten. Goel is 

before all things: wherefore he is before Christ, as we have 
learned of yon, who preached the doctrine openly in the 

church." Such was the belief of Arius. He was accused 
by his antagonists -Alexander, Athanasius, and others - of 

teaching that the Son was mutable like other creatures ; yet 

in both his letters he asserts the contrary, saying expressly 

that he was immutable. 
,Ye will add here some statements of N eanclcr - confirma

tory of our own - respecting the opinions of Arius, and 

their relation to the belief of preceding ages. Arius was not 

" disposed," he says, "to establish a new dogma."-" Arius 

certainly did not believe that he was preaching a new doc

trine, but only bringing out and establishing the old subordi
nation system." He quotes Arius as saying, ",Ve must 
either suppose two divine original essences without begin

ning, and independent of each other ; or we must not shrink 

from asserting that the Logos had a beginning of his exist

ence; that there was a moment when he did not as yet exist." 

" Those passages in the N cw Testament in which he be

lieved he found the expression ' made ' applied to Christ ( as 

Acts ii. 36, and Heb. iii. Z), or in which he is styled the 

' First-born,' he could," says N eancleT, " cite in favor of his 
theory." - "He intended by no means to lower the dignity 

of Christ, but would ascribe to him the greatest dignity 
w.hich a being could have after God, Yi'ithout entirely annihi

la.ting the distinction between that being and God. God 

created him or begat him, ... a being as like to himself in 
perfections as any creatmc can be, for the pmpose of pro

ducing, by the instrumentality of this being, the whole crea
tion." This was the old doctrine. Still, the distance between 

a creature and the Creator must be infinite. This, Arius did 

not " shrink from expressing." But, :N eander adds, "This, 
in fact, Origen had already expressed in affirming, that as 

God is, in essence, infinitely exalted above all created be-
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ings, so, too in essence, he was infinitely exalted above the 
highest of created beings, - the Son; and the latter, in es
sence, could not at all be compared with him." Arius attribut
ed to the Son a "moral inrnmtability of will." He doubtless 
"believed that he was maintaining the ancient doctrine of the 
chmch." -" He was intending simply to defend the old doc
trine." So little difference was there, according to N eander, 
between the doctrine of Arius and that of preceding 
ages.* 

One word here in regard to time. Time is measured by 
sun, moon, and stars. The expressions "before time and the 
ages," or "when time was not," as used by the old Christian 
·writers, then, means before the existence of the material 
universe, when as yet there was no computation of time, and 
no measure of it. These and similar phrases, however, as 
used by the Fathers, did not mean "from eternity." God 
alone, as it ·was believed and taught, was eternal, without be
ginning. The Son had a beginning before time and the ages, 
but not from eternity. Justin ~Iartyr, who led the way in 
these' refined aud intricate speculations concerning the gene
ration of the Son, is a little more definite, and says that the 
Son was begotten, or created, when Goel was about to form 
and garnish the heaYens and the earth, being the "beginning 
of his ways to his works." 

The proceedings of the council are involved in great ob
scurity. \Ve have no methodical account of them by any 
ancient -writer. The information we possess is gleaned 
mostly from incidental notices, and uncertain and varying 
tradition, which often leaves ns in doubt what to admit or 
reject. Eusebins breaks off his history abruptly before the 
commencement of the synod. In his "Life of Constantine," 
he gives us a few particulars; but, for the most part, substi
tutes rhetoric for history. His letter to his people, written at 
Nice during the session of the council, is indeed, as far as 

* Hist. 1:clig. and Church, vol. ii. pp. 3131- 5; Hist. Dogmas, pp. 2S6-i. 
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it goes, a precious document. Athanasins, then a young 
man, was present, too, at the synod; and his works contain 
frequent allusions to its debates and decrees, but nothing from 
which we can construct a continuous narrative.* Besides 
these, we have the "Synodical Epistle," and two letters of 
Constantine, written at the time of the dispersion of the 
council. These arc all the contemporary documents of any 
value which we possess. Subsequent writers are to be used, 
of course, 1Yith much caution; and even some of the original 
documents require to be carefully sifted, as they contain the 
reports of interested witnesses ; and truth may be found m 
them, distorted by passion and party prejudice. 

The Fathers of the council certainly gave evidence of 
retaining the imperfections of our common nature. Their 
attention was not so absorbed with the great questions they 
were called to discuss, but they had time to think of their 
petty differences and private causes of dissatisfaction and 
complaint. Constantine undertook the office of pacificator ; 
and it required all his authority and art to preserve among 
them the appearance of even tolerable decorum. It would 
seem that there had been a good deal of discussion before his 
arrival. On the day appointed, he entered the assembly, 
clad in bis imperial robes, and glittering with gold and gems; 
and, all being seated, the bishop who sat next him on the 
right (as Eusebius the historian tells us; referring, according 
to Sozomen, to himself t) addressed him in a short speech; to 
which the empernr replied in a few words, in Latin, recom
mending peace and harmony. The debates, for some time, 
appear to have been conducted with no little acrimony; and 
much personal abuse was heard. The emperor, however, 

* BesiJes, Athanasins is not the very best authority in this case. "It is important," says 
Neander, "to remark, that, in the case of Athanasius, there are many thing., which wouhl 
render it difficult for him to take an unbiased view of the proceedings." Ile says that Atha
nasius "distorts the true form of the farts." Eusebins of Cresarea he thinks a far better 
authority in matters relating to the council tht~n either Athanasiu,, or Enstathius of Antioch 
(lli~t. Relig. aml Church, vol. ii. pp. 372-5, note, eLl. Torrey). 

t Theodoret, with the appearance of great improbability, confers the honor on Eustathius 
of Antioch. 
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·was patient: he listened, argued, and entreated (now speak
ing in Greek), and did all in his power to promote concord 
and amity. One circumstance is mentioned very much to his 
credit. The Fathers tormented him with written accusations 
against each other, which they were constantly placing in his 
hands. To put a stop to the proceeding, he assigned a day 
on which he would receive all papers of this sort; and, col
lecting them together, he burnt them, with all those he had 
previously received, ·without reading a word of them; telling 
his bishops that they must wait the decision of the clay of 
final account and the sentence of the great Judge of all. As 
for himself, who was a mere mortal, he could not, he said, 
undertake to settle their differences. 

Eusebius's description of the scene presented at the council 
is in his most florid vein. ""\Ve ·will relieve the dryness of om 
narrative by a few quotations from it : """\Vhen the emperor's 
order was brought into all the provinces," he says, " all per
sons set out, as it were, from some goal, and ran with all 
imaginable alacrity: for the hope of good things drew them, 
and the participation of peace, and the spectacle of a new 
miracle; to wit, the sight of so great an emperor. ""\Vhen, 
therefore, they were all come together, that which "\Yas done 
appeared to be the work of God : for they who were at the 
greatest distance one from another, not only in minds, but in 
bodies, regions, places, and provinces, were seen assembled 

together in one place; and one city received them all, as it 
were some vast garland of priests made up of a variety of 
beautiful flowers." He then enumerates the places from 
which they came; being ministers of the churches " which 
filled all Europe, Africa, and Asia." 

Some of them, he says, were eminent for " wisdom and elo
quence; some for integrity of life, and patient endurance 
of hardships ; " some were "adorned with modesty and a 
courteous behavior ; " some were " respected for their great 
age," and others rejoiced in "youthful vigor." The empe
ror provided food for them all. ""\Vhen the day for the 
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opening of the council an-i-ved, they assembled in the "middle
most edifice of the palace," where seats were placed "on both 
sides of the room." Each of them "took an agreeable seat." 
Then all is silence, in expectancy of the emperor. His heralds 
precede him. At a signal given, they all rise, and the emperor 
himself comes walking in "like some celestial angel of God, 
shining with his bright pmple garment, as it were with the 
splendor of light, glistening ,vith flaming rays, and adorned 
with the clear brightness of gold and precious stones. Such 
·was the attire of his body." Ent his mind excelled all. He 
was "adorned with a fear and reverence of Goel." He cast 
clown his eyes " with a blushing countenance ; " and, by his 
gait and motion, manifested his modesty and humility. In 
" tallness of stature," he surpassed all who ,Yere about him, 
as also in a "magnificent gracefulness of body, and in an 
invincible strength and might." He moved majestically on to 
the upper end of the hall, and remained standing; till, a "low 
chair made of gold " being placed before him, the " bishops 
beckoned" him to be seated. Eusebins gives his opening 
speech, very flattering and complimentary to the bishops.-1i<' 

X o little difficulty was experienced in framing a symbol 
"·hich would prove generally acceptable, and, .at the same time, 
have the effect of excluding the Arians. Their distinguishing 
dogma, as ,,·e have seen, was that the Son vrns produced out 
of nothing, and that there was a time when he did not exist. 
This was to be condemned, and the opposite doctrine affirmed. 

But the difficulty consisted in the selection of terms which 
the orthodox could, and which the Arians, without a change 
of sentiments, conld not, employ. It was at first proposed, 
as it would seem, to make use only of scriptural expressions, 
such as, "Christ is the '\Yisdom and the Pov,·er of God," 
the " brightness of his glory;" or others of a similar cha
ractei:. The Arians professed their readiness to adopt the 
same ; but it was soon discovered that they could evade their 

• Vit. Const., l. iii. c. 6-12. 

26 



QOQ ARffS, AXI> THE .\HL\~ COXTROYERSY. 

force hy putting on them a construction consistent with their 
01rn views, and thus their heresy might still lurk in the 
church: the serpent would not be crushed. Eusebius of 
Ccesarea offered a creed, which he says, in his letter to his 
people, at first obtained the approbation of all, emperor and 
clergy ; but it was found, upon examination, to contain no 
term which the Arians must of necessity reject, and would 
therefore be no sufficient test of orthodoxy. But, luckily for 
them, it was discovered from a letter of Eusebins of Nico
media (which was heard with shuddering, and torn in pieces 
as soon as read), that he and the Arians had great dread of the 
term "consubstantial." Here, then, was precisely the term 
·which was wanted. The word was immediately introduced into 
the creed just mentioned ; and some other modifications or 
additions were made, and the symbol in its altered form was 
adopted. The Arians londly remonstrated. They urged 
that the language in question ·was new ; that it had not the 
sanction of the sacred writings or of antiquity : but their 
complaints were disregarded. 

Such, in brief, is the history of the famous Nicene Creed.~ 
It ·was first subscribed by Hosius; then by the two envoys of 
the Roman bishop ; the bishops of Alexandria, Antioch, and 
Jerusalem; and finally by most of the others. Eusebius of 
Ca~sarea at first hesitated on account of the new and unscriptu
ral term "consnbstantial" and some other expressions which 
had been introduced, and which he disliked. His scruples, 
ho1vever, were at length overcome ; and he signed, not how
ever, it seems, without great reluctance. He appears to have 
been aware that he exposed himself to the charge of fickleness 
or duplicity, and that some explanation or apology was neces
sary. He accordingly wrote to his parishioners in Cmsarea 
to put them in possession of the truth, and show, that, though 
" he resisted to the last hour for good reasons," he made no 

* For a history of the council, see Soc., I. i. c. 8.; Theodoret, I. i. c. 12; Sozomen, I. I. 
c . 17, 1\J-21; Euseb. Yit. Const., 1. iii. c. 6-12 
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compromise of principle in finally yielding. He required, 
he says, an explanation of the obnoxious expressions. It 
was asserted, he tells them, that by the phrase, "of the sub
stance of the Father," was meant, that "the Son is of the 
Father, but not as being part of the Father;" that is, "not 
part of his substance : " which opinion, he says, he thought 
sound. "It was concluded," he says, "that the expression, 
'of the substance of the Father,' implies only that the Son 
of Goel docs not resemble, in any one respect, the creatures 
which he has made; but that to the Father, who begat him, 
he is in all points perfectly similar." The phrase, "begotten, 
not made," he says, was used because the term "made" is 
common and applied to all creatm·es; whereas the Son, as 
begotten of the Father, is " of a more excellent substance 
than they."* ,Yith these explanations he was so far satisfied, 
he tells his people, that he gave his assent to the creed, as he 
says, " for the sake of peace." 

,Vith regard to the anathemas annexed to the creed, Euse
bius says he found no difficulty in subscribing them, as they 
only prohibited the use of expressions not found in the Scrip
tures. Yet the creed contained such expressions; which were 
admitted, as we have seen, in opposition to the strongest re
monstrances of the friends of rational freedom. From the use 
of such terms, Eusebius remarks in the same letter, "had 
come almost all the confusion and distmbance which had been 
raised in the church." 

Five bishops still resisted, and refused to subscribe. These 
were Eusebius of Nicomedia, Theognis of Nice, Maris of 
Chalcedon, Theonas, and Secun<lus. t Eusebius and Theog
nis afterwards consented to subscribe the creed, but reso
lutely refused to subscribe the anathemas against Arius, 
because, as they said, they attributed to him opinions which 
he did not hold. :j: J\faris, it seems, did the same. They 

* See the letter, as pre~erved by Theodoret, I. i. c. 12; and Soc., 1. i. c. 8. 
t Soc., I i. c. 8. t lb., c. 14. 
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were reproached, however, for their insincerity and bad faith; 

and were said, at the suggestion of Constantia, the emperor's 

sister, to have used a very disingenuous artifice.* 
Theonas and Secundus, persevering in their opposition, 

were banishecl.t Secundus, as Philostorgius tells us, when 

about to go, said to Eusebius, "You have subscribed, Euse
bius, to save yomself from exile; but I am confident-for 

God has revealed it to me -that yon will be banished within 

a year." The prediction was verified ; for, within three 

months, Eusebins, having returned, as it is expressed, to his 

"former impiety," was exiled, as was also Theognis of Nice. 

They had continued, it appears, to teach the Arian doctrine, 

and had afforded an asylum to certain Arians, who, on account 
of their opinions, had been driven from Alexandria; and 

were therefore removed, and snccessors, by the command of 

the emperor, elected to fill their sees.+ 
Arius and his adherents, his opinions, and his books, par

ticularly his "Thalia," ,vere anathematized and condemned,~ 

and he was forbidden to enter Alexanchia. The emperor 

confirmed the sentence of the council; and decreed, more
over, that the heresiarch and his followers should be branded 

with the name of Porphyrians. The more effectually to 

repress his "wicked doctrine," and cause eYe1·y memorial of 

him to perish, he ordered that all his books should be burnt; 

and that any person ·who should be convicted of concealing 

any one of them, and of refusing immediately to produce and 

burn it, should be punished with death. II 

The council, having finished its business, was dissolved late 

in Augnst, after a session of a little more than two months.~ 

* Philo~t. , I. i. c. 9. t Epist., Synod. an<:l Philost., 1. i. c. 9. 
:j: 'l'heod., I. i. c. 19; Epist. Const. ad Nicom., ib. c. 20. § Epist. Synod, Soc., I. i. c. 9. 
II Emperor's Lt>tter to the Bi,hops and People, Soc., I. i. c. !:l. 

~f Eusebius (Yit. Const ) describes with an amusing 11a·ivete the magnificent feast prepared 

for the Fathers of the council, on thei r departure, by Constantine, that "miracle of an empe

ror ·, The avt>nue to the palace, he tells us, was guarded with long files of soldier~, "with the 

11ak1•d points of their swords; throngh the mi,lst of whom, the men of God, without fear, passed 

into the inmost room s of the palace." Th ere some pf them were permitted to recline with the 

emperor, and others were placed on side•couches. "One would have thought," says Eusel.Jin.s, 

'' that ChriRt's kingdom was adumbrated, and that the thing itself was a dream, and nothing 

more. " 
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N eander takes notice of the fact, that many of the bishops 

composing the council signed the creed under compulsion, or 
in consequence of threats. The emperor, according to Euse

bius, undertook himself to explain the term '' consubstantial," 
and dogmatized on the subject. The creed was imposed by 

authority. "Many others," says :N eandcr, "adopted the 

Nicene Creed in the same sense with Eusebius, interpreting it 
in accordance with their own doctrinal system .... But as the 

creed was to be made known under the imperial authority, 

and threatened all who would not adopt it with the loss 

of their places, and condemnation as refractory subjects, the 

greater part of them yielded through fear. There was only 
a "forced and artificial union."* ,v e shall say more of this 

creed in a subsequent chapter. 
It has been pretended by the enemies of Arius, that, ,,·hen 

he found himself anathematized, his courage forsook him, 

and he made his peace with the council by a sacrifice of prin

ciple. Such, however, is not the fact. The historians Socra

tes and Sozomen both say that he was excommunicated, and 
that he was prohibited from entering Alexandria. That he 

went into exile, is certain; for Eusebius and Theognis, in a 

petition for liberty to return, mgc the fact, that Arius had 

been already recallecl.t The time of his recall is uncertain. 
It has been said that he remained in exile ten years : but this 

mnst be a mistake; for Ensebins and Theognis were per

mitted to retmn within three years after their banishment;~ 

and Arius, as we have jnst said, had been previously recalled. 
l\Ieantime, Alexander had died, having survived the disso

lution of the council only abont five months ; and the youthful 

Athanasius, as the rc,varcl of his zeal, was eleYated to the 

primacy. So the orthodox tell us. The enemies of Athana

sius, however, say that he obtained the see by deception and 

trick; having in the last resort, the votes of the bishops being 

* Hist. Relig. and Church, vol. ii. 3i7-8. 
t Soc., I. i. c. 14. lll,vricum iR mentioned as the place of Arius's exile. 
:j: Philost., I. i. c. 7. 
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divided, shut himself up in a chmch in the evening with seve
ral of his adherents, and two bishops whom he forced by 
threats to perform the ceremony of consecration ; they, the 
whole time, remonstrating against the violence. The story, 
which is told at large by Philostorgius, * may be false or 
exaggerated; though it will not do, in reading the history of 
those times, to believe the orthodox in every thing, and the 
heretics in nothing. The latter, it is to be presumed, had 
sometimes truth on their ·side. However it might have been 
in the present case, Athanasius was soon, to appearance, se
curely seated on the episcopal throne of Alexandria. But he 
was not suffered long to remain unmolested. The Ensebians 
had assembled a council, and deposed Eustathins, Bishop 
of Antioch, who had charged Eusebius of CIBsarea with 
Arianism, and had been himself, in tmn, accused of Sabel
lianism and immorality. Their attention was now turned to 
Arius. They were determined that Athanasius should re
admit him into Alexandria, and restore him to the communion 
of the church. Eusebins was resolute and persevering. He 
wrote to Athanasins; and, as Socrates says, he employed en
treaties and threats, but to no pmpose. He then turned to 
the emperor, and endeavored to prevail on him to interest 
himself in the cause of the unfortunate presbyter. In this he 
was successful. Arius was admitted to the presence of Con
stantine, and found means of satisfying him that he was sound 
in the faith. 

This was brought about in the following manner. Con
stantia, the emperor's sister, had in her train an Arian presby
ter, whom she treated as a friend and confidant. The pres
byter, in some familiar conversations he held with her, took 
occasion to speak of Arius, and told her that he was an 
injured man, and that his sentiments had been misrepre
sented. Constantia gave credit to his assertions, but had 
not the courage to mention the subject to her brother. Fall-

"' I. ii. c. 11. 
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ing sick, however, she, on her death-bed (A. D. 327), re
commended the priest to him as a man of piety and diligence, 
and well affected towards his government. The emperor 
admitted him to his confidence; and after some time, when 
the priest had become emboldened by familiarity, received of 
him accounts similar to those which had been gi,·en to his 
sister. The priest assmecl him, that, if he would admit Arius 
to his presence, the latter would convince him that he was 
orthodox according to the sense of the synod of Nice. The 
emperor heard this with smprise; but said, that, if Arius 
really held the Nicene faith, he wonlcl not only admit him to 
his presence, but would send him back with honor to Alex
andria. 

Arius was immediately summoned to comt, but at first 
declined going. The emperor then ·writes, telling him to 
take a public vehicle, and hasten to him with all speed. He 
comes accompanied with Euzoius, a fellow-sufferer on account 
of his opinions. At the command of the emperor, they pre
sent a summary of their faith. This is expressed in very 
general terms. They profess their belief in "one Goel, the 
Father Almighty; and in one Lord J esns Christ, who was be
gotten before all worlds ; " and, after enumerating some other 
articles, they add that they hold "the faith of the church and 
the Scriptures" concerning the Father, Son, and Holy Spu·it. 
"\Ve discover in the confession no evidence that Arius's senti
ments had undergone any change, or that he was guilty of 
any disingenuous concealment. The creed was sufficiently 
Arian; thongh it does not contain the obnoxious expressions, 
"made out of nothing," and "there was a time when he did 
not exist." These, as not being scriptural expressions, the 
Arians seemed now ·willing, for the sake of peace, to avoid. 
They consented, besides, to call Christ the Logos, "\Visdom, 
Power, of God; maintaining, however, that the terms were 
applied to him only in a figmative sense. So, no doubt, they 
were intended to be used in their " confession;" and, "if 
Constantine was satisfied with it," we may say with Le Clerc, 
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" Either he must have changed his views, or he gave little 
attention to it, or he bnt imperfectly comprehended the sense 

of the Nicene Council." He appeared, certainly, from this 

time, very much softened towards the Arians; and may be 

said, in fact, to have become their patron. 
Under sanction of the emperor, Arius now returns to Alex

andria, seeks admission into the church, and is refused. Eu

sebins writes to Athanasius on the subject; the emperor, too, 

writes: but the primate is still refractory, and replies, that 
to re-instate one who has been anathematized as a heretic 

was impossible. The emperor, in a rage, writes back, tell

ing him, that, if he did not do as he was desired, he should 

be instantly deposed and banished. The haughty Alexan

drian now saw the storm fast gathering over his head . . The 

Enscbians had the car of the emperor, and various charges 

were brought against him. He was accused of several vio

lent and oppressiYe acts, - of sedition, sacrilege, and atro

cious murder. 
Of some of these charges the emperor acquitted him, and 

ordered that a council, to be assembled at Tyre, should take 

cognizance of the rest. The council, consisting of sixty 
bishops from various parts, met A.D. !3315. Athanasins re

fused to appear; until the emperor threatened, that, if he did 

not come voluntarily, he should be brought by force.* He 

then makes his appearance with a train of Egyptian bishops, 

forty-seven in number, who had not been called, but who 

might be capable in various ways of rendering him service. 

Before the council has come to a decision on the question:-; 

submitted to it, however, he secretly "·ithclraws from Tyre; 

and his flight is construed into an acknowledgment of his 

guilt. He was condemned and deposed upon several charges, 

among which Philostorgius mentions "illegimate ordination," 
and a most foul slander which he was proved to have forged 

against Eusebius of Nicomedia. t 

" Soc., l. i. c. 28. t l. ii . c. 11. 
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Athanasius very probably received on this occasion hard 
measure from the hands of his judges, who were unfriendly 
to him: but Arius had received the same from the hands of 
the orthodox, who were his enemies; and they could not now 
in justice complain. 

The council, haYing completed their business at Tyre, 
repaired to Jerusalem to consecrate the Chm-ch of the Holy 
Sepulchre, for which they had been originally summoned. 
After the performance of this act, they proceeded to re-admit 
Arius and his associates to communion.* This was done, 
as they assert, in consequence of letters received from the em
peror, in which he stated that he was satisfied with the faith 
of Arius and Euzoius. The council then wrote to the church 
in Alexanchia, requiring them to receive Arius; adding, that 
harmony was now restored, and all cause of bitterness re
moved, by the expulsion of Athanasius. 

Athanasius had suddenly disappeared from Tyre. "\Ve 
next hear of him at Constantinople. As the emperor was 
entering the city on horseback, Athanasius, accompanied by 
some presbyters, suddenly threw himself in his way. The 
emperor, not recognizing him, felt a momentary alarm. On 
being told that it was Athanasins, he ordered him to be re
moved. But the bishop kept his ground, "nothing daunted," 
till he made himself heard. All he asked, he said, was that 
the council which had deposed him should be summoned to 
Constantinople, that, in the presence of the emperor, he might 
prefer his complaints, and have a fau: hearing. The request 
"·as granted, and a letter despatched to Jerusalem requiring 
the council, which was not yet dissolved, to appear at Con
stantinople.t The summons came like a thunderbolt, and the 
bishops were in no little perplexity. Most of them, so the 
orthodox historians tell us, concluded that it would be theu: 
safest course to get home as quick as possible; and immediate
ly set off. But some - among whom were Eusebius, Theog-

* Soc., I. i. c. 33. t Emperor's Letter to the Synod, :3oc., I. i. c. 34. 

2i 
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nis, and others-went and reported themselves at Constanti
nople. Another charge was now brought against Athanasius. 
He had threatened, it was said, to stop the supply of corn 
which was annually sent from Egypt to the imperial city. 
Constantine was satisfied of his guilt, and the friends of 
Athanasius trembled for his life; but the emperor listened 

to the suggestions of mercy, ancl was content to banisl~ him to 
TreYes in Gaul. There was a tradition cmrent in the time 

of Socrates the historian, that, in sending him into exile in a 
remote province, Constantine was influenced not merely by 
the crimes imputed to him, but by an earnest desire to restore 
peace to Cluistendom, which he despaired of doing while 
the proud and inflexible prelate was allowed to mingle in its 
councils. 

The friends of Athanasius at Alexandria. witnessed the 
return of Arius witl1 grief, and many disorders followed. 
He soon after appeared at Constantinople; having either gone 
there voluntarily, or been summoned to answer for the dis
turbances in Egypt. ,v e have now arrived at the closing 
seene of his life. Alexander, a strenuous advocate of the 
Nicene faith, was at this time Bishop of Constantinople ; and 
Enscbins threatened, that, if he did not admit Arius to co1~

muniou, he should be deposed. The bishop 1vas not intimi

dated. He turned to Goel for refuge. Retiring into his 
chmch, he prostrated himself upon the ground beneath the 
table of the altar, and pomed forth his prayers and tears. 
This he continued to do, it is asserted, for days and nights 

together. 
1\Ieanwhile Arius, we are told, had appeared before the 

emperor, and satisfied him of his orthodoxy. He is said to 
have subscribed to the Nicene symbol. The emperor, sur
prised at this, required him to confirm his signature by oath; 
which he did, using deception all the while: for he had a 
paper, eontaining his real sentiments, concealed under his 
arm, and declared, under oath, that he believed as he had 
written. This charge, however, is wholly destitute of proof. 
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N cander gives no credit to it, and goes into an argument to 

show its improbability. -!«- Socrates, from whom the story is 

taken, t does not vonch for its truth, but is careful to say, that 

he had so "heard;" and repeats, that it was matter of" hear

say only." Another account - far more probable -is that 

Arius was required to give an account of his faith in writing, 

and that he took care to express himself, on the disputed 

points, in Scripture language, on which he could put his own 

construction. "'\Vith this, the emperor, who seems not to ha,·e 

been a very profound critic in these matters, was satisfied, as 

he had been by a former confession of Arius. Constantine 

was now not difficult to please on this point. He " stood in 

the closest relations," as N cander obscrYes, " with those 

bishops who were decidedly opposed to the Nicene Creed;" 

and had no great zeal for its articles, being content if it was 

not publicly attacked. "'\Ve arc not bound to believe every 

rumor to the disadvantage of Arius put in circulation by his 

enemies. If Athanasius was guilty of one-half the crimes 
imputed to him, he deserved to be sent to encl his days in 

solitude or among Barbarians ; for he was fit only to li vc with 

savages. "'\Ve do not believe that he was guilty of one-fourth 

part of them; and yet the charges against him arc, " ·ith few 

exceptions, as well or better supported than most of those 

against the Arians. "'\Ve only claim for Arius the benefit of 

that common justice and charity to which all are entitled. 

"'\Ve ask only that some little allowance be made for the exag

gerations of party feeling and the virulence of theological 

prejudice. 
The emperor, convinced of his good faith, directed Alex

ander to admit him to communion. A council was also talked 

of. Alexander was agitated and in great distress. Entering 

the church, and prostrating himself at the foot of the altar, 

he prayed to God, that, if the opinion of Arius were true, he 

might not liYe to see the day " appointed for its discus-

" Hist. Relig. and Church, vol. ii. p. 385, note. t l. i. c. 38. 
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sion; " but, if not, that Arius himself might be cut off. The 
next day was the time fixed for bringing Arius to communion. 
But as he was proceeding from the palace through the city, 
accompanied by his friends, in a sort of triumph, he was at
tacked with sudden illness; and, retiring to the nearest office, 
miserably perished, A.D. 336, as his friends say, by magi
cal arts or by poison, but, according to the representations 
of his enemies, by a judgment of Heaven, in answer to the 
very charitable prayer of Alexander, who would rather die 

than be convinced that he was in error. Such are the princi
pal circumstances of the case, as given by the historians and 
Athanasius, though their narratives vary in some minute par
ticulars.* 

The Eusebians, as the Orthodox tell us, were filled with 
consternation, and went and buried the companion of their 
heresy in silence. The spot where he died was pronounced 
execrable; and those who passed by long continued to point 
the finger at it in pious horror, till a rich Arian, to wipe off 
the stigma, purchased the ground, and erected upon it a 
beautiful dwelling. That the friends of the unfortunate 
Arius were sensibly affected by his sudden and tragical death, 
there can be no doubt. His enemies indecently exulted, and 
publicly returned thanks to God, who, as they thought, had 
graciously interposed to rid the world of a monster of impiety, 
and, by a visible token, confirm the con substantial faith. t 

Of the intellectual and moral character of Arius, we are 
compelled to think favorably. That he possessed a vigorous 
understanding, acute discernment, and great clearness of com
prehension, admits not of doubt. He wrote, if we may judge 
from his letters, with precision and accuracy; and, by the con-

* Soc., l. i. c. 3i, 38; Sozomen, I. ii. c. 29, 30; Theodoret, I. i. c. 14. Valesius contends 
that the Arius who dieu at Constantinople, A.D. 336, was not the arch-heretic, but one of his 
followers of the same name. This it i~ impossible to believe. All the historians anu Athanasius 
speak of the Arius who thus dieu, without giving any intimation that it was another Arius. 
lt is impos,ible to read their accounts, as it seems to us, without a conviction that the writers 
all along have iu view the author of the heresy. No historical fact appears more certain. 

t Soc., l. i. c. 38; Athan. Epist. au. Serap. 
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fession of his enemies, united consummate skill in the dialectic 
art with an easy address and popular and insinuating elo
quence. From the little which is known of his life, it may 
be inferred that he was tolerant and charitable, the friend of 
inquiry and rational freedom. He had the independence to 
think for himself, and the comage to express his opinions ; 
but it does not appear that he had any disposition to restrain 
others in the exercise of their liberty. There seems to have 
been no bitterness in his natme. ,v e do not hear that he 
ever indulged in reproaches against his oppressors. He at
tempted, in some respects, to reform and simplify the theology 
of the age; and was, in consequence, denounced as a blas
phemer, a heretic, a Porphyrian, - a name which stood for 
all that was vile and hateful. He was anathematized and 
cnt off from the communion of the Christian world, and it 
was made felony to possess any of his books; but we are not 
informed that he was provoked to reply with acrimony, or 
gave evidence of being deficient in the meek and patient vir
tues of the Christian. It is certain that his life was unspotted; 
for calumny never uttered a whisper against its purity. 

Of his writings, with the exception of two letters and the 
Confession already mentioned, we have little positive infor
mation. Philostorgius, as represented by his Orthodox epito
mizer, tells us that he wrote songs for mariners and those 
who were engaged at the mill and in travelling, that, by call
ing to his aid the charms of melody, he might the better dis
seminate his opinions among the illiterate portion of the 
community. If such were his motive, there was nothing 
culpable in it. But he might have had other objects in view. 
Persons employed in grinding at the mill, in ancient times, it 
is well known, were accustomed to cheer theix labors with 
song ; and those devoted to other occupations, no doubt, did 
the same. The motion of the oar, we know, in modern 
times, is often accompanied by chanting or music. If Arius 
could fmnish popular songs preferable to those _in general use 
in his time; if he could substitute those which had a meaning, 
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and were unexceptionable in point of expression and thought, 
for such as were loose, profane, or contained erroneous senti
ments, - he had a right to do it. More than this, it was au 
act of great benevolence to do it. 

There is another work of Arius, which is often mentioned 
by Athanasins, * the "Thalia," which he calls a poem, - a 
light and effeminate poem," after the manner of the Egyptian 
Sotacles." He seems to speak of it as a sort of pleasant, 
jesting performance, - a piece of profane buffoonery. It is 
difficult to say what Athanasius means by all this. He gives 
several extracts from the work, in which there is certainly 
nothing comic or humorous, or soft and effeminate. The in
troduction, if Athanasins has quoted it correctly, exhibits a 
kind of sonorousness and jingle, a pomp and affectation ; and 
some expressions which occur in it savor of a childish vanity. 
But, with this exception, the performance appears, for aught 
we can discover, to have been as plain, sober prose as was 
ever written. The quotations given by Athanasius, which 
arc very short fragments, contain some statements of Arius's 
views and arguments in their favor, but perfectly grave and 
decorous. 

If Athanasius means only that Arius in his songs, -which, 
however, he plainly distinguishes from his " Thalia," - made 
use of the Sotadeau measure, which was peculiar, there was 
nothing criminal in that. A similar charge was brought 
against the early Protestant reformers, who were accused of 
taking their " airs " from the "best songs of the times." 

But then the songs of Arius, it is objected, were doctrinal; 
and so are those of Dr. "\Vatts, and fifty others we could 
name. And, if we mistake not, the Athanasian Creed (which 
will be admitted, we suppose, to be somewhat doctrinal) is to 
this day somewhere appointed to be "said or sung" in the 
churches. 

• " See particularly his Orationes cont. Arianos. 
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CHAPTER III. 

SUCCESS AND DECLIXE OF ARIAXIS11. - LOXG SURYIYED IN 

THE WEST. - THE GOTHS RECEIYE IT. - IXFLUEXCE OF 

THE LADIES.-TIIE FRIEXDS AND CO-ADJUTORS OF AIUUS.

EUSEBIUS OF NIC'Oi\IEDIA, THEOGXIS OF NICE, AND EUSEBIUS 

THE HISTORIAN. - FORTUNES OF ATHANASIUS: HIS "\VAN

DERINGS AND DEATH, WRITINGS AND CHARACTER. 

IF the sudden removal of Arius had the effect of clamping 
for a moment the ardor of the Ensebians, their com·age soon 
revived. The cause of Arianism acquired new vigor after 
the death of Constantine, A. D. 337; and continued to be 
prosperous during the whole reign of his son Constantius, who 
was himself an Arian. In this reign, several Arian coun
cils were assembled ; Arianism was everywhere predominant; 
and the consubstantial or Homoousian faith seemed to be 
threatened with destruction. The great Hosius, as he is 
called, now a hundred years old, subscribes to the Arian faith; 
Liberius, Bishop of Rome, follows his example ; and, not to 
mention Felix, called by the Orthodox the intruder, the world, 
for once at least, beheld an Arian pope. The Arians had 
possession of all the great sees of the chmch. "The whole 
world," says Jerome, "groaned and was sm·prised to find 
itself Arian." 

A schism took place among the Arians : one party, called 
Semi-Arians, or Homoiousians, maintaining that the Son was, 
in all respects, of like substance with the Father ; and the 
other, denominated Actians, Eunomians, and .Anomcrans, who 
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were the strict Arians, asserting that he was of a different 
substance, and wholly unlike the Father.* 

At their councils, the Arians adopted various confessions of 

faith. Socrates enumerates nine, t and speaks of them as a 

labyrinth; and Athanasius mentions their "ten synods or 

more," and gives several of their creeds. Tillemont makes 

the latter amount to eighteen during the reign of Constantius. 

Their enemies reproached them for their frequent changes, 

which were attributed to their fiekleness ; + but their friends, 

perhaps, might adduee the circumstance as evidence only that 

they exercised the right of inquiry and the free expression of 
sentiment. ,Ve could wish, however, that the Arians at 

this period had not disgraced their cause by persecutions. 
Constantius died A.D. 3Gl. The infidel Julian succeeded, 

and neither party was fostered or oppressed. Jovian favored 

the consubstantialists. Under Valens, Arianism again reco
vered strength, but sunk beneath the severe edicts of Theodo

sius, and was afterwards little more heard of in the Eastern 

Empire. 
It long survived, however, in the ,Vest. The Goths re

ceived the Arian faith from the celebrated Ulfila, or Ulphi

las, their first bishop, and the inventor of their alphabeq It 

was embraced by the Ostrogoths, the Suevi, the Burgundians, 

the Vandals, and generally by the Barbaric nations whieh 

overwhelmed the ,V estern Empire. Orthodox writers assign 

the year GGO as the elate of its extinction. That it continued 

to subsist as the belief of many private Christians, there can 

be no doubt ; but its energies were crushed by the hard 

pressure of power, and it rose again into notice only after the 

slumber of centuries. ,Vith its revival in modern times we 

have nothing to do. II 

,1, Epiph. Ilfer., 73-6. t I. ii. c. 41. 
:t: Athan. de Syn. Arim. aml Sel.; also Epist. ad Afr. Episc. 
§ Soc., I. iv. c. 33; Philostorg, I. ii. c. 5. 
II Historians have noticed the influence of the ladies on the fortunes of Arianism. "The 

Devil," says l\faimbourg, '' mat.le use of three women to introduce the Arian heresy in the 
East; " referring to the Empresses Constantia, Eusebia, ant.I Dominica: "bnt Go,I, to comh:,t 
him with his own weapons, employed tliree illustrious queens (Clotilda, lugout.I,i, and 1'heolin• 
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The friends and associates of Arius now claim a parting 

notice. Of these, Ensebins of :Nicomedia, called by some 
the great Eusebius, was the most prominent. From the time 

he embarked in the controversy till his death, the party con
tinnccl to be animated by his counsels. His influence may be 
attributed in part, no doubt, to his facility of access to the 

emperor, but much more to his distinguished ability, his 

shrewdness and activity. He always acted with vigor. His 

enemies accused him of faction and intrigue ; but we must 

not form onr judgment upon party statements. Ile had been 

banished for his resistance to the imposition of an nnscriptn- / 
ral creed. His friends had been oppressed, calnnmiatecl, and 

some of them driven into exile, for presuming to exercise 

freedom of thonght, - the common birthright of man. If the 

warmth of his feelings and his keen sense of injustice some

times betrayed him into imprudence and excesses ( which we 

da) to purify the West" by its extermination! (llistoire de l' Arianisme, I. xii.) l\Iaimbonrg is 

an eloquent aml agreeable writer, but exceedingly deficient in candor, and occasionally draws 

pretty freely upon imagination. Dr. ,Jortin classes him with those who "make history." 

'l'illemont has also written a history of the Ari:tn R; and no two work, ronl<l prPsent a more 

striking contrast, in point of manner an,1 style, th:in ,1,1imbonrg·s and hi~. Tillemont·~ cou

Rists of a dry collection of quotation~, iuterspered now and then with an ori!.(ina.1 remark. 

But Tillemont's work, too, takes a strong coloring from his prejwlices. the exhibition of which 

is often uot a little amusing. lie is at no loss to account for the ri,e of Arianism just at the 

moment it appeared; for the Devil, despairing of propping up the sinking c,iuse of l':iganism 

after the conversion of Constantine, anu b:iving, th.,refore, nothing to Jo uut of the church, 

went to work to see what he could effect in it. " For this purpose, he ni:1Lle me of the very 

name of ,lesus Christ;" and Arius w:Ls the unhappy being he employe,1 to maintain tlw "im

pious tenet," that" he was either a different Go,l from hi.s Father, or, which is much the same 

blasphemy, that he was not truly GoLI at all." All" which is horri ,I to think on!" 
'l'he Arians, if we credit several of the old ecclesi:istic1tl writer,, an,\ \himuourg, Tillemont, 

and others, among the moderns, were only in.,tru rnents in the han ,ls of tlw great adver.,ary of 

Go,! aml man. Yet they will not snlfer, as regar,\s rh:tracter, geniu~, or attainments, by com

p:trison with the consubstan tia\i:;ts. True, they are r1•presente,\ as mou,t .. rs ; lout then we III u,- t 

reco11,,ct that their enemies are their paint.,rs. We have feeling cornplaints of the persecu

tions kiuclled by the Ari:ins; but had the Ari:ins no tale of cruelties to tell? We know that 

thL•ir snfferings were great; and would, no ,Ion ht, lmve appe.ire ,l mnch greater, ha,I tlwir own 

accounts been Rpared n~. Ilut the injuries of time, anJ zeal of the Ortho,lox, have suffen•d few 

of their writings to survive; and their history is, therefore, to he ,lerived chiefly from the sus

picions testimony of their foes. Severe edi~ts, it is certain, were issued for the destruction of 

tlwir books; an,I the story of their sorrows, as related by themselves, has perished. 'l'lmt in 

their prosperity they retorted upon the consnbstantialists the wrong~ they ha,1 recPiV<'•l. only 
proves thM they were not superior to the frailties of our rnttnre. \Ve are pointed to th,, , ... an

d~ring~ of Athanasius as proof of their malice, :md his history has been often am\ pathetically 

cnongb tolu; Lut a tear for the unfortunate Arius has been more than the world could 
give. 

28 
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neither deny nor assert), he m--iy be entitled to some indul
gence on the score of human infirmity. He was originally 
Bishop of Berytus, afterwards of Nicomeclia, the chief city 
of Bithynia; whence he was transforrccl, about the year 338, 
to the see of Constantinople. He cliecl soon after the council 
of Antioch, -probably before the encl of the year 3..U. He 
was reputed to be a learned man ; yet we are not informed 
that he left any writings except letters, of which one only is 
preserved. 

Theognis of Nice, as we have said, recovered his see after 
his exile; but of his subsequent history little is known, ex
cept that he persevered with Ensebius in opposition to the 
consnbstantial faith. Of Theonas and Secnndns we find 
nothing worth adding. J\laris of Chalcedon survived to the 
time of the Emperor Julian ; whom he had the courage 
publicly to reproach for his idolatry, as he was sacrificing on 
the altar of }'ortune. He ·was then old and blind. He had 
formerly seen the philosophic emperor practise the exercises 
of the Christian religion, and now thanked God, he said, in 
reply to a sarcasm of J nliau, that he could not behold his 
impieties. The anecdote, if true, shows at least his honesty 
and zeal. 

Of Ensebius the historian, another of the friends of Arius, 
as he will form the subject of a separate notice, we shall here 
add nothing to what has been already said. 

"\Ve have now clone with Arius and his friends, and hasten 
to offer a brief tribnte to the great champion of Orthodoxy. 
"\V c left Athanasius at Treves, where he had been banished 
for a real or supposed crime of state, A.D. 336. The empe
ror was importuned by his friends to restore him : but he was 
inflexible, and replied, that he was " seditious, and had been 
condemned by a council." He was compelled, he said, .to 
respect the decision of the bishops assembled at Tyre, who 
could not be supposed to have been under the influence of 
passion. Athanasius, he added, was "insolent, proud, and 
kept cyery thing in a constant broil." Constantine died soon 
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after (A.D. 337), haYing in his last illness received Arian 
baptism from the hand of Eusebius of Nicomedia. 

Athanasius, fortified with a letter from the young Constan
tine, now returned to Egypt, after an absence of nearly two 
years. His entrance into Alexandria was marked with blood 

and slaughter. His attempt to re-ascend the episcopal throne, 

from which he had been regularly deposed by the sentence of 

a synod, was vigorously resisted by the Arians; bnt the party 
of Athanasins preYailecl. Complaints were made against him 

to the Emperor Constantius; and a council, at which the em

peror was present, haYing been assembled at Antioch, Atha

nasius ·was declared to have been guilty of an irregularity in 
resuming his episcopal functions ·without the iutenention of 

a synod; and Gregory of Cappadocia was appointed to fill the 

see of Alexandria. On his arrival, accompanied with a band 

of soldiers to enforce the decree of the synod, Athanasins 
effected his escape, and took refuge in Italy. According to 

some authorities, he soon returned to Alexandria with letters 
from Julius, Bishop of Rome, in which the latter severely 

censures the bishops who had deposed him ; and, in conse
quence, receiYes from them a sharp reply, rebuking him for 

his impertinent interference. The usual disturbances followed 

on his arriYal at Alexandria; and he was charged, besides, 

with selling the corn which the late emperor had provided for 
the relief of the poor widows of the city, and with appropri
ating the proceeds to his own selfish purposes. The emperor 
now tlll'eatens him with death, and he thinks it prudent again 

to flee. He passes some time in concealment; but the Bishop 

of Rome, discovering the place of his retirement, interests 

himself in his favor, and writes, inviting him to repair to his 

presence: and Athanasius finds his way a second time to 
Rome.* 

Other authorities, with more probability perhaps, assign to 
him only one journey to Rome; where he remained some 

" Soc., I. ii. c .. 8, 10, 11, 14, 151 li. 
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years, during which a synod was holden at Rome in his favor. 
The council of Sarclica, A.D. 3-i 7, after the secession of the 
Eastern bishops too, proves friendly to him, absolves him 

from the sentence of the synod of Antioch, and decrees his 
restoration and that of some other bishops to their sees. The 
Emperor of the ,Vest writes to his brother of the East, ac
quainting him with the fact, and entreats him to replace them. 
Constantius demnrs; upon which the \Vestern emperor writes 
a very laconic and menacing epistle, telling him, that, if he 
refused, he would himself come, and restore them by force. 
The threat is effectual, and the Eastern emperor consents to 
their restoration. 

On his way to Egypt, Athanasius passes through J erusa
lem, and is received to communion by a synod of his friends 
hastily assembled on the occasion; and was re-established in 
his see, A.D. Z49. He had scarcely taken possession, when 
the Emperor Constans, his protector, meets a violent death ; 
and he is doomed to experience afresh the effects of Constan
tius's anger. New charges are brought against him. The 
\Vestern bishops, after a long delay, are induced to pronounce 
sentence of condemnation against him; and the emperor 
determines on accomplishing his ruin. He escapes, and con
ceals himself in the desert. He wrote an apology for his 
flight, which is still extant. He remained in seclusion seve
ral years; but after the death of George, the Arian Bishop of 
Alexandria, who fell by the hands of an infuriated mob,* 
he emerged from his solitude, and resumed his office, A.D. 
3GZ. His stay was short; for Julian, who was then emperor, 
hearing of his return, and fearing another commotion, sent 
orders to his prefect to apprehend him. 

The saint again fled, saying to his friends, "Let us retire a 
little while: it is a small cloud, and will soon pass." His pur-

* l'hilostorgius says that the violence was committed at the inRtigation of Athanasius; 
l. vii. c. 2. The character of the Arian bishop is said to have been stained many vices It 
is :t curious circumstan<'e that he shouJ.l have been afterwards transformed into the '' re
nowned ~t. George of England, the patron of arms, of chivalry, and of the garter." 'I'he 
transformation, says Gibbon, though "not absolutely certain," is '' eLtrcmely probable." 
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suers pressed hard upon him; but, eluding them by artifice, 

he rctmnccl privately to the city, and remained concealed till 

the storm was over. Upon the accession of Jovian, A.D. 
3G3, he re-appeared, and, during his reign, retained possession 

of his scat. Under Valens, the Arian emperor, he was again 

compelled to leave Alexandria. He retired, and concealed 

himself four months in the tomb of his father. His friends 

at Alexanclria ·were overwhelmed with sadness, and the em

peror was induced to recall him. He became afterwards 

embroiled with the Governor of Libya, whom he had excom

municated; but kept possession of his sec till his death. He 

ended a life of toil and wanderings, A.D. 373; having been 

bishop forty-six years, of which twenty were passed in exile 

or concealment. 
His writings, which arc numerous, relate mostly to the 

controversies of the times, and contain scYeral elaborate vin

dications of his character.* He treats the charges of his 

enemies against him as calumnies,. and strongly asserts, and 

sometimes at least proves, his innocence. But he was forced 

to contend, not only against theii· calumnies, as he pronounces 

them, but thcii· arguments in defence of their theological 

opinions ; and these he seems to have sometimes found it 

difficult to refute. He says they ·were continually asking cap

tious, absm·d, and impious questions; to which, it appears, he 

conld sometimes reply only by rnising the cry of" blasplwmy.'' 

He compares the Arians to madmen, clogs, and swine. They 

contended that the expression, "I and my Father aTc one," 

could not prove the Son to be of the substance of the Father; 

for Jesus prays that his disciples "may be one, even as he 

and the Father were one." But, in this reasoning, Athanasius 

could sec only "indescribable temerity" a11cl "diabolical mad

ness." They 1uged the texts, "All power is giren unto me;" 

"The Father hath committf'tl all judgment to the Son;" 

and from his agony and prayer, he says, they concluded that 

* See particularly his Apo!. cont. Arianos, Opp. t. i. 
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he could not be God by nature. Again: had he been the 
proper wisdom of the Father, " how could it be said that he 
grew in wisdom ? " and " how could he be ignorant of the 
clay of judgment?" In reply to these and similar arguments, 
they get a great deal of abuse: they arc denounced as impi
ous; and their audacity is compared to that of the Jews, ,vho 
stoned Jesus for speaking of his divinity. They were per
fect hydras. They were always ready with some new tmn 
or new argument. Though refuted by him, they were not 
silenced; and, though he had shown them " destitute of all 
sense," they did not " blush." He quotes from the " Tha
lia " of Arins, and exclaims, at such "impious words, how 
shall not universal natme stand aghast, and all men stop their 
ears and shut theu· eyes, that they may not hear those things, 
nor see him who has written them ! " 

Athanasius, however, possessed several of the requisites of 
a skilful champion. He was bold, resolute, and subtle, and 
wrote in a style of strong, though sometimes rude, eloquence. 
His spirit was indomitable. He was persevering and in
flexible ; but his temper was arbitrary and domineering, 
and his constancy was not without some tincture of obdu
racy. He was excelled in learning by several of his contem
poraries, particularly by Eusebins of Cresarca; and by many, 
we trust, in the meek and gentle graces of the Cluistian. 
His piety, and love of truth, we haYc no disposition to call in 
question; yet the history of his life would seem to authorize 
the suspicion, that he was influenced rather by motives of 
pride and ambition than by a desire to promote the peace of 
the clnuch. He would set all Christendom in a flame sooner 
than relinquish the patriarchal throne of Alexandria. 

He was capable of inspiring warm friendships. He was a 
strong advocate for monkery. He wrote the life of a certain 
hermit, whose name was Antony; and was amply repaid by 
the affection and gratitude of the order. In the season of 
his deepest adversity, the monks remained faithful. They 
opened the doors of theu· monasteries to him ; concealed him 



CHARACTER OF ATIIA:NASIUS. 223 

in the desert, where they visited him; miRistered to his wants; 
gave him intelligence of the approach of danger; and, in vari
ous ways, evinced their attachment to his person. 

His orthodoxy, particularly in the earlier part of his life, 
will not stand the test of subsequent times, as he did not admit 
the Son to be of one individual essence with the Father, 
though he believed him to possess the same specific nature.* 
It is hardly necessary to add, that the creed which bears his 
name is the production of a later age. t 

* Not µoi•oovawr;, or TaVTOOVCflO(;, but oµoovawr;. The former terms, expressive of inui
viuual or numerical identity of eubstance, were then rejected. 

t Gibbon's account of Athanasius forms one of the most splendid chapters in his history. 
Hi~ portrait of the saint, however, is an exceedingly flattering one. The temptatiou was great, 
to be sure. Athana~ius had several heroic qualities: he led a life of adventure; and a writer 
pos~essing Gibbon's powers of description could not wish for a finer subject. Ile coul<l be 
ju~t to Athanasius, as one has saiu, "even when Julian was his persecutor." Gibbon hau the 
art, if we may so express it, of falsifying history, without absolutely misstating facts. Atha
nasius anu Julian were very different characters. Rut a person will get just about as correct 
au iuea of the one as of the other from the "luminous pages" of Gibbon. 

The very slight sketch we have given of the character of Athanasius we believe to be suffi
ciently favorable. Others have spoken of his infirmities of temper in terms much stronger 
than any we have employed. "Athanasius's Epistle to the l\Ionks,'' says the learneu Lim
borch, " is proof enough of his ungovernable and angry temper, in which we finu nothing 
but foul anu reproachful language against the Arians; a plain proof of a violently uisordereu 
minu '' (History of the Inquisition, c. 4.) 
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CHAPTER IV. 

THE NICENE FAITH. - l\IEAXING OF "CONSUBSTANTIAL." -

ATHANASIUs's EXPLANATION OF IT. - FATHER AND SON 

RELATlYELY UNEQUAL: SO THE COUXCIL OF NICE TAUGHT. 

-SENTDIENTS OF THE ORTHODOX AFTERWARDS UNDERGO 

A CHANGE. - POINTS OF DIFFERENCE 13ETWEEN THE FA

THERS WHO LIYED BEFORE THE SYNOD, AXD THE ASSERT

ERS OF THE TRINITY AFTERWARDS. - THE DOCTRINE OF 

THE TRINITY OF GRADUAL FOIDIATION. - PROGRESS OF THE 

DOCTRINE. - RECAPITULATION. - WHAT THE TRUE DOC

TRINE OF THE TRINITY IS RE1IAIXS UXSETTLED. - IN 

WHAT SENSE THE NICENE CREED ARIAN. 

IT may be asked, in conclusion, \Vhat did the council of 
Nice accomplish? \Vhat, in reality, was the Nicene faith? 
How far did it differ from that of the learned Christians of 
preceding centuries? how far from that of subsequent times, 
after the doctrine of the Trinity was in a manner defined and 
settled? 

First, what did the Fathers of the council mean when they 
said that the Son was consubstantial with the Father? ,v e 
have seen the construction which Eusebius put on the term, 
and which he says received the sanction of the council. 
They intended to assert that the Son was "in all respects 
like the Father," and "unlike all creatmes made by him," 
in opposition to Arius, who maintained that he was a creature, 
and therefore not strictly divine. This ·was the meaning 
·which the term then bore, as learned Trinitarian critics ( Peta
vius, Cudworth, Le Clerc, and others) admit and prove. It 
expressed, not numerical identity rif substance, but slwwness of 

ki1ul. One man is of the same substance or naturn with 
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another, as they belong to the same order of beings. So the 
Ron of Goel is of the same substance with the Father: he 

partakes, in common with him, of a diYine, though not of the 
same incliYidual, nature. Divine begets divine, as human 

begets human. The distinction between person and being was 

unknown to the Fathers : it is a refinement of latter times. 

The Father and Son had the same specific uature, yet 

constituted distinct subsistences, persons, beiugs.""' Such was 
the doctrine of all the ante-Xicene Fathers, unless by the 

expression, " of a different substance," ·which some of them 

applied to the Son, they mean to teach something more than 

that he had an individual existence distinct from the Father. 
The Fathers of Xice taught no other doctrine. The term 

"consubstantial" was not introduced by them. Athanasius 

tells us that it had been used before. The scYentv Fathers 

of the second council of Antioch, ·which condemned the er

rors of Paul of Samosata, he admits, rejected it, and decreed 
that the Son was not consubstantial with the Father; and he 

attempts to apologize for them by referring to the nature of 

the controYersy in which th ey were engagccl. t But some 

Fathers, he says, had used it. In what sense Dionysius of 

Alexandria understood it, we have already seen. His expla

nation of it docs not differ materially from that of Eusebins. 

Athanasins's explanation of the sense in which it was used 

by the council of Xice is similar. The Son has "no simili
tude to creatm·es, nor is cognate with them:" he is the "true 
off-;pring of the substance of the Father." - "The substance 

of the Father was the beginning, the root, and fountain of 

the Son, who has a true likeness to Him that begat him; 

neither is separated from the Father, as we arc, by being of a 

substance foreign to his." Again : he has the same relation 
to the Father as a ray to the sun, or a branch to the vine ; for 

the "branches are consubstantirzl 1cith the 'rinc, of the same 

"' The very term "consubstantial" implies two. We never say that a thing is coasub-
st:mtial with itself. · 

t De Syn. Arirn. et Seleuc. 
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sort, and inseparable." Again : when we speak of identity 

or sameness, he says, we refer, not to any accidental distinc

tion, but to substances or essences. One man " is of the 

same nature with another as regards substance. But " a man 
and a dog are of different natures : therefore what is of the 

sumc nature ·is c01zsnbiiluntiul; what is of a different nature is of 

another substance," or not consubstantial. * 
Such is the explanation ·which this celehrated champion of 

the Trinity gives of the meaning of the term, as used by the 

Fathers of the synod of Nice and by himself. Christ was 

by birth Goel, as man is by birth man. There is one species 

of divinity as one species of humanity; and, as all men are of 

the same substance (that is, all human), so the Father and 

Son are of the same substance (that is, both divine). This, if 

we may truly believe Eusebius and Athanasius, is all which 

they meant by the term. "\Ve know that it originally bore 

this st!nse, and these two witnesses-one of whom was partial 

to its use, and the other opposed to it - tell us that it was 

used by the Fathers of the council in no other. It is needless 

to introduce fmther evidence.t 
Specific sameness implies a sort of natlU'al equality; yet 

the Father and Son might be relatively unequal, and were so 

considered. The one gave, and the other received. The one 

was withont cause, nnbegotten, Goel originally, and of himself: 

the other was a Goel by derivation or birth, and not originally 

in and of himself. They were united, however, in will, pur

pose, and affection. There was but one original Fountain of 

cfo·inity, one supreme first Cause; and therefore the unity of 

Goel, in a certain loose sense, was, as it was thought, preserved. 

So the preceding Fathers believed; and we have no proof that 

• Epist. ad Serap. de Spir. Sane. Opp. t. ii.; De Syn., Arim. et Seleuc.; De Sen tent. Dio

ny~li. 
t We mean not to affirm that there was entire unanimity of opinion among the Fathers 

of the council on this subject. 'l'hls, we know, was not the case. The tr.rm in question was 

obscure, aml, in some sort, ambiguous; but it w,is all the better for that, provi,led it h:ul the 
effect of stigmatizing the Arian~. since it allowetl a certain latitn,le of opinion among the 
ortho,lox Fathers. 'l'ha.t the prominent itlca couvc,re,l by it, however, w:ts such as we have 

stat.,11, admits of no reasonable unu bt. 
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the Fathers of Nice entertained any other Yie,vs. Their creed 

certainly teaches no other. It recognizes one nnbcgottcn, 

uncaused Being; and one begotten, dependent, and cleri,·ccl. 

Read the Nicene Creed, and for the term "consubstantial" snb

stitute the phrase, " having, as the Son of Goel, a cli vine na

ture," which is equivalent to it as used by the Fathers of the 

council, and you have two beings such as we have described. 

,v c do not perceive that in sentiment they differed in any 

essential particular from the Fathers who went before them. 

If they used the term "consubstantial" in the sense which 

aftenrnrcls obtained, however, they certainly did differ from 

them, and were innovators. But we arc convinced, as we 

have said, that they did not so use it. If we may believe 

their own statements, they certainly did not. 

Some time after the council, however, and even during the 

lifetime of Athanasius, the opinions of the orthodox began 

to undergo a real and important change; and the council 

undoubtedly contributed to this change, inadvertently, by 

the introduction of a term capable of a sense very different 

from that originally attributed to it by the Platonists and Pla

tonizing Fathers. Thus the term, which, at the time it was 

adopted, was understood to express only specific sameness of 

nature, was afterwards employed to signify individual iden

tity; and subsequent times, while they haYe retained the 

language, have departed widely from the sentiments, of the 

Nicene Fathers. 
The principal points of difference between the views of the 

Fathers who lived before the synod, and the asserters of 

the genuine Trinity afterwards, may be stated in few words. 

The former taught the supremacy of the Father, and the real 

and proper inferiority of the Son, without qualification; mak

ing them, in fact, two beings. The latter asserted, not simply 

an equality of nature between the Father and Son, but then· 

individual and numerical identity; though this was not origi

nally the doctrine of Athanasius, nor of the church till some 

time after the middle of the fourth century. The former 
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maintained, generally, that the Son was voluntarily begotten of 
the Father before the creation of the world, but not from eter
nity; the latter, that he was necessarily begotten, from eterni
ty. W,.hethcr they attached any ideas to these terms, we will 
not undertake to say. 

There was a very remarkable difference, too, in the manner 
in which the advocates of the orthodox doctrine, before and 
some time after the council of Nic.;e, endeavored to repel the 
charge nrgcd against them by their adversaries, of introducing 
two Gods. The former, in reply to the objections of Praxeas, 
N oetns, Sabellins, and their follo"wcrs, asserted that they wor
shipped the one only and trne Goel, who is over all, supreme; 
that the Sou was inferior, another, different, - different in 
essence, the minister of the Father, and in all respects sub
ject to his will, and entitled, therefore, to only inferior 
homage. Of these and similar expressions, however, the 
Arians took advantage; and they were, therefore, gradually 
dropped. The ground of defence was changed. Instead of 
saying that the Son was a different being from the Father, 
and inferior to him, the orthodox began to allege that they 
were of one individual essence; and, therefore, there was only 
one object of supreme worship. There were many passages 
of Scriptme, however, which pressed hard upon this doctrine, 
and which seemed at least to speak of the Son as inferior to 
the Father. It was at this time that the fiction of the two 
natures in Jesus Christ was introduced, and then all difficul
ties vanished. The Son, as God, was co-equal with the Fa
ther; as man, he ,vas inferior: as God, he could send; as 
man, he could be sent : in his human nature, he could pray 
to himself in his divine; as man, he could assert that 
he was ignorant of the day of judgment, which, as Goel, he 
knew. 

The doctrine of the Trinity, however, was of very gradual 
formation. The learned lluet, a Trinitarian, confesses that 
" so late as the time of Basil," who flourished after the 
middle of the fomth century, "and still later, the Ca-
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tholics dared not openly acknowledge the djyinity of the 
Spirit."* 

.Neancler has well obse1Tecl, that the Spirit is "only ad
Yertccl to in Yery general terms in the Nicene Creed.'' The 

clause in which it is referred to is, simply, "and in the Holy 
Spirit;" that is, supplying the ellipsis, " ·"re believe in the 

Holy Spirit." And so do we; so do all Christians. All 

believe in the Holy Spirit. But this language - the lan

guage of the creed - explains nothing, defines nothing. 
It does not tell us whether the Spirit is a person, or an in

fluence ; a breathing of the Spirit of God into the soul of 

the belieYer, or something else. Had the Fathers of the 

council believed it to be a person co-eqnal or consubstantial 

with the Father, why not say so? That they did not so <l_e
clarc, affords, we think, conclusive eYidence that they cfol not 

so believe. Certainly the creed, compared with modern ex
positions of the doctrine of the Trinity, as consisting of a 

co-equal Three, is sadly defective. There is nothing in it, so 

far as the Spirit is concerned, which would exclude Arius. 

He believed in the Holy Spirit. "It has been alleged,'' says 
N eander, "that, at that time, there was no controYersy re

specting it (the Spirit). But this ground is not correct; for 

it is eYident, from the express statement of Athanasius, that 
Arius applied the doctrine of subordination to the Holy Spirit. 

He placed the same distance between the Son and the Spirit 
as between the Father and the Son;" which, we add, was 

Origen's doctrine. As late as A. D. 380, N"eander affirms 
that "great indistinctness prevailed among different parties 

respecting this dogma, so that cycn Gregory N" azianzen coul<l 

say, 'Some of om theologians regard the Spirit simply as 
a mode of divine operation; others, as a creature of Goel; 
others, as Goel himself; others, again, say that they know 

not which of these opinions to accept, from their reverence for 

Holy "\Yrit, which says nothing upon it.' Hilary of Poictiers, 

• Ori,;eniana, I. ii. c. 2, Qures. 1. 
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' a :Nicene theologian,' expresses himself in a similar way, 

and does not venture to attribute ' to the Spirit the name of 

Goel, because the Scripture does not expressly so call him.'" 

Again : " Though Basil of C:.esarea wished to teach tho 

divinity of the Holy Spirit in his church, he only ventured 

to do it gradually."* These are significant facts, which arc 

wholly inexplicable on the supposition that the doctrine of 

the Trinity was the old doctrine, - the doctrine of the Ni

cene Council even. 
·we have said that the Fathers of Nice clicl not greatly 

innovate in doctrine. The council of Constantinople (the se

con~l general council), called A.D. 381, adopted the creed of 

Nice with an additional clause, declaring that the Holy Spirit 

is . to be worshipped and glorified together with the Father 

and Son. "This creed," says Du Pin, "was not at first 

received by all the churches, and there were some who would 

add nothing to the Nicene Creed. For this cause it was, per

haps, that no other creed but that of Nice was read in the 

council of Ephesus (the thii-d general council); and there it 

was also forbidden to make any other." t This carries us to 

near the middle of the fifth century. Philostorgius tells that 

li'lavian of Antioch, in an assembly of his monks, was the 

first who "shouted forth " the doxology, "Glory be to the 

Father, and to the Son, and to the Holy Spirit : " for before 

that time, he says, the usual form was, "Glory be to the 

:Father, tltrozzgh the Son, ·in the Holy Spirit;" though some 

said, "Glory be to the Father, in the Son, and in the Holy 

Spirit."+ After all, however, the question, ""\Vhat is the true 

doctrine of the Trinity ? " remains unsettled. The orthodox 

or consubstantial faith was designed to occupy the middle 

ground between Sabellianism and Arianism. These were 

the Scylla and Charybdis the Fathers were so anxious to 

shun. In their solicitude to avoid Sabellianism, they came 

near being ingulfod in the vortex of Arianism. From the 

* Neander, Lectures on lli~t. Christ. Dogmas, pp. 303-J. 
t Hist. Eccles., vol. ii. p. 272, and vol. iv. p. 200, ed. Lon. 1G93. + I. iii. c. 13. 
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brink of this cheadful abyss, they started back with terror : 
and, from that period to the present, the "good ship" Ortho
doxy has been tossed about by uncertain winds ; and, when 
she has seemed to have found a safe anchorage, time has 
soon shown that she was moored upon shifting sands. 

The Xicene Fathers led the way, by "converting," as it 
has been said, "what was before a scholastic subtilty into an 
article of the Catholic faith." In doing this, they made 
use of a very flexible term, which was capable of a significa
tion entirely different from the received one. Other mischief 
they did, from the consequences of which the world has not 
yet recovered. They encourag~d, by their example, the per
nicious practice of creed-making; and bequeathed, as a legacy 
to after-ages, the monstrous doctrine, that error, or supposed 
error, of opinion, may be Ia-wfully punished as crime. The 
Arians, when they had the power, showed themselves too 
willing to tread in their steps. There was this difference, 
however, as Dr. J ortin observes, between the creeds of the 
Arians and those of the orthodox : " The Consubstantialists 
drew up their creed with a Yiew to exclude and distress the 
Arians. The Arians had no design to distress the Consnb
stantialists, but usually proposed creeds to which Athanasius 
himself might haYe assented; so that, if the compilers were 
Arians, their creeds were not Arian."* So far, the Arians 
showed a better spirit than their oppressors. 

The Xicene Creed had been, to use the expression of Xe
ancler, originally "forced upon the Oriental Church; " and 
·what evils hence flo,ved, what disputes arose, and what baleful 
passions were lighted up, history clearly tea~hes. At the 
commencement of the controversy, the Arians were the ad,·o
cates of freedom, intellectual and religious; and their party 
embraced several of the best minds of the age. If after
·wards they became changed in temper and feelings, the fact 
shows only that they were not exempt from the imperfections 
of our common natlu-e. 

" ltemarks on Ecclesiastical History. 
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CHAPTER I. 

CLADIS OF EUSEBIUS TO OUR XOTICE. - HIS EARLY LIFE. -

RISHOP OF CJESAREA. - HIS STUDIES. -THE ARIAN COX

TROYERSY. - THE PART HE TOOK AT THE COUXCIL OF 

:NICF.. - SUBSCRIBES THE CREED. - HIS PASTORAL LETTER. 

- l\IEANIXG OF THE TER:\I " CONSUBSTANTIAL." - HIS 

ORATION BEFORE CONSTANTINE. - DEATH AXD CHARACTER. 

-HIS REAL BELIEF.-NOT A CONSUBSTANTIALIST. - HELD 

THE OLD DOCTRIXE OF THE DERIVED NATURE A:ND IXFE

RIORITY OF THE SON. 

IN our former chapters, we have often referred to the authority 
of Ensebius of Cresarea; and, in connection with Arius and 
the Arian controversy, he appears a prominent figure on the 
stage of action. He lived at a period when theological opi
nions were in a transition state, but leaned rather to the old 
than the new. His name will be ever honored; though less, 
perhaps, for his intrinsic merit, - which, however, is by no 
means small, -than on account of the position he occupies 
as the Father of ecclesiastical history. He is not the oldest 
Christian historian; for he was preceded by Hegesippus, -
a writer in all respects, it would seem, his inferior. But, of 
Hegesippus, only a few small fragments remain, preserved 
mainly in the pages of Eusebius. To the latter we are in
debted for a multitude of facts relating to Christian antiquity, 
which, bnt for him, would have been buried in oblivion. 

30 
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Of the early life of Eusebius, little is known. The work 
of his biographer, Acacius, ~ who was his pnpil, and successor 
in the see of Cresarea, has unfortunately perished; and, from 
the few incidental notices of himself in his own writings, we 
can glean but little. It has been conjectnrecl that he was 
born about the year £i0; though, if he had Dionysins of 
Alexandria, the famous Paul of Samosata, and the Emperor 
Gallienus, for his contemporaries, - as some expressions em
ployed by him would seem to imply, t-we must assign to his 
birth a somewhat earlier elate. Of his parents, no certain 
tradition is preserved. Nicephorus, indeed, a writer entitled 
to little respect, makes him (upon what authority he does 
not inform us) a nephew of Pamphilns; and others have 
called him his son. But neither account is in the least pro
bable. For Pamphilus, we know, he cherished a lively and 
constant affection, and, after his death by martyrdom, took 
his name; but, from the language of Eusebius himself, he 
appears to have stood to him in no relation of natmal 
affinity. 

It has been generally supposed, and probably with truth, 
that Eusebius was a native of Palestine, and perhaps of Ccesa
rea; where, as he informs us in his letter to his people from 
Nice,+ he was instructed in the Christian faith, and baptized. 
In his youth he mnst have been a diligent student; for he had 
great store of such secular learning as a knowledge of Greek 
(probably his native tongue, and the only one with which he 
seems to have been familiar) placed within his reach. He 
was admitted to the priesthood by Agapius, whom he after
wards succeeded in the office of bishop; unless, with some, 
we assign an intervening episcopate of two or three years to 
Agricolaus. § Among his fellow-presbyters was Pamphilus, 
already alluded to; with whom he lived in the intimacy of 

* Socrates, I. ii. c. 4. t Ilist., l. iii. c. 28, v. 28, vii. 26. 
:j: Socrates, I. i. c. 8; Theod., I. i. c. 12. 
§ This name is sometimes placed 011 the catalog11e of the bishops of Cresarea, between 

Agapi11s a11d Eusebi11s; probably, however, witho11t reason. 
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the strictest friendship, and whose memory he neYer ceased 

to honor. Pamphilus was born, probably, at Berytus; though 
Photius makes him a native of Phamicia. He was a pupil of 
the celebrated Pierius of Alexandria; called, for his learning, 

a second Origen. Pamphilus himself was a warm admirer of 
Origen: he collected and transcribed his ·works; and, while 

in prison, employed himself, in conjunction with Eusebius, in 

writing his "Apology," of which fi.ye books were finished 

before his death, and the sixth added afterwards by his 

Slli'nYmg companion. He was fond of literature; and assi
duous, especially in the study of the Scriptures. He led a 

strict and philosophic life. He was resolnte and persevering 
in whateYer he undertook, and ·was remarkable for his bene

Yolcnce. He cherished the cause of education and know

ledge. He ,Yas a friend of the studious, and founded a theo

logical school and an extensirn library at Crcsarca; of the 
latter of which, some memorials are said still to exist in 
the collections of Enrope. He suffered martynlom in the 

year 309, after an imprisonment of two years; during which, 

he constantly enjoyed the solace of his friend-'s society. In 
token of his grateful respect and affection, the latter wrote 

his life in three books; now, however, lost: and, in his "His

tory," he seems never weary of naming him, and always in 
terms of tender regard or glo\ving panegyric.* 

After the death of Pamphilus, as it appears, and before the 
encl of the persecution called Diocletian's, Eusebius Yisited 

his friend Panlinus at Tyre ; ·where, as he tells us, he was 

witness of the sufferings and constancy of the martyrs.t He 

afterwards beheld the sad spectacle of the cruelties to which 

they ,..,.ere subjected in Egypt and Thebais, + and was himself 
thrown into prison. It was insinuated by his enemies that he 

escaped martyrdom at the expense of his integrity and honor 

* Hist., I. vi. c. 32, vii. 32, viii. 13; De l\lart. Palre~t ., c. 7, 11. See al~o Socrates, iii. 7; 
Jerome, De Vir. Illu-t.; also Adv. ltuf., aud Epist. au Pam. et Ocean., 41 (al 65). 

t llist., I. viii. c. 7. + Ibid., c. 9. 
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as a Christian; but the reproach seems to have been unde

served.* 
But persecution had now ceased ; and it is not smprising 

that Christians were exultant. Euscbins depicts those days 

in warm and glowing colors. A wonderful revolution, indeed, 

had taken place in the fortunes of the disciples of the cross. 

They had triumphed; they were free; and the remembrance 

of past misery heightened the sense of present happiness. 

No more racks and dungeons now; no more blood of martyrs 

slain for the faith of Jesus. The civil arm, which before 

oppressed, was now extending its friendly protection. The 

" The insinuation, in fact, is destitute of all snpport, and the charge very improbable. It 
was not made at the time, nor until some years afterwards, when the part which Emebius 

took in the Arian controversy had raised up to him bitter and scornful enemies. It was first 

urought forward, we believe, by Potamon, au Egyptian bishop, and an adherent of Athanasius. 

Potamon, a man accustomed to use the utmost license of speech (as Eplphanius, on whom 

the authority of the anecdote rests, admits), indignant at seeing Athanasius, at the council 

of Tyre, stand in the character of a culprit., while Eusebius and others were seated as his 

judges, suddenly bursts out in a strain of loud invective: "Is this,'' says he, addressing 

Eu~ebius, "to be endured? Tell me, were you not with me in custody during the persecution? 

I, indeed, lost an eye in the cause of trnth; but you appear unmutilated in pcrrnn: you live, 

and are sound. By what means did you escape from prbon, unle,s you promised our persecu

tors that you would do the nefarious thing, or did it?" (Epipb. lla>r. l\lelit., 68, § 7.) Now, it 

i8 to be observed, not one word of proof Is here offered. All is vague conjecture. Emebius 

had found means of leaving prison: how, Potamon does not know. 'l'he circumstance, he 

says, looks suspicious. 
No more does Atbanaslus, the determined foe of Eusebim1, venture to affirm that there 

existed any evidence that the reproach was deserved. Ile simply quotes a letter of some 

Egyptian bi~hops, in which it is intimated that he was acc1tsed by their confessors of having 

sacrificed (Apo). ii. in Ari.mos). But could uot Atbanaslus - who, during the time be was 

8eatetl on the episcopal throne of Alex:mdria, might be regarded as the most powerful man 

in Egypt - easily have obtained proof of the impious act, had it been committed? 'l'he di~po

sition, surely, was not wantiog. "\\'as not Eusebius," it is asked in the letter, "accused of 

offering sacrifice to idols?" And what then? W'cre uot you, Atbanasins, accused of foul 

crimes, and, among others, treason, sacrilege, and murder? And were you not banished by 

your sovereign as a" pestilent fellow," the foe of all peace and order? 

Origen, before Eusebius, was accused of having thrown incense to idols. The charge was 

easily nmde or insinu:ued, and appears to have been resortetl to by the malignity of enemies to 

depress an adversary or rival. 
l\lultitudes of Christians, and some who had been throwu into prison during the severe per

secutions, e~caped without any improper compliance. Why might not Eusebius have been of 

the number? It is certain that his fame stoo,l high immediately after the persecution undl'r 

Diocletian ceased; for he was very soon allvanced to the bishopric of Cresarea. lie was after

wards invited to the see of Antioch; and, finally, enjoyed tbe confidence of Christians gene

rally to the end of life; which could hardly have been the case bad there been any good ground 

for the charge alluded to. We feel little hesitation, therefore, in pronouncing the insinuation 

of Athanasius and his friend Potamon a calumny. Gibbon (chap. xvi.) makes a disingenuous 

use of this charge against Eusebius. 
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empire had become Christian, and the emperor ,vas bestow

ing on his Christian subjects his most gracious smiles. He 

was feasting and complimenting them, and calling them his 

"dearest friends." The contrast was great. They now saw 

every thing clot.heel in hues of light; and the feelings must 

find expression, and the imagination would revel amid images 

of glory and felicity. All this was natmal, and could hardly 

have been otherwise. 
The churches which had been thrown do-wn by the rage 

of persecuting tyrants ,vere rebuilt with more than former 

splendor. FestiYals and dedications frequently occurred, and 

all was foll of joy and promise. Among other churches erect

ed at this period was the magnificent one at Tyre, which rose 

on the site of the old. Ensebius, ,vho pronounced the oration 

or address at its dedication,-still preserYed in the tenth book 

of his History, - describes it as a fabric of surpassing beauty 

and grandeur. This might well be. Christians now possessed 

wealth ; and in their present circumstances, all their troubles 

at an encl, they would be disposed to be liberal in their 

appropriations to church architecture, as in other things. 

Eusebius was at this time Bishop of C.=csarea in Palestine; 

to ,Yhich see he had been appointed in 313 or 314, Pnd where 

he seems to have found much leisure for study. He had 

literary tastes, and was fond of books ; which he possessed 

here in abundance in the collection made by Pamphilns, to 

which he made large additions. He occasionally, too, visited 

Jerusalem, where there is said to have been a voluminous 

library. He was thus gathering materials for the learned 

works which he subsequently gave to the world. 

The Arian controversy, of which we have given an account 

in the preceding chapters, must for a time have sadly broken 

in upon his literary labors. ·we have ah·eady spoken of his 

connection ,vith this controversy, and of his presence at the 

council of Kice. ,v e must here explain his course and his 

views a little more fully. From first to last, he showed him

self friendly to Arius. When, on his expulsion from Alexan-
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dria, Arius retired into Palestine, Euscbius afforded him a 

hospitable reception, and exerted himself, along with other 

Palestiuian bishops, in his farnr. 

He took a prominent part in the proceedings of the council ; 

having a seat at the right hand of the emperor, whom he 

addressed in a short introductory speech. "\Ve still have his 

pastoral letter, written home at the time, to explain some 

things which might seem to need elucidation or defence.* 

It is somewhat apologetic in its tone, being intended to pre

vent that ill opinion his people might very naturally conceive 

of him on hearing of his subscription. In this letter, he in

serts at length the form of a creed which he proposed to the 

council, and which contained, as he affirms, the sentiments 

he had always believed and preached, and ·which, he adds, 

at first met the approbation of all present. Both the mem

bers of the council and the emperor, he tells us, appeared 

satisfied. But it ·was soon discovered, it seems, that the 

Arians could subscribe it, putting their own construction on 

its language. This, no doubt, Eusebius, who belonged to the 

moderate party, and "·as anxious to restore peace, foresaw ; 

and it was precisely what he wished. But such a creed was 

not what the majority, ·who were determined to cut off Arius 

from the communion of the church, wanted. They were for 

a time, it appears, at a loss for some epithet to apply to the 

Son, which the Orthodox could, and the Arians could not, 

adopt; till it was at length discovered, from a letter of Euse

bius of Nicomedia, that the latter objected to saying that he 

was consuustantial with the Father; npon which, they eagerly 

pounced upon the term as exactly suited to their purpose. It 

is true, the term had been condemned about fifty years be

fore, by the Fathers of the council of Antioch, in the case of 

Paul of Samosata. But that circumstance might not have 

been recollected ; or, if recollected, it mattered little, they 

might think. The word was convenient now, though it might 

not ha vc been so then. 

* Socrates, i. 8; Theodoret, i. 12. 
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Constantine - who, from the first, had conceived the whole 
controversy to be of a very fri,·olous nature, and who was not 

disposed to stand on niceties of expression, which he proba
bly very imperfectly understood; and who was, moreover, 

sincerely dcsi..rous to accommodate matters - readily adopted 
the word, and advised the rest to do the same. Eusebins, 

after a good deal of hesitation, subscribed the symbol in its 

new dress, containing the obnoxious word and two or three 
others, which, from his tenderness for the Arians, whom he 

was reluctant to condemn, he had avoided introducing into 

his proposed creed. He was, in consequence, afterwards 

accused, by his enemies, of insincerity and bad faith; for, 
though he seems to ha,·e avoided the use of expressions 

peculiarly Arian, he continued to befriend the Arians, and his 

heart appears to have been always with them. 
\Vith regard to his consent to the act of subscription, he, 

in the letter just referred to, put the best face he could on 
the matter. He tells his people that he long resisted, but 

that his scruples as to the use of the terms deemed excep
tionable (" consubstantiul," and "begotten, not made") were at 

length removed by the exposition given by the council of the 

sense in which they were to be taken; that is, as implying 
that the Son had no resemblance or community with the 

things made by him ( as the agent of the Father in the crea
tion of the material universe); that he is of like substance with 

the Father, though not a part of his substance ; resembling 

him, but not identical with him. This explanation, though 

it would hardly pass for orthodox now, was consistent enough 

with the spirit of the Platonizing theology, from Athenagoras 

clown to the time of Eusebius; and with it he professed to be 

satisfied, and finally assented to the whole, as he says, for the 
sake of peace ! 

As to the anathemas at the end of the creed, they only 
condemned, he said, the use of certain Arian expressions not 

found in the Scriptures. But Eusebius should have recol
lected, while holding this language, that the term which the 
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Fathers of the council had adopted as a test of orthodoxy, 

and to the nse of which he had assented, was also an unscrip

tural term ; and on this very gronnd the Arians objected to it, 

and begged that it might not be imposed. They were ready, 
they said, in speaking of the Son, to employ ·an those terms 

and ascriptions of dignity which were found in the Bible. 

The subject of their complaint was, that with this their oppo

nents were not satisfied, but insisted that they should adopt 

expressions of which there was no example in Scripture or 

antiquity. 
Eusebius has been charged with insincerity in subscribing 

a creed which he did not believe. -we are not disposed to 

admit the charge. "\Ve are willing to take his own account 

of the matter. He objected to some terms, one in particular, 

introduced into the creed. The Fathers of the council ex

plain the sense which the terms in question bore, as they 

understood them. In this sense- which, however, is not the 

sense they bear now - he could accept them ; and so sub
scribes. In this we sec no proof of insincerity. The only 
question is, whether he ought to have consented to the 

imposition of any creed whatever. 
""\Ve could wish, to be smc, that he had manifested a little 

more firmness. It is difficult, we think, wholly to acquit him 

of the charge of having betrayed the cause of Christian liberty, 

either from personal timidity, and love of ease; or, as we are 

willing to admit, from the desire - sincere, no doubt, but 

unavailing- to put an end to the unhappy controversy which 
rent the church. The cause of Arius was the cause of 

religions freedom and the Tight of private j nclgment; and he 

should have been sustained, therefore, - at least, so far as not 
to have been subjected to suffer on account of any supposed 

criminality attached to his opinions as such. Eusebins must 

not only have felt the wish, from his benevolent natmc and 

motives of personal friendship, to protect him; bnt, from the 
rank he held among the learned and wise of his age, from 

his elevated views and undoubted liberality of sentiment, he, 
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if any one, might have been expected to have perceived the 
impropriety of imposing any restraint on freedom of thought, 
and, by his conduct, to have proved himself the enemy of 
uncharitableness and exclusion. By yielding, he lent the 
sanction of his name and influence to the meas1ues of the 
cxclusionists, generally his inferiors in all those qualities 
which give a title to respect; and the first general conncil, in 
conjunction with the "most pious Emperor" Constantine (the 
first of the Cresars who acknowledged the faith of the cross), 
left to the world a pernicions example of intolerance and 
bigotry, which subsequent times have but too faithfully 
imitated. 

The rich and splendid see of Antioch becoming vacant 
on the deposition of Eustatius in 330, the bishops, then as
sembled there, were desirous that Eusebins-the general con
sent and suffrage of the people being in his favor - should 
transfer his residence from Cresarea to Antioch, and become 
its bishop; and, to effect their object, they petitioned Constan
tine to use his influence to induce him to comply. But he 
promptly refused, alleging as a reason an existing canon of 
the church prohibiting a change of sees ; and the emperor 
commended his decision, with many praises of his modesty 
and worth, in letters still preserved.* He was worthy, in the 
complimentary language of Constantine, to be bishop of the 
whole world. 

In 335, we find Eusebius among the bishops assembled at 
the council of Tyrn to hear charges which had been preferred 
against Athanasius. Eusebius was president of the council. 
From Tyre, the bishops, at the emperor's order, proceeded to 
Jerusalem to dedicate the magnificent Church of the Holy 
Sepulchre, recently erected there. Numerous discourses 
were delivered on the occasion by eminent bishops present; 
and several, as Eusebius has not forgotten to inform us, by 
himself, to whom was " vouchsafed blessings," says he, 
"much above otu deserts." t 

* Euseb., Life of Constantine, J. iii. c. 60-62. t Ibid., iv. c. 45. 
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The dedication happened on the emperor's tricennalia, or 
thirtieth year of his empire, as the council of Nice occurred 
on the i·icennalia, or twentieth; on both which occasions 
splendid festivities were observed. The tricennial oration -
which, it seems, was delivered in the imperial palace at Con
stantinople by Eusebins, who repaired thither immediately 
after the dedication - is still extant, being appended to his 
"Life of Constantine." The emperor, during the delivery 
of the oration, "seemed like one transported with joy." So 
says Eusebius, who takes care to inform us that this was the 
second time he had made a speech in presence of the emperor · 
in his own palace. The emperor was very comteous, and 
insisted on listening in a standing posture : " for, though we 
entreated him," says Eusebius, "to rest himself upon his 
imperial throne, which was hard by, he would by no means 
be persuaded to sit ; " nor would he allow the speech to be 
discontinued when it had run out to a great length, though 
"we were desirous to break off/' but "entreated us to go on 
till we had ended our discourse.* 

Eusebius, it seems, was often at comt; and whether there 
voluntarily, or in consequence of a summons from the emperor, 
appears always to have succeeded in retaining his good graces, 
and retmned to his humble diocese loaded with imperial 
caresses. The emperor often wrote to him, encom·aged and 
facilitated his researches, and confided in his fidelity and 
prudence. ""\Vhen he wanted fifty copies of the Scriptures 
transcribed with the utmost accmacy for the use of his new 
chmches at Constantinople, he applied to Eusebius as the 
fittest man in the empire to superintend the execution. He 
uniformly treated him with marked respect; and his letters to 
him, and others in which he is named, and which Eusebins
from a vanity quite pardonable, if from no better motive -has 
preserved, contain expressions of attachment evidently ,rnnn 
and sincere. 

* Vit. Const., I. iv. c. 33, 45-6. 
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The death of Eusebius is mentioned by Socrates ; but he does 
not give the date. Constantine died A.D. 337; and Euse
bius sunived him long enough to pay a warm ancl grateful 
tribute to his memory, in what is termed a "Life," but which 
is more properly a panegyric; and died as early as the year 
3--10, probably before, at the age of about seventy, perhaps a 
little more. 

Along with some imperfections which lie on the surface, 
Eusebius possessed many great and good qualities. He was 
free from all asperity of temper; he had warmth of feeling, 

• and was constant in his friendships. His amiable disposition, 
his love of peace and quiet, his general moderation and 
candor to those whose views placed them in opposition to 
him, have been universally admitted. He never, as Du Pin 
has remarked, labored to destroy Athanasius, or ruin his 
partisans, though he could not number him with his friends. 
He never abused his credit with the emperor to elevate him
self or pull others clown ; but employed himself for the good 
and advantage of the church, endeavoring to promote a spirit 
of accommodation, and re-unite parties. He was never, ,ve 
believe, accused of a grasping, avaricious disposition; but 
appears to have been content with a moderate fortune, and 
the enjoyment of the calm pleasures of a studious life. 

It has been made a question, what Ensebius really believed; 
and the most diverse judgments have been pronounced on the 
subject in both ancient and modern times. Athanasius, 
among the ancients, pronounces him an Arian ; Jerome, "the 
prince of Arians ; " and Nicephorus, " an Arian, and worse 
than an Arian." Others. expressed themselves in similar, 
though not all in equally strong, terms. Among the mo
derns, Cave makes an attempt to defend his orthodoxy 
against Le Clerc, who expresses his surprise that there should 
be people who venture to deny that Eusebius was an Arian, if 
they have read his writings. Petavius has a formal argument 
to prove his Arianism. Du Pin, though he pronounces it 
great injustice to stigmatize him as an Arian, yet thinks 
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it impossible to defend his orthodoxy; and confesses that it 
has been vainly attempted by Socrates, Sozomen, and " some 
modern writers."* 

That he was not, strictly speaking, an Arian, we think 
perfectly clear. He nowhere avows his Arianism; nowhere 
declares that he embraced Arius's peculiar views of the 
natmc of the Son. Arius's distinguishing dogma was, that 
the Son was created out of nothing; that there was a time 
when he did not exist; in opposition to the doctrine which 
asserted that from all eternity he had a sort of metaphysical 
existence in the Father (that is, existed as his Logos, Reason, 
or ·wisdom), but was either a little before the creation of the 
world, or, ·without reference to time, thrown out, or prolatcrl, 

as it was expressed, and so became, by a voluntary act of the 
Father, a real being. This metaphysical nicety, Arius dis
carded ; maintaining, that though the Son was, next to God, 
the greatest and best of beings, ranking both in time and 
dignity as the first and chief of his creation, and was immuta
ble, yet he did not always exist, but had a beginning. Euse
bius nowhere expresses a belief that the Son was created out 
of nothing. He held, as we gather from his writings, the 
old doctrine of the Platonizing fathers. He certainly held 
the old doctrine of the inferiority of the Son, and maintained 
that he derived his origin from the Father; but he did not 
think it important to define his nature. There were some 

* Those wbo wish to see authorities on the subject may cousult Le Clerc's Iliblioth., Ane. 
et l\lo,!., t. i. p. 170, xvi. 80 et seqq., xx viii. 240 et seqq.; also Biblioth.. Univ. et Hist., 
t. x. 479 et seqq.; and Le Clerc's Second Epistle, Ars Crit., vol. iii.; Jortin's Remarks, vol. ii. 
pp. 22\J-42; Cave's Lives; Du Pin, Nouvelle Biblioth ., art. " Eusebius; " and Petavius 's 'l'beol. 
Dogm., vol. ii. I. i. c. ii. 12. See also Yeterum Test . pro Euseb., et contra Euseb., which 
follow Yalesius's Account of his Life and Writing~, ed. Reading. Neander mentions him as 
one of tbe "men of uote " who '' appeared as mediators " in the Arian controversy. Ile was 
"an adherent of Origen," and endeavored to convince both parties·' that they held the views 
of their opponents to be worse than tbey really were." - "Almost the only decided opponents 
of Origen during this 11eriod," mys Neander, " WHe those who were the enemies of free 
scientific development or of spiritual ,·Jews." Eusebius's system, he says,'· eo-incideR en
tirely with that of Origen.'' - "He was of the opinion that the Son of God could not be called 
ali~olutely eternal, like the Father; that it was necessary to ascribe to him an origin of exist
enre from the Father ...• The existence of the Father precedes the existence and origin of 
the Son." Like Origen, however, he" would remove all relations of time" ( llist. Dogmas, 
pp. '.262, 288; llist. Relig., vol. ii. pp. 367-8). 
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points which he seems to have thought it unnecessary to dis
cuss, as he did not deem the knowledge of them essential to 
salvation. That of the natme of the Son was one of them; 
for the promise of eternal life, he observes, is made to the 
belicrer in him, not to him who knows his nature. 

It is certain that Euscbius was not a Consubstantialist in the 
sense in which Athanasins underntood the term in his later 
years. The word, as we have seen, was not of his choice, 
nor to his taste ; for it might imply what he did not believe 
concerning the nature of the Son. As the Platonists had 
used it, however, and as it might be understood to mean, not 
a numerical, but only a specific sameness, that is, resemblance 
(in which sense, the Fathers of the council, who seem to have 
been not a little perplexed in their attempts to define it, 
allowed him to take it), he consented, as before said, to adopt 
it. But, in this sense, it by no means excluded inequality 
and subordination bet·wccn the Father and the Son. In these 
he firmly believed; and, if such belief constituted Arianism, 
all antiquity, as it has been truly said, was Arian. But it 
docs not: for it leaves undetermined the origin of the Son, 
who, as Arius contended, was called into being from nothing; 
while his opponents, the Consubstantialists, insisted on say
ing that he was inejfabl!J begotten. Thus a person might 
believe that the Son was, from the time when he was begot
ten before the ages, a distinct being from the Father, and 
inferior to him, without adopting the distinguishing dogma of 
the Arians. This, no doubt, was the case with Eusebius. 
At all events, he was willing, for the sake of peace, to con
form to the popular phraseology, and say, with the Flomoou
siflns, that he was inejfabl!J begotten. This, we suppose, was 
the amount of his orthodoxy. He certainly never dreamed, 
any more than Origen ( of whom he is known to have been a 
great admirer), of admitting the equality of the Father and 
Son in any legitimate sense of the term; and he seems to 
have placed the Spirit among the things made by the Son. 
Du Pin quotes a passage to this effect from his writings. 
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Is any one disposed to say that it is of no conseqnence 

what Eusebius believed t Iu one view, his faith has some 

significance to us, certainly so far as our present argument is 

concerned. Eusebius professed to hold the old faith of Chris

tians ; and no one knew better than he what that faith was. 

He was a diligent inqnirer, an antiquary, a collector of Chris

tian documents of the then olden time. He had before him 

a multitude of writings, which have since perished, which 

had come down from primitive times. \Vho better than he 

knew what the old faith of Christians was ? Yet he was no 

Trinitarian. It is a vain task to attempt to vindicate his 

orthodoxy, in the modern sense of the term. His creed 

would not stand the test before any Trinitarian council at the 

present day; nor, were he living now, holding the opinions 

he did, wonld he find it easy to be admitted into one of our 

Orthodox churches. He would be compelled to stand aside. 

His explanations of parts of the Nicene Creed, and especially 

of the word " consubstantial," would be fatal to him now. 

All the circumstances of the case taken into view, especially 

his opportunity (greater than is enjoyed by any of ns) of know

ing what the faith of the Christians of the first three centu

ries - time-honored men - was, his creed has, we think, 

great significance. That he was no Trinitarian is a fact 

which tells, and must tel1. " An Arian, and worse than an 

Arian," is not literally true of him; yet he was not a Trini

taiian. No one, we snppose, at this time of day, will under

take to vindicate his claim to be so called, according to the 

present usage of speech. 
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CHAPTER II. 

CREDIT TO WHICH EUSEilIUS IS EXTITLED AS AX HISTORIAX.

CHARGE OF SUPPRESSIOX OF TRUTH, AXD OF I3EIXG A DE

FEXDER OF PIOUS FRAUDS. -YALUE OF HIS ::\IATERIALS. -

HIS AUTHORITIES. - TRADITIOX. - LOST WRITIXGS. -

WRITIXGS STILL EXTAXT. - COXTE::\IPORAXEOUS HISTORY. 

- HIS WORK YIEWED AS A PRODUCTIOX OF ART. 

,\-E sha1l not attempt here to give a catalogue of Eusebius's 
numerous wntmgs. Some of them are lost; but enough re
main to bear testimony to his industry and multifarious read
ing. The most important of them is his "History," in ten 
books, in which he has transmitted a multitude of facts and 
traditions relating to the early clays of Christianity, and the 
character and writings of Christians; of which, but for him, 
no memorial "'onld have been now left. 

The degree of credit to which he is entitled as an historian 
is a question embarrassed by some difficulties, but one on 
which we must say a few words before we close.* First, he 
is charged with a deliberate suppression of the truth ; thus 
knowingly, it is said, violating "one of the fundamental laws 
of history." This charge is fonnded on what he himself 
states respecting his purpose in writing, and the method he 
chose to pursue. t He has nearly reached the close of his 
history, and is relating what had fallen under his own eye; 
and he observes, that he shall Jmt on record, in this his 
"universal history," only such things as might be "pro-

* For a more full discu~~ion of the subject, we must refer our readers to an article in the 
Christian Examiner for July, 1835, pp. 291-312. 

t Hist., I. viii. c. 2; ~Iartyrs of Palestine, c. 12. 
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fitable " to Christians of his day and to those ·who should 
come after. He shall not describe, he says, the dissensions 
and unworthy conduct of Christians, tending to the disgrace 
of religion; he shall not mention all the faults and infirmi
ties of the disciples of the cross, which he beheld ·with so 
much pain : he shall relate only matters of importance. 
""\Vhatsoever things are grave and of good report," says he, 
"according to the holy word, if there be any virtue and 
praise, these things I deem it most suitable to the renowned 
martyrs to recount and write, and commit to faithful ears ; " 
omitting the rest, as foreign from his purpose, abhorrent to 
his feelings, and subserving no end of piety or virtue. This 
is the sum of what he says. ,Vhethcr it justifies the very 
broad insinuation of the historian of the "Decline and Fall 
of the Roman Empire"* against the trustworthiness of Euse
bius, the reader may be allowed to judge for himself. Eu
scbius might think very natmally that the hand of friendship 
might be permitted to throw a veil over the imperfections of 
his fellow-believers: he might not conceive that the interests 
of virtue or humanity required or authorized him, in all cases, 
to "draw their frailties from their dread abode." In this 
course we can see ingenuous feeling and elevated principle. 
If, in pursuing it, Eusebius has offended, we think the offence 
one which can be readily forgiven. 

The second charge against Euscbius is of a more grave 
character : it is, that he approved the 1ise of what are called 
'' pious frauds;" or, as it has been ex.pressed, that he was a 
"liar from principle." This charge rests on the title to the 
thirty-first chapter of his "Evangelical Preparation." And, 
to be sure, the title, at first view, looks a little ominous; for 
it seems to tell us, that falsehood is to be sometimes employed, 
by way of medicine, for those who need it. But, if we read the 
chapter referred to,-a short one,-we find that it so ex.plains 
or limits the principle laid clown in the title, as to render it 

* Gibbon, c. xvi. vol. ii. p. 4i9, ed. Lon. 1821. 
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wholly, or in great part, innocuous ; for it only recognizes 
the Platonic precept, that men are sometimes to be lured into 
the vmy of truth and virtue by the embellishments of imagi
nation and fancy. Hence vrn employ fable and poetry and 
parable and song, and numerous rhetorical ornaments; and 
some of these, as it is rightly observed, occur in the Sacred 
,Vritings. They contain appeals to the imagination, and do 
not disdain the use of poetical imagery, and figures of speech. 
Speaking in accordance with hnman apprehensions, they in
troduce God as angry, jealous, grieved, and repenting, and 
subject to various perturbations, which can, in reality, have 
place only in frail and finite beings. These are some of the 
illustrations which Eusebins employs; and they show in what 
sense he understood the principle, and the extent to which he 
vrnuld push it. He is not speaking of historical composition, 
but of the modes of influencing the minds of men by rheto
ric, ornament, allegory, and poetic fiction. But is he v;rho 
approves these and similar methods of insinuating useful in
struction to be branded as " a liar from principle," and a 
" defender of frauds " ? On so slight a foundation do the 
disingenuous insinuations and sarcasms of Gibbon rest.* 

In an examination of Ensebius's real merits and defects, 
or the credit to whic11 he is entitled as an historian, our inqui
ries must naturally be directed to two points: first, the value 
of his materials; in other words, the som·ces whence he drew; 
and, secondly, his discretion, skill, and fidelity in the use of 
them. On both of these points we shall slightly touch. 

It is obvious that Eusebius made no little use of unwritten 
tradition. In numerous instances, he prefaces his relation ·with 
some such expressions as these : " As it is said " or "report
ed;" "as we have received from tradition; " "according to 

* If Eusebius is to be condemned, what shall we say of the following charge brought by 
Le Clerc against the pious Cave? After observing that Cave would make the Bishop of Cresa
rea orthodox by force, Le Clerc adds, "l\lais l\Ir. Cave etoit un homme accoutume non seule
ment a dissimuler, mais a dire le contraire de ce qu'il pensoit, par une mauvaiRe politi<pe; 
cfl que a fait passer ses llistoires Ecclesiastiques pour des legendes mitigees" (Biblioth. Anc. 
et Mod., t. iv. p. 19. 
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ancient tradition;" "as we have understood." ,Ve arc not 

to infer, however, that by these and similar expressions, which 

abound in his history, he always means oral tradition. The 

contrary is evident. He sometimes speaks of tradition, as 

delivered in "Tittcn documents or commentaries, which he 

proceeds in some instances to quote. 
It is quite clear, however, that he often appeals to common 

and nnwritten report, or to tradition for some time handed 

down orally, though afterwards recorded. No-w, two ques

tions here present themselves, neither of which it is, at the 

present clay, very easy to settle. First, to what respect is 
such tradition, in reality, entitled? and, secondly, ,vhat reli

ance did Eusebius himself place upon it? In regard to the 

first, it would be rash to affirm that common or tra.ditionary 

report is, in all cases, to be rejected, as wholly unworthy of 

attention. It probably has, in most instances, some founda

tion, howeYcr slight, in fact. At the same time, it is to be 

received with great caution. ,V c arc required to sift it dili
gently; and we are allowed no inconsiderable freedom in lop

ping away such parts as bear apparent marks of exaggeration 

or addition, or which want the snpport of probability. 
That Eusebius himself did not consider what he relates as 

matter of common report, to be entitled to implicit credit, 

seems to us very plain. He giYcs the tradition, and, as it 

would appear, leaves his readers to take it for what it is, in 

their opinion, worth. In sitting clown to his work, he seems 

to have proceeded upon the principle recognized by Herodo

tus, the father of history. "I mnst relate things," says he, 
"as they are reported; but I am not obliged to believe all."* 

This circumstance we must keep in view, in order rightly to 

estimate Eusebins's merits as an historian. It has not been 

i-;ufficiently attended to, and his repntation has suffered in con

sequence. Thns, because his relations have sometimes the air 

of fable, it is hastily concluded that he is a writer entitled to 

* Ilerouotus, I. vii. § l/;2. 
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no respect. The inference is unsound, and does him great 
IIlJUStice. He has recorded traditions bearing various marks 
of probability or improbability; but he av°'Yedly gives them 
as traditions, and we must receive them for what they are 
worth. Some of them he evidently regarded as suspicious. 
He has been perfectly honest. \Vhen he had authorities 
which he thought could be relied on, he has given them: 
when they were wanting, he has given us fair notice, that his 
statements are founded only on common or ancient rumor. 

The lost writings appealed to by him, or writings in their 
present form manifestly corrupt or of doubtful genuineness, 
or of which only fragments have come down to us, are nume
rous. As fountains of history, they must have possessed 
various merit. Some of them appear to lrnvc been entitled 
to very little respect, and others to none at all. To the latter 
class we must refer his authorities for the reported correspond
ence between Abgarus and J esns Christ, recorded in the fir::;t 
book of his "History."* The letters arc undoubtedly a for
gery, though we readily acquit Euscbius of all participation 
in the fraud. The originals existed, as he tells us, in the 
Syriac language, in the archives of the city of Edessa, whence 
they were taken O!J or fur him (for his language is ambiguous), 
and translated into Greek. This is all he says of their his
tory; and we see no reason whatever to call in question his 
good faith. But he suffered himself to be egregiously duped. 
A document undoubtedly came to his hands, pmporting to 
have been drawn from the archives referred to, which he 
hastily received as ancient and authentic. 

The forgery would give us little concern, were it not that 
so gross a blunder of Euscbius, at the very threshold, affects 
his character as an historian. If he had so little critical 
sagacity as to be imposed upon by so palpable and clumsy 
a fraud, it may be asked, "\Vhat reliance can be placed on 
his judgment in any case ? Does not the fact go to show a 

* C. 13. 
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degree of carelessness, and want of discrimination, in the selec
tion of his materials, which must essentially impair our con
fidence in the credibility of his narrative in other instances? 
Undoubtedly it tends to inspire distrust of his judgment, and 
places us under the necessity of subjecting his authorities to 
the test of rigid examination, when in our power. But this 
we are compelled to do in case of most ancient, and but too _ 
many modern, historians. In this respect, Euscbius does not 
stand alone. 

""\Yhether the account of the sufferings of our Saviour, re
ported to have been sent by Pilate to the Emperor Tiberius, 
and referred to by J nstin l\fartyr and by Tertullian, is to be 
classed with the above mentioned in the rank of forgeries or 
not, or had only an imaginary existence, it is not material 
to om· purpose to inquire; as Eusebius, who seems never to 
have seen it, does little more than allude to it, and can hardly 
be said to have used it as an authority at all. 

Among the authorities entitled to some, though to very 
little respect, ,ve may place Papias, Bishop of Hierapolis. 
Papias was a great collector of traditions, and, whenever he 
met "·ith a person ,-rho had seen and conversed with the apos
tles and elders, was particular in his inquiries as to what they 
said; "what Andrew and what Peter said;" what "Philip or 
Thomas or James or John or Matthew and the other apos
tles were wont to say;" what "John the elder" said. He 
left a work, in five books, apparently a sort of commentary 
on our Lord's discourses or life, extant in Eusebius's time; 
but Eusebius himself pronounces him to have been a man of 
very small capacity, and says that he propagated several fabu
lous legends. Indeed, he seems to have been a person of 
unbounded credulity, -utterly destitute of discrimination and 
judgment. He first gave currency among Christians to the 
doctrine of Chiliasm, or the one thousand years' reign of 
Christ on earth, with his saints, in the enjoyment of cor
poreal delights; which Iremcus and others, having regard 
to the "antiquity of the man," adopted and defended, but to 
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which the mighty arm of Origen Adamantius finally gave a 
deathblow. Papias, in peering about for traditions and old 
stories, of ,Yhich he seems to have collected a goodly number, 
no doubt gleaned some truths; but he is evidently no autho
rity for any thing, except as a witness to what he saw and 
heard, if so much as that. 

In regard to lost works, or works of which only a few frag
ments have reached our times (preserved, perhaps, by Euse
bius himself), \Ye may obsene, that from the time of Justin 
l\Iartyr, or from about the middle of the second century, 
these " ·orks, used by Eusebius as authorities, begin to multi
ply. Among them we may mention Hegesippus, a converted 
J c .. ,-, ,Yho flourished about the year 170, and wrote five books 
of "Ecclesiastical :Memoirs," of which we have now only some 
fragments found in Eusebius, and a Yery short one quoted by 
Photius at second-hand. Eusebius speaks of him ,Yith great 
respect, though he seems to have been a rude and incoherent 
·writer; and the judgment of the Christian ,rnrld concerning 
him has been generally unfavorable.* 

In his sixth and seventh books, Eusebius dra1Ys largely on 
the epistolary writings of Dionysins, called the Great, Bishop 
of Alexandria. In his preface to his seventh book, he ac
knowledges his numerous obligations to him. He says that 
Dionysius shall compose the book in his mn1 words, relating 
the occmrences of his times in the letters he has left. Dio
nysins ,,·as an honest man, and reputed to be learned and 
eloquent. He mingled much in the affairs of Christians of 
his time, A.D. 24 7; and wrote of what he had seen and 
heard, and in which he "·as a chief actor. His authority, 

* Kestner, in a disRertation inRerted in his treatiRe •' De Emebii A uctoritate et Fide Diplo
matica," Gott. 1816, has attempted a defence of the historical fidelity of IfegcFippnF-we do 
not think, with entire success-against what he calls the unjust and perverse judgments pro
nounced concerning him. lie had been called a dealer in fableR, and a most futile trifler, 
rather than an hi,torian; and Strothe had said that he is so incoherent, that'' you would think 
you were reading the meditations of a ~hoemakcr in the language of a Scythian." The sprci
mens of his performa1we, giv.-n by Eusebius, certainly do not tend to inspire any very deep 
regret for its loss (Euseb ., ii. 23; iii. 16, 20, 32; iv. 8, 22). 
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allowing for the ordinary weaknesses and imperfections of 
human nature, is entitled to great respect. 

These are among the documents existing before his day, 
which are expressly named by him as authorities which have 
now wholly, or in part, perished, and of many of which we 
have only portions preserved by him. To these we must add 
the productions appealed to by him, which have entirely, or 
in a great measure, survived the injuries of time, and of the 
value of which, therefore, we can judge for ourselves ; as 
the works, still extant, of Josephus, Philo, Justin Martyr, 
Clement the Alexandrian, Tatian, Iremeus, Tertullian, and 
Origen, and two or three imperial rescripts or letters. He 
derived assistance, no doubt, from other sources. He speaks 
of the rich collection of letters preserved in the library 
at Jerusalem, which furnished important materials for his 
use.* He often, however, omits to name his authorities, 
either from ignorance or carelessness, or perhaps because the 
general consent of writers seemed to render specification 
unnecessary. 

In the preface to his eighth book, Eusebius informs us, that 
he is about to relate events which happened in his own times. 
Of his ten books, then, he devotes three to contemporaneous 
history. He professes to speak of what he saw and knew, 
not always naming documents or authorities; yet often, espe
cially near the close, appealing to letters and edicts of the 
emperors, several of which he has preserved entire. It must 
be admitted, that no man of his times had better means than 
he of becoming acquainted with the general affairs of Chris
tians ; though, in estimating the merit of this part of his nar
rative, we must not forget the difficulty of arriving at truth 
from the reports - often inaccurate, partial, and colored -
of contemporaries, subject, as their minds must be, to the 
disturbing influence of human passions, partiality, or preju
dices. 

* 1. vi. 20. 
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From this slight smTey of the fonntains to which Eusebius 
had access, it is quite obvious that his materials were of vari
ous merit : some being of the very best kind ; others, to say 
the least, very suspicious; and some utterly without value. 
He had, at times, clear lights to direct him on the road; at 
others, he vrns compelled to thread his way amid smrounding 
darkness. 

"\Ye do not pretend to assert that he was always thorough 
in his researches, or had recourse, in all instances, to the best 
sources of information. Yet he sometimes discriminates, and 
manifests some solicitude, certainly, about the worth of the 
documents used by him. He frequently notes the time when, 
and the authors by whom, they were written. Examples 
might be given in abundance; but the enumeration would be 
tedious.* In his fifth book, however, t there occms a state
ment "Yvhich, in justice to him, we cannot pass over; for it 
shows that he was not utterly careless and indifferent about his 
authorities. Thus, after mentioning some writings of which 
the authors and their times were known, he proceeds to say 
that many more pieces had come to his hands, the authorship 
and date of which he had no means of ascertaining ; and 
therefore, he observes, he could not make use of them nor 
quote them. He sometimes, too, assigns reasons, historical 
and critical, for rejecting certain writings which fall under 
his notice ; of which we may mention, as an example, the 
Gospels of Peter, Thomas, and others; also the Acts of An
drew and John and others of the apostles ; and some writ
ings attributed to Clement of Rome.+ 

Of the use Eusebius made of his materials, we need say 
little. That his diligence in collecting was greater than his 
care and skill in using the stores he had accumulated, will be 
readily admitted. He is not a skilful narrator. He has not 

* He is sometimes, however, loose and inaccurate, anu occasionally gives contradictory 
sta.tRments, of which we have an example in his account of the time of llegesippus. Comp. 
l. iv. c. 8; anu ib., c. 21, 22. 

t c. 27. :J: I. iii. c. 25, 38. 
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fused clown his materials into a mass of pnre ore. He has 

left much rubbish, which a more scrupulous judgment wonlcl 

have swept away. His work belongs to an age not imbued 

with the spirit of philosophical criticism, and it bears nume

rous marks of haste and inadvertency. As a production of 
art, it is full of blemishes. Yet we should be grateful for 

the many precious remains of antiquity it has saved from 

destruction, and the numerous traditions it was the means of 

arresting in their passage to the gulf of obliYion. Ensebins 

should be read with judgment, that we may separate the 
wheat from the chaff. ·we believe that he meant to be faith

ful; though we cannot say of him, that he "left nothing to 

be forgiven." But his errors are those of human infirmity, 

and afford, in our opinion, no ground for those sweeping con

clusions which would annihilate, at a blow, his historical 

credit. 



THE APOSTLES' CREED. 

CHAPTER I. 

THE APOSTLES' CREED XOT THE PRDIITffE CREED. - WAS 

XOT FRA)IED BY THE APOSTLES. - TESTil\IOXIES OF THE 

LEARXED. - UXFOUXDED TRADITIOX AS TO ITS ORIGIX. -

OLDER CREEDS. -IREXJEUS. -TERTULLIAX. - ORIGEX.

CYPRIAX. - ORIGIXAL FOR:\! OF THE APOSTLES' CREED. -

CO:\IPARISOX OF IT WITH THE RO:\IAX AXD ORIEXTAL, AXD 

THAT OF AQUILEIA. -THE APOSTOLICAL COXSTITUTIOXS. -

NO EARLY NOTICE OF THEl\I. - NOT THE WORK OF THE 

APOSTLES. -Til\IE OF THEIR CO:\IPOSITIOX. -THEIR COl\I

PLEXIOX ARIAX. 

"\V RITERS sometimes speak of the "primitive creed;" by which 
they do not always mean the creed of Peter, the oldest Chris
tian creed of which ·we have any acconnt, - "Thon art the 
Christ, the Son of the living God." This ·was the only arti
cle of faith originally deemed necessary to constitute a person 
externally a Christian. It presupposed, of course, a belief in 
one Goel, the Father. But the Jews had already been initiated 
into this belief. "Ye believe in Goel," said J esns : he adds, 
"Believe also in me" as the "Christ," the "Anointed," the 
commissioned of him ; the only additional truth the belief of 
·which he required as distinctive of the Christian profession. 
,,re find the t,rn articles again conjoined in his last solemn 
prayer: "This is life eternal, that they might know thee the 
only true Goel, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent."* 

* St. Paul"s creed corresponded: "There is one Gou; and one '.\Iediator between God aud 
men, the man Christ Jesus." 

33 
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And thus we find that Jews and others, already acknowledg

ing the existence of the only true God, were, by the apostles, 

admitted to baptism, on simply professing, in addition, their 

belief of the latter article. 

,Ve here see the origin of creeds. They were baptismal 

confessions; baptism being regarded as an initiatory rite, by 

" ·hich a person was introduced into the community of believ

ers, - numbered among Christians. These confessions were 

the symbol, sign, token, or mark, of Christian faith, as the 

ceremony of baptism ,vas of Christian consecration. They 

embraced originally, as we have said, in addition to the be

lief in the existence of one God over all, the Father (always 

tacitly implied, if not expressed), one simple truth, that Jesus 

was the Christ, the Son of Goel; which was the primitire 

Christian creed, as a belief in the one only true Goel consti

tuted the primitive Jewish creed. Other articles were added 

from time to time, according to the discretion of individuals, 

or communities of belieYers. 

The most fruitful som·ce of additions was the numerous 

heresies which, in process of time, sprang np in the church, 

in opposition to which new clauses were successively intro

duced into the creeds, or symbols. They were thus perpe

tually growing in bulk, and, in the same proportion, becoming 

more dark and metaphysical, abounding more and more in 

absurd or unintelligible distinctions and refinements, till every 

featnre of their original simplicity was obliterated. 

The Apostles' Creed is sometimes referred to as the "primi

tive creed" of Christians; and it is still sometimes insinuated 

that it was of apostolic origin. That it was not the production 

of the apostles, however, is a point which has been long 

uniYcrsally conceded by the learned, both Protestant and 

Catholic; and to go into a discussion of it wonld be a mere 

waste of time and labor. Hear what Mosheim, an author 

whose statements are entitled to some little respect, says in 

reference to the opinion which assigns the composition of it to 

the apostles: "All who have any knowledge of antiqnity 
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confess unanimously that this opinion is a mistake, and has 
no foundation."* Dr. Isaac Barrow, an old English divine 
of great eminence, speaks of the " original composition and 
use " of the creed as "not known; " and argues, that, " in 
ancient times, there was no one form generally fixed and 
agreed upon; " that the "most ancient and learned " of the 
Fathers were either "wholly ignorant that snch a form, pre
tending the apostles for its authors, was extant, or did not 
accord to its pretence, or did not at all rely on the anthenti
calness thereof." t Dr. Barrow wrote more than a century 
and a half ago. The well-known Du Pin, too, a little later, 
resolutely combated the notion, that the creed was written by 
the apostles; pronounces it "very improbable;" says that it 
is evident that the apostles " did not draw up any one form 
of faith comprehended in a set number of words ; " that there 
is "no rashness here in departing from the vulgar opinion; " 
that the advocates for its apostolic origin are obliged to yield, 
when m·ged, and acknowledge that "om· creed is not the 
apostles' as to the words.'' :j:-" That it is rash to attribute it 
to the apostles," says Buclcleus, "is not only proved by the 
clearest reasons, but the more prudent and candid among the 
Romanists themselves confess it."§ - "All learned persons," 
says Sir Peter King, " are now agreed, that it never ·was 
composed by the apostles." II - "It is not known by whom, 
or at what precise time," observes Bishop Tomline, "this 
creed was written." - "The apostles did not prescribe any 
creed."~ - "It was by no means the opinion in the begin
ning," says N eancler, "that the apostles had drawn up any 
such confession in words;" and he calls the story of the 
apostolic origin of the creed in question a "fable."** 

* Institutes of Eccles. Hist., vol. i. p. 96, l\Iurdock's translation. 
t Exposition of the Creed; Works, vol. i. p. 357, fol. Lon<.l. 1716. 
:j: Hist. Eccles. Writers, vol. i. p. 9, Lond. 1693. 
§ Ecclesia Apo~tolica, p. 191, Jen. 1729. 
II Primitive Church, part ii. p. 57, Lond.1719. 

, Exposition of the Thirty-nine Articles, art. viii. See Elements of Christian Theology 
vol. ii. pp. 224-6, ed. Lond. 1804. 

** Neander, llistory of the Christian Religion and Church, vol. i, pp. 306-7. ed. Tor. 
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,v e might adduce numerous other testimonies; but the 
above are sufficient, and more than sufficient, to show what 
all the world, with the exception of those who have not cared 
to learn, know already, - that the question of the apostolic 
origin of the creed has been long satisfactorily settled. The 
tradition which ascribes to it such an origin cannot be traced 
in any writings now extant, or of which we have any account, 
of a elate earlier than the encl of the fourth century. \Ve first 
meet with it in Rufinus, Bishop of Aquileia, who wrote late in 
the fonrth and early in the fifth century.* '• The apostles," 
says he, "according to the tradition of the Fathers, being 
about to disperse to carry the gospel into different parts, 
assembled to determine the rule of their future preaching; 
and, being foll of the Holy Spirit, each one of them con
tributed what was agreeable to his own views: thus forming 
a creed which was to guide them in their teachings, and to 
be delivered as a rule to believers." t The writer of a piece 
falsely attributed to Augustine proceeds so far as to point out 
the particular article contributed by each apostle. 

Had this tradition been founded in truth, it is difficult to 
account for the fact, that the creed was not, like the other 
known productions of the apostles, admitted into the number 
of canonical writings; that Luke, in relating the acts of the 
apostles, has observed a total silence on the subject; and, still 
further, that no allusion to any such document, as a production 
of the apostles, occurs in any of the lcarnecl Fathers of greater 
antiquity than Rufinus, - as Justin l\Iartyr, Clement of Alex
andria, Origen, Cyprian, Lactantins, the historian Ensebius, 
Athanasius, and many others; though, in their disputes with 
heretics, occasions innumerable occm-red on which they could 
have alleged nothing more appropriate and decisive than 
several clauses of the creed, had it existed as a known or 

* We make no account of a piece attributed to Ambrose of l\lilan, containing an allusion 
to the tradition; since the document is admitted, by universal consent, to be spurious. Were 
it genuine, its testimony would a.du little weight to the tradition; being contemporary, or nearly 
so, with that of Rufinus. Ambrose died A.D. 398. Rufinus survived him but twelve years. 

t Expositio Symboli. 
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reputed relic of the apostles. During the same period, 
councils were assembled, some of which framed creeds which 
were regarded as authoritative, and were used in the rite 
of baptism (an act then deemed of the greatest solemnity); 
yet in none of the canons of those councils, and in none of 
their creeds, is there the slightest allusion to any existing 
creed claiming an apostolic sanction. It is farther observable, 
that whenever the ante-Nicene Fathers attempt, as they fre
quently do, to giYe a sort of abstract of Christian doctrine, 
they allow themseh·es no small latitude both of sentiment 
and expression, al ways differing from each other, and from 
themsehes at different times ; a circumstance which can 
be explained only on the supposition, that there was no 
authoritati,,e symbol to which they could appeal, but that 

each incfo·idual or body and diYisiou of belieYers were left 
to express their own Yiews of Christian truth in their own 
way. The Roman creed, in the form in which ·we first meet 
·with it, differed from the old Oriental, in existence, it ,voulcl 
seem, before the Nicene or Constantinopolitan; and both, as 
we shall presently see, from that of Aquileia. It differed, 
too, from the J ernsalem creed, expounded by Cyril about 
A.D. 340: and yet, had the apostles, before their separation 
(as the tradition given by Rufi.nus states), composed a creed to 
be the rule of their future preaching, and a standard of faith 
to all belieYers, the fact must haYe been known to the Chris
tians of Jerusalem; and ·we can hardly suppose that the church 
in that place, the mother of all the rest, would have suffered 
so valuable a legacy to be lost, and the very memory of it to 
have perished. 

Rufi.nus, in his account of the origin of the creed, was fol
lowed by Jerome and the Latin Fathers generally; and the 
tradition was currently believed till the time of the Reforma
tion. Erasmus ,vas one of the first in modern times to call 
in question its title to respect as an apostolic document; and 
subsequent inquu:ies, as we have said, have led to the utter 
rejection of its claims to be so considered. 
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It is more difficult to trace the origin and gradual comple

tion of the Apostles' Creed than to refute the hypothesis 

which ascribes it to an act of the apostles. In its primitive 

and simpler form, it may possibly have been the baptismal 
creed of the Roman Christians. As the Roman Church rose 

to celebrity, its creed, of course, would grow in dignity and 

importance along with it; and when finally it came to be 

denominated, by way of eminence, the "Apostolical" Church, 
founded, according to tradition, by the very chief of the 

apostles and by Panl, it is not surprising that its symbol also 

should have claimed for itself the distinction of an apostolic 

ongm. 
There are several other creeds, or summaries of faith, 

however, of which an earlier record remains than of this. 

lrenreus, Bishop of Lyons in Gaul, giYes us two, one shorter 

and one longer, but wholly unlike the Apostles' Creed.* 

Tcrtullian, about the year ~00, knew nothing of the Apostles' 
Creed. "In its present form, it was not known to him as a 

summary of faith," says Bishop Kaye.t Tertullian's creeds, of 

which we have three, want some articles found in the Apos

tles'. One of these, which he calls the one only fixed and 

unchangeable rule of faith, we have aheady quoted.+ It is 

much shorter and simpler than that known as the Apostles'; 

and what is remarkable is, it contains no allusion whatever to 

the Holy Spirit; and has no article on Christ's "descent into 

hell," on the "holy Catholic Church," the "communion of 
saints," or the "remission of sins." 

Two passages occur in the writings of Origen, containing a 

creed or general summary of Christian truth, as he under

stood it, and as it was to be gathered, as he says, from the 

Scriptures.§ Cyprian, Bishop of Carthage, about the middle 

* Adv. mer., 1. i. c. 10 and 1. iii. c. 4. 
t l~ccles. His., illustrated from the writings of Tertullian, p. 324. 
:t. The creed is prefaced with these won.ls: "Regula qnidem fidei una omnino est, ~ola 

mmobilis, et irrefornmbilis." 'l'his creed is given in the first chapter of his Tract de Yirgini• 

bus Yelandis. 'l'be other two are found , Adv. l'rax, c. 2; and de l'rrescript. lla>ret., c. 13. 
§ Comment. in Johan., t. 3'2; l'roem to Book of Principles. 
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of the third century, comes next, who tells ns that persons, 
on being baptized, were required to express their belief "in 
Goel, the Father; his Son, Christ; the Holy Spirit; the remis
sion of sins; and eternal life through the holy church."* ,Ve 
have another, by Gregory Thaumaturgus, of N coccesarea, a 
disciple of Origen, somewhat longer, and more dark and 
metaphysical, and as unlike as possible to the Apostles' 
Creed. 

Nothing else in the shape of a creed occurs in any genuine 
writing of the first three centmies.t The Xicene soon fol
lowed, ·which was somewhat augmented by the council of 
Constantinople, A.D. 381; and the councils of Ephesus and 
Chalcedon (the former A.D. 431, and the latter A.D. 431) 
forbade the making or the use of any other, taking no notice 
of the Apostles' Creed, and thus virtually excluding it. + 
It was not customary to recite the creed at every administra
tion of divine service, in the Eastern Church, before the be
ginning of the sixth century, and, in the ""\Vestern, till near 
the end of the same ; and the creed thus recited was the 
Nicene, or Constantinopolitan, just referred to, and not the 
Apostles'. 

Rufi.nus (to whom, as we have said, we are indebted for the 
tradition of the apostolic origin of the creed) has preserved 
a copy of it as it existed in his time, the end of the fourth 
and the beginning of the fifth century, under three different 
forms as used in different churches; or rather he has given 
ns three creeds, - the Roman, the Oriental, and that of Aqui
leia. That the Roman, in its more brief form, existed before 
his time, is not to be doubted; for its simplicity bears decided 
marks of antiquity : but of its history previous to this period 

* Epist., 76. 
t A confession of faith, contained in a Jetter ascribed to the first council of Antioch, and 

addressed to Paul of Samosata, is sometimes quoted by those who are not aware that the docu
ment is spurious. 

+ The fact is adverted to by Charles Butler in the following worrls: "When the council 
of Ephesus. and afterwards the rouncil of Chalcedon. pros<'ribeil all creeils excPpt the Xiceoe, 
nPither of them excepted the symbol of the apostles from the general proscription" (IIi.stori
eal and Literary Account of Confessions). 
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nothing certain is known. Sir P eter King, m his excellent 

,rnrk/' has attempted to analyze it, and distinguish the articles 

of which it was originally composed from the clauses after

wards introduced in opposition to the seYcral heresies which 

successively sprang up in the church; but, from the paucity 

of facts history has preserved, he is often compelled to resort 

to arguments which are purely conjectural. 

It appears from Ru£nus, that the first article of tlie Roman 

Creed, as it stood in his time, and of that of Aquileia, wanted 

the clause, "Maker of heaven and earth;" and that the creed 

of Aquileia had, instead of it, "invisible and impassible," 

added, according to Ru£nus, in opposition to the Sabcllian 

heresy. The Roman, too, omitted the epithet "one" before 

" Goel," and stood simply, "I believe in God, the Father 

Almighty." The second article differs little in the throe 

creeds, except in the collocation of the words, which varies 

considerably; and, instead of "Jesus Christ," the Oriental 

Creed reads, 011c Jesus Christ, in common with the Nicene 

and the older Greek crePcls generally. The present creed 

retains the article as it stood in the Roman. The third arti

cle is the same in the three ; the present creed differing 

verbally from all. In the fourth article, the words " suf

fered " and "dead," found in the present creed, are wanting 

in the three ancient; and the phrase "descended into hell" 

is found only in that of Aquileia, being wanting in both the 

Roman and Oriental. The fifth is the same in all four, as 

also the sixth, excepting that the epithet "Almighty" is 

wanting in that of Aquileia and the Roman. The seventh 

is the same precisely in all. In the eighth, the present creed 

repeats " I believe," ,d1ich is not found in this place in either 

of tbe three mentioned by Rufinus. In the ninth article, the 

present creed differs in three particulars from that of Aqui

kia, the Roman, and Oriental. In the three latter, the word 

" catholic" is wanting, as also the phrase " communion of 

• History of the Apostles' Creed, with Critical Observntious on its several Articles. 
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saints," at the end; and the words "I believe," which are 
wanting in the preceding article, are inserted at the com
mencement of this. In the three old creeds, the article was, 
simply, (I believe) "in the holy church." The tenth article 
is the same in all ; the eleventh also, with a single exception; 
that of Aqnileia having "this body," instead of" the body,'' as 
in the rest. ,Yith this clause the three old creeds encl; the 
twelfth article, or "and the life everlasting," found in the 
present creed, being wanting in all.* 

Some of these variations arc, in themselves, unimportant. 
It will be perceived, howcYer, from our comparison, that, since 
the encl of the fourth century, the Roman or Apostles' Creed 
has received four considerable additions, - the clause "de
scended into hell," in the fourth article; the epithet "catho
lic;" and the clause "communion of saints," in the ninth; 
and the whole of the last. 

The clause " descended into hell " first appears, it would 
seem, in the Arian creed of Ariminum, A. D. 359. It is 
also found in a creed recorded by Epiphanius, who flourished 
in the latter part of the fourth century; and also in that of 
Cyril of J ernsalem. At what time it was admitted into the 
Roman and Oriental creeds, we have no means of ascertain
ing. It was adopted, as Sir Peter King thinks, as an antidote 
to the heresy of Apollinarius, who denied the reality of 
Christ's human soul. 

The term " Catholic" first appears in the creed of Alex
ander of Alexandria, about the period of the rise of the 
Arian controversy. It is found also in Epiphanius, from 
whom it passed to the Latins. At what time it found its Yray 
into the Roman Creed, is uncertain. The clause "commu
nion of saints" was added, as is supposed, in reference to the 
schism of the Donatists, -probably during the fifth century. 

* Rufin. Expositio Symboli. See also Du Pin, t. i. p. 12; and G. J. Yossius de Tribus 
Symbolis, Dissert. i. § 31-43. Bunsen, in his Analecta Ante-Nicrena, forming the last three 
volumes of his Christianity and '.\Iankind, gives the three creeds - the Roman, the Oriental, 
and that of Aquileia - along with the Nicene (vol. iii. pp. 92-4). 

:H 
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It is not known on what occasion, or when, the last clause, 

relating to the "life everlasting," was added. The creed 

first appears, in its present form, in the time of Gregory the 
Great, who died A.D. 604. 

The Apostles' Creed is not a Trinitarian document, in the 

modern sense of the term; for it speaks of no co-equal Three, 

- no Three in One. The same is true of the other creeds 

we have compared with it, and of the writings attributed to 
the apostolic Fathers. "\Ve said that no remains of these 

writings have come down to us with such proofs of their 
genuineness or integrity, that we are authorized to quote 

them as authority in matters either of history or doctrine. 

"\Vere it otherwise, they are not witnesses for the Trinity, 

but the reverse. The supremacy of the Father was a doc

trine of the church when they were written, whenever it 

was. Clement of Rome, or whoever was the author of the 

Epistle which passes under his name, once calls J esns "the 
sceptre of the majesty of God." But no one, who under
stands what he is about, will attempt to build the Trinity on 

such metaphors. The metaphor itself is inconsistent with a 
belief of the equality and sameness of the Father and Son.* 

In connection with the Apostles' Creed, we must say some

thing of the "Apostolical Constitutions," including what are 

called the "Canons of the Apostles."t "\Ve have no inten

tion, however, of entering into any elaborate discussion on 

the subject of their origin, history, and worth. "\Ve shall 

• The only two of these writings which '.\Jr. Norton, accorrling to bis final decision, would 

Etpare, as not clearly spurious, are, fiut, the Epi~tle of Clement of Rome, written, in the name 

of the church of ltome, to the church at. Corinth. ThiR, he thinks, may be accepted as, in 

the main, i(enuine; though we possess it in a mutilatetl form, and "in some passage8 the text 

is ma11ife~tly c-orrupt, aud other pas8agPs have been su~pectetl of being interpolations." A 

similar jutl~ment he pronounc-es, secondly, on the Epistle of Polycarp to the Philippians. 

A portion of this only is extant in Greek; the remainder in an oltl Latin translation: antl one 

passag<', at least, is an interpolation or forgery; for it is irreconcilable with other portions of 

the Epistle. It is in vain to look for the Trinity in either of these productionR: the whole 

tenor of them is oppo,etl to it . For '.\Ir. Norton'R viPws on the subject of the writings attri

buted to the apostolic Fa1her,, ,ee hi s GenuineneRs of the GoRpel,, vol. i. pp cclvi-xc, note F. 

t An e -.lition of the .. Constitutions" antl "Canons" was published in New York in 18-!S, 
with a. "prize essay" on their" origin aud couteuts, " translated from the German, by lrah 

Chase, D.D. 
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content omselYes ,-d.th the briefest possible notice. These, 

no more than the creed, are to be ascribed to the apostles 

as their authors. 
There is no notice of any production, under the title of 

"Apostolical Constitutions," by any writer during the first 

three centuries of the Christian era, nor until late in the 

fourth. Epiphanius, who wrote during the latter part of the 

fourth century, and died early in the fifth, is the first who 

names a work with this title. He quotes from what he calls 

the "Constitution of the Apostles,"-a composition, he says, 

which, though held of doubtful authority by many, is not to 

be condemned, since it contains a true account of the eccle

siastical discipline and la"'s. Eusebius and Athanasius, it is 

true, refer to what they call the "Teachings" or "Doctrine" 

of the apostles ; and it has been thought by some, that under 

this title they designated the work afterwards quoted by Epi

phanius. But of this there is no clecisive evidence, and their 

identity is matter of conjecture merely. ,Vith the excep

tion of Epiphanius, if he be an exception, none of the dis

tinguished writers of the fourth century allude to the "'ork; 

and the next mention we find of it is in what is known as 

the "Incomplete ,York on :Matthew," written after the death 

of Theodosius the Great, and it may haYe been late in the 

fifth centmy. This is all the external eYidence relating to 

the existence of such a work, found within the first five centu

ries ; and it is not certain that our present "Constitutions" is 

the same work quoted by Epiphanius. If substantially the 

same, it is very clear that it has been interpolated, or has 

rC'ceived additions, or both, since his time. 

The work claims to have the apostles for its authors, and 

is sent out in their name through their "fellow-minister, 

Clement." It begins thus: "The apostles and elders to all 

who from among the Gentiles have belieYed in the Lord 

Jesus Christ: Grace and peace from Almighty God, through 

our Lord Jesus Christ," &c. In the fourth chapter of the 

eighth book, we have these words: ",Vherefore, we, the 
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twelve apostles of the Lord, who are now together, give you 

in charge these our 'Divine Constitutions' concerning every 

ecclesiastical form; there being present ·with us Paul the 

chosen vessel, our fellow-apostle, an<l James the bishop," 

&c. Again, "Now, this we all in common proclaim," &c. 

But sometimes one of the number speaks individually, thus: 

"I Peter," or " I Andrew," "say;" "I who was beloved 

by the Lord," "I Philip," or "I Bartholomew," "make this 

Constitution." And so of the rest, each in tnrn speaking in 

his proper person. No one now, however, thinks of attri

buting the work either to the apostles or to the Roman Cle

ment. It is universally admitted to be spurious; and, so far 

as the form is concerned, is, in truth, a very bungling forgery. 

It was written after the hierarchical principle began to deve

lop itself, and had made some progress in the church; and 

treats largely of ecclesiastical discipline, forms, and observ

ances; not omitting, however, duties of practical morality. 

The first book, which is exceedingly brief, is " Concerning 

the Laity;" the second, "Concerning Bishops, Presbyters, 

and Deacons;" the third, " Concerning "\Yidows; " the sub

ject of the fourth is " Orphans; " of the fifth, " Martyrs ; " of 

the sixth, "Schisms;" the seventh is "Concerning Deport

ment and the Eucharist., and Initiation into Christ;" the 

eighth is " Concerning Gifts and Ordinations and Ecclesias

tical Canons," and contains, as well as the seventh, various 

prayers and litnrgical scnices. 
Rejecting the claim of the "Constitutions" to an apostolic 

origin, we may obserYe, that, in the absence of all direct his

torical testimony, their age is matter of conjectme, founded 

on the character of their contents, which, though it precludes 

a very early date, leaves room for no inconsiderable latitude 

of opinion as to the precise period of their composition, if 

they were not, as is probable, the growth of different periods. 

It is impossible to say positively even in what century they 

assumed their present form. Several of the most eminent 

among the earlier Catholic writers of modern times-as Bel-
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larmine, who takes notice of their rejection by the Trullan 
Council, A.D. 69~; Baronius, Cardinal dn Perron, PetaYins 
(Petau), and others-have pronounced them spmious, though 
few of them have undertaken to decide when or by whom 
they were written. Petavius observes, that they are different 
from the "Constitutions" of Epiphanius. Tillemont says, 
that they were a fabrication of the sixth century. Others 
ascribe them to the third or fourth. Du Pin thinks them not 
the same work mentioned by Ensebins and Athanasins, and 
conjectures that they "belong to the third, or rather the 
fourth, century;" but that they were " from time to time 
corrected, altered, and augmented, according to the various 
customs of different ages and countries. " Cotelerius ex
presses doubts whether they were known to Epiphani
us; and, at all events, thinks them interpolated and cor
rupted. 

The opinions of Protestants have been not less diverse as 
to the time of their composition. Blondel, without assigning 
his reasons, places them late in the second centmy. ,villiam 
BeYeridge ascribes them to Clement of Alexandria, and not 
to Clement of Rome, first mentioned as the author by the 
Trullan Council above referred to. But Clement of Alexan
dria, if he wrote them, must haYe stood self-condemned; for 
the "Constitutions" do not allow the reading of Heathen au
thors, who constituted his favorite study, and with whom he 
probably was more familiar than any other man of his time. 
For other reasons, we may pronounce the opinion, that he was 
the author of the ,vork, a very strange one, and wholly UJ1te-
11able. Pearson regards it as a compilation, with alterations 
and additions, made up, after the age of Epiphanius, from 
writings aheady in existence, some of them ancient. Grabe, 
in the main, agrees with Pearson. On the other hand, 
"Thiston declares them to be the "most sacred of the canoni
cal books of the New Testament;" and says that their con
tents were derived immediately from the Saviom, during the 
fo rty days he passed with the apostles, after his resmrection 
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and first ascension;'¥ and that the place of their delivery 
,vas ~fount Zion, whence the "Christian law was to proceed." 
Le Clerc speaks of them as probably collected and enlarged 
at different times from the practice of the churches ; though 
he seems to favor the opinion of Thomas Bruno, or Brown, 
a canon of ""\Vinclsor, who makes the principal collector to be 
Leontius, an Arian bishop of the fourth century. Spanheim 
places the completion of the work at the encl of the fifth 
century. Samuel Basnage considers them as different from 
the " Constitutions " of Epiphanius, and as originating at a 
subsequent period. Ittig and Usher refer their origin to the 
fourth century; and Daille, who brought all his immense 
erudition to bear on the question of their genuineness, and 
denies that they were the same vrnrk quoted by Epiphanius, 
or the work or works referred to by Eusebius and Athanasius, 
contents himself with expressing the opinion, that they were 
written after the council of Nice, and before the end of the 
fifth century, without attempting to be more definite. 

Recent German critics are no more satisfactory. Thus 
Schrockh ascribes the collection to the third or fourth cen
tury ; Starck, who supposes it to be made np of various mate
rials scattered here and there, makes it elate from the fifth 
century ; N eancler thinks it grew up in the Oriental Church 
"out of different pieces, whose ages extend from the latter 
part of the second to the fifth century," being not identical 
with the "Constitutions" of Epiphanius; Schmidt assigns to 
it a later origin; Rosenrniiller will not undertake to settle the 
time ; Angusti, as usual with him, does not trouble himself 
about the precise date; while Kestner discovers a "Christian 
confederacy," at the head of which stood Clement of Rome, 
of which the old "Apostolical Constitutions" were a sort of 
"statute-book," in the place of which, the confederacy being 
dissolved in the time of Epiphanius, the new "Constitutions" 
were substituted. 

* Whiston supposeu that our Lord ascended immeuiately after his resurrection, and re
tnrneu to instruct his apostles during the forty days. 
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Our readers will see by this time the little foundation there 
is for any positive opinion on the subject of the authorship 
and elate of the "Constitutions." The "Canons" - of ·which 
eighty-five appear in om present collection, a smaller num
ber in the older collections - arc also of uncertain antiquity; 
though some of them, no doubt, describe the discipline and 
usages of the church at an early period, and are older than 
the "Constitutions." 

The complexion of the " Constitutions " is thoroughly 
Arian, especially of the first seYen books, to which is gene
rally assigned an earlier origin than to the eighth.* At 
least, they are very careful to preserYe the supremacy of the 
Father, and to assert the subordinate and derived natm·e of 
the Son. Their testimony on these points is not casual and 
isolated, thus pointing to interpolations by an Arian hand: it 
interpenetrates their whole language, and cannot be torn away 
without destroying their entirn textme and fabric. The old 
form of ascription, too, at the conclnsion of prayers, is gene
rally retained, giving glory to the Father, tltrouglt the Son, 
and in the Holy Spirit; ·which furnishes an argument for the 
comparatiYe antiquity of portions of them. Undoubtedly, 
the collection presents many of the opinions and usages ·which 
belong to an age a little subsequent to the time of Cyprian; 
but this they might do, though formed or collected much later. 
,Yith all the changes ,Yhich were from time to time creeping 
into the Church, many of her principles and customs, espe
cially those relating to w·orship and life, possessed a degree of 
permanency ; remaining without alteration for considerable 
periods. Parts of the work undoubtedly belong to one 
period, and parts to another. There is no necessity of refer
ring it to a single age or a single hand. It appears to be an 
accumulation from different ages, or was made up of fragments 
belonging to different periods of the church. 

* Bunsen thinks that the seventh book is a composition collateral with the first six books 
as well as with the eigl1th (Analecta Ante-Nicrena, vol. iii. p. 358). 
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CHAPTER II. 

TUE FATHERS AS EXPOSITORS. - CHAXGE I:N THE l\IEANING 

OF TER)IS A:ND PHRASES. - LAXGUAGE OF THE FATHERS. 

- EXAl\IPLES. - I:N WHAT POINTS THE TRINITY OF THE 

FATHERS DIFFERED FRO:\! THE l\IODER:N. - TESTIMONY OF 

THE LEARXED. - PETA nus, HUET, PROF. STUART. -THE 

FATHERS TESTIFY AGAINST EACH OTHER. - COUNCILS. -

THE ATHANASI.A:N CREED. 

"\VITI-I the history of the Creed and "Constitutions" we have 

now done. But, in this connection, we cannot forbear alluding 

to the rank claimed for the Fathers of the first four centu

ries, from Iremeus clo,vn to John Chrysostom, as constituting 

the "best sch::)01 for sacred scriptural interpretation." For, 

sincerely as we venerate the piety of these old writers, and 

the many noble traits of character they exhibited, worthy 

of all admiration ; sensible as we are of the value of their 

writings as repositories of facts we could derive from no 

other source; and highly as we esteem their labors and sacri

fices, by means of which Christianity triumphed over the 

polluted and debasing superstitions of Paganism, - we had 

supposed that the time had gone by when their expositions of 

Christian truth and the Christian records would be appealed 

to as entitled to any extraordinary respect. 

:Many of them were learned ; but few of them knew how 

to apply their learning to any good purpose. ·with the ex

ception of Origen and Jerome, they were not versed in the 

original language of the Old Testament, but relied on the 

faulty version of the Seventy, to which they attributed a sort 

of inspiration. Of the Arabic, the Syriac, and other lan

guages (having an affinity, greater or less, with the Hebrew, 
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or useful in m1locking sources of information tending to throw 
light on Jewish records and opinions), they were ignorant. 
The theology of most of them exhibited a strange and un
natural union of Christian doctrines ,vith the philosophy 
taught in the Platonic schools of Alexandria, the most worth
less that ever tasked the speculative intellect; * and they 
were, almost without exception, addicted to the fanciful 
modes of interpretation, and particularly the allcgorizing 
spirit, which characterized the same schools. There is no 
species of abs1U"dity, in interpretation, reasoning, faith, or 
opinion, of which theu: writings do not furnish abundant ex
amples. But we are not about to discuss the merits of the 
Fathers. "\Ye consider the question touching their claims to 
respect, so far as the point under consideration is concerned, 
as already fully settled in the several learned treatises which 
have at different times appeared on the subject. 

A topic of some importance, connected with reverence for 
the Fathers as interpreters and guides, is the meaning of 
terms. J\luch misapprehension and error, relating to the tenor 
and spirit of the writings of Christian antiquity, have come 
from inattention to the fact, that the force and signification of 
terms and phrases perpetually change with time. The mean
ing of language is in a state of continual mutation, "·hile the 
written letter remains unaltered. · ,V ords, it is well known, 
are often retained long after the ideas originally conveyed by 
then~ have disappeared or have become essentially modified. 
This is especially the case, when the subject, about which 
they are employed, is attended with any intrinsic obscurity. 

The consequences of not attending to this fact are obvious. 
Terms and expressions occur in an ancient writing, which, 
according to their moder; and ob,·ious use with which habit 
has rendered us familiar, suggest to our minds certain ideas, 
or awaken a particular train of associations. Now, if we take 
it for granted that these terms and expressions were connected 

* Worthless as a whole, though portions of it are elevated and surpassingly beautiful; as 
any one may discover who will look into PlotinuR an,1 writer,, of that stamp. 

a;, 
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in the mind of the author of the writing with the same ideas 
and associations (that is, that they were nsed by him in their 
present and acquired sense), we shall be liable, it is evident, 
perpetually to mistake his meaning. To take a comparatively 
modern instance: the English word "worship," at the time 
our present version of the Bible was made, was used to express 
not only divine homage, but civil respect. This latter mean
ing is nearly or qnite obsolete. But the word bears this 
sense several times in om English Bibles, and frequently in 
writings of the period to which the translation belongs, and 
those of earlier date. It is easy to see into what blunders 
a careless reader, or one acquainted only with the signification 
of the term as now generally used, and not suspecting it of 
ever bearing any other, who should sit down to read those 
writings, would fall, in consequence of this ambiguity of the 
term. 

This is not the only circumstance which has been the occa
sion of important misapprehensions of the language of the 
Fathers. Then· writings are attended with peculiar obscmity 
in consequence of the intellectual habits and prevailing philo
sophical systems of the period at which they were produced. 
To ascertain an author's meaning with any tolerable exact
ness, it is often necessary to know something of the modes of 
thinking and feeling peculiar to his age. If he wrote on 
theological subjects, it is important to become acquainted 
with the theological and philosophical opinions of his times, 
or those which were current in the schools in which he was 
educated, and among the class of writers whose works consti
tuted his favorite reading. 

Now, as the early Fathers, generally, were educated in the 
schools of the later Platonists, or were strongly tinctured with 
the opinions of those schools, and borrowed from them seve
ral terms, some of which they employed to express the most 
subtile and obscure ideas which entered into their theology, 
some acquaintance with the philosophy of the Alexandrian 
Platonists, as well as with Jewish literatme ancl opinions, 
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becomes absolutely necessary to a correct interpretation of 
their language. -w c do not say that this is the only sort 

of learning necessary to a right understanding of the Fathers : 
but this is indispensable; and, without it, all other is un
availing. 

Several expressions in use among Trinitarians of the present 

clay occur in the writings of the Fathers of the second, third, 
and fourth centm-ies. :;\Ioclern writers, as it frequently hap

pens, assume that these expressions were used by them in 

their modern sense. If they will look a little deeper into 

Christian antiquity, they will find ample eYiclencc that they 

were employed by the :Fathers in a sense widely different 
from their present. 

Take the terms "one," or the " same." Nothing is sus

ceptible of clearer proof, than that the Fathers, when they speak 

of the Son as of one or the same natme with God, Tefer, not 

to a numerical, but only to a specific sameness. All they 
meant was, that the Son partook of one and the same specific 

nature with the Father, - that is, a divine: just as two indi
,riduals of our race partake of one and the same specific 

natmc, - that is, a human; di,rine begetting cliYine, as 

human begets human. They never regarded them as con
stituting numerically one Being. Modern Trinitarians use 

the term as Tefcrring to a numerical identity. Of this the 

Fathers never dreamed. They found no difficulty in calling 

the Son "Goel;" for, according to the prevailing views of the 

age, the term did not necessarily imply self-existence. The 
Son was Goel, as they explained it, in virtue of his birth, his 

derivation from the .Father; the divine natme being trans

mitted. So Justin :Martyr, speaking of the Son: says, '' "\Vho, 
since he is the first-begotten Logos of God, is God." 

Another term employed in connection with the Trinity, 

and the use of which tends to mislead, is hypostasis, under
stood by the moderns in the theological sense of person as 

distinguished from substance, but uniformly, by the old Fa

thers, in the sense of essence. Thus, when they call the 
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Father and the Son two !tyzwsta:-;cs; they mean two in essence; 

that is, constitnting two real beings. 
Again: the creed of Nice tells us that the Son is consub

stantial, of the same s11bstancc, with the Father. But this 

term was used by the Fathers, not in its modern sense, but 

in the old Platonic signification, to express, as ·we have said, 

specific sameness of nature, sameness of kind, similarity, 

likeness. The Son was of like natme with the Father, not 

numerically the same Being. So the Fathers of Nice, as 

Eusebins in his letter to his people tells us, understood the 

term. So it was used by the council of Chalcedon, if their 

language has any consistency; and so Athanasius himself, in 

his earlier writings, distinctly explains it, taking the examples 

of a man and a clog. One man, he tells us, is consnbstantial 

with another, and so is one dog ; but a clog and a man are 
not consnbstantial. 

The epithet "eternal," sometimes applied to the Son, was 

ambignous; meaning, as the Fathers sometimes used it, simply 

before the world was, or having no reference to any specific 
time. "\Vhenever, in speaking of the Son, they used it in its 

strict sense, it was in reference to a notion generally enter

tained by them, that the Son had, from all eternity, a sort of 
potential existence in the Father ; that is, as an attribute ; his 

Logos, Reason, or ,Visdom, which, by a voluntary act of the 

Father, was converted into a real being, and became his 

instrnment in forming the ,vorld. 
,Vriters do not clisc1·iminate. They go on the snppos1t10n, 

as we have said, that the language, which occ1u-s in the writ

ings of the Fathers, respecting the Father, Son, and Spirit, 

was uniformly employed by them in its modern and acquired 

signification. 
The cmrent language (not occasiona11y an "unguarded 

expression") of all the ante-Nicene :Fathers, understood 

according to correct principles of interpretation, shows that 

they hehl the Son to be inferior to the Father, and a distinct 

being from him ; and the Nicene Creed teaches no other 

doctrine. 
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The confident assertion now sometimes made by Trini
tarians, that the early Fathers were sound on the subject 
of the Trinity, will not do. The Trinity of the Fathers 
differed from the modern doctrine in the following par
ticnlars. First, as regards the Father and Son, they asserted, 
in the first place, the real subordination and inferiority of the 
latter to the former in his whole natme. As a real person 
or indiYidual being, they did not, in the second place, hold 
the proper eternity of the Son ; though they believed, that as 
an attribute or property of the Father, which in their view 
he originally was, he had always subsisted, since there never 
was a time when the Father was without reason, wisdom, 
logos. In the third place, they did not admit that the Son 
was numerically the same being with the Father, but only of 
the same specific or common nature, - that is, divine; being 
not Goel himself, but, by birth and derivation, like him, as a 
human being is like the parent, or of like nature with him; 
in this sense, consubstantial. In regard to the Spirit, the 
difference was still greater. 

Of this disparity, admitted by learned Trinitarians, writers 
frequently take no notice. Y ct, until it can be disproved, it 
is an abuse of language, a fallacy, a gross imposition, to affirm 
that the Fathers bear uniform testimony to the Trinity. To 
prove this, it is necessary to show, not merely that the expres
sions still current on the subject are found in the writings of 
the early Fathers, but that these expressions were used by 
them in the sense they now bear among approved Trinitari
ans; a task which has never yet been accomplished, and never 
will be. 

They who affirm that the early Fathers were not believers 
in the Trinity, according to modern explanations of the doc
trine, are sometimes charged with ignorance of Christian 
antiquity. But let us see how this matter stands. "\Vill any 
one charge Pctavius, author of the "Dogmata Theologica," 
with ignorance of Christian antiquity? "\Vas Huet, Bishop 
of Avranches, and author bf the "Origeniana," ignorant? 
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--was Cud worth ignorant? Y ct with these, and many others 

we could name, - good Trinitarians too, - the asserter of 

the orthodoxy of the Fathers, in the modern sense, will find 

himself directly at issue. 
Petavius adduces a great mass of evidence to show that 

the most distinguished of the Fathers, before the council of 

Nice, taught the inferiority of the Son to the Father, and 

of the Spirit to the Son.* 

" Certainly," says Huet, " Tatian, and an older than 

Tatian, - Justin, -taught erroneous views of the Trinity." 

Theophilus of Antioch, he says, "falls under the same 

censure." "\Yith others it was still worse. "For," he con

tiirnes, "things shameful and not to be endured were uttered 

by Tcrtullian and Lactantius, as also by Clement, Dionysius, 

and Pierius of Alexandria, and many others." °"\,Vhen Bel

larmine, he says still further, " defends Origen on the ground, 

that (his preceptor Clement, and his disciples Dionysius of 

Alexandria and Gregory Thaumaturgus, being sound and 

orthodox) we are authorized. to infer that the same doctrine 

which he received from Clement he himself held and trans

mitted to his followers, he could have said nothing more 

injurious to the cause of Origcn ; for no one of the three held 

the Trinity in its purity and integrity. For Clement so dis

tinguished between the substance of the Father and that of 

the Son as to make the latter inferior: and. Dionysius said the 

Son was a creation (work) of the Father, and dissimilar to 

him; and spake unbecomingly of the Spirit, as we are told by 

Basil, who also censures Gregory Thaumaturgus for teaching 

plainly that the Son was created." - "Finally," he says, "it 

is evident, that not indeed in the days of Basil, and even in 

times more recent, did the Catholics dare openly profess the 

divinity of the Spirit.t 

* See, particufarly, De Trinitate, l. i. c. 3, 4, 5. Will any say, that Petavius, as a Catholic, 

was interested in depressing the ancient Fathers, as the Protestants made use of them in the 

Popi~h controversy.? 'l'hey must be aware that this is not to refute him. 
t lluet. Orig., I. ii.; Qu. 2, § 10. 
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,Ve might multiply quotations of a similar import from 
modern Trinitarian writers, whom it will not do to charge 
with ignorance of Christian antiquity. The late Professor 
Stuart made some statements on the subject, which, coming 
from such a som·cc, arc worthy of notice. They occm· in the 
articles on Schlcicnnachcr, in the numbers of the "Biblical 
Repository and Quarterly Observer" for April and July, 
1835. They arc at variance with the professor's former 
statements relating to the opinions of the early Fathers. He 
thinks them more accurate, as they are the result of a more 
intimate acquaintance with the writings of the Fathers. The 
Yicws of the Nicene Fathers, he tells us, "if he understands 
them," do "really and cffoctually interfere with the true equa
lity, in substance, power, and glory, of the three persons, or 
cli::;tinctions, in the Godhead." The Son and Spirit, he says, 
according to them, are de1ivcd beings; and derivation implies 
inferiority. "A cleriYed God," he says, "cannot be a self
existent Goel." The numerical identity of the Father and 
Son, he affirms, was not a doctrine of the ancient Fathers. 
"Justin," he obserYes, "says in so many words that the Logos 
(Son) is different from the Fat.her, and a1wtlier in 1uunbci'." 
In regard to the unity and distinction of the Father and Son, 
he says, the "zeal of Origen led him to a theory in uo 
important respect better than that of Arius." - "Such was 
the case, too, with Euscbius the historian;" and "Dionysius 
names the Son a creation and 10nrk of the Father." The 
council of Nice, he says, according to Athanasins, "did not 
mean to assert the numerical unity of the Godhead ; " and 
much more to the same purpose. The result is, that the 
Fathers generally, before and at the council of Nice, asserted 
the Son to be inferior to the Father, and 11 w1wr irn 11 !I a being 
different from him. 

Iu regard to Origen, the great Alexandrian teacher, Pro
fessor Stuart says, " Son and Spirit, according to him, have 
their origin as li!Jpostases in the free will of the Father: they 
arc subordinate to him, theugh they are the exact reflection 
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of his glory. The unity of the Godhead is a unity of will, a 

harmony of design and operation; not a numerical or sub

stantial unity, against which he strongly protests. 'The 

JTather,' says he, 'is the ground-cause or original source of 
all. Inferior to the Father is the Son, who operates merely 

on rational beings; for he is second to the Father. Still more 

inferior is the Holy Spirit, whose influence is limited to the 

church. The power of the Father, then, is greater than 

the power of the Son and of the Spirit; the power of the 

Son is greater than that of the Holy Ghost; and, lastly, the 

power of the Holy Ghost is greater than that of all other 

beings."' 
So says Professor Stuart. He goes at large into an exami

nation of the opinions of the ante-Nicene Fathers , and the 

views at which he arrives, expressed in his clear and strong 

style, folly sustain us in the statements macle in the preceding 

pages. J\Ien far inferior to Professor Stuart in vigor of in
tellect and patristic learning may hazard the assertion, that 

the ante-Nicene Fathers and the early chmch generally were 

Trinitarian in the present sense of the term. It is a hardy 

assertion, opposed to eYidence ·written, as with a sunbeam, on 

every page of Christian antiquity. 
Several of the Fathers themselves roundly tax the more 

ancient Fathers with unsoundness on the subject of the Tri

nity. Origen is sometimes referred to as a witness for the 

Trinity. \Ve have seen what Huet and Professor Stuart 

thong ht of him. Jerome thought no better; for he accuses 

him of asserting that the Son was "not begotten, but made."* 

Basil the Great is quoted and extolled. Ent what was Basil's 

opinion of the ante-Nicene Fathers '? .. \Yhat he says of Dio

nysins and Gregory Thamaturgns - authorities sometimes 

used by Trinitarians - has been just quoted. Of Dionysins 

he says fmther, that he " sowed the seeds of the Anomman 

(Arian) impiety; for he not only made a diversity of persons 

* Epist. 59, ad A ;itum. 



COUNCILS REJECTIXG TUE NICENE FAITH. £81 

between the Father and the Son, but a difference of essence, 

taking a,rny their consubstantiality." The same Basil admits 

that the old Fathers were " silent" on the question of the 
Spirit; and says, that they who acknowledged its divinity, in 
his day, ,vere "condemned as introducing novel dogmas on 

the subject." Rufi.nus accuses Clement of Alexandria of 

calling the Son a "creatnrc;" and Dionysins, he say8, "in 
his zeal against Sabellianism, fell into Arianism." 

Snch (and we might add to the number) arc some of the 

authorities among the Fathers. ,Y ere these Fathers "igno
rant of Christian antiquity"? They were themselYes ancient, 

"primitive," according to the standard of antiquity some
times adopted. Have they, then, borne false witness of each 

other and of themselves? This supposition is hardly con

sistent with the title to exalted veneration so freely accorded 
to them.* 

Let the appeal be made to councils. The second council 

of Antioch, A.D. 341, expressly declared against the Nicene 

faith; rejected the term '' consnbstantial;" and, in favor of 

their own views, appealed to the testimony of antiquity.t The 

term was rejected also from the creed of the third council 

of Sirmium, which, says Dn Pin, is Arian, but which Hosins, 

long one of the pillars of the Nicene faith, in an evil hour, 

as the orthodox will haxe it, signed. Still further, it 
,ms anathematized by the council of Philippopolis; con

demned by that of Antioch, holden soon after; by the fifth 
of Sirmimn; by those of Selcuria and Ariminum (Rimini), 

and others. In regard to the conncil of Ariminum, we arc 

told, that notwithstanding the efforts of the Arians, the 

"influence of the emperor, and the apprehension of banish-

• It is amusing to find one quoting Eusebiu~ the hi~torian as an undoubted Trinitarian, 

and quoting. too. from his Letter to his people from Nice; which, if it is to be trustctl (and it 

is confirmed in the main by the testimony of Athanasius), shows that neither Eusebius nor 

the eouneil Wt're orthodox in the motlern scme of the term. Eusebins wag in no gootl repute 

for ortho,loxy among the Fathers. "An Arian," Rays Athamtsins; the" prince of Ari.ms," 

exclaims Jerome; "an Arian, and worse than an Arian," adds Nicephoru~. 

t Soc.,l.ii.c.10; Soz,l.iii.c.5. 
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ment and persecution," the four hundred bishops assembled 
there " determined to adhere to the Nicene Confession, and 
solemnly republished it as the symbol of the Catholic faith." 
And yet, all this notwithstanding, it is quite certain that these 
bishops generally, before the council broke up, did recede 
from the determination, violate their constancy, and sign a 
creed of a very different import; being one recently drawn 
up at Sirmium, in opposition to the Nicene symbol. Du Pin 
says that "all the bishops signed : " and thus, says he, " ended 
this council, whose beginning was glorious; and encl, deplora
ble."* 

And yet the opponents of the Trinity are asked to "point 
out only one council which adopted their sentiments." That 
the council of Rimini before its close, and others just named, 
and more we might mention, rejected the Athanasian Trinity, 
we ,vant no better evidence than the fact, that they openly de
clared against the Nicene Creed, and uniformly condemned and 
rejected from their symbols the term "consubstantial," which 
had been from the first exceedingly obnoxious to the Arians, 
but which the Orthodox made the very watchword of their 
party. True, the Arians believed in a sort of Trinity; and 
so do we : but not a Trinity in Unity; nor did they. ·we be
lieve in the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit ; and so did 
they: but we do not believe that these three are numeri
cally one or equal; nor did they or any of the ante-Nicene 
Fathers. Though these Fathers held language respecting 
the Father and the Son of which the Arians disapproved, they 
stopped short, as we have before said, of the doctrine of the 
numerical identity of the Father, the Son, and the Spirit. ,Ve 
challenge any one to produce a single writer of any note, 
dming the first three ages, who held this doctrine in the 
modern sense. 

,Ve beg leave, however, to say, that we do not consider 
the Athanasian Creed as evidence of the faith of primitire 

* Hist. of Eccles. Writers, vol. ii. p. 264. To the time of the above-mentioned council 
Jerome refers, when he says," The whole world groaned to find itself Arian." 
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antiquity, exactly. It is sometimes quoted as a genuine relic 
of antiquity, and as really a production of Athanasius him
self. It is roundly asserted that it was "published at Rome, 
A.D. 340" ! Of this there is not the least shadow of proof; 
the statements of Baronius, and some other Romish writers 
of the same stamp, being wholly unsupported. Neither Atha
nasius, nor any writer of his own or of the next century, 
ever alludes to it in any of theu· writings now extant. No 
mention of it occms of a elate prior to the sixth century, and 
some of the writings in which we find the earliest allusions 
to it are of doubtful genuineness. In regard to Athanasius, 
says Du Pin, " all the world agrees it was none of his, but 
of some authors ·who lived a long time after him. It is cer
tain that it was composed after the council of Chalcedon," 
A.D. 451.* "That which is called the creed of Athanasins," 
says Pretyman, "certainly was not written by that Father." 
"It was never heard of till the sixth centmy, above a hun
dred years after the death of Athanasius.'!-" It cannot now 
be ascertained who was its real author : it had never the sanc
tion of any council."t It was "the composition," says Dr. 
Samuel Clarke, " of an uncertain obscw:e author, written 
(not certainly known ·whether) in Greek or Latin, in one of 
the darkest and most ignorant ages of the church."+-" I 
wish we were well rid of it," says Archbishop Tillotson. 

* llist. Eccles. Writers, vol. iv. pp. 35-6, ed. Lon . 1693. 
t Elements of Christian Theology, vol. ii. p. 219. 
:t: Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity, p. 4-17, ed. Lon. li12. 





HYMNOLOGY OF THE ANCIENT CHURCH. 

CHAPTER I. 

THE HYl\IXOLOGY OF THE AXCIE:NT CHURCH XOT TRIXITA

RIAN. - SINGING Al\IO:NG THE EARLY CHRISTIA XS. - FIRST 

HEGULAR CHOIR. - FLAYIA.N OF ANTIOCH. - Al\IBROSE. -

GREGOitY. - HY::\£.XS OF THE PHDIITIYE CHURCH LOST. -

EARLIEST .. WRITERS OF HYMNS. - IL\RDESANES. - HAR:\£0-

.NIUS. - EPHREM. - ATTE1IPT OF PAUL OF SA:\IOSATA TO 

RESTORE TUE OLD l\IUSIC AND HYl\I.NS. 

THE hymnology of the early church was clearly not Trinita
nan. But, before we proceed to the snbject of hymns, ·we 
must say a few ·words on singing. Frequent notices of sing
ing, as forming part of the ,vorship of the ancient Christians, 
occnr in the writings of the Fathers; but the manner of con
ducting it is wholly matter of conjecture and inference. It 
is certain there could have been little art or refinement in the 
old singing. That musical taste shonld have been much cnl
ti vated among the early believers, who had no temples or 
clrnrches; who assembled for worship in private dwellings, 
and, in times of persecution, in caverns, on shipboard, and in 
,vhatever sec1u-e and sequestered place could be found, and 
often in the night,-would be an unnatural snpposition.* No 

* The time of the erection of the first Chri~tian churches is unknown. From l\Iinutius 
Felix, who wrote early in the third century, it appears that Christians in his time were re
proached with having " neither temples nor altars nor images;" and they confessed the fact. 
At thiR time, therefore, Christian Churches could not have been very common. Yet there is 
reason to believe that they began to be reared as early, at least, as the end of the second cen-
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doubt, their music, like the rest of their worship, was simple 
and inartificial enough; but it did not the less stir the soul 
for this reason. The popular airs which become incorporated 
with the music of a people arc always simple, and are the 
more affecting for being so. They are addressed to the feel
ings rather than to the intellect; and the feelings are always 
simple. In devotion, the heart leads; and it requires no in
tricate machinery to put it in motion. R easoning may be cold 
and artificial; but the characteristics of devotion are ·warmth 
aml simplicity: ancl, of these qualities, the ancient singing, 
Yve may suppose, like much of that which stirred the heart of 
Germany in the early clays of the R eformation under Luther, 
and was again revived by ,Vesley and his co-adjutors, largely 
partook. It touched the chord of devotion. There was in 
it the religious element; and to such music, we may add, -
simple, earnest, devout; having some definite expression, 
some power of concentrating the thoughts ancl feelings, -
the heart of man, as man, will be ever faithful. 

The first regular choir of singers of which we have any 
distinct account is that of Antioch, some fifty years after the 
council of :Nice. Flavian and Diodorus were priests of An
tioch, both monks. The latter ,vas at the head of the monas

tic school in that place, and had Chrysostom for his pupil. 
The former became Bishop of Antioch in the year 380. 

tury. If we could credit the Chronicle of E ,lessa, a Christian church was destroyed in that 
place by an innnuation, A.D. 202. This is the first of which we have any express mention. 
Tertullian, who wrote about the same periou, seems to allmle to places set apart for Christian 
worship (De Idol., c. 7; De Corona l\lil., c. 3). Tillemout (l:list. Eccles., t. iii. p. 120, eu. 
Brux. 1732) finus the first mention of them, as known to the Heathen, in the time of '.\laxi
min, A.D. 235. During the persecution uncler him, Origen says, they were burned. It woulu 
seem that they began to be built in consiuerable numbers about the miudle of the thiru cen
tury. Near its C'lo.,e, during the period which imme,!iately prece,leu the persecution under 
Diocletian, A.D. 303, Christians long enjoyeLl a state of palmy prosperity; and then euifires for 
worship began to rise, marked by a splenuor before unknown. "Christians," says Eusebius 
(I. viii. c. 1), '' were no longer content with the old euificcs, but erected spacious churches, 
from the very founuation, throughout all the cities." The "olu edifices" here spoken of, no 
doubt, were the first churches of the Christians; which, having stool.! fifty years or a little 
more, - about as long as the fir~t humble euifices of worship erecteu in this country by our 
l'nritan Fathers, -anu being founu dilapiuateu, or insufficient to accorumouate the number of 
worshipperR, or too mean to satisfy a growing taste for luxury anu elegauce, now yieldeu to 
more magnificent structures. 
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Flavian generally has the credit of introducing the antiphonal 
or responsive singing into the chmch there, though Theoclo
ret associates Dioclorus with him. They were the first, 
Theocloret says, who " divided the choir, and taught 
them to sing the Psalms of David responsively. This cus
tom," he adds, "which they thus originated in Antioch, 
spread everywhere, even to the very ends of the habitable 
world.* 

The primitive mode of singing among Christians is sup
posed to have been congregational; the whole assembly (men, 
women, and children) uniting as ·'"vith one voice. This mode 
was undoubtedly practised; and, being less artificial than the 
other, was probably the mode most in use among the early 
Christians. That the other mode did not originate with Fla
vian and Dioclorns, however, is evident from the fact, that 
it was in use among the J e,n. From them it passed into the 
Christian Chmch through the Jewish converts, and ,vas proba
bly never wholly laid aside. In fact, the expression employed 
by Pliny, in his letter to Trajan, at the beginning of the second 
centmy, shows that the hymns to which he refers were sung 
by alternate voices. It was the changes and improvements 
introduced by Flavian and Dioclorus, who possessed a regular 
choir, which they had trained to the use of this mode, how
ever, which brought it into notice, and contributed to give it 
currency in the chmch. 

The story of Socrates (that old Ignatius borrowed the idea 
of the alternate or responsive singing from a vision of angels 
which was accorded him, and thence introduced it into his 
church, from which "it was transmitted by tradition to all 
the other churches ") would not be worth noticing, were it 
not that it gives intimation of what we have just said, - that 
this mode of singing did not originate with Flavian.t To 
this we may add, that Theodore of :Mopsuestia, who was a 
disciple of Diodorus, says that he and Fla-Yian only trans-

* J. ii. c. 24. t I. vi. c. 8. 
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lated into Greek a scrnce ,vhich had heretofore been per
formed in Syriac. 

Ambrose, who became Bishop of Milan, A.D. 37 4, intro
duced the antiphonic or responsive singing into the ,Vest. 
He had it, as Augustine, his friend and admirer, says,* from the 
East; that is, from Antioch. He adopted it, says the same 
writer, for the relief and refreshment it would afford the 
people, who might thus be prevented from ]anguishing and 
consuming away in a tedious sorrow. The Ambrosian chant 
owed its origin to him. 

"\Yhat improvements, if any, were introduced after the time 
of Ambrose, and before the period of Gregory the Great, or 
how the singing in the chmches was conducted in the inter
val, history does not inform us ; at 1cast, we have been able 
to glean nothing worth relating on the subject. t Gregory the 
Great, the first pope of the name, was consecrated to the 
office of Supreme Pontiff, A.D. 590, after having in vain 
attempted to shun the honor; to effect which, he had caused 
himself to be conveyed out of the city in a basket, and had 
concealed himself in a cave. After his elevation, however, 
though, as it appears, of an infirm constitution, he devoted 
himself to the dnties of his office with great assiduity. Among 
other enterprises, he undertook to reform the music of his 
church. Ecclesiastical writers, observes Dr. Burney, are unani
mous in asserting, that "he collected the musical fragments of 
such ancient hymns and psalms as the Fathers of the church 
had approved and recommended to the primitive Christians; 
aud that he selected, methodized, and arranged them in the 
order which was long continued at Rome, and soon adopted by 

,11, Conf., 1. ix. c. 6, i. See also Paulinus's Life of Ambrose. 
t 'l'be manner of comlucting the singing appears to bave varied in different churches, 

and was sometimes made orra~ion of controversy. llrtsil, lli:shop of Cresarea in CappaLlocia 
the latter part of the fourth ceutury, was accused of inuovating by cau~ing tbe prayers of the 
church to Le suug. He saiu, in reply, that he only adhcreu to the aucient custom of 
the church, which prevailed in Egypt, Libya, l'hoonici:t, Palestine, ancl SJ ria. In regard to 
the prayers, it would not seem, from his own accouut, that he had the whole sung; but he 
mixeLl up the responsive :singing with the prayers in a ruanuer uot accordant with the sim
plicity of the primitive worship. 
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the chief part of the ,Vestern Church."~ ,Ve suppose he took 

whatever had heen in use among Christians of former ages, 

which appeared suited to his purpose, without probably trou

bling himself to inquire by whose authority it had been intro

duced. He also reformed the chant, which, since the time 

of Ambrose, had undergone very little alteration; and intro

duced what has since been known as the Gregorian, or plain 

chant. He was opposed to the lively airs of the Pagan 

music, Vi'hich had come into the church along with the lyric 

hymns; and attempted to substitute something more grave in 

its place. Undoubtedly he laid the foundation for an im

proved style; and desen·es to be considered as a benefactor to 

sacred music, hmYeYer barbarous some of his changes may 

have been pronounced at the time or since. If he simplified 

the music of the church in some respects, however, in others 

he ,Yas accused of encumbering it. Some of his friends were 

disgusted with the new forms he adopted, particularly his 

imitation of the customs of the church of Constantinople. 

They disliked exceedingly his frequent introduction of "hal

lelujahs," with various ascriptions, invocations, and phrases, 

to which their cars had been heretofore unaccustomed; the 

repetition of the Lord's Prayer, and other innovations, as 

they termed them. In favor of most of his changes, he con

trived to allege some pretence of antiquity, particularly the 

repetition of "hallelujahs," which, he says, Jerome took from 

the church of J erusalcm, and hronght to Rome in the time of 

Pope Damasus, in the fomth century. 

It is asserted on the authority of John, a deacon of Rome, 

who ,note his Life, that the original Antiphonarium, or Cho

ral Book, of Gregory, was in existence in his time, near three 

hundred years after Gregory's death ; as also the bed on 

which the old invalid pope lay, and the whip "wherewith he 

threatened the young clerks and the singing-boys, when they 

were out, or failed in the notes : " for he instituted a school 

* History of l\lusic, vol. ii. p. 15. See also l\Iaimbourg's account, quoteLl by Sir John 

Hawkins, History of l\lusic, b. iii. c. 8; anLl Ba.yle, art. "Gregory." 

:n 
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for the education of his choir, and, it seems, did not consider 
it as derogating from the dignity of his office to superintend 

it in person. 
But what account is to be given of the old hymns and their 

writers? The hymns of the ancient chmch, properly so 
called, have not been preserved. ,Ve sometimes hear of the 

hymns of the " primitive church ; " but no such hymns are 

now known to be extant. The term "primitive," as applied 

to hymns, is as inappropriate as when applied to the Apos

tles' Creed. The psalmody of the Old Testament, or com

positions founded upon it, were used; for which the songs 

of Zacharias, Mary, and Simeon, as preserved in Luke's 

Gospel, furnished a precedent. Some sublime and lyric ex

pressions from the New Testament might very naturally enter 

into these compositions. In addition to these, the old believ

ers had what were called "Hymns of the Brethren," because 

composed by them; but these latter have long since perished. 
,Ve find no mention of any writer of hymns, by name, till 

near the expiration of the second ccntmy from the birth of 

Christ; and have no remains of the hymns, strictly so called, 

used dming that period : nor do we know any thing of their 

natme, except what Pliny, referring to his own time, tells us, 

in his well-known letter to Trajan, - that they were sung 

in honor of Christ. Origen, too, says that Christians were 

accustomed to sing hymns to Goel and to his only Son, as the 

Pagans to the sun, moon, and stars; and others have expressed 

themselves in similar general terms. The author of a work 

against the heresy of Artemon, quoted by Eusebius, though his 
name was unknown to the historian, appeals to the " Psalms 

and Hymns of the Brethren, written, at the beginning, by the 

faithful," and " setting forth the praises of Christ, the word 

of life."~ The work is now attributed to Hippolytus. The 

·writers of the hymns, however, are not named by him ; and 

uo fragment of the hymns is left us. 

* Euseb., l. v. c. 28. 
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The statements above giYen, relating to the loss of the 
hymns, properly so called, of the primitive church, are con
firmed by the researches of the learned Bunsen, the results 
of which have been recently published. He gives tlu-ee 
specimens of what he calls "genuine relics of ancient con
gregational or domestic hymnology." 

" Glory he to God on high; 
And on earth, peace," &c., -

is one of them; called by Bunsen "the Hymn of Thanksgiv
ing, or the Morning Hymn of the Early Church;" the same, 
he thinks, allndecl to by Pliny. It is lyric in its structure, 
though without any trace of metre. Bunsen gives it in what 
he considers its ancient form, which is much briefer and 
simpler than its present. The time of its composition is 
unkno-wn, though Bunsen places it in its simpler form among 
the ante-Nicene documents. The other two are made up 
almost exclusively of verses from the Psalms ; or, as Bunsen 
expresses it, are "a cento of verses and hemistichs of psalms." 
They are what are called morning and evening " Psalmoclic 
Hymns," though the A postolical Constitutions give the song 
of Simeon as an evening hymn. These, Bunsen says, " arc all 
the authentic and genuine remains we possess of the ante
~icene psalmocly and hymnology of Christendom, as far as it 
adopted the Hebrew form." - "But we have," he says, "at 
least, one composition of Hellenic sonrce," sometimes called 
the "Hymn of the Kindling of the Lamp." This is old, no 
donbt; but the elate of its composition cannot be assigned. 
Bunsen gives it as the "Evening Hymn of the Greek Chris
tians." It begins, "Serene Light of holy glory." Such is the 
result of Bunsen's antiquarian rnsearches on this subject.* 

The earliest writers of hymns, whose names are preserved, 
belonged to the Syrian Church. The first of any note is 

"' Analecta Ante-Nicrena, vol. iii. pp. 86-9; Christianity and ~Iankind, vol. vii. See also 
vol. ii. pp. 50-2, and 98-102. 
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Bardesanes, the heresiarch ; a subtle, learned, and eloquent 

writer, near the end of the second centm-y. He is said, on 

the authority of Ephrem the Syrian, to haYe written one 

hundred and fifty psalms or hymns, in elegant verse, in 

imitation of the Psalms of David; which contributed greatly 

to the diffusion of his errors. He corrupted the faith of the 

young in particular, says Ephrem, by the "sweetness and 

beauty of his verses." Hannonius, his son, inherited his 

father's genius for poetry; and, after his example, composed 

a great number of hymns and odes adapted to the lyre, 

by which he charmed the cars of the people. From these 

sources, the Syrians eagerly drank in the poison of heresy. 

Unfortunately, howeyer, the hymns are lost; and ·we have no 

means, therefore, of ascertaining how far the praises bestowed 

on them were deserved.,/(' The infusion of heresy they con

tained, it appears, caused them to be proscribed ; and, 110 

doubt, hastened their destruction. They must have been in 

use, however, among the Syrians, for a centm-y, or a century 

and a half; for they retained thei.T popularity in the time of 

Ephrem the Syrian, above alluded to, who :flomished about 

A.D. 370, and whose wntmgs were in such esteem, says 

J eromc, that they were sometimes read in the chm·cl1es after 

the Scriptmcs. 
Eplu-em wrote hymns and odes by thousands. He dili

gently studied the poetical productions of Bardcsancs and 

Hannonius, who were his models, and whose sweetness he 

attempted to emulate, in the hope of inducing his country

men to lay aside those pernicious compositions, and sing his 

own more orthodox lays. t Many of his hymns were, of 

necessity, of a controYcrsial character. His design was to set 

the Eastern world right, on certain points of doctrine, in 

regard to "rhich the above-named writers had led it astray. 

* See Sozomen, I. iii. c. 16; Beausobre, Hist . de l\Iauichee et Liu :lla.nicheYsme, t. ii. p. HO; 

also BarJc~aaes Guosticus Syrorum Primus Ilymuologus, by llahu, Lips. 1819. 

t Soz., iii. 16; Theod., iv. 29. See also Asseman. Biblioth. Orient., t. i. art. "Ephrem," 

who wa~ called the Prophet of the Syrians, and llarp of the Holy Spirit. 
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He succeeded in excluding their hymns, and causing his own 
to be substituted in their place. Their beauty was much 

vaunted by the Syrians; and they are said to be used in their 
churches to the present day. Multitudes of his hymns, or 
hymns attributed to him, on various incidents in our Saviour's 

history and life, his passion, resurrection, and ascension, on 
the dead, and in celebration of the martyrs, and on other 

subjects, are still preserved among his works. But whatever 

sweetness they possessed, or may possess, to the Syrian ear, 
modern lovers of poetry among us, we fear, will find in them 

few charms. Their sweetness, like some subtile perfume, 

seems to have evaporated with time.* 
The connection of Ephrem with Bardesanes has led us to 

anticipate a little. Returning to the beginning of the third 

centmy, it is only necessary to mention a hymn printed with 

the writings of Clement of Alexandria, and by some attribut
ed to him. It is of uncertai1; authorship, however; and is a 

hymn of a very ordinary character.t Passing by Hippolytus, 
who wrote odes on the Scriptmes, which are lost, and Athe

nogenes the martyr, who is reported by Basil to have been 

the author of a hymn, which he delivered to the bystanders 

at the moment of his death, and ·which is also lost, we come 

to N cpos, an Egyptian bishop, who flourished a little before 
the middle of the third century. N epos wrote a treatise on 

the millennium; in reply to which, Dionysius of Alexandria, 

in a passage preserved by Ensebius, + and written after the 
death of N epos, speaks of him with affection, and mentions, 

among his other merits, that he composed "much psalmocly," 

with which many of the brethren continued to be delighted. 

• A selection of them has recently been published in Germany, with a glossary for the 
use of students, in Syriac, under the following title: " Chrestomathia Syriaca, sive S. Ephrre
mi Carmina Selecta. Ediderunt Notis Criticis, Philologicis, Ilistoricis, et Glossario Locuple
tissimo. Illustraverunt A. Hahn et Fr. Ludovicus Sieffert. Lipsire, 1825. 

t See Fabricius, Biblioth. Grrec., I. v. c. 1. Fabricius gives two hymns, reported to be 

ancient, the authors of which are not known. We pass over two or three Syriac writers 
about the time of Bardesanes, or a little later, as not of sufficient importance to require 
notice. 

t I. vii. c. 24. 
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The character of his productions., however, is matter of con
jecture; no fragment of them having been preserved. 

""\Ye come next to the famous Paul of Samosata. Of Paul 
we know little, except from the representations of his enemies, 
which are to be listened to with great distrust. That he 
enjoyed the friendship of Zenobia, the celebrated Queen of 
Palmyra, and found an unrelenting foe in Am·elian, the mur
derer of Longinns, is certainly no discredit to him. That he 
was too fond of pomp and display, and in other respects 
exhibited an inordinate vanity, is not to be doubted. To his 
many popular qualities and eminent gifts of intellect, he added 
the zeal of a reformer; which, after all, we suspect, was his 
great crime in the eye of the bishops, - an offence they could 
never forgiYe. He contended for what he regarded as the 
ancient simplicity of the doctrine of Cluist. He undertook 
also to reform the psalmody .. of his church; abolishing the 
psalms and hymns then in use, as "recent, and the compo
sitions of modern men." It is added, that, on a certain 
occasion, -the festival of Easter, -he "appointed women 
to sing psalms in his own commendation in the body of the 
church." But this, it must be recollected, is the charge of 
his enemies ; and is to be taken, it may be presumed, with 
some grains of allowance. As none of the hymns alluded to 
remain, we cannot judge of their import for om·selvcs. It can 
hardly be supposed, howeYer, that one, zealous, as was Paul, 
to restore the old doctrine and old music; who rejected the 
hymns in use in his church, on the ground that they were 
novel, and, as we may suppose, in his opinion, inculcated sen
timents at variance with the ancient faith, - would be guilty 
of all the innovations and extravagance attributed to him.* 

* See Letter of the Bishops, Euseb., 1. vii. c. 30. 
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CU.APTER II. 

ARIUS AXD OTHERS, WRITERS OF HYMXS. - THE "TE DEUl\I." 

- PRUDEXTIUS. - THE POETIC.\.L FATHERS. - :XOCTliRXAL 

STREET- SI.NGIXG AT COXSTAXTIXOPLE. - COUXCIL OF 

LAODICEA ATTE:\IPTS TO REGULATE CHURCH l\ffSIC. 

SBIPLICITY OF THE AXCIE.XT DOXOLOGY. - .NO TRACE OF 

THE TRIXITY. 

A:\IOXG other hymnologists ·whose names haYe come clown 

to us, though not belonging to a very early period of the 
church, it is sufficient to mention Arius and his contempo
rary Juvencns, the hymns of both of whom have perished; 
and Hilary of Poictiers, who is said by Jerome to ha Ye writ
ten a "book" of hymns, which, however, has fared no better 
than the productions of his predecessors. EnYious time has 

dcYomed all. 
\Ve must pause a moment over the name of Ambrose, who 

also wrote several hymns; among which Augustine mentions 
the "Deus Creator Omnium." * The others, which some
times go under his name, and some of which are found in 
the BreYiaries, are of uncertain authorship. t 

* Couf., I. x. c. 12. 
t The tradition which makes the "Te Deum Laudamus," the joint production of Am

brose and Augustine, first sung by them at the baptism of the latter by Ambrose, or which 
as,erts (for such is oni. version of the story) that it was receiveu by Augustine, while at the 
font, as the effect of su,!Llen inspiration, bas been Jong explode,!. Dy common comeut of 
critics. it is referred to a later age. Archbishop Usher states some reasons for ascribing it to 
Nicetius, Bishop of Treves, a hunureu years after Augustine's Lleath, or to another of the same 
name; though some fragments of olu hymns may have entered into its composition (De :-)m
bolis, p. 3. See also Bingham, Antiquities of the Christian Church, I. xiv. c. 11, § 9; anu 
Tentzel, referreu to by Le Clerc; Biblioth. Univ. et Hist. t. xxv. p. 5i). "lllic apostolorum 
gloriosus chorus, illir prophetarum exrnltantium uumerus, illic martyrum innumernbilis 
populus ob certaminis et passionis victoriam coronatus," &c., occurs in Cypria11, who 
wrote iu the former part of the thin) century (De ~lortalitate, au fin.). 

Augustine, though no poet, yet occasionally, it seems, trieu his hanu at writing hymns. 
He has one ou the Donatist controversy. Gray the poet quotes some jingling lines of Augus-
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,v e must add a few words on Prudentius, the best known 
and most esteemed of the earlier Christian poets. The 
extravagant praise bestowed on him by some of the old 
ecclesiastical writers, however, is only proof of the dearth of 
good poetry in the church. 

Prudentius was a Spaniard, born in 348. In his youth, he 
applied himself to the study of eloquence. He afterwards 
became an advocate; and having passed through several offices 
of honor and trust, both civil and military, he finally re
nounced secular employments, and devoted his last days to 
the writing of verses, in which he sung the praises of Christ 
and the martyrs, and vigorously combated heretics and pa
gans. But either he was not born for a poet, or age had 
effectually extinguished his imagination and fire before he 
sought the society of the J\Iuses. His productions, in truth, 
exhihit a very moderate share. of poetic genius, and retain 
strong traces of the degenerate taste of the day. His versi
fication is negligent, prosaic, and often harsh; he is not suf
ficiently attentive to quantity; and, in his general style, he 
gives evidence that he had not made the models of classical 
antiquity his study. 

But, however inferior may be his merit as a poet, his pro
ductions contain frequent allusions to the opinions and usages 
of Christians of his time, which render them not without 
value as som·ces of history. 

There have been several editions of his works. A beauti
ful edition, printed at Rome in 1788, in two quarto volumes, 
contains, besides his larger poems, twenty-six hymns, part of 
them designed for daily use, and part on the "Crowns of the 
Martyrs," especially those of his own nation. These hymns 
vary in length from one hundred to eleven hundred verses. 
Though apparently not designed for church scnice, portions 

tine, in which rhyme occurs in the miuule of the verse, to show that rhyming verses were 
known in the church as early as about A.D. 420. 'l'he most ancient instance of rhyming, 
however, he observes, after Sir William Temple, is that of the Emperor Adrian, A.D. 137 
(Gray's Works, by Mathias, vol. ii. p. 31). 
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of them were from time to time introduced into the Bre
viaries, particularly the Spanish. They are written in differ
ent metres, partly lyric and partly heroic. 

The humanity of the poet appears in some sentiments he 
has incidentally thrown out; as, that the number of the im
pious who will be suffered finally to perish are few, and the 
damned find occasional respite from their pains, being allowed 
one holyday each year, or night rather, - that on which Christ 
left the region of Hades.* The sentiments of the Fathers 
touching the state of the dead, indeed, were, as it is well 
known, various. Even Augustine believed that souls in hell 
had, at times, some relaxation of their sufferings. Origen 
contriYed, :finally, to save even the Devil; and there is not 
an opinion so extravagant, that an advocate for it may not be 
found among the old Fathers of the church. 

At the close of the poem called "Hamartigenia," or "Birth 
of Sin," we find a somewhat singular prayer of Prudentius, 
which has given offence to some, as savoring of impiety. It 
certainly savors of modesty; but we see nothing impious in 
it. He prays, that, when he shall die, he may see no fierce 
and truculent Devil, terrible by his menacing looks and voice, 
·who shall immmc his soul in dark caYerns till he shall exact 
to the uttermost farthing the debt due for the sins of his 
whole life. He aspires not to a seat among the happy. It 
is sufficient for him, he says, if he behold the face of no infer
nal demon, and the fires of insatiate Gehenna devour not his 
soul, plunged into its lowest furnaces. He consents, he says, 
since a corrupt nattu-c requires it, that the dismal fires of Aver
nus shall receive him : only, says he, let their heat be mode
rated; let them not glow with too intense an ardor. Let 
others have their temples adorned with glorious cro·wns, and 
dwell in regions of purest light: only let it be my punish
ment to be gently burned.t 

* It has puzzled commeutators sadly to Lletermiue, whether the spirits here referreu to are 
spirits of the danrneu, or those only in purgatory. 

t llamart., v. 591 et seqq. 

38 
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It does not appear whether Prudentius expected these fires 
to be temporary, or such as were afterwards known ,under the 
name of fires of purgatory; or whether what he meant to say 
was, that he should be satisfied to be moderately scorched 
through eternity. In either case, the prayer is a very humble 
one; though, as we said, we see no impiety in it. But, in 
truth, Prudentius, by his own confession, had, in his youth, 
led a very wicked life.* 

Prudentins had numerous imitators, whose names have long 
ago sunk into obscurity; if, indC'ed, they can be said ever to 
have emerged from it : and, in the destruction of their works, 
the world has probably sustained but trifling loss.t 

An instance of the use of doctrinal hymns occurs about the 
time of Prnckntins. The story is related by the two histo
rians, Socrates and Sozomen. + The Arians of Constantinople, 
then a powerful party, being deprived of their churches with
in the city, were in the habit, on solemn festiYals and on the 
first and last days of the week, of meeting together about 
the pnblic piazzas, and there singing their responsive hymns. 
They then took their way to their places of worship, which 
were without the walls of the city, so perambulating the 

* See Prorem. Opp., in which he has given a short account of his life. 
t In the notice above taken of tbe writers of ancient hymns, we have mentioned most of 

tbe poetical Fathers, as they may be called. There are a few others, however, who may he 
entitled to notice. Lactantius, who died about the year 325, or between 325 and 330, is men
tioned by Jerome as the author of some poems; and three or four attributed to him are still 
inserted in the volumes of his works. Ilut they are, to say the least, of doubtful genuineness, 
and prohably belong to some other writer or writers. ThPy are short, aml of little value. 
]fritzsrhe inserts them in his edition of the works of Lactantius, Leips. 18-1-1, in his prefare 
giving the authorities for and against their genuineness (Biblioth. Patr. Lat. Gersdorf, 
vol. xi.). In the same century, a little later, we have Apollinaris and bis son, who, when 
the Emperor ,Julian (A.D. 3fl2) prohibitetl Christians from reading the classical books of the 
ancients, undertook to furnish what were called Christian classics: the one translating tlrn 
Pentateuch into heroic verse, in imitation of Homer, and forming the rest of the Old Testa
ment into comedies, tragedies, and odes, in imitation of Pindar, Euripides, and Menander; and 
the other taking the New 'festament, which be transformed, Gospels, Epistles, an<] all, into 
dialogues, after the manner of Plato. Damasus, too, Bishop of Home, about the same time, 
was the author of some worthless verses. Gregory of Nazianzen, who died A .D. 398, left a large 
number of poems, mostly the fruits of bis oltl age. In one of them, he gives an account of 
his own life. Another is entitletl "A Farewell to the Devil." l\Irs. ,Jamcrnn pronounce~ 
his poems" beautiful;" but how she is to be understood when she calls him the'' earlie~t 
Christian poet on record," it is difficult to say. 

:j: Soc., I. vi. c. 8; Soz., I. ,iii. c. 8. 
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streets, and passing the greater part of the night there, all 
the while chanting their Arian hymns, much to the annoy
ance of orthodox cars, ,vhich could not endure to hear such 
expressions as the following : "TVhere are they who affirm 
that three are one po1vcr?" which frequently resounded 
through the noctm·nal air. The annoyance ,vas not all. 
The faithful, it was feared, might be drawn away by the 
seductions of heretical music. Chrysostom, then Bishop of 
Constantinople, was alarmed; and not thinking it prudent, in 
so dangerous a crisis, to rely exclusively on the charms of his 
eloquence, he resolved to combat the heretics with their own 
weapons. He consequently instituted musical processions, 
attended with great pomp and show; his chou: traversing the 
streets, shouting their homoousian hymns in the ear of night, 
preceded by persons bearing aloft silver crosses, s1u-mo1mted 
by lighted waxen tapers, which the Golden-mouthed had 
invented, the Empress Eudoxia defraying the expense. The 
result was such as might have been anticipated. Discord 
ensued. The hostile parties came into collision, and an 
affray took place in the streets, during "·hich several lives 
were lost, and the empress's eunuch, Briso, who had acted 
in the capacity of singing-master to the orthodox choir, re
ceived a wound in his forehead. The emperor, incensed in 
consequence, prohibited the Arians from singing theu: hymns 
any more in public. 

The subject of hymns and singing engaged occasionally 
the attention of councils. One instance of the kind we re
collect, not far from the time at which the events just related 
occurred. "'\Ve refer to the council of Laoclicea. This coun
cil, in its fifty-ninth canon, prohibits the use of private psalms 
in churches, as well as the reading of all uncanonical books 
of the Old and New Testament. Some inegularities and 
extravagances must have given rise to a regulation of this 
sort. It would be construing the canon too rigorously, we 
think, to suppose, with some, that it was intended to exclude 
the use of all psalms, except th ose taken from the Bible, and 
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which were distinguished from private, as being derived from 
inspiration; for psalms or hymns, "written by the brethren," 
were in use, as we have seen, from the first. It was probably 
meant to exclude those only which had not received some 
public sanction; as that of the congregation, or perhaps of 
the bishops, whose power and prerogatives were now rapidly 
increasing. Of this we have evidence in the thirteenth canon 
of the same council, vd1ich ordains that the "choice of bi
shops shall not be left wholly to the people," -a regulation 
which clearly shows that the people had hitherto been accus
tomed to elect their bishops, as they had been, no doubt, to 
use their discretion in regard to the hymns. But this point 
we do not now discuss. 

This liberty enjoyed by congregations or churches or choirs, 
or others who had control of the psalmody, it was thought, 
had been abused; and complaints were uttered that "eccle
siastical music had taken too artificial and theatrical a direc
tion." - ""\Ve find," says X eander, "the Egyptian abbot 
Pambo, in the fourth century, inveighing against the intro
duction of Heathen melodies into chmch psalmody ; and 
the abbot Isidore of Pelnsium complaining of the theatrical 
style of singing, particularly among the women, -vd1ich, instead 
of exciting emotions of penitence, served rather to awaken 
sinful passions." Pambo, speaking of the too artificial chmch 
music of Alexandria, says, "The monks have not retired into 
the desert to sing beautiful melodies, and move hands and 
feet." Jerome, too, condemns the use of "theatrical songs 
and melodies " in the clnu-ch. * 

After this slight sketch, it will appear on how frail a foun
dation any collection purporting to give the hymns of the 
primitive church must rest. There are not half a dozen 
hymns, we will vent1u-e to say, in existence, - certainly not 
in the "\Veste:i,;n Church, -which can be traced back to the 
time of the council of Nice (A.D. 3~5), or to within about 

• vol. ii. p. 318, ed. Tor. 
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half a centmy of that time.~ Some of the doxologies, or 

scraps of doxologies, and ascriptions, belong, as we haYe seen, 

to an earlier period ; though their original form has not, in all 

instances, been retained. 
The testimony afforded by the old doxologies to the sim

plicity of the ancient faith, especially to the supremacy of the 

Father and the distinct and subordinate nature of the Son, 

and to the Spirit as a ministration, we regard as of great 

weight. They are probably the primitive doxologies. Short, 

simple, incorporated ,vith the general sentiment, and entering 

into almost every act of worship~ the doxologies of Chris

tians were little liable to change, and would naturally retain 

their original form, even after that form should begin to con

flict with the doctrines and expositions embraced by specula

tive minds. In these doxologies, it is clear, is contained the 

old faith, - the primitive theology of the chm-ch; and their 

language is as decidedly opposed to the Trinity as any lan

guage can be. 
The hymnology of the ancient clnu·ch, so far as it is known 

to us, certainly fmnishes no support to the Athanasian doc

trine of the Trinity. The testimony of Pliny, that the Chris

tians of his day sang their morning hymn to Christ as to God, 

or a Goel, coming from one educated in a belief of Heathen 

mythology, is nothing to the point. The fragments of Hebrew 

psalmocly or hymnology given by Bunsen as ante-Nicene, the 

Trisagion, or" Thrice Holy," and other scriptural phraseology 

used in chants or ascriptions, are not Trinitarian. FlaYian of 

Antioch, who has been aheady mentioned as introducing the 

responsive singing there at the end of the fourth century, 

* If we except the hymns of Ephrem, - the me of which has, we suppose, been confined 

wholly or chiefly to the Eastern Church, -we might add another century; at the expiration 

of which, or soon after, we find Prudentius. His hymns, as we have saitl, were not designetl 

for church service, though parts of some of them fountl their way into 1,he Breviaries. i\Iost 

of the Roman hymns are of far more recent origin than the time of Prudentius, or even of 

Gregory; and few of them, it is presumed, can now be traced to their authors. There are 

said to be many inedited hymns depositetl in the Yatican Library and in other places; but 
none of them, probably, are very ancient (see Hahn. Chrestom. Syriac, before referred to; 

Pref., p. 8). 
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further innovated by nsing as a doxology the words, "Glory 

be to the Father, and to the Son, and to the Holy Spirit; " 
language, before that time, wholly unknown. The oldest 
hymns extant contain no Trinitarian doxology. "\Vhen such 
a doxology is fonncl at the end of any of them, ,ve know 

that this part of the hymn is comparatively modern; of 

which, examples enough might be given, were it worth 

while. 



ARTISTIC REPRESENTATIONS OF THE 
TRINITY. 

CHAPTER I. 

RE)lADiS OF A:XCIENT CHRISTIA:N ART BEAR TESTDiOXY TO 

THE LATE ORIGIN OF THE TRI:XITY. -THE FATHER: HOW 

REPRESEXTED. - EARLIER AND LATER REPRESENTATIONS 

OF THE SO:N. 

FROM hymnology we turn to early Christian art; and we do 

not find the Trinity there. A very curious and interesting 

work - important, too, as contributing to a knowledge of 
Christian history and the ideas underlying it - ·was pub

lished a few years ago in Paris; from which may be gleaned 

valuable materials which illustrate the late origin of the doc
trine of the Trinity.* The author, J\1. Didron, did not write 

for any doctrinal or theological purpose : he is exclusively 

art1st1c. But he is all the better for that as an authority in 

the present case, since he cannot be accused of being swayed 

by partiality, favor, prejudice, or antipathy. He thought not 

of the applications which might be made of his descriptions 

and statements. His work is that of a Trinitarian and a 

Catholic; yet those portions of it which relate to the earlier 
Christian art bear testimony, which is clear enough, -testi

mony which no cross-questioning can weaken or invalidate,-

• Iconographie Chretienne ; Histoire de Dieu ; par l\I. Didron, de la Bibliotheque Royale, 
Secretaire du Comite llistorique des Arts et Monuments. Paris, 1843; 4to, pp. 624. 
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against the Trinity as a doctrine of the ancient church. In 
truth, the doctrine of the Trinity is no more found in the 
relics which are preserved of Christian art belonging to 
the church's elder clays, than in the literary remains of her 
great teachers. In art, the Trinity was eight or nine centu
ries in shaping itself into forms resembling those afterwards 
more fully developed. " There exists no group of the Trinity 
really complete," says Didron, "in the catacombs, nor on the 
old sarcophagi. ·w c frequently see Jesus, but either isolated, 
or, at most, accompanied by the dove, ,vhich designates the 
Holy Spirit. ·we perceive a hand (which must be that of 
Goel the Father) holding a crown over the head of the Son, 
but in the absence of the Holy Spu:it. The cross and the 
lamb ,vhich symbolize the Son, the hand which reveals 
the Father, the clove which sometimes represents the Spirit, 
are frequently painted in fresco or sculptured 011 marble. 
But these symbols are almost always isolated, very rarely 
united in the same place or on the same monument: they are 
rarely seen grouped or combined." * In a group - executed 
in mosaic, about the commencement, as it is said, of the fifth 
century, a voice (how incliratecl, we are not told) represents 
the Father; a lamb designates the Son; and a dove, the Holy 
Spirit. This, or a similar group, also appears in the sixth, 
eighth, and ninth centuries; but is rare. These are the first 
traces of Trinity in art. But it is to be obserYed, that these 
symbols, including the hand extending the crown and the 
cross which sometimes appears along with the lamb, certainly 
prove not a co-equal Trinity. The hand reaching out the 
crown intimates the supremacy of the Father, and subordina
tion in the Son. For the rest, - to say nothing of the late
ness of the elate, - all that we learn is, that the Father, the 
Son, and the Spirit were held in honor, as they are by all 
Christians. There is nothing at this period of art which 

* Iconographie, p. 558. The dove "sometimes repreFents the Spirit." - ":\lore fre
quently," it is added iu a note, "the dove painted or sculptured in tile catacomb,; is that 
which brings the olive-leaf to Noah, and not the dove of the Holy Spirit." 



THE FATHER AXD THE SOX. 305 

shows that they were regarded as one or as equal, but the 
reYerse. 

There are no early artistic representations of the Father, 
- none before the twelfth century. The early artists put 
the Son in his place in scenes connected with Old-Testament 
history, being restrained by reverence from an attempt to give 

an image of the Father. This harmonizes with what Justin 
l\Iartyr says of the Theophanies under the Jewish dispensa
tion. As before intimated, when the Father is first introduced, 
only a hand, extended from heayen or from the clouds and 
indicating his presence, is Yisible. This is sometimes rayed, 
and the fingers are open to express the divine favor dispensed 
upon earth; and sometimes it has the form of benediction, or 
holds out to the Son the triumphal crown. Sometimes the 

hand is neither rayed nor nimbecl; a term we shall presently 
explain. In a Greek fresco of comparatively recent elate, it 
is represented as elevating the souls of the just to heaven. 

Thus far, the honor clue to the Father,, as the Supreme, 
Invisible, Eternal One, is preserved. His person does not 
appear. Art is reverential: it has not yet attempted to depict 
his features nor represent his form. In the thirteenth and 

fourteenth centuries, the Father ceased to be represented 
exclusively by the hand. First appeared the face reposing 
on a cloud, then the bust, and lastly the whole figure. The 
face does not at first appear in the proper lineaments of the 
Father, but under the features of the Son. Before the expi
ration of the period just referred to, artists began to introduce 
some change into their representations. At the close of the 
fomteenth century, the Father gains in age on the Son, and 
has specific featm·es: his figure, too, becomes more round and 

portly. At one perio~l, the two appear as elder and younger 
brother : but finally the Father assumes the form of an old 
man; the Son, of a man in mature life; and the Holy Spirit of 
a youth. This was in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries: 
though still there was not an entire uniformity; the Son 
occasionally, as also the Spirit, taking the age of the Father. 

39 
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Sometimes the Father appears with the imperial or kingly 
crown; frequently in the habit of the Pope, with the triple 
tiara, especially in Italy. The French disliked this, and 
added two crowns more, making five, one above the other, 
to indicate that the Father was superior to the Pope. Under 
the figure of the Pope, the Father became a decrepit old man. 
At the revival of letters and arts, degrading images were 
gradually banished ; the Father assumed a more dignified 
and sublime form, - that of a serene old man, the "Ancient 
of Days." Finally he came, in the farther progress of ideas, 
to be represented by his name only (Jehovah), in Hebrew, 
inscribed in a triangle surrounded with a glory. 

In proceeding to speak of the representations of the Son 
in works of Christian art, we will begin with an observation 
of Diclron, that Christendom has not erected a single church 
specially to Goel the Father, but a large number to the Son, 
under the names of the Holy Saviour, the Holy Cross, the 
Holy Sepulchre, and the Resurrection. The Cathedral of 
Aix is dedicated to the Holy Saviour; that of Orleans, to the 
Holy Cross. The celebrated Church of Florence, where re
pose the ashes of Dante, Michael Angelo, Machiavel, and 
Galileo, bears the name of the Holy Cross. Churches of 
the Holy Sepulchre arc common in France, and are found 
elsewhere. At Paris, there is one dedicated to the Infant 
Jesus. Diclron further remarks, in this connection, that, when 
preachers name the Father or the Spirit, there is not the least 
movement on the part of the auditors; but, when the Sou is 
named, you will see men bow the head, and the women cross 
themselves. It is a singular fact, he adds, that, while Newton 
never heard the name of God 1)ronom1cecl without taking off 
his hat, no one now thinks of uncoveri1~g his head on hearing 
this name ; but, however little religion one has, he never 
hears the name of Christ uttered without showing marks of 
profound respect. In the Apostles' Creed, it is remarked 
that four words only relate to the Spirit, nine to the Father ; 
while five entire propositions concern Jesus Christ, - much 
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the larger pa1t of the creed. Proofs might be multiplied, says 

Diclron, to show that the Son has been more honored than 

the Father. ·we do not think that his reasoning is altogetµer 

sound, though a portion of his remarks arc perfectly true. 

The fact that portraits of the Son existed earlier than portraits 

of the Father, does not, we should say, prove that the latter 

was less honored, but more; for it was their reverence for the 

Father, and dread of idolatry, which prevented Christians 

from exhibiting him under a human image. In the middle 

ages, however, there is certainly some ground for the charge, 

that the Son is exalted at . the expense of the Father. ,Vhen 

they appear together, the Son often occupies the post of 

honor; and, when their statues are used as ornaments of 

churches, the Father is thrust away in corners, or placed 

in situations exposed to the wind and rain, while a thousand 

tendernesses are lavished on the Son: he has all the honors 

and all the triumph. Even the angels are often better pro

vided for than the Father. 
The earliest portraits of the Son represent him at full 

length, under a beautiful form, - that of a noble youth, with

out beard, of a winning figmc, from fifteen to eighteen years 

of age, with Jong and abundant hair flowing in ringlets oYer 

his shoulders; sometimes adorned with a diadem or fillet 

on the forehead, as a young priest of the Pagan gods. This 

was long the cherished figme, affectionately caressed by 

art. 
At what precise period portraits of the Saviour first ap

peared, it is impossible to say. The Gnostics, who were 

enemies of the Father, and proscribed his image, painted and 

sculptm-ed the Son in all dimensions and forms; and it is 

maintained, that to them we owe the fiTst portraits and statues 

of Jesus. V arions traditions ( entitled, however, to little re

spect) refer to Christ as having been represented by sculpture 

and painting from the very dawn of Christianity. The Letter 

ascribed to Leutulus - adiliessed to the senate and people 

of Rome, and professing to give a minute description of his 
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person - is, without question, a forgery; and there is no 
reason for supposing that any authentic likeness of him ,vas 

pre.served. Augustine asserts, that, in hi::; time, there was 

none. The earliest Fathers of the church, conformably with 

a passage in Isaiah (liii. ~), bl'lievecl him to haYe been of 

mean appearance. In the fourth century, however, he is 

represented as described above, - a youth of extraordinary 

beauty and majesty. It is remarked as a cmions fact, that 

in the series of monuments, in proportion as the person of 

Jesus advances in age, that of the Yirgin - represented as 

old in the catacombs - grO"\YS young. Instead of forty or 

fifty, as at first represented, she becomes, at the encl of the 

Gothic period (the fifteenth century), not more than fifteen or 

twenty. In the thirteenth centmy, they appear of the same 

age, - about thirty or thirty-five. 
The earlier artists, as appears from the figures sculptmed 

on sarcophagi or exhibited in fresco or on mosaics, sought 

to embody in the Son their ideal of perfect hnmanity in the 

form of a beautiful youth, as the Pagans represented Apollo, 
and Christians painted angels. A Roman sculpture of the 

fourth centtu-y presents him as seated in a curule chair, as a 

young senator, in his robe and toga, without beard; the right 
hand extended and open, the left holding an open -volume or 

rnll. But this is something unusual. Down to the tenth 

centnry, Christ continues to be most frequently represented as 

a young man, ,vithont beard. There are, however, during 

the same period, many portraits of him, in tombs and cate

combs and elsewhere, which present him as at the age of 

thirty, and bearded. The latter part of the tenth century, 

with the eleventh, formed the transition period. This was a 

period of terror and barbarism ; a hard, iron age ; an age of 

war and violence, which would hardly content itself ,vith the 

old representations of Christ as a youthful Goel, who healed 
all infirmities, solaced all miseries, and smiled benignantly on 

all. The portraits of him now begin to assume a severe and 

inexorable aspect. The beautiful and affecting emblems and 
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imagery snited to him in the character of the good Shepherd, 
so faithfully preserved in the earlier ages, disappear. In 
addition to the barbarism of the times, there ·was now a gene
ral expectation of the approaching encl of the world and the 
final judgment; and Christ becomes the austere Judge. Some 
of the portraits of him arc terrible. :;\Iilder features are still 
sometimes retained in places where gentler manners prevail ; 

but these become more and more rare. The good Shepherd 
is now changed to the "King of tremendous majesty." He is 
nmv insensible to the prayers of his mother, who is placed 
on his right hand; and of the beloved disciple, and John the 
Baptist, his precursor, ,vho occupy a position on his left; and 
sinners have nothing to hope. Artists selected the scene of 
the last judgment as their usual subject. In some Byzantine 
frescos, Christ appears seated on a throne smTounded by 
angels, who tremble at the maledictions he pours forth upon 
srnners. He is not only Jndge, but he executes the sentence 
he pronounces. The words of condemnation have no sooner 
passed his lips, than a river of fire is seen issuing from the 
throne, and swallowing up the guilty. 

The :fifteenth and sixteenth centuries exhibit Christs of 
remarkable sadness. The Ecce homo, - "Behold the man," 

- crucifixes, descents from the cross, Christs in the tomb, are 
now the reigning mode. The progression is singular. ln 
more primitive monuments, we see the cross, but not the 
Crucified. Some crucifixes appear in the tenth century; one 
earlier : but the Crucified retains his ·winning and beneYolent 
features, and is clothed in a comely robe, which leaves only 
the extremities visible. In the eleventh and twelfth centu

ries, the robe is shortened and contracted, and the sleeves 
disappear, leaving only a sort of tunic. This becomes as 
short as possible in the thirteenth century; and, in the four
teenth, all that remains is a piece round the loins, as it now 
continues in the representations of Christ on the cross. At 
the same time, the countenance bears more and more the 
marks of physical suffering. The contrast between these 
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later portraits a11d the earlier Christs - represented as trium
phant and clothed with beauty, and having an expression 
of ineffable sweetness - is sufficiently striking, and marks the 
change which had come over theology; for art exhibited the 
reigning theological ideas. At the revival of art, Michael 
Angelo rescned Christ from the pitiable condition in which he 
had been placed by preceding artists, thongh his celebrated 
fresco (the Last J udgmcnt, in the Sistine Chapel) is open to 
severe cntic1sm. In this fresco, the Son is represented as an 
angry .Jndge, hurling the wicked down to hell. How differ
ent from the good Shepherd of the earlier days of Christian 
art! 

In the attitude and accompaniments of the figures repre
senting Christ in works of Christian art, there is every possi
ble yariety. He is now seen treading under foot the lion and 
the dragon, and now Death, which he holds chained ; he now 
appears in the vestments of an archbishop, with the archiepis
copal crown on his head, and now riding triumphant among 
the angels on a white horse ; now showing his wounds to the 
Father, and receiving his blessing; now in the form of a 
lamb with the nimbus and cross, and now of a lion; now as 
the good Shepherd, on the older monuments, and in a multi
tude of other characters ancl positions. 
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CHAPTER II. 

THE GLORY, OR xnmus, I~ SY)IBOLIC ART. - XATURE OF 

THE GLORY. - }'OR)IS OF THE XDIBUS AXD THE CROSS. -

SIGXIFICAXCE OF THE XDIBUS. - REPRESEXTATIOXS OF THE 

HOLY SPIRIT. - LATER REPRESEXTATIOXS OF THE TRI:XlTY. 

- XO EARLY RELIC RECOGXIZES A CO-EQUAL OR UXDIYIDED 

THREE. 

THE glory, or nimbus, in itself, does not distinguish the Son 
from a multitude of other personages; and even the nimbus, 
with the cross traversing it, does not distinguish him fr01-i1 the 
Father and the Spirit. ,Ve must here explain a little ; and, 
though the remarks we are about to introduce may appear to 
some to be a digression, they relate to a subject, some know
ledge of which is necessary to a full comprehension of works 
of Christian art in past ages, and of copies or engravings of 
them frequently met with in books and elsewhere. 

In the symbolic art, as it stands connected ·with Christian 
monuments, the glory occupies a conspicuous place. ,Yhen 
it surrounds the head merely, it is called a nimbus;* when it 
surronnds the ·whole body, an aureole. Both together consti
tute the glory in its completeness. 

In familiar language, we speak of individuals as covered 
or c1wironed with glory, when they have distinguished them
selves by great actions, or sublime efforts of intellect. Alex
ander, the conqueror of Asia; C~sar, the master of Em·ope ; 
Aristotle and Plato, ·who ruled in the realms of mind; Ho
rner and Yirgil, whose works have fired all imaginations ; 
Vincent de Paul, whose zeal inflamed all hearts; Phidias and 

* The figure is then said to be mm/Jed. The term, as we have seen, is sometimes applied 
to the hand. 
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Raphael, who produeecl chief works in scnlpture and paint
ing, - these, and a multitude of others, are described as sm·
ronndecl with glory. This mode of speech has been always 
common. By a similar figure, we speak of the great suns of 
the elrnrch, or suns in the world of intclleet. To render this 
glory visible to the eye, the artist, the sculptor, or painter, 
makes nse of material light. So Goel, in the Old Testament, 
is described as snrrounclecl by a visible glory, or skekinah; 
and is symbolized by fire or :flame. 

Such, according to Didron, is the nature of the glory. Its ma
terial element or representative is fire or :flame, radiating light 
or brightness. Thus the Hindoo divinities are represented as 
env1.1·onecl with luminous rays as of fire; and so the devotees 
of Buddha appear in some books found in the Royal Library 
at Paris. By the Greeks, Romans, and Etruscans, the con
stellations represented under a human form are encircled ·with 
rays or luminous figmes exactly similar to the nimbus and 
aureole of Christians. Among the modern Persians, the 
Arabs and Turks, the heads of sacred personages, represent
ing the good or evil principle, are snrmounted by a pyramid 
of :flame. Appeals arc made to numerous facts - historical, 
legendary, and poetic - to show that such was originally 
the natme of the glory: 1t ,-vas represented by the subtile, 
penetrating, po,Yerful element of fire or :flame. So the sun, 
among the ancients, ,ms regarded as the visible symbol of 
God : and the Pharaohs of Egypt and other royal persona
ges arc called indiscriminately children of the sun, and chil
dren of Goel ; and, by way of distinction, the rays of the 
sun were transferred to their heads in the form of the nimbus 
radiating light. This was the glory. Its use was co-eyal 
with the most ancient religions, as the primitiYe Hincloo 
monuments show. Its natiYe country was the East; and it 
may be traced clown through Egyptian, Grecian, and Roman 
times, till it finally passed into the Christian Chmch. This 
was not, however, till some centuries after Christ had ascend
ed. During these early centuries, the church was engaged in 
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struggles and persecutions. It was laying and strengthening 
its foundations, not applying itself to the embellishments of 
art. \Vhen the time came, it laid Pagan antiquity under 

contribution to supply its needs. It borrowed its artistic and 
resthetic forms from that. By the aid of lustral water, it 

transformed the Pagan basilica into a Christian chmch. This 
was, in some sort, matter of necessity. But the nimbus, or 

glory, which had adorned the heads of persecuting emperors 
and false gods, it would not be in haste to adopt. This orna

ment is seldom found in the catacombs in fresco, or on sarco

phagi. Not only the apostles and saints, but the Virgin, and 

Jesus Christ himself, are represented without any insignia of 
this kind. Before the sixth centmy, it is asserted that the 

nimbus does not appear in any authentic Christian monument. 

The seventh, eighth, and ninth ccntmies constitute the tran

sition period between its entire absence and its constant pre

sence ; and it disappeared at the end of the sixteenth. The 

aureole, or figure surrounding the body, went through similar 
vicissitudes with the nimbus, but appeared later and disap
peared earlier, and was of much more infrequent use. 

\Ve must add a few words on the form, application, and 

significance of the glory, comprehending both the nimbus 

and aureole, as used by Christians. The nimbus is generally 
circular, and in the form of a disk ; the field of the disk some
times disappearing, and only the circumference remaining in 

the form of a ring. Sometimes it is divided by concentric 

circles into two or three zones which admit of a great variety 
of ornament. To the end of the eleventh century, the disk 

was transparent; thence, to the fifteenth, it acquired thick

ness. It went tlll'ough some other changes, a knowledge of 

which assists archIBologists in ascertaining the age of manu
scripts, and relics of works of art. \Ve meet the nimbus also 

in the form of a square or a parallelogram, and occasionally, 

in later monuments, of a triangle; sometimes a double tri
angle, or two triangles intersecting each other, five points only 
being visible, the other being concealed behind the head. 

40 
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Didron gives a specimen of th~ single triangle, rayed, and 
surrounding the head of the Father, taken from a Greek fresco 
at Mount Athos, and belonging to the seventeenth century. 
This form, which is rare in the religious monuments of France, 
is frequent in Italy and Greece, commencing with the fifteenth 
centmy. The nimbus, or glory, is distinguished from the 
crown, to which it bears some analogy, in being placed verti
cally on the head, the crown horizontally. ·when applied to 
either of the persons of the Trinity, the circular nimbus is 
always, except occasionally from accident or from the 1gno
rnnce of the artist, divided by four bars, crossing each other 
at right angles in the centre, thus forming a Greek cross; the 
lower bar, however, disappearing behind the head.* It is 
sometimes rayed, and at other times not. In some cases, the 
rays appear without the circular line as their base : they are 
sometimes unequal, and sometimes equal, exhibiting the form 

* Of the cross, there are four species, - the cross without a summit, represented by the 
letter T, which was the form of some of the ancient churches; the cross with the summit and 
one transverse bar; with two ; and with three. The cross with four branches, or arms, which 
is the most common, is of two kinds, which again exhibit several varieties. The Greek cross is 
composed of four equal bars, placed at right angles, and capable of being inscribed in a cir
cle. It is this, which is placed in the ninibus, or circle, which marks the divine personages. 
The Latin cross has the foot, or lower part of the shaft. longer than the upper part, and longer 
than the arms. It is represented by a man standing with bis arms extended. This, of course, 
cannot be inscribed in a circle, but requires a parallelogram. Ou the difference, Didron re
marks thus: "The Latin cross resembles the real cross of Jesus; and the Greek, an ideal one. 
So the Latins, greater materialists, have preferred the natural form: the Greeks, more spirit
ual, have idealized the reality, -have poetized and transfigured the cross of Calvary. Of a 
gibbet, the Greeks have made an ornament." Originally, the two types, or forms, were com
mon to the Greek and Latin churches; but afterwards one predomim,ted in the East; and the 
other, in the West: hence the names. Jnany of the Oriental churches have the form of 
the Greek cross. The form of the Latin has had the preference in the West, though neither 
form has been closely adhered to in sacred architecture. The cross of St. Andrew differs from 
the Greek cross iu having its bars intersect each other obliquely, forming a figure resembling 
the letter X. 

The cross is sometimes ornamented, and sometimes interlaced, so to speak; the monogram 
of the names of the Saviour - the Greek chi (X) and rho (P), the first two letters of the 
Greek word for Christ, and the iota (1), the initial of the Greek word for Jesus- being united 
with the Greek or Roman cross, or cross of St. Andrew. These are sometimes enclosed in 
a circle or square, and sometimes not. The first and last letter of the Greek alphabet, the 
alpha and omega, are sometimes added; and sometimes branches of palm, indicative of victory. 
Some of these forms are very beautiful. They frequently appear on works of Christian art in 
the early ages, on sarcophagi, and in catacombs; on monuments of the dead, where they are 
far more appropriate than many of the emblems of Heathen origin which greet the eye in our 
modern cemeteries. "\Ve might add other particulars relating to the form, ornaments, and use 
of the cross; but we have already too far extended this note. 
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of a star. The colors employed are various: they are blue, 

or azure; violet, reel, yellow, and white; the yellow, or color 

of gold, being the most noble and expressive; gold, its type, 

being described as "light solidified." The color, as well as 

the form, of the glory, or nimbus, is often symbolical. 

The application of the nimbus, or glory, among Christians, 

appears to have been governed by no very rigid laws. It 

decorated the persons of the Triuity, represented singly or 

nnitecl; angels, prophets, the Virgin Mary, saints, and mar

tyrs. It is occasionally assigned to the virtues personified, to 

allegorical beings, and to the powers and affections of the 

human soul; sometimes, but rarely, to the representatives of 

political power ; to the forces of natm·e, the sun and moon, 

the winds, the four clements, the cardinal points, clay and 

night (personified), and even the genius of evil, Satan. 

Its significance varies with time and place. According to 

the ideas prevalent in the ·west, it is an attribute of holiness, 

- divinity or saintship, - as the crown is of royalty. It is 

somewhat different in the East. Among the Orientals, the 

nimbus was used to designate physical energy, as well as moral 

force; civil or political power, as ·well as religions authority. 

Thus, in a Turkish manuscript, in the Royal Library of Paris, 

Aureng-zebe wears the nimbus, or glory. In the ,Yest, with 

few exceptions, a king, emperor, or magistrate, never appears 

nimbed, unless canonized, or exalted to the rank of a saint.* 

The Pagan idea continued to prevail in the East; according 

to which, the glory was an attribute of power, not of holiness. 

The Oriental Christians, indeed, were exceedingly prodigal in 

the use of the glory. ,Vhile those of the ,Vest reserved it 

chiefly for Goel and the saints, restraining it to qualities of 

the soul, rarely extending it to physical properties or mere 

intellectual energy, or force used for evil, it is not uncommon 

in the East to see it applied to any individual in any way dis-

* It is necessary to bear in mind, however, that the absence or presence of the nimbus 

does not deny or express saintship after the commencement of the fourteenth century. After 

this period, it loses its importance, and is given or withholden somewhat arbit.rarily. 
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tingnished ; to a virtuous man and a criminal, to archangel 

and devil; to whatever, in fact, was famous or put forth 

mighty energy, whether for good or for evil.* 

But we must return to what constitutes more properly our 

present subject, and proceed to say a few words of the artis

tic representations of the Holy Spirit. The Father, says 

Diclron, is the God of power; the Son, the God of love; and 

the Spirit, the Goel of love, in theology, but God of intelli

gence, in history, - distinctions of some importance in their 

relation to Christian works of art. By Scripture, legend, 

and history; by works of art in France, Germany, Italy, and 

Greece, -Diclron affirms that it may be proved that the Spirit 

is the God of reason; that is, addresses, directs, and enlight

ens the reason: and thus it is represented as holding a book. 

l\fonuments, as churches and convents, dedicated to the 

Spirit, are fewer than those dedicated to the Son, but more 

than those appropriated to the Father. A similar remark 

may be made of artistic representations of it. These are 

various in form, but are not characterized chronologically, like 

the representations of the Father and Son. The artist, in 

portraying the Spirit, seems to have consulted chiefly the 

" In illustration of the profuse use of the glory among the Greek Christians, a Greek 

Psalter is mentioneu, deposited in the Royal Library at Paris, auorneu with numerous curious 

and very beautiful miniatures, in which the nimbus appear8 on a great multitude of heads 

belonging to personages real and allegorical, good and bad. Among the allegorical personages 

which serve to explaiu the history are Wisdom and Prophecy, standing at the side of David 

as two great genii, habited in female attire: in his penitence, he is assisted by the genius of 

I:epcntauce ; in slaying the lion, by the genius of Jt'orce. So Night looks down upon the 

calamity of Pharaoh as his host is drowned in the Red Sea. All these allegorical personages 

are adorned with the nimbus, or glory, of various colors; as are prophets and kings also: auu, 

of the latter, the worst as well as the best, - the suicidal Saul; and Pharoab, the impious King 

of ggypt , at the moment when he is ingulfed in the abyss; to the latter, a nimbus of gold 

being as,igued. So, too, the monster Herod is represented with the nimbus on a mosaic, 

executeu by a Greek artist; the scene portrayed being that of the massacre of the Innocents. 

In a ,mall chu1·ch at Athens, in which the Supper is pa.inteu in fresco, Judas wears the glory 

as well as the other apostles; though the color is black, to uesignate his treachery. In au olu 

llible auorneu with miniatures, belonging to the ninth or tenth century, Satan is twice repre

sented in the pre~ence of .Job, - whom he is torturing, and over whose calamities he laughs, -

cncircletl with the glory, or nimbus, such as a guarJiau or consoling angel would wear; and 

iu an apocalyptic manuscript with miniatures, referred to the twelfth century, the dragon 

with seveu beaus combating :'llichael, the serpent with seve n beaus pursuing the woman into 

the wilucraess, and the beast of the sea, wear a nimbus of green or yellow, like the saiuts of 

paraclise. The manuscript appears to be of Byzantine origin. 
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taste of his country or his own fancy. As a general remark, 

we may obserrn, that, down to the eleventh century, the dove 

,ms the usual symbol of the Spirit; then the honor was 

cfo·ided between the clove and the human form. But to this 

form no given age, or period of life, is assigned. Thus, in the 

eleventh and twelfth centuries, it appears of the age of thirty 

or forty years ; while in subsequent centuries it appears of all 

ages, from that of an infant of a few months to that of an old 

man of sixty. \Vhether in the form of a dove or a man, the 

Spirit usually has the nimbus, with the cross inscribed: but 

this emblem or ornament is sometimes omitted; and sometimes 

the Spirit itself has been forgotten by the artist in scenes in 

which its presence would seem to be particularly appropriate, 

as in representations of the Feast of Pentecost. 

The three personages-the Father, Son, and Spirit-are 

often grouped in later works of Christian art, never in the 

earlier specimens; as the Trinity, in its complete form, was 

of late growth. There exists, as before said, no really com

plete group of the Trinity in the catacombs or on the ancient 

sarcophagi. Between the ninth and twelfth centuries, a new 

element was introduced into the representations of the Tri

nity, or at least became more conspicuous than before. This 

was the anthrnpomorphitic. The ancient Christians, as we 

have seen, had carefully avoided presenting the Father under 

the human form, which would have seemed to them too much 

like bringing back Paganism. But that fear had now passed. 

The Father had taken a proper human figure, though that 

figure was borrowed from the Son; and the dove of the Spirit 

had, as before said, yielded its place, at times at least, to the 

form of a man. Artists now, therefore, began to depict the 

three persons as similar and equal, and all in the human form. 

In a manuscript of the twelfth centmy, the three appear of th~ 

same age, in the same posture, and having the same costume 

and expresssion ; so that it is impossible to say which is the 

Father, and which the Son or the Spirit. In opposition to this 

complete anthropomorphism, which so essentially materialized 
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and divided the Trinity, an attempt was made to present it 
under the most abstract form, and one which would save the 
Unity; and, for this pnrpose, geometry supplied the triangle. 
During the next, or Gothic period, as it is called, - that is, 
from the thirteenth to the fifteenth centuries, -a further ad
vance was made. The persons heretofore represented as dis
tinct, though sitting on the same throne, as in the manuscript 
just referred to, are united; the three bodies, forming one, 
having three heads. On the other side, the geometric illus
trations were continued, and improved upon. Three circles 
were adopted, interwoven with each other, each circle con
taining one syllable of the word Trinitas (Trinity), and the 
central space formed by the intersecting circles, containing the 
word Unitas (Unity),-Trinity in Unity. The subtle genius 
of Dante occasionally adopted similar geometric illustrations. 
The fifteenth and sixteenth centmics retained all the types, 
figures, and imagery nsed in former periods to represent the 
Trinity and exhibit its mystic glories. It was an age of syn
cretism. The anthropomorphitic Trinity is still continued, 
and exhibits some remarkable characteristics. Thus the three 
heads are not simply placed in juxtaposition, do not simply 
adhere, but are mingled and confounded, presenting three 
faces under one cranium. Beyond this, one would think, art 
could not go ; and, in attempting some further improvements, 
it foll into the monstrous. Of this, some examples are ad
duced; which, from their grossness, we must be excused from 
describing. The chm·ch was at length compelled to interfere: 
and, in 1628, Pope Urban VIII. prohibited the representation 
of the Trinity nndcr the form of a man with three heads, or 
one head with three faces, and similar representations; and 
Benedict XIV. renewed the decree in 17 45. 

"\Vorks of Christian art are full of interest, not simply in 
their msthetic relations, but in their relations to the general 
cunent of thought, and phases of opinion, on subjects con
nected with religion and theology in past ages. To the 
historian of religion and the church, they afford material aid, 
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and not less to the student of human natme and the human 
mind. The most valuable knowledge is often gleaned from 
sources ·where the superficial observer would least expect to 
find it. An important part of the history of a nation may be 
written from its popular songs : and a painting or sculpture 
on a sarcophagus, or in catacombs where repose the ashes of 
the buried past; an image cherished with religious homage, 
the object of tenderness and devotion; ornaments of churches 
and manuscript illuminations, embodying the ideas of the age, 
- are all things full of significance to him who can read them 
aright. 

,Ve add simply, that on tuns of the dead, on monuments, 
in the catacombs, among the relics of art belonging to the 
early ages, which time has spared, you nowhere find a recog
nition of the ecclesiastical doctrine of the Trinity; that is, 
thrne in one, co-equal, self-existent, and eternal. Stones 
preach, but preach not the Trinity. The Lapidarian Gallery 
in the Vatican at Rome contains many simple and affectionate 
inscriptions, which speak of the rest of the soul, and its peace 
in Jesus; but neither there nor anywhere, on any ancient 
stone, rudely lettered, or on sculptured marble, do you meet 
the Trinity. Primitive antiquity bears no trace of it. It has 
not left behind a single fragment on which we read it. 





FESTIVALS OF THE ANCIENT CHRISTIANS. 

CHAPTER I. 

FESTIYALS OF THE AXCIEXT CHRISTIA-XS DISCLOSE XO ELE-

1\IEXT OF THE TRI~ITY. - CHRIST)IAS NOT THE EARLIEST. 

-WEEKLY FESTIVAL OF SUXDAY. -EASTER, THE OLDEST 

ANXUAL FESTIVAL. - OLD IDEAS OF LENT. - PEXTECOST, 

OR WHITSUNDAY. - NO OTHER ANNUAL FESTIVAL KNffWN 

IN TIIE TDIE OF ORIGEN. - EPIPHANY. 

FRmr hymnology and the remains of Clu-istian art, the transi
tion is not difficult to the festivals of the ancient Christians. 
In min we look for the Trinity in these. Some of them 
claim, and rightly, to trace their origin back to a primitive 
antiquity. Their history has its use. The more ancient of 
them, certainly, may be regarded as so many monuments 
of the reality of the facts relating to Jesus' life, death, and 
resurrection, recorded in the Gospels. Of these fesfrvals, 
some account will now be given in the order in which they 
arose. If Christmas was not among the earliest, that, as we 
shall see, was the natural result of circumstances, and of the 
Christian ideas which rnled of old; and its comparatively 
late origin need occasion us no serious regret. The resur
rection, with snbsequent events, particularly the effusion of 
the Spirit at Pentecost, it was, which gave to the birth of the 
child of Bethlehem its great significance ; and we need not 
frcl sm·prise that the former (the resmrection) was in anc.:ient 
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times more honored by observance than the nativity. It 
,voulcl have been strange had it been otherwise. How much 
is said of the resmrection and exaltation of Christ by the 
apostles, in theu.· speeches recorded in the Acts ! His resm
rection and exaltation very natmally gave origin to the 
earlier festivals. 

But, before proceeding to speak of the annual festivals, we 
must say a few words of the weekly festival of the primitive 
Christians, more especially as it was intimately connected 
with the oldest of the yearly festivals. This was the festival 
of Sunday, - the earliest of the Christian clays of n·joicing. 

It would seem that the disciples, from the first or dming 
the apostolic times, were accustomed to meet for thanks and 
praise on the first clay of the week. Certainly the oldest 
records in existence, after those of the New Testament, refer 
to this as a well-known and established custom. The first 
clay of the week was universally distinguished from other 
days; and it ,vas observed as a clay of joy, a festival clay, on 
account of the Lord's resmrection on that clay, of which it 
was a standing monument: hence called the Lord's Day. 
That it was uniformly observed as a day of rejoicing, there is 
no dispute : on this point, all the old writers bear consenting 
testimony. ,Ve do not mean that it was a day devoted to 
sensuous pleasures. It was not; and King J ames's "Book 
of Sports" would have been as offensive to the early Chris
tians as it was to the Puritans. It was not a day to be given 
to levity and amusement. But it was, to the original follow
ers of Jesus, truly a day of gladness, - a clay "·hich brought 
with it not only holy and exalting, but, in the strictest sense, 
joyous recollections; since it restored him to their sight after 
his death had prostrated their hopes and filled their hearts 
,vith sorrow, and they believed that they should see him no 
more. And this featme the day retained. It was always, 
by the ancient Christians, associated with the resurrection, -
the pledge of man's immortality. 

On this day, every thing which had the appearance of 
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sorrow or gloom was banished as unfit. " On Sunday,'' 

says Tcrtulliau, "we indulge joy."* So far did the ancient 

Christians carry their Yiews or their scruples on this point, that 

they regarded it as a sin to fast, or even to kneel in prayer, 

on the Lord's Day, or during any part of the interval of fifty 

clays between the resurrection and the coming of the Spirit at 

Pentecost. For this we have the express assertion of Ter

tullian.t The Jewish sabbath was originally a fcstirnl: yet 

it came, in after-times, to be associated with many super

stitious observances, which gave to it a somewhat grim aspect: 

and these the early Christians carefully avoided transferring 

to the first clay of the week.+ They would not call it the 

" sabbath" e,·en. They never so call it, but either the 

Lord's Day, or else, in conformity with Roman usage, the day 

of the sun (Sunday), generally the latter, when addressing 

the Gentiles; and by one or the other of these designations 

was the clay known, and not as the sabbath, till so recently 

as the end of the sixteenth centmy. The application of the 

term to Sm1clay originated with the Pm·itans, who introdncecl 

into its observance rigors before unknmn1. The old Chris

tian wTiters, whenever they use the term "sabbath," uniformly 

mean Satmday. This, as well as Sunday, ,vas, in Tertullian's 

time§ (that is, clown to A.D. ~00, and still later), kept by 

Christians as a day of rejoicing; that only being excepted on 

which the Saviour lay in the tomb. Even the :i\Iontanists, 

rigorous as they were, did not, at this time, fast on these 

clays. The custom of fasting on Saturdays first prevailed in 
the \V estern Church : though, as late as the time of Augns

tine (the end of the fomth century), this custom was not 

uniform; some observing the day as a fast, and others as a 

* Apo!., c. 16. t De Corona :\Iii., c. 3. 
:j: Originally, labor did not cease on the first day of the week; but it seems to have been 

gradually discontinued as circumstances permit tell At what time cessation from it became 

general, if it be<'arne so before tl.ie time of Coustautine, when it was enjoined by law, except in 

agricultural districts, where sowing and reapiug, and tendiug the vine, were allowed, it is 

impossible to ascertain. The exci;ption was agreeable to the old itoman notions of what it was 

right and lawful to do on fetit:Ll days, aud what, tiays Virgil, "no religion forbade." 

§ De Jejuniis, c. 15. 
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festival. But, in regard to Sunday, there was no difference 

of opinion or of usage among the early Christians. The clay 
was uniformly observed with cheerfulness, yet always in a 

religions way, as Clement of Alexandria expresses it, by 

"banishing all evil thoughts and entertaining all good ones," 

and by meetings for thanks and worship. It was called the 

"chief" - as it were, the queen- of days; a day to be ever 

distinguished and honored, and the return of which was 

hailed with a liveliness of gratitude which the faith of those 

ages rendered easy. 
Christians have not now the same associations connected 

with the day ; at least, not uniformly in the same degree. It 

is not regarded so exclusively as a day of joy on account of 

the Saviour's resurrection as in primitive times. It has lost, 

in part, its characteristic distinction ; the feelings in regard to 

it have changed with time; and, to the ears of the descend

ants of the Pm·itans, it sounds somewhat strange, no doubt, to 

hear it spoken of as a festival, - the weekly festival of the 

Resmrection; or to be told that it was a day on which those 

who lived nearest the times of the apostles regarded it as un

becoming or unlawful to indulge gloom, or to fast, or even to 

fall on the knees in devotion. Let us, however, guard against 

mistake. ,Ve should form a very erroneous conception of the 

ancient Sunday, if we associated with it the ideas which the 

term "festival" now probably suggests to many minds. The 

joy of the day was a pme, elevated, religions joy, utterly 
removed from all grossness and sensuality ; it was a clay of 

worship, though of cheerful worship; a day devoted, as it 
ever should be, to the alleviation of the bmclens of humanity, 

ancl to the highest moral and spiritual uses. No day has 

done so much for man; and this day, and all its influences, 

the Christian world owes to Jesus. This clay, which sus

pends so many tasks, - the "poor man's day," as it has been 
called; a clay of which it may be said, that there is no con

dition of humanity so low that its benefits do not penetrate it; 

the influence of which reaches the humblest mind; which 



AXXUAL FESTffAL OF THE HESURRECTIOX. 325 

giYes a truce to so many ,Yorldly thoughts, and compels man, 
as it were, to respect himself, and meditate on what concerns 
the great peace of his soul, - well did the ancient Chris
tians call it the "Lord's Day;" and well did they, and well 
may we, rejoice in it, and ever thank Goel for it. But for 
the birth of the Son of Mary, it had not been. But for his 
resurrection, after he had worn the crown of thorns and 
bore the cross, it had not been. 

The following is Bishop Kaye's statement: "From inci
dental notices scattered over Tertullian 's works, we collect 
that Sunday, or the Lord's Day, was regarded by the primi
tive Christians as a day of rejoicing ; and that to fast upon 
it was deemed unlawful. The word 'Sabbatum' is always 
used to designate, not the first, but the seventh, day of the 
week; which appears in Tertullian's time to have been also 
kept as a clay of rejoicing .... The Saturday before Easter 
Day was, however, an exception: that was observed as a 
fast."* 

\Ve come now to the yearly festivals of the old Christians. 
The oldest of these was, like the weekly festiYal, that of the 
Resurrection, now called Easter; originally the festival of the 
Passover, during which the Saviour suffered. This was cele
brated from the first among the Jewish Christians ; Christian 
ideas being ingrafted on the old Jewish ideas respecting it. 
No older festival appears among the Gentile Christians. The 
time when they began to observe it cannot be defined; but 
it was very early. The obligation of its observance, as that 
of the other annual festivals, was not, however, regarded by 
Christians of the early ages as resting on any precept or law of 
Christ or of his apostles, but simply on propriety and usage. 
The "feast of Easter and the other festivals," says the 
historian Socrates, t were left to be "honored by the gratitude 
and benevolence " of Christians. As men naturally love fes-

* Ecclesiastical History, illustrated from the writings of Tertullian, by John, Bishop of 
Bristol, p. 412. 

t Hist. Eccles., l. v. c. 22. 
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ti-rnls, which bring a release from toil, they would each, he 
obserrns, according to his o,Yn pleas1u-e and in his own way, 
celebrate the memory of the Saviour's passion, no precept 
haYing been left on the subject. And so, he says, he found 
it. Christians differed as to the time of celebrating Easter, 
and still more as to the ceremonies connected with it; all 
which shows, he adds, that the obserYance of it was matter 
of nsage simply, not of positive precept. 

The festival of the Resurrection, or Passover, was intro
duced by preparatory fasting. Occasional fasts in times of 
distress or danger, it seems, were not uncommon.* Besides 
these, there were, as early as the time of Tertullian, the half
fasts ( stationcs; from a military word, originally signifying a 
place of watch), observed by many on ·Wednesdays and Fri
days : the former clay being that on which the Jews took 
counsel to destroy Jesus ; and the latter, that of his crucifix-
1011. These half or stationary fasts were entirely voluntary; 
being observed, or not, as each one chose: and they termi
nated at three o'clock in the afternoon ; t though the J\fonta
nists protracted them till evening, and sometimes longer. 
:For this, however, they were cens1u-cd by the common or 
catholic Christians. The only fixed fast which appears to 

haYe been considered as at all obligatory by antiquity and 
general usage was on Friday of Passion ,V eek, as it has since 
been called, or the anniversary of the crucifixion (Good Fri
day). This was undoubtedly obsened by the generality of 
Christians at a Yery early period,+ and came at length to ex
tend beyond the limits of a day; its dmation varying among 
different Christians. Irenreus, one of the most ancient au-

* Tertullian, Apo!., c. 40; De Jejuniis, c. 13. 
t Tertulli:w, De Jejuniis, c. 2, 10, 13, 14; De Oratione, c. 14. Tbe reason assigned for 

terminating them at three o'clock was, that, at that hour, Peter and John (Acts iii. 1) went up 
iuto the temple (Tert. ,lejun., c. 10). 

:j: lt was founueu (Tert. De ,Jejun., c. 2) on a misinterpretation of l\Iatt. ix. 15: "The 
days will come, when the Brid,,groom shall be taken from them; anu then shall they fast in 
those days." This, the ancient Christians supposeu, referreu to the time during which Jesus 
Jay iu the tomb, anu not to the time when he shoulu be personally with them no more; that is, 
after his ascension: the true con~truction. They woulu then be cxposeu to danger and suf
fering, which woulu often enough cause them sauness of heart. 
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thorities on the subject, says that "some thought they ought 
to fast one clay, some two, some more, and some computed 
forty hours;"* that is, the forty hours during which the 
Saviour was supposed to have been a tenant of the tomb. 
These forty hours were gradually, in the process of time, 
extended to forty days, in imitation of the Saviour's fast of 
forty days in the wilderness. Hence came Lent; which, in its 
present form (embracing a period of forty days), cannot be 
traced back beyond the end of the sixth century. So late as 
the middle of the fifth century, Christians were no more 
agreed about the manner of keeping the fast than abont the 
time ; for nothing had, as yet, been settled. Some confined 
themselves wholly to vegetable food ; some partook of fish ; 
others added fowls, since they, according to Moses, came also 
from the waters (Gen. i. 20) ; some abstained from " all 
manner of fruit of trees; others fed on dry bread only, and 
some would not allow thcmselYes even that." Other usages 
prevailed among others, for which, says Socrates, "innumera
ble reasons were assigned;" for there was no authority to 
which any one could appeal, the apostles haYing left every one 
to his "own will and free choice in the case." There was 
the same variety, he adds, in regard to the performances 
in the religious assemblies of Christians. "In sum," says 
he, "in all places, and among all sects, you will scarcely find 
two churches exactly agreeing about their prayers." t 

In speaking of the fast which preceded the festival of the 
Resurrection, and was so intimately connected with it that 
it is difficult to separate them, we have said all that is re
quired of the fasts of the early Christians; and we shall not 
return to the subject. Nor need the festirnl itself much 

* Euseb. llis.t., I. v. c. 2'1. In Socrates' day (midtlle of the fifth century), there was no 
greater agreement in regard to the fasts before Easter. The Homaus, be says (1. v. c. 22), 
fasted three weeks, excepting on Satnrtlays aud Sun,lays; though, in another passage, he says 
they fastetl every Saturday. In lllyricum, throughout all Achabi, an,! at Alexandria, a fast of 
six weeks before East.er was observed.. Others fastetl for a tliffereut period, all still calling the 
fast a "quatlragesimal fast;" for which, he says, some assigned. one reason, antl some another, 
•· accortling to their particular fancies antl humors." 

t I. V. C. 22. 
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longer detain us. ,Ye should only weary our readers, were 
we to go minutely into the controversy, which for a time 
raged furiously between the Eastern and "\V estern churches, 
about the proper time of keeping it. 

The feast was a " movable " one, as it is called : and it 
was necessary, from year to year, to announce from astronomi
cal calculations on what clay of the month the first Sunday 
after the full moon, next succeeding the vernal equinox, 
would fall ; and, as Alexandria was at that time the seat of 
the sciences, this office was generally discharged by the bishop 
of that place. There remained still, in different countries, a 
difference in the time of keeping the festival, this difference 
sometimes amounting to a whole month ; and it was not before 
A.D. 800 that entire uniformity took place. The ancient 
Christian year began with Easter, and not with Advent. 
,Vith the old Christians, indeed, the R csunection was, we 
may almost say, all in all: on it the truth of Christianity, 
preaching, every thing, rested. Cluist rose, the Y anquisher 
of death and hell, the First-born from the dead, the Begin
ning of the new spiritual creation. As it was at the material 
creation, so now: light came out of darkness; from night all 
things came. The festival was called the "salutary" festival, 
the "kingly clay," the "clay of victory," the "crown and 
head of all festivals." This was not, however, in the earliest 
times. 

The ceremonies attending the observance of the festival in 
the second century were simple, compared with those which 
were afterwards introduced, partly from the natural love of 
pomp, and partly from imitation of the Heathen festivals, 
which Christians could with difficulty be prevented from fre
quenting, and from which many observances were from time 
to time transferred to the Christian festivals. Vigils, or night 
watches, on Easter Eve, soon began to be kept; and the peo
ple continued in the churches until midnight. Constantine, 
naturally vain, and fond of parade, signalized his love of dis
play, and perhaps thought he did honor to religion by cele-
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brating them with extraordinary pomp. The cn-;tom had 
been introduced before his time, of lighting up a Yast quantity 
of tapers in the churches on the eYe of the festival. :Not 
satisfied ,rith this, the emperor ordered them to be lighted all 
over the city : and, fmther, - that the brilliancy of the night 
might rival, or even exceed, the splendor of day, - he had 
pillars of "·ax, of an immense height, erected; the effed of 
which, when lighted in the evening, is described as brilliant 
in the extreme.* 

The next festiYal in the order of antiquity, obsenccl, was 
Pentecost; that is, ,vhitsunticle, or ,Yhitsunday as it is now 
called, - the clay of the <lescent of the Spirit, fifty clays after 
that of the resurrection; with which, as a festiYal, it was 
intimately connected; so intimately, indeed, that they may 
he said to have been united: or, rather, the whole interval 
between Easter and Pentecost was kept as a festival, in re
membrance of Ci1rist risen and glorified, - no fasting, as 
before said, being allowed during the period, and no kneeling 
in prayer; for this was a token, or attitude, of humiliation 
inconsistent with the joy and gratitude becoming the season; 
joy natmally looking up to hearnn with outspread hands. 

These were the only t,ro annual festiYals known in the 
church in primitive times and before the days of Origen : the 
one, commemorating the Resm-rection; the other, the ont
poming of the Spu:it at Pentecost, called the Holy Spirit's 
Day. The silence of Justin Martyr, an earlier .Father, on 
the whole subject of annual festivals, is a remarkable fact, 
which should not be passed ornr without notice. t 'l'ertullian 
speaks only of Easter - the Passover, he calls it - and Pen-

" En,eb. Yit. Const., 1. iv. c . 22. Acrording to ,lerorne (Comment . in :\latt. xxv. 6), the 
Ea,ter vigils were kept till midnight, in con,equence of a tradition that Christ would come at 
that hour; as, on lthe night when the l'a,sover wa;; instituted, the Lord ha,l vi,ited Egypt 
at that hour. Ilut, that once past, the pC'ople could with safety be disrub.;ed. Lactantius 
(Inst., 1. vii. c. UJ) refer;; to the same tradition. 

t Ile wrote in the former part of the second century. Though he describes bapti,m at 
large, he does not mention any festivals with which it was connectecl. Nor does it appear, 
from tlw writings of Christian ant.iquity, when }faster and Penteco:<t first carue to be con
si,lered as the mo-t rnitable sea~ons for the performance of the rite. The Oriental Christians 
baptized also at Epiphany. 
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tccost ; though it is certain he wo'L1ld have mentioned others, 

had any been known to him. On one occasion, at least, he 

could not have avoided it. He is censuring Christians of his 

age for attending Pagan festivals, and attempting to dissuade 

them from it : and the very <lrift of his argument is, that 

Christians possess more festivals than the Heathens; that, if 

any indulgence or relaxation were required, they need not seek 

it at the Pagan festivals; for they had enough of their own. 

But his enumeration does not extend beyond those already 

specified.* Could he have adduced others, his position would 

have been so far strengthened; and Tertullian was not the 

man unnecessarily to yield any advantage in an argument. 

But, independently of this consideration, it is impossible, we 

should say, for any one to read Tertullian, and note his fre

quent allusions to Christian fasts and festivals by name, and 

believe that he would have omitted to notice other holidays, 

had they existed in his time. 
Bishop Kaye, who had very carefully read the works of 

Tertullian, confirms the statement above made. He says, 

that, in the writings of this Father, "we find no notice of the 

celebration of our Lord's nativity, although the festivals of 

Easter and \Vhitsuntide are frequently mentioned: with refer

ence to which, it should be observed, that the word" Pascha" 

·was not used to signify merely the day of our Lord's resur

rection, but also the clay of his passion ; or, rather, the whole 

interval of time from his crucifixion to his resurrection. In 

like manner, the word "Pentceoste" signified, not merely 

"'\Vhitsnnday, but also the fifty clays which intervened between 

Easter and \Vhitsuntide." t 
\Ve have already alluded to Origen, who, in piety, genius, 

and learning, had no superior among the early Fathers. Ori

gen wrote in the former part of the third centtuy. He was 

* De It.lololatria, e. 14. All the lleathen festivals, Tertullian says, would not amount to 

one Pentecost, or fenRt of fifty days. We may observe here, tha,t thi~ feast inclmlet.l whatever 

notice was taken of the Ascension, no distinct festival of which is mentionetl by any early 

writer; nor t.loes any such appear to have existet.l before some time iu the fourth century. 

t Writings of Tertullian, p. 414. 
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well acquainted with the opinions and usages of Christians of 

his clay; and, had any such fcstiYal as that of the Nativity 

existed in his time, he could not have been ignorant of the 

fact. Yet he does not mention it; though he expressly names 

the others of which we have spoken, and under circmnstanccs 

which ·would render the absence of all allusion to this wholly 

inexplicable, had any such festival been then observed. In 
reply to an objection of Cclsus, he speaks of the natnrc of 

festivals; and of such, in particular, as Christians might law

fully attend. He does not extravagantly exalt festiYals. In 

common with Christians of his day, he makes purity of the 

affections, and a uniformly upright and holy life, the great 

distinguishing characteristic of the Christian. These were a 

perpetual offering. The perfect Christian, he says, does not 

need festivals; all his days are Lord's days; and, "passing 

over from the things of this life to God," he " celebrates 

a continual Passover, which means transition; " and being 

able to say with the apostle, we are "risen with Christ, in 

the Spirit," he keeps an unbroken Pentecost. But the mul

titude require sensible objects, he says, to renew the memory 

of ·what would else pass away and be forgotten. He enume

rates the Christian festivals in the following order: "Lord's 

clays, the Passover and Pentecost."* No other festi-Yals arc 

alluded to here, or elsewhere in the four folio volumes of 

this eminent Father of the church. 

In connection with the subject of festivals, particularly 

that of Easter, and as harmonizing with what was said, in a 

preceding chapter, of the cheerfulness by which the earlier 

representations of the Saviom in Christian art are character

ized, we will quote a passage from one of the excellent arti

cles on "The Catacombs of Rome," published in the "Atlan

tic :Monthly" clming the year 1858 : "It is a noteworthy 

and affecting circumstance," says the writer, "that among the 

immense number of the pictures in the catacombs, which may 

.,. Contr:1 Cd~., I. viii.§ 22. 
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be ascribed to the first three centmics, scarcely one has been 
found of a painful or sad character." The subject most fre
quently repeated is "that of the resmrection." - "Nor is 
this strange. The assurance of immortality was, to the world 
of Heathen converts, the central fact of Christianity; from 
which all the other truths of religion emanated like rays." 
,Ve add a remark, which might have been more appropriately 
introduced in our chapters on early Christian art : "No 
attempt," says the same ,..,Titer, "to represent the Trinity (an 
irreverence which did not become familiar till ccntnrics later) 
exists in the catacombs; and no sign of the existence of the 
doctrine of the Trinity is to be met with in them, unless m 
works of a very late period."* 

In the time of Origcn, then, the only Christian festivals in 
existence - those of the martyrs excepted, of which we do 
not now speak-were Sunday, the Passover, and Pentecost; 
the preparatory fasts being included. The third, or next 
oldest festival, was that of the Baptism of the Saviour, called 
the festival of the :i\Ianife~tation t (Epiphany), which was 
celebrated on the 6th of Jan nary, though some placed it on 
the 10th. 

* Number for ,lune, 1858. 
t Jesus' manifestation in the character of the l\Iessi:th at his baptism, the original mean

ing; aml not •· manifestation to the Gentiles" at the coming of the "wise men," a turn snb
seq urntly given it. The festival was probably of ,Jewish-Christian origin; though it is first 
traccll among the followers of Basi!iiles in Egypt, in the time of Clement. 'l'hc Jewish Chris
tians attached particular importance to the baptism of Jesus, by which be became the Son of 
Gou. "Anll, lo, a voice from heaven, saying, This is my belo,·ell Sou, in whom I am well 
ph)ascd." This view also explains tile fact, that the birth and baptism of Jesus were originally 
celebrated in one festival. 
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CHAPTER II. 

cnmsnIAS: FIRST CELERRATED ON THE FIFTH OF JA:XUARY. 

- UXCERTAIXTY ABOUT THE TDIE OF CHRIST'S BIRTH. -

TESTDIOXY OF CLK\IEXT OF ALEX.\.XDRIA. - CHRYSOSTO:\I'S 

TESTDIOXY TO TIIE LATE ORIGIX OF THE FESTIYAL IX TIIE 

EAST. - ORDER OF TIIE CHRISTIAN FESTIYALS. - LATE 

ORIGIN OF CI-IRIST:'IL\.S EXPLAIXED. - NO TRIXITARIAXIS:'II 

IN EITHER OF THE OLD FESTIYALS. 

""\VrTH Epiphany celebrated on the 6th of January, as ob
served at the conclusion of the last chapter, was united the 
festival of the Birth of Christ (Christmas), at the time we 
first hear of it; that is, in Egypt. The first traces of it arc 
obscure in the extreme. Clement of Alexandria, a learned 
Father of the church, ·whom nothing seemingly escaped, and 
·who flomished at the beginning of the third century, does 
not expressly mention it. His testirnony, however, is impor
tant, as showing the ignorance of Christians of that period, 
even the best informed of them, of the time of Christ's birth. 
Both the day and the year were involved in uncertainty; and 
Clement seems to speak with no little contempt of those who 
undertook to fix the former. "There arc those," he says, 
"who, with an over-busy cm·iosity, attempt to fix, not only 
the year, but the day, of our Saviom's birth; who, they say, 
was born in the twenty - eighth year of Angnstus, on the 
twenty-fifth of the month Pachon;" that is, the t"-entieth of 
l\Iay. He adds soon after," Some say that he was born on the 
twenty-fourth or twenty-fifth of the month Pharmuthi;" that 
is, the nineteenth or twentieth clay of April;* both parties 

* Strom., 1. i. pp . 407-8, ed. Oxon. li15. It has been inferreu, however, from a ~tatemcnt 
ma,le by Clement relating to the interv:il between the hirth of Christ and the de:tth of Com
mot.lu~, that he himself supposed the day of the nativity to have been the 18th of November. 
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selecting the spring as the season of the nativity. And here 
Clement leaves the matter. The inference is plain. The day 
of the nativity Yrns unkno,vn. "'\Yhatever notice was taken of 
the event, Yitas taken at the festival of the Baptism. A few, 
prying into the subject with vain solicitude, pretended to 
assign the day: but they differed; only agreeing that it was 
in April or 1\Iay. In regard to the precise year of the 
Saviour's birth, otu- common or vulgar era, by the general 
consent of the learned, places it from three to five years (four 
is generally assigned) too late. 

At the period when we discover the first trace of Christmas, 
it was thus celebrated on the 6th of January, having been 
supcradded to the feast of the Baptism. About the middle 
of the fomth century, we hear of its celebration at Rome 
on the 25th of December; the day being determined, it is 
asserted, - though not on evidence which is perfectly con
clusive, - by Julius, Bishop of Rome. This, we believe, is 
the earliest notice of it as a distinct festival; certainly the 
earliest which is clear and undisputed. It was soon after 
introduced into the East; where, according to the testimony 
of Chrysostom, who was Priest of Antioch, and afterwards 
Bishop of Constantinople, it was before unknown. " It is not 
yet ten years," says he, in his homily on the Nativity,* about 
the year 386, "since this day was first made known to us. It 
had been before observed," he adds, "in the "'\Vest; whence 
the knowledge of it vrns derived." It is clear, from this testi
mony, that the present time of celebrating the birth of the 
Saviom was a novelty in the East very late in the fourth cen
tury; and, from the manner in which Chrysostom expresses 
himself, the conclusion seems irresistible, that, before that 
time, there was no festival of the kind observed in the Syrian 
Church. He does not allude to any. He does not say that 
the question was about the day merely; as he natmally would 
have said, if it had been so. "Some affirmed," he says, "and 

* Opp., t. ii. pp. 417-32, ed. Par. 1838. 
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others clcniccl, that the fcsti,·al was an old one, known from 

Tluace to Spain." - "There was much disputing," he adds, 
"on the subject, and much opposition was encountered in the 
introduction of the fcstiYal." * This, it 11111st be recollected, 

·was in one of the chief cities in the 1?ast, near the encl of 
the fourth century. The Christians of Egypt, at a much 
later period, are found celebrating the nativity on the old 

Gth of January.t 
Various reasons have been assigned for the selection of 

the 2{>th clay of December by the Romans. It was clearly 
an innovation. The day had never been obsen·ecl as a fes

tival of the nativity by Christians of the East, where Christ 

had his birth. It is certain, however, that some of the 

most memorable of the Heathen festivals were celebrated 

at Rome at this season of the year ; and these the Christians 
were fond of attending, and could be the more readily with

drawn from them if they had similar feasts of their own 

occurring at the same season. It is certain, too, that many 
of the ceremonies and observances of the Pagan festivals were 

transferred to those of Christians. + ,vhcther this, and much 

else connected with the establishment of Christian festivals, 

happened by design or accident, is a point we shall not stop 

formally to discuss. It has been argued, that the winter 

solstice ( the 25th of December in the Roman calendar) 
was chosen from a beautiful analogy, - the sun, which 

* On the subject of the use which has been maue of Chrysostom's reasoning, :md the fal
lacies involve,! in the argument employeu to show that the real u·1te of the Saviour's birth 
was known in his day, see a notice of Dr. Jarvis's Chronological Introduction to the llbtory 
of the Church, in the Christian Examiner, fourth series, vol. iii. pp. 412-14. 

t It i~ a circumstance worthy of note, that., while the festival of the Baptism extended 

itself from .l<!ast to West, that of Christmas travelled from West to East. "'e have not over
looked the testimony of Augustine, at the end of the fourth century: hut he is too late a writer 
to be an authority for any early tradition; and, though he mentions the festival of the Nati
vity, he uoes not ascribe to it the 5ame importance as to the two oluer fostivals of Easter aud 
Whitsunday. 

:t: Thus, during the Roman Saturnalia, or feast of Saturn, holden in memory of the goluen 
age of equality and innocence under his reign, anu kept in the time of the Cresars from the 
1 ith to the 23d of December (seven day~), " all orders were devoted to mirth and feasting; " 
frienu8 sent preseuts to each other; slaves enjoyeu their liberty, and wore "caps as badges of 
freeuoui;" wax tapers were ligllted in the temples; anu jests and freedom, and all sorts 
of jollity, prevailed. 
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then begins to retmn to diffuse warmth and light over 
the material creation,* presenting a fit emblem of the rising 
of the Sun of Righteousness to cheer and bless the world 
by his beams. The festival of the birth of the Sun (natalis 
Solis invicti), - a figurative expression, denoting his turn
ing at the tropic, - one of the most celebrated festivals 
among the Romans, observed at this period, had probably as 
much to do in determining the time of the Christian festival 
as the bare analogy allnclecl to; which, however, served well 
for rhetorical ancl poetic illnstration. ·we fincl the Christian 
poet, Prudentius, soon after making use of it for this pur
pose. The fixing of the birth of the SaYiom at the ·winter 
solstice, when the clays begin to increase, which would place 
that of John at the smmncr solstice, when they begin to 
decrease, also gratified the love of a mystical interpretation 
of the language of Scripture. It gave, as it was discovered, 
to the affirmation, "He must increase, but I must decrease," 
a deep-hidden meaning. In the absence of evidence, how
ever, we will not undertake to affirm for what reasons the 
Romans adopted the 25th of December as the day of the 
festival of the Nativity.t 

The sum of the whole is, that, besides the weekly festival 
of Sunday, there are two annual festivals (those of the Resur
rection of Christ and the Descent of the Spirit, or Easter and 
-Whitsunday), or rather one festival of fifty days, including 
both, which elates back to an indefinitely remote period of 
Christian antiqnity; that the festival of the Baptism of Jesus 
came next, and, last, that of his Nativity; that this last was 
wholly unknown for some centmies after the apostolic age; 
that it is not alluded to by any very ancient Christian writer, 
by .Justin Martyr or Tertullian; that it ·was unknmn1 to the 
learned Origen, near the middle of the third century; that 
Clement of Alexauclria docs not mention the fesfrval, and 
speaks of the vain labor of some antiquaries who attempted 

• In the Northern Hemisphere, where the date was adopted. 
t See Beausobre, Histoirc de .Uanichee ct du lHaniche'isme, vol. ii. 619 et seqq. 
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to fix the date of the SaYiom's bu.th, who agreed in nothing
except in placing it in the spring months of April or :.\fay; 
that the festival ,,·as first celebrated in Jan nary, in connection 
with the festival of the :.\Ianifestation; that Chrysostom, who 
represents the opinions of the Oriental Church, was ignorant, 
if not of the festival itself, yet certainly of the present period 
of its celebration, near the encl of the fomth century; and, 
finally, that the festiYal came from the "\Vest, and not, like all 
the more ancient fostiYals, from the East. 

The true explanation of the origin of both the more ancient 
festiYals (Easter and W,.hitsnnclay) is, that they were Jewish 
feasts, - continued among the Jewish Christians, and after
wards, it is impossible to say when, adopted by the Gentile 
believers; Christ having consecrated them anew, the one by 
his death and resurrection, and the other by the outpoming of 
the Spirit upon the apostles. Neither of them was instituted 
by Christians; neither of them originated in pmely Christian 
ideas, as is sho·wn by the testimony of Origen, already referred 
to, and in confirmation of which we might adclnce ~ multitude 
of passages from the early Christian writers to the same point.* 

* We give the following extract from the Manichean Faustus, partly as well illustrating the 
Chri~tian i,lea of worship at the time the :\fanicheans were separated from the church, in 
the third century; and partly because we wish to say a word or two of the :\lanicheans in con
nection with the festival of Christmas. The passage is preserved by Augustine, in his reply 
to Faustus the Manichean. "The Pagans," says Faustu~, " think to worship the Divinity by 
altar~, temples, images, victims, and incense. I differ much from them in this, who regard 
myself, if 1 am worthy, as the reasonable temple of God, the living image of hiR living 
JnajPsty. I accept Jesus Christ as his image; the mind, imbued with good knowledge aD<l 
disciplined in virtue, I regard as the true altar; and the honor to be rendered to the Divinity, 
and the sacrifices to be offered, 1 place in prayers alone, and those pure and simple" (Contra 
Faust., 1. xx. c. 3) .. 

We do not remember to have seen it noticed as an argument for the late origin of the festi
val of the Nativity, that the )lanicheans, who were separatP<l from the church, as we have sai,l, 
in the third century, did not observe it, though they observe<l both the ol<l feasts of EaRter arnl 
Pentecost. Yet the argument has some weight, if any RUbRiuiary evidence were nce<led in 
a matter so plain. In their forms as well aR their general idea of wor~hip, the l\fanicheans 
retained much of the old simplicity; and, from the time of their being exclUlled from the 
church, they became an independent witness for its more ancient customs. They allowed of 
no "Ren,ible aicls '' to worship, which among them consiste<l, like the ol<l Christian worRhip, 
in prayers and singing, to which were a<l<le<l rea<ling from their Racre<l books, and an a<ldres,, 
or Pxhortatiou; aud they preserved the old congregational discipline. They had, aR we have just 
~Pen. nPither temples nor altars nor statues; they baptize,! both adultR aml infants; they did 
not olf ... r prayers to the tlead, and ren,lerc<l to the martyrs only those houors which were co111-

43 
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But there was in existence among the Jews no festival on 

which Christmas could be ingraftecl ; and this, and the fact 

that it was not customary in the early ages to celebrate the 

birthdays, but only the deaths, of distinguished individuals, 

accounts for its late origin. The " Natalia " of the martyrs 

were kept on the anniversary of their death, -theu: birth 

into an -immortal existence. 

"\V c have no complaint to make of the selection of the 

25th of December as the day for commemorating the birth 

of the Saviour. It is as good as any othe1· clay; it being un

derstood, as we suppose it is, by every one even moderately 

acquainted with the writings of Christian antiquity, that the 

true elate of the nativity is irrecoverably lost.* For ourselves, 

we like this festival of Ch1·istmas, and would let it stand 

where it is, and where it has stood ever since the days of 

Chrysostom at least, - a period of more than fourteen centu

ries. It matters not in the least that we arc ignorant of the 

real date of the Saviour's birth. "\V c can be just as grateful 

for his app,tarance in the world as we could be, did we know 

the precise day or moment of his entrance into it. Of what 

consequence is it for us to know the particular clay, or even 

the year, when this light first shone upon the earth, since 

we know that it has arisen, and we enjoy its lustre and warmth? 

Of just as little consequence, for all practical purposes, as 

for the voyager on one of our majestic rivers to be informed 

of the exact spot in the remote wilds on which the stream 

takes its rise, since his little bark is borne gayly on by its 

friendly waters; or for any of us, if our affairs have been 

monly rendered them at the end of the second century; they celebrated the Eucharist, though 

Aubstituting water for wine , the use of which was forbidden by their ascetic principles; tho 

fpst.ivals they celebrated with the Rimplicity of olden time. With t-he exception of the wine at 

the gucharist, the omission of which is readily explained, we have here as faithful a picture 

of Christian worship, and the ideas connected with it, in the early part of the third century, 

as could well be drawn . The entire absence of every trace of the festival of the Nativity only 

renders it the more exact. 
* "I Lio not believe," says Ileausobre (t. ii. p. 6!l2), "that the evangelists themselves 

knew it. It is evident that St. Luke, who tells us that he bega11 to be about thirty years of age, 

when ho was baptized, did not know his precise age." 
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long prosperous, to be able to tell how or when, to the frac
tion of a minute, om· prosperity commenced. If we have 
been in adversity, and light has broken in upon our gloom, 
and continues to shine upon us, it imports little whether 
or not we can fix on the exact point of time at which the 
clouds began to break and scatter. Just so with this Star of 
Bethlehem, which "shines o'er sin and sorrow's night: " the 
exact moment at which its beams began to be visible over 
the hills and valleys of Jucha is not a subject about which 
we need perplex ourselves. No royal historiographer was 
present to chronicle the Saviour's birth; yet, if his spirit be in 
om· hearts, we can, if we approve the observance, commemo
rate his ad vent, with all the kindlings of devout affection and 
gratitude, - at om· homes, or in our houses of worship, where 
we have so often met to seek comfort and strength from his 
words, - on any day which the piety of past ages has set 
apart for so holy a purpose. 

One further remark we would make. "'\Ye see, in the order 
in which the festivals arose, important testimony to the truth 
of Christian history. It could hardly have been different, the 
facts being supposed true. Christmas could not have pre
ceded in its origin the other festivals founded on the events 
of the resurrection and exaltation of Jesus, without ,vhich 
there could have been no spiritual Christianity. It must 
almost of necessity follow them, and grow up from obscure 
beginnings, as it did, out of the gratitude and love of Christians, 
making it difficult to trace its origin. All this, we say, was 
natural, and confirms the truth of Christian history. Read
ing the Acts of the Apostles and the Epistles of Paul, one 
would have been surprised to find a festival of the birth of 
Christ existing from the first. But we are not surprised at 
finding that the resurrection ( without which, according to the 
apostle, his preaching and the faith of Christians would be 
vain) and the descent of the Spirit (which was, in truth, the 
beginning of spiritual Christianity) were both early celebrated, 
as we know they were. It was Christ risen and glorified of 
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which these old belie,-ers chiefly . thonght, - the Redeemer 
from sin, the Leader iu the ,my of immortality, sitting at the 
right hand of God, - not the infant Christ. 

w·ith respect to the uncertainty of the elate of Jesus' birth, 
l\Iilman thus expresses himself: "The year in whi.ch Christ 
"·as born is still contested. There is still more uncertainty 
concerning the time of the year, which learned men are still 
laboring to determine. ,Yhere there is a!1d can be no certain
ty, it is the wisest course to acknowledge 01u- ignorance, and 
not to claim the authority of historic truth for that which is 
purely conjectural. The two ablest modern writers who have 
inwstigated the chronology of 1the life of Christ- Dr. Bm
ton and :l\Ir. Greswell-have come to opposite conclusions; 
one contending for the spring, the other for the autumn. 
Even if the argument of either had any solid ground to rest 
on, it would be difficult (wonlcl it be worth while?) to extir
pate the traditionary belief so beautifully embodied in l\Iil
ton's hymn: -

' It was the winter wild 
When the Heaven-born c11ild,' &c. 

,Y ere the point of the least importance, we should, no doubt, 
have known more about it."* 

The reflection of the lea:mecl Dean of St. Paul's is jnclicions. 
The clay and the year, as before said, matter not. ,Ye are 
not so much Christians of the "letter" as to think them of 
any importance. Let them not be contended about. Let 
Christmas stand, where it has so long stood, to be obsened 
in honor of the "Heaven-born child." As intelligent Chris
tians, however, it is well to know the "historic truth," and 
not put certainty for uncertainty in a matter of this sort. 

There is no Trini.tarianism connected with any of the 
ancient festivals. Nothing could be further removed from 
Trinitarianism than the simple ideas on which the Easter festi-

* llistory of Christianity, p. 57; ed. New York, 1851. 
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ya} was founded, - " .dead, buried, and, the third day, rose 
again." - "The Logos doctrine " (introduced by the learned 
conYerts who came fresh from their Heathen stnclies), associ
ated in thought with the death and resurrection of Jesus, evi
dently occasioned some embarrassment in the minds of the 
Fathers who received it; believing, as they generally did for a 
long time, that the whole Christ suffered. The simple faith 
of the early believers was not attended with any difficulties 
of this sort. 

The effusion of the Spirit, or the "pouring it out," as 
the very terms exclude personality, is not a Trinitarian idea; 
and the observance of the festival of Pentecost, therefore, 
in early times, affords no evidence of the 'l'rinitarianism 
of those times, but was quite compatible with the opinion 
which Gregory N azianzen, late in the fourth century, says 
was entertained by some in his clay,-that the Spirit was sim
ply "a mode of divine operation;" some others calling it 
" God himself; " some, "a creature of God ; " and some not 
knowing what to believe on the subject. It made no differ
ence, so far as the celebration of this festival was concerned, 
which of these views prevailed. 

As to Christmas,-the birth-festival, -that, no more than 
the festival of the Resurrection or the festival of the Spirit, 
recognizes a Trinity. It would be difficult to extract the 
Trinity from the angelic song, "Glory to God in the highest, 
and on earth peace, good- will to men." ,Ve may, there
fore, add these three festi rnls - two of them earlier, and one 
later - to the monmnents of Christian antiquity already 
referred to, as bearing no testimony to the ecclesiastical 
doctrine of the Trinity. 

After what has been said -in the foregoing pages, we arc 
prepared to re-assert, in conclusion, that the modern doctrine 
of the Trinity is not found in any document or relic belong
ing to the church of the first three centnries. Letters, art, 
usage, theology, worship, creed, hymn, chant, doxology, as-
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cription, conunemoratiYe rite, and festive observance, so far 
as any remains or any record of them are preserved, coming 
down from early times, are, as regards this doctrine, an abso
lute blank. They testify, so far as they testify at all, to the 
supremacy of the Father, the only true God; and to the 
inferior and derived natme of the Son. There is nowhere 
among these remains a co-equal Trinity. The cross is there; 
Christ is there as the Good Shepherd, the Father's hand 
placing a crown, or victor's wreath, on his head : but no 
undivided Three, - co-equal, infinite, self-existent, and eter
nal. This was a conception to which the age had not arrived. 
It was of later origin. 


