
fw



N TME CUSTODY Or THE
BOSTON PUBLIC LIBRARY.

SHELF N°







Digitized by tine Internet Arciiive

in 2009

littp://www.arcliive.org/details/liistoryofearlyop863prie





A N

HISTORY
O F

EARLY OPINIONS
CONCERNING

JESUS CHRIST,
COMPILED FROM

ORIGINAL WRITERS;
PROVING THAT THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH WAS

AT FIRST UNITARIAN.

By JOSEPH PRIESTLEY, LL.D. F.R.S
AC. IMP. PETROP. R. PARIS. HOLM. TAURIN. AUREL. MEB.

PARIS. CANTAB. AMERIC. ET PHILAD. SOCIUS.

VOL. in.

Id verum- quodcunque primum, id adultcrum quodcunque
pofterius. Tertullian.

E{ fxiv B^aT^ovIo nsavisi., sip sg to ovbixa th Sfs xai cruin^og n/^uv

pcuffii/, rn Se 'sra^a^oTBt rav aTToroXav^ km th aTrXdJnIi rnj 'snrsug

«|af«£(cr^ai, ahv av n/Mv shi hoyuv iv tu 'rsa^ovii. Basil.

BIRMINGHAM,
PRINTED FOR THE AUTHOR, BY PEARSON AND ROLLASON,

AND SOLD BY J. JOHNSON, NO. 72, ST. PAUL's
CHURCH-YARD, LONDON.

MDCCLXXXVI. ^ \

;

l^ »



4
* ADAKl8vc;|, ^^



iCONTENTS
O F T H E

THIRD VOLUME.

BOOK III.

T"^ H E Hiftory of the Unitarian Doc-
•* trine. ' Page i

IntroduSlton. ibid

CHAPTER I.

That the Jews in all Ages were Believers in

the Divine Unity,
7

SECTION I.

The VaUl acknowledged by the Chrijlian Fa-

thers. 9

SECTION II.

Of the Reafons why, according to the Chrif-

tian Fathers, the Dodirine of the Trinity

was not dfcovered to the feivs, 1 8

SECTION III.

The Sentiments of the Jews, as expreffed by

thcfnfelves, on the SubjeSf, 26

A 2 SEC-



iV CONTENTS.
SECTION IV.

ofthe Jewijb Angel Metatron, &c. 40

CHAPTER II.

General Conjiderations relating to the fuppofed

Condu5i of Chriji and the Apojiles, with

RefpeSl to the Do^rines of his Pre-exijlence

and Divinity. 5,0

CHAPTER III.

Of the Conduct of our Saviour him/elf with

refpe5i to his ozvnfuppofed Pre-exijience and

Divinity. 64

CHAPTER IV.

Of the Tejiimony of Athanafus to the Caution

with which the Apofles divulged the Doc-

trines of the Pre-exiflence and Divinity of

Chriji, 86

CHAPTER V.

Of the concurrent Tejiimony of other Fathers

to the Caution of the Apofles^ in teaching

the Do5irines of the Pre'Cxifence and Di-

'vinity of Chrifl. 101

CHAP.



CONTENTS. T

C H A P T E R VL

Of the Caution obferved by the Apojlks in

teaching the 'Dodlrines of the Pre-exifience

and Divinity of Chriji to the Gentile Con-

verts, 1
1

3

CHAPTER VII.

Of fohn being thought to have been the firfl

who clearly and boldly taught the T)o5irines

of the Pre-exifieficc and Divinity of Chrifi,

,123

SECTION I.

The Acknowledgments of the Chriflian Fa^

thers that John was the firji ivho taught

the Do^rines above-mentioned, 12 c

SECTION IL

"Reftedlions on the SubjcB i^g

CHAPTER VIII.

Ofthe Nazarenes and the Ebionites ; fhewing

that they were the fame People, and that

none of them believed the Divinity or Pre-

exifience ofChriJl, i r^

CHAPTER IX.

Of the fuppofed Church of Orthodox Jews
at ferufalem^ fubfequent to the Time of
Adrian, loo



vi CONTENTS.
CHAPTER X.

Of the fuppnfed Herefy of the Rbionlfes and

Nazarenes, and other Farticulars relating

to them. Page 201

CHAPTER XL

Of thefacred Books of the Rbionites, 212

CHAPTER XII.

OfMen of Eminence among the fewiflo Chrif-

tians. 2 1

9

CHAPTER XIII.

XJnitarianifm was the Doctrine of the primi^

tive Gentile Churches. 233

SECTION I.

Prefumpfive Kvidence that the Majority of

the Gentile Chrijiians in the early Ages

were Unitarians, 235

SECTION II.

Dire^ evidence in Favour of the Gentile

Chnfians having been generally Unitarians.

258
CHAPTER XIV.

An Argumentfor the Novelty of the Dodtrine

of the Trinity, from the Manner in which

it was taught and received in early Times.

272



CONTENTS. vu

CHAPTER XV.

OhjeSiiom to the -preceding State of Things

co?ifidered. Page 295

SECTION I.

Of the Tejlimony ofEifebius to the Novelty of

the XJnltariafi Doctrine. ibid

SECTION II.

Ofthe Excom?numcation of'Theodotus by Vicior,

SECTION IIL

Of the Pa*-t taken by the Laity in the Excom-

munication of the early . Unitarians, and

other Confderations relating to the SubjeSi,

308

CHAPTER XVI.

Of the State of the Unitarian DoBrine after

the Council ofNice. 3 1

8

SECTION I.

Of the State of the Unitarians from the Time

of the Council of Nice, to the fixth Century.

322
SECTION II.

Of the State of the Unitarians after thefxth

Century. 364

1 . CHAP.



viii CONTENTS.
CHAPTER XVII.

OfPhilofophical Unitartan'ifm Page yj^

CHAPTER XVIII.

Of the Principles and Arguments ofthe ancient

Unitarians. 209

SECTION I.

neir Zeal for the Divine Unity, and their

Senfe ofthe Word Logos, ibid

.

SECTION II.

Arguments of the ancient Unitarians from
Reafon. 4,^

SECTION III.

Arguments of the ancient Unitariansfrom the

Scriptures, ^2?

CHAPTER XIX.

Of the Tradiice of the Unitarians with refpeSl

to Baptifm, A^Q

VOL. III.

* ERRATA.
N. B. (b) fignifies/ro« the buttom of the page.

•Pa^e 20. line 4. /;r infome places, read, to fome pcifons

L Ibid, line 5. for in, read to

. . X36. line 1. for himfelf, read him

154. line 15. /t;r with, reaJof

264. line 5. /or logos, read the logos
_

277. line 9. (h) for which, read in which—- 292. line 11. for h, read them

295. line 4. (b) for by, read ihit

. 947. line 6. /or his, rm(/ their^ -

422. line I. {h) for unto, read into

REFERENCES.
Page 140. line 3. for Ko(popif]cii, read K^^ofitlcci

_J_ 207. line 3. for mivixctlu, rcad-uvivu-O,

261. note * line 4. read ct\iKiv\n\ov av\»



T H «

HISTORY OF OPINIONS

CONCBRNIlie

CHRIST.

BOOK III.

THE HISTORY OF THE UNITARIAN DOC-

TRINE.

INTRODUCTION.

AFTER the view that has Been

given of the rife and progrefs of the

dodtrine of the trinity, which fprung

from' the abfurdity and myftery of Pla-

'tonifm, and terminated in a myftery ftill

more unintelligible and abfurd, in which

every thing that is fimple and excellent ia

chriftianity was wholly fwallowed up and

loft, and a polytheifm little better than that

VoL.lIL B of



2 The Hijlory of the Book III.

of the heathens took its place (for the wor-

ship of Chrifl led to that of the virgin

Mary, and a thoufand other perfons, called

faints) it is with peculiar fatisfadtion that

I proceed tp give an account of the doc-

trine of the divine unity, or the Hiftory of

TJnitarianfm.

If I had not given what I imagine will

appear to be a fatisfadlory account of the

rife of chrifiian idolatry, it might have ap-

peared a very extraordinary and unaccount-

able thing ; conlidering that the Jews, from

whom thechriftians fprung, were all zealous

unitarians in the time of our Saviour, and

that they have continued fuch to this day.

It even appears to have been the great ob-

je<Sl of the Jewifh religion, as contained

in the books of Mofes, to preferve in the

world the knowledge and worfhip of the

one true God, notwithftanding the univer-

fal tendency to polytheifm among all na-

tions, in the early ages.

The dodlrine of one great omniprefent

being, the maker, and the immediate go-

vernor of all things. Was too great and

fublime, I do not only fay, to have been dif-

covered
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covered by mankind, but even to be re^

talned by any of them, after it was revealed,

without particular provifions for that pur-

pofe. Though, I have no doubt, but that

the firfl parents of the human race were

inftruded in the knowledge of the divine

unity, their pofterity foon adopted the no-

tion of different gods, to whom they ima-

gined the government of the world was

delegated j and their attention to thefe in-

ferior deities, on whom they thought that

they more immediately depended, with-

drew their attention, as it naturally would,

from the fupreme God, under whom they

at firfl fuppofed that thefe lefTer gods had

a6ted. Then, being left to their own
imaginations with refpedl to the charaBers

of thefe gods, and having no models by

which to frame them befides beings like

themfelves, they prefently conceived them

to be of very different difpofitions, fome

of them cruel and bafe, and others lewd;

and of courfe delighting in cruel, bafe, and

lewd acSlions. To procure the favour, or

to avert the difpleafure, of thefe gods, they

B 2 would.
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would, therefore, pradlice many abomi-

nable, horrid, and atrocious rites.

The religious ceremonies, and the general

jpharader and pradice of the heathen world,

abundantly prove, that idolatry was not a

mere fpeculative miftake, a thing only

fooli/h and abfurd, but of a very ferious and

alarming nature ; and that it was therefore

nothing that could be called jealoiijy in the

true God, to take fuch extraordinary mea-

fures as the hiftory of revelation reprefents

him to have taken, in order to cure man-

kind of their pronenefs to idolatrous wor-

fliip. It was a part which it became the

fupreme God, the benevolent parent of all

his offspring, to take, and what a regard

to their own happinefs required. The
mifchief was of fo alarming a nature, that

^the greateft feverities were neceflary, and

therefore proper, to be employed for this

purpofe ; and they muft know nothing- of

the nature and tendency of the ancient ido-

latry, who find any thing to cenfure in the

feverity with which the Ifraelites were or-

dered to adt, with a view to the extirpation

of
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of itfrom among themfelves, or the nations

inhabiting the diHrid that was deftined

for them.

It is not poflible to Imagine any in-

flrudions, or regulations, more proper to

effedt the extirpation of idolatry, and to

guard the people from it, than the laws

of Mofes, interpreted by his repeated and

earneft remonflrances on the fubj©(5l with

refped to the Ifraelites. Let the reader

only perufe the book of Deuteronomy, and

then form his judgment. And yet, fo fe-

ducing were the idolatrous cuftoms of thofe

times, that their whole hiftory fhews how
prone the Jews always were to abandon

their own purer religion, and more fimple

rites, though, to appearance, fufficiently

fplendid, and having little of auflerity in

them. For they had only one faft day in

the whole year, and three great feftivals.

But the intention of the Divine Being,

was equally anfwered by the obedience or

the difobedience of that people ; and after

a feries of difcipline, they returned from

the captivity of Babylon, with a new heart

B 3 and
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and a new/pirit, in this refpedl. For they

never difcovered the leafl pronenefs to ido-

latry afterwards -, but, on the contrary,

always fhewed the moft fcrupulous dread

and jealoufy on this fubjedt. Nay, to a ne-

gled of their religion, there fucceeded the

moft fuperftitious attention to the fmalleft

punctilios relating to it.

CHAP.
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CHAPTER I.

That the Jews in all Ages were Believers in the

Divine Unity.,

TT is impoffible to read the facred books

of the Jews (with minds freed from the

flrongeft prejudices) without perceiving that

the dodtrine of the divine unity is mod ri-

goroufly inculcated in them. It is the uni-

form language of thofe books, that one God,

without any afliftant, either equal or fub-

ordinate to himfelf, made the world, and all

things in it, and that this one God conti-

nues to diredt all the affairs of men.

This is fo evident from the bare infpec-

tion of the books, and the well known
principles of the Jews in our Saviour's time,

that even the chriftian Fathers, deiirous as

they were to find advocates for their doc-

trine of the trinity, and preffing even Pla-

tonifm into the fervice, could not but allow

it. They ranfacked every part of the Old

B 4 Teftament,
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Teftament, as we have feen, for proofs, or

intimations, of the dodtrine of the trinity,

or of the divinity of Chrift; but, though they

imagined they found many fuch, yet they

always acknowledged that the dodrines

were delivered fo obfcurely, that the bulk

of the Jewifh nation had not perceived then^.

They thought, indeed, that Mofes him-

felf, and the prophets, were acquainted with

thefe doctrines ; but that there were good

reafons why they did not endeavour to make

them intelligible to the reft of their coun-

trymen ; partly, left it ftiould have hindered

the operation of their religion to divert

them from idolatry, and partly, becaufe the

dodrines were too fublime to be commu-

nicated at fo early a period, and before men's

minds were properly prepared for them.

SEC



Chap. I. ^'« i^^c Divine Unity,

SECTION I.

The FaU acknowledged by the Chrijiian

Fathers,

A S thefe conceffions are of confiderable

confequence to my argument, I fliall

produce a number of them, from the ear-

lieft chriftian writers to a pretty late period,

to flievv that it was the uniform perfuafion

of all thofe who were the greateft friends

to the dodtrine of the trinity.

I fhall begin with Juftin Martyr, the firft

who advanced the dodtrine of the perfoni-

fication of the logos. What the Jews

thought of their Mcffiah in his time, ap-

pears very clearly from a palTage in his dia-

logue with Trypho, which will be pro-

duced hereafter. In the mean time, I iliall

give his opinion with refpedt to the doc-

trine of the Jews in general on the fubject.

^* The Jews," he fays, ** thinking it was

** the father of all who fpake to Mofes,

?f when it was the Son of God, who is

" alfo
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** alfo called an angel, and an apoftle, are

'* juftly cenfurcd by the Spirit of God, and
** by Chrift, as not knowing either him or

" his Father*."

Clemens Alexandrinus confidered the

doftrine of the ceconomy (or that of the

incarnation of the logos) to be the doctrine

of the perfe6}, alluded to by Paul in his

epiftlc to the Coloffians, where he fpeaks

of their hting filled mih the knowledge of his

ivill, and of the myjlery which was hid from
ages and generations^ but now made manifefi

to the faints, ** fo that there are other myf-
*• tcries," he fays, *' which were hid till

" the times of the apoftles, and delivered

** by them as they received them from the

*• Lordf." In another paiTage he fpeaks

* IsSaioj 8v rryncrauEvo* an tov 'moils^a tm oT^m XfMXwfvar T«

Mu7£i, Tn >>a7\na-a{i(^ aJla ov7©" viit ts Sea, og )d ayyth^ >cj aicoTO-

^©• *£K?k»j7a», ^ptaiiai i?^ey)covlou xj Sia rs 'sr^o^ma 'meu/juxl^, xj 3i

ttvia Tn Xf'J'^i w? ^^ '"^T) "S^cils^af iile rov viov eyvuaav, Apol. I.

p. 94.

"f To {xurn^iov to aTroKiKpvfifASvov ctTTO rov aimm jy otto rm ye-

pmv, vvj ttpavt^cii^n Toig ayioig auln . oij r\^i'kn<Tiv Bsog yvco^iaai, tx

TO ns^.-ii®- rug ^c^Yig t« /ii/r«fis thIx ev toij s^sa-iv . are alO^ t*s.v tx

fA-urn^ia ra a7roK£K§viJi.,usvx ax,^i tuv a7rofo>MV, 'y uir otuim nsct^a^Q'

^svlx 0)i aTTO TH Kii^ia 's:a§£i?\r](paatv, Strom, lib. 5; p. 576.

of
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of this cpconomy as what chriftians only

were acquainted with*.

Tertullian had the fame ideas. " I

" adore," fays he, *' the fulnefs of the

** fcriptures," meaning thofe of the Old

Teftament, *' which manifeft the maker and

** the things made ; but in the gofpel I

** find the minifter, or the perfon by whom
" it was made, and the judge, viz. the word

** of the maker f*."
*' It is the faith of the

*' Jews fo to believe in one God, as not to

" acknowledge the Son, or the Spirit.

—

** What is the difference between us and

** them, but this ? What need is there of

** the gofpel, which is the fubftance of the

*' New Teftament (faying, that the law and

** the prophets were until JohTz) if from that

** period the Father, Son, and Spirit, being

** three, are not believed to make one God.

* HjMEJj EiTjwev 01 TfS9 cMOvofMou TH ^£8 KcSavEvomoit;. Ad
Gentes, Opera, p. 40.

f Igitur in principio deus fecit coelum at terram. Adoro

fcripturse plenitudinem, quae mihi et fadlorem manifeftat

et fafta. In evangelio vero amplius et miniftrum atque

arbitrum reftoris invenio fermonem. Ad Herm. fed. 22.

Opera, p. 241.

'* So
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*' So God would renew his covenant, that,'

*' in a new manner, he fhould be believed

** in, together with the Son, and his Spirit

;

'* that God may be known in his proper

** names and perfons *."

" The Jews," fays Hippolytus, " ho-
** noured the Father, but they did not give

*' thanks j for they knew not the Sonf."

Origen alfo fays, ** the Jews were not

** acquainted with the incarnation of the

** only begotten Son of God ;{:/*

Eufebius fpeaks of the chriftians as dif-

fering from the Hebrews, in that the latter

* Judaicae fidei iftares, fie unum deum credere, ut fi]ium

adnumerare ei nolis, et poft filium fpiritum. Quid enii^

crit inter nos et illos, nifi differentia ifta ? Quod opus

cvangeiii, quae eft fubftantia novi teftamenti, ftatuens legem

et prophetas ufque ad Joannem, fi non exinde pater et filius

et fpiritus, tres crcditi, unum deum fiftunt ? Sic dcus

voluit novare facramentum, ut nove unus crederetur per

filium ct fpiritum, ut coram jam deus in fuis propriis no-

minibus et perfonis cognofcerctur, qui et retro per filium

et fpiritum praedicatus non intelligebatur. Ad Praxeam,

{tQ.. 30. Opera, p. 518.

UK evsyvaaav. In Noetum, fe(Sl. 14. Opera, p. 16.

X Deerat enim illis in trinitate etiam de unigeniti incar-

natione cognofcere. Opera, vol. i. p. 290.'
^ did
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did not acknowledge the divinity of Chrift*.

He confidered the do»5trine of the divinity

of Chrift as peculiar to chriftians, and dif-

tinguifhing them from Jews. *' If any

* Jew," fays he, " be alked, whether God
* has a logos^ he will fay, certainly. Every

* Jew will fay, that he has one, or more of

* them ; but if he be aiked whether he has

' a Son, he will not acknowledge it t«"

Cyril of Jerufalem fays, *' In this refpedl

* our dodlrine is more fublime than that of

* the Jews, in that they acknowledge one

* God the Father, but do not admit that he
* is the Father of our Lord Jefus Chrifl,

* in which they contradid their own pro-

' phets, who fay, in the fcriptures, Tbe
' Lor^ faid unto fiie, thou art my Son, this

'day have I begotten thee%.'' Cyril of

* M-J^B tw Bsol;{la auvo^avlsg auln. Demonftratio, lib. 4..

cap. I. p. 144.

•f-
Ej ysv Tii la^aiaiv spoilo Tiva, ei Xoyov e%oj Seoj ; Tsavhg crs

(pn(r£i • ETTSi xj Xoyov, K) Aoys; rssXeiag £x,£iv avlov^ o/zoAotj^o-eiev, «v,

IsSaiof avy uTrag . u 5s >^ viov z^^i • hk eT av c/jLo^^oynasiBv, ffw7ji9a;.

Contra Marcellam, lib. i. p. 4.

X TaJ7« yap av tuv I«5atwr avuie^a ^fova/Jisv . 01 fxev ya^ tivcu

tva Seov 'sals^a Kc3a^Bx,ovlxi roig d'oyfiao'i— to oe ^ iscile^a Eivai tx

*tffi» yifAUvlma Xfirs, mlov a tsa^ahxpylM^ roig oixeioig 'sr^opriiaig

2 tvavhx
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Alexandria alfo fays, " the Jews believed

•* that there was a God who was before all

** things, and after him the creatures, but
'* nothing intermediate between them*."

Bafil ranks the unitarians with Jews.
*' If any one," fays he, " fuppofe the Father,

** Son, and Holy Spirit to be one, one Being

" under different names, and that they are

" but one hypoftafis, under three denomina-

" tions, we rank him with the Jews f.'*

** The Hebrews," fays Leontius, '* have

** only one hypoftafis, or perfon, and one

** nature of God ; plainly admitting no tri-

" nity, nor faying that God is Father, Son,

*' or Spirit, except that they call God Father,

*' as the father of all men. They prove this

«' one hypoftafis from the words of Mofes :

tyav7ia ^^cvdvi^^, ot faat, 2v raii ^staig y^a^aij, KUfog eitte 'STfog fis^

vtoi fJ^a fi av, sycf) ayi!J,i§ov ysytwrna ere. Cat. 7. p. 102.'

* Inlellexerunt enim in bis quae credita funt, deum qui-

dem t'fie ante omnia, et poft ilium creaturam, interme-

diutTj autem aliud omnino nihil. De Trinicate, lib. 3.

Opera, vol. 2 p. 398.

t Etli J Tov aJlov 'mals^a X£'/£(, y' uiov, k ayiov tSKU^ia * x^ £y 'SSfayfia

Epirt. 73. vol. 3- p. 123.

»* Hear,
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** Hear, O Ifrael, the Lord thy God is one

•* Lord*:'

Laftly, Theophyka: fays, ** in the Old

*' Teftament God was known to the Jews

** only, but not as Father -, he was after-

** wards revealed by the gofpel to all the

** world with the Son-f-."

This is a feries of teftimony, fufficiently

extenlive for my purpofe, as it clearly fliows

what was the general opinion among chrlf-

tians concerning the ancient faith of the

Jews 3 and it is uncontradifted by any other

evidence whatever. Some writers of yef-

terday have maintained, that the Jews al-

ways believed in a trinity, and that they

* Igltur Hebraei unam dicunt hypoflafin (five perfonam)

unamque naturam dei ; nullam plane trinitatem admit-

tcntes, ac peque patrem, neque filium, neque fpiiitum

fan£luin dicentes : nifi forte fic deum, inquiunt, adpelle-

mus patrem ; ut qui omnium fit hominum pater. Unam
ex eo probant eflc hypoftafin dei, quia Mofes dixerit

:

audi Ifraelitica natio, dominus deus tuus, dominus unus

eft. De Sedtis. Bib. Pat. App. p. 1849.

isti<jYi) iAilu Ts viH, In Rom. Opera, vol. 2. p. 4.

I expe(5ted
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expeded that their MefTiah would be the

fecond perfon ia that trinity ; but the

chriftian Fathers, who fay jult the con-

trary, were as much interefted as any men

could be, in finding that doctrine among

the Jews, and they were nearer the fource

of information.

It was, indeed, imagined, as I have ob-

ferved, that Mofes and the prophets were

themfelves acquainted with the myftery of

the trinity 5 but that they thought it was

not a proper time to make a full difcovery

of that doftrine for the fatisfaftion of the

body of the Jews. Eufebius fays, that

** Ifaiah knew that there was a God in

«« God*" " The prophets," fays Chry-

foflom, ** who foretold concerning Chrift,

*• concealed their treafure in obfcure

** words -f-;" which implies that, in his

opinion, they knew it themfelves. " Adam,'*

fays Epiphanius, *' being a prophet, knew

* H(TMai 'srpoipniiiiv fiSYir^ catpa; cjSe Seov tv ^£w uvou, De-

mbnfiratio, lib. 5. cap. 4. p. 225.

f Ovla; K^ 01 'STpo(p-Soi %firov m^u^cxvlsg th acaiptict tuv >£is<»v

wfi4'«v Toy ^aav^Qv. De Sigillis, Opera, vol. 6. p. 169.

2 '* thQ
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" the Father, Son, and Spirit, and knew
*' that the Father fpake to the Son, when he

" faid, Lei us make 7nan *."

Pope Gregory likewife rep refen ts the

people of the Jews as ignorant of the trinity,

though the prophets might teach it
-f

.

Lib. r. p. 6.

f Ipfa enim dei cognitio quae apud illam in fplritalibus

patribus fuit, nota omni Haebraeorum populo non fuir.

Nam omnipotentem deum, fantSlam videlicet trinitatem

cum prophetae prsedicarent, populus ignorabat : folum de-

calogum tenebat in fide, legem trinitatis nefciens. Super

Ezekielj Horn. i6. Opera, vol. 2. p 83. F

Vol. III. C S E C^
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SECTION II.

Ofthe Reafons why, according to the Chrijlian

Fathers, the Doctrine of the Trinity was

not difcovered to the fews,

A S the ignorance of the Jews, concerning

the dodrine of the trinity, was an ob-

jedlion to the truth of it, which the chrif-

tian Fathers, who defended it, could not be

quite eafy under, and they were often urged

with it, as we (hall fee, by the unitarians ;

it may be amufing to know more particular-

jy in what manner they accounted for the

fad.

That there fliould be a gradual revelation

of fo great a myftery as that of the trinity,

the Fathers thought to be an argument of

great wifdom on the divine difpenfations,

as they were by this means better adapted to

the different ftates of the world.

Chryfoflom reprefents Mofes as faying,

•' that the world was made by God, and not

•* by Chrift, as accommodating himfelf to

*' the flupidity of his hearers. Paul him-
** felf," he fays, ** was contented to teach

" the fame dodrine at Athens. But he af-

** tfifwards
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** terwards held a different language in the

" epidle to the Coloflians ; and fays, that

*' God in Chrifl created all things that are in

*' heaven and in earth. And John, the fon

*' of Thunder, cried, faying, All- things were

** made by him, and without him was not

^^ any thing made that was 7nade, But not fo

*' Mofes; and juflly, becaufe it would not

" have been proper to give thofe meat who
•* had need to be fed with milk *."

" As Mofes," fays Cyril of Alexandria,

" was flow of fpeech, io the law of Mofss
** was flow to explain the reafon of it, and
*• to open the theology of the holy trinityf

."

* Y^rtum fdVicrSrj; ayaTTn^i, ei Muucrng raulriv bIpbxs tvv O'lbv, ev aox,ii

t^ tiJ^ooifMOii TCIJ 's:axi^^poi; Ih^mci^ SiaAEyo/xEvS^, ovra ysi^ o YiavX®'^

sy TY] X^P^h ivw« Toaauln ri fTTi^oai; ysyovz t« mpuyixxi®'^ ^sT^Mf

Toig ivA^vaig ^iocy^syecr^ai. alio tcov opcoixevuv 'ssoistlM 'mpog aulni; tj2»

^i^aaxaXiav, siloj Aeycuv o ^ecj o TTOirsaoK tov kotixov. '>(] tsavla ra sf

auloj. Hi/i«a Zjpoi Koy^oaaat; i7rirE>^s, (jlyikeIitccuIw ipxfi^zvd inv o^ov^

«m' zlEpui; auloti '^Kxy^.tyojjLEvou y^ AEyov?©", oil ev auico EidicrBy] ra wavla

Ta Ev TOLC apavoig, t^ ra etti rvg yrt;. ra opala y^ ra aopala^ eils Bpovoi,

tflE Kvpioi-nlEgy Eile apXM, eiIe eIsctjo!!, -ra 'ssavia ^lajlov >o ei; aulov e»y

7i£t9>i • xj luamti ^£ Tng Ppovl:% viog^ sSoa hsyuv ' 'S^avla 3j aJlou EyEvslo^

>^ %w^ij auTH EyEVETo ou^E Ev. aXK ax p Mwvir/jj stcjj • eixqtu;. s3fe

yap w EfT^o yci' tojj eti yaTsaKTorpofpzia'^ai OEoixevoti rEpsa; iaeto^hvsii

Tpo(pY]i. In Gal. 1. Opera, vcl. 2. p. 13-

f Sicut Mofes erat tardiorls linguse, ita etianti lex Mo-
faica eft tnrdioris linguae ad explicandam ejus quod eft

rationem, et aperiendam fantStac trinitatis theologiam. Col-

lecflania. Opera, vol. t. p. 1036.

C 2 *' Obferve,"
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'* Obfervc," fays Job the monk, *' the

*' vvilclom ofdivine providence, that to the an-

" cicnts the Father appeared fuperior; in the

** new, the Son appeared in fome places to be

** inferior to the Father, but in many equal

" to him ; the holy fpirit in many in-

" ferior, but in fome equal -, that what is

*' unequal in human apprehenlion, might be

** brought to a perfect equality*.*' Ac-

cording to this writer therefore, the doc-

trine of the divinity of the fpirit was not

fully revealed even in the time of the apof-

tles, but was referved for a later period.—

However, Epiphanius thought that the di^.

vinity of Chrifl was taught by the pro-

phets, though not that of the Spirit. " One
" God," fays he, '*was chiefly preached by

'* Mofes, a duality by the prophets, and a

** trinity by the evangelilts ; this being

** fuited to a more advanced flate of know-

iuyov. zjaTvp z^oHei roi; "sraXat to /aei^ov £%fjv : o uiog h 'sroXiv xxra

TYiV V'sav eviotg yi-tv to O.-xfloy^ toij 'zs'tjMoij ^e to laov ' to Je ayiot

ts)/£iiixaTOig iso70\Di<; jxzv to £>jxtIov, oT^iyoig h to ktov. iva av to aviaov

TO OtTTO T715 TWV avS/JUTTWV VTTO^-n^'iUi £'J IffQlYlTCi fvTiXV;*^^- PllOt.

Bib. S. 222. p. 623.

*' ledge."
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*' ledge*." He %s the fame thing in his

Ancoratus, Sed:. j-^. Opera, vol. 2. p. y'^.

The reafon that is generally given by the

Fathers why the Jews were not inllruded

in the dodrine of the trinity is, left it

lliould afford them a pretence for relapfing

into polytheifm ; and certainly there was

great danger of its operating in that man-
ner. ** The multitude of die Jews," fays

Eufebius, '* were in ignorance of this hid-
** den myflery, when they were taught to

<* believe in one God only, on account of

** their being frequently drawn into idola-

*' try ; they did not know that he was the

** Father of the only begotten Son. This
*'• myftery was referved for the GentiJe

** church, out of fpecial favour to them -}-.'*

* 0£OT»)j Se ixia Bv MwyffTj ixa'KiTot. Ka,rixfy£77^eTxi^ ^uag ^s sv

Tlpo(pvraig atpo^pa mpvaiTErat. Tpiag ^s sv tua?.yli7^ioig (poiVBo^trxi^

'^3^£^ov Kxra Kaipag xai yfysaj ocpixc^^aot, tw Siwaiw, Jij yv'.^<7iv Kai 'suriv.

H. 74. Opera, vol- i. p. 899.

\ To 5e 77"X)i9oj T« Ih^mccv s^voug £v ayvoia erufxavs rs HmpviA.^?vQu

TKTs iJivrYtoi.ou, oSev ^sov fxtv z^i^aamTo tva si^evai^ oia. to th zroXu^soi

-sr^avn (Tuvsxfl; VTrouvpza^ou . 'ssartpa 5'e ovta tov Seov uiou th f^tovoys-

voui y^yvosi ' tsto ya^ B^uXarlsro th sI bBvcov bhkM^jhx to (xvrr.^iovy

Kolcc TW a^MpBTov x«/3iv «UT*j h^'ji§y)iM'.'ov . Contra Marcel,

lib. I. cap. 20. p. 99.

C 3 Gregory
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Gregory Nazianzen, therefore, reprefent-

ing the propriety of judaiim being abolifhed

by degrees, fays, ** the Father was preached
** in the Old Teftament, and the Son ob-
** fcurely j in the New, the Son clearly, and
** the fpirit obfcurely, he revealing himfelf

** more clearly to us. For it was not fafe

" to preach the divinity of the Son clearly,

•' while that of the Father was not under-

" flood, nor that of the Spirit, while that

'* of the Son was not received, left too great

** a burden fhould be laid upon us, or left

*' we fhould be dazzled with too much
"light, &c*." And Chryfoftom farther

obferves, that ** the precept. Hear, O Ifrae/,

'* t^e Lord thy God is one Lord, was not

** given till after the fin of the golden calfj-/*

*
Ex;^' "V^p «T^Ji iw^vao'i ^ocvipug rt rsoCKaia rov 'war?pa, tcv

vwv a^iv^pOTspov. i(pavs^aaEv n Kum rov viov, vTTshi^e ts 'mvev/xaTOi

mv SfOTwa, ^iTTonTsuelai vm) ro rsveu/xa. Ca(pEfEpav vi/xiv isa^sxoy

Tw savTH dri^ucriv . 8 yap w aa(pa>.z;^ /auttw thj t« waTfoj 9£ot«t5?

e/*o^o'yn5£»(7>l?, tcv wov zMrikcq Hrpv-rieaBai ' firi^ Trg ts uioy taxpa-

^EX^eioTis, 7o isnuixa ro ayiov, iv £i%u rt >y ro^ixrcolipiv i7n<po(n-^(fT-

!&a(. /*i xaBaTEp rpcipYi tjj vTCCf 5yva/xiv ^xpy^^svls;, Hat yiXiaKU ^(cli

^a^polepoov sli i!S^O(jQa>>ovlt; rn oij-iv, wai «{ to ucBa ^vvotfAiv Kiv^wzuffuai.

"Or. 37' Opera, p. 6o8, 609.

+ 07£ yow iTimmav tov (xoaxov, Xj To y^vTclov 'nr^offinxm^av,

toll YiHov(Tav ' Kv^.og Btos a Hv^ioi £15 tuv Scf. 24. Opera,

ol. 5. p. 350.

I as
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as if it had not been the intention of pro-

vidence to give them any fuch precept, if

they had not previoufly {hewn a difpofitioa

to abufe more perfed: inflrudlion.

Job the monk, of whofe writings we have

a particular account in Photius, comparing

the great revolutions in the (late of religion

to earthquakes, fiys, ** As the firft earth-

*^ quake had cured the world of idolatry,

** by contrary remedies, but concealed the

** difference of hypoftafes ; fo in the laft

** times, the Jewiih opinion of one perfon

'** having gained ftrength in time, and by
** the law, and having deftroyed idolatry ;

'* the Son then, in a manner worthy of

** God, and friendly to man, took ilefli, and

" revealed the myftery of the trinity by de-

** grees." He likewife fays, ** the Saviour

'* very wifely fpake lowly of himfelf, and

" withheld the beams of his divinity, and

** prepared to let it fliine forth in works *."

• YicU KctSctTip Oltfufjoi CiKTlJiOi J^IO. ICOV iVctvltaV 10.7aIo TO

tnoKv^iiV e'TTtKV'^ctfJiiVoi Tuv vTOTCiff-icov 70 <f'ia(pofov . >/]&>

Voy.a iy %foc« K^ctlw^iKTm, •£) -zr'f/eAacrHf to 'riroKv^icv, a

vioi TiiviKAvJa. ^ioTrpi^rag T£ y^ ifiKa.v^^cci'rrMi y-cii (Xzr.^Kee. Ka.^^

Caviif KM 70 THf 7fi<iifoi KoCiA uu^ov a,va.Ka,hv7r]ii //i/r«f /o.'-.

C 4 tTTAytt
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It was cuflomary, as we fliall fee, to re-

prefent the do(5lrine of the trinity as fome-

th.'].n^fublj}ne, and of difficult apprehenfion j

and therefore fit for peHbns of ripe under-

llanding, and deep reflexion ; of which

on that account, even the chriftians of the

iirft ages were allowed to be ignorant, and

the common people in general, till a much
later period. It was natural, therefore, to

alledge this, alfo, as another reafon why
the Jews, living in the infant age of the

world, (liould not have this fublime and

difficult leiibn taught them. " The Jews,"

fays Eufebius, *' were not taught the doc-

** trine of the trinity, on account of their

** infant ftate*." Bafil gives the fame ac-

count-f-. Cyril of Alexandria, fays, ** The

iTTctyii cTs Thjc/V, coi :ra.V(ro(pa{ o ccot^ to/s [J-IV §yiiJ.cta-iv iTct-

'TrtivohpyuTOf Keti nw rnf -S-sotjito; (XvVis-if^^iv envynv, ron if'

KU Kt)^VTTi<rd-CfA THi '7!-aiT0K§{t70flKiJS eft/ ;/<*// £fe)f TO 0.^(00^.0.,

Photii. Bib. fe£l, 222. p. 619.

* YLai ra. yn'Tria.^oni luv laJ^Aieov hau. Ec, Theol. lib.

2* cap. 18, p. 130.

J'lAvota i\i/.m £r< ^ico§yf}oVy ctvi^opnjov cTe KctjiKiip^Hf J^ia. to

70lf itS'O.yoiJ.iVOK in ^ VHTIOH KATci 7>W yVfOdlV CtviTTlTn-

^iiQV. Bafil, vol. 1. p. 6.

" dodrine
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'* doclrine of the trinity was taught in

*' types only, and not clearly. For what

** reafon ? Becaufe the light of divine

** vifion is not ealily acceffible to thofe who
** are but lately called to the knowledge

** of the truth, and have not their minds
** exercifed to thofe fpeculations*."

Our Saviour faid that divorces had been

allowed to the Jews on account of the

hardnefs of their hearts. This alfo is given

as a reafon by Eufebius, why the Jews were

not taught the doftrine of the trinity -j-.

dhi)^zicLi Zj Hit ivlfiCii foii ZTT a.v]n &ico^\)iJLct(Tt rnv S'laLVo'ia.?

fyjiO'tv, ecTr^offfjov 'ums iivai J^oKit }y fir/c c:A>;-3-&)f, ro ^coi xnf

-&:ox7ic.<. Contra Jul. lib. i. Juliani, Opera, vol. 2. p. ig,

t Ot/ -sTpof 7)]v <TKKY\fOKAYS' icf.v Tn Ia/c{/(S'r Aci^. Ee, Theol,

lib. 2. cap. ZQ, p. 131.

SEC-
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SECTION III.

The Sentiments of the 'Jews, as exprejfed by

themjehes, on the SubjeSl,

TTAVING (ttn what the chriftlan Fa-

thers fay in general of the ignorance of

the Jews concerning the dodrine of the

trinity, let us fee what the Jews themfelves

have faid on the fubjeft, as far as we are

able to collect it, either from the writings

of the chriftian Fathers, or their own.

As the chriftian Fathers found the doc-

trine of the trinity obfcurely hinted at in the

Old Teftament, and particularly in the ac-

count of the creation, in which God is repre-

fented as faying, Let us make man, we may

wifh to know what the Jews replied, when

they were urged with this argument ; and it

is remarkable, that their anfwer was in general

the fame with that of the unitarian in th6

Clementinesy in reply to Simon,who had urged

that very circumftance, as a proof that there

were more gods than one. However, there

is a variety in the anfwers given by the

"Jews to this queftion, but »11 of them fuf-

iicientlj
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ficiently natural, and not improper. Theo-

doret fays, '* the Jews fay that when God
** faid let us make man^ he ufed the kingly

<< flyle*;" and this feems to be the moft

natural interpretation. But according to

Tertullian, the Jews faid that God addrefTed

himfelf to the angels. ** Did he fpeak to

*' angels, when he faid, let us make man, as

** the Jews fay, who do not acknowledge
*' the Son ; or, as if he himfelf was Father,
** Son, and Spirit, did he, fay they, make
** himfelf more than one, and fpeak in the

** plural number f." This alfo is the an-

fwer which Balil reports. '* The Jews fay

"God fpake to the angels, when he faid,

'* let us make man^'^ addreffing himfelf to an

unitarian, who he faid was ** a Jew pre-

*« tending to be a chri{lian;|;." Cyril of

* In Gen. xix. Opera, vol. i. p. 15.

f Aut numquid angelis loquebatur, ut Judaei interpre-

tantur, quia nee ipfi filium agnofcunt ; an quia ipfe erat

pater, filius etfpiritus, ideo pliiralem fe prasftans, pluraliter

fibi loquebatur. Ad Praxcam, fe£l. 12. p. 506.

X AxB? ;^ (xx) s>i riif vi^i KAJciJoMif, Toy IisJ^aia-fzofTfpio--

Yi^-ili^Av. Horn. 8. Opera, vol. i. p. 105,

Jerufalem
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Jerufalem fays, that the Jews acknowledged

only one God the Father *.

We may form a very good judgment of

the fentiments of the Jews on this fubjed:,

from the account of a folemn conference be-

tween Gregentius, a chriftian bifhop, and

Herbanus, a learned Jew, in the prefence

of an Arabian prince, in the fifth cen-

tury. As it is the only work of the kind

that remains of fo early an age, I /hall

quote feveral extradls from it, to lliew how.

the Jews of that age felt and reafoncd.

The Jew expreifes his dread of idolatry

in very flrong terms. '* The prophet

** Mofes," he fays, ** if you read the penta-

*' teuch, pronounces a dreadful curfe upon

** the children of Ifrael, from God, the an-

*' gels, and faints, calling in all the ele-

" ments under heaven, if we fliould ever

** receive any other god befide the God of

'* our Fathers. Why then fhould you make
** any words on the fubjedt; for God him-

** felf by the prophets ftri6tly orders us,

^oyy.A<ri. Cat. 7. p. 102.

*' hying,
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" Hiying, there fhall be no other god in

** thee, nor flialt thou worfliip a ftrange

** god -y I am the Lord thy God, who
«** brought thee out of the land of Egypt.

** What think you of this*?"

*' It is grievous to me to defert the God
" of the law, whom you acknowledge to

** be a true god, and to worfliip a younger
** god, not knowing whence he fprun^-|-."

** Whence do you derive your faith in

*• the Father, Son, and Spirit, and intro-

'* duce three ftrange gods ."{:." " W^here
'* did any prophet foretel that Chrift was
* to be God man, as you fayjj." " Why

X,iTcl^Ulf TiQilKiV nuiV 70K VfOli liXpclt)}^, c/.TTO ^JK }U ray uy~

yih.e^V, )i) TCuV etyim, SrHi ;t) sr^v7« Tet. ^oiyjia. Tst VT »««vo/

v?a TM- iirctliocov, T/ vv Koittov TiOKvTn^iLyy.a'.'iii
i yj, yap ;<'

av']oi V Jof Sia TK 'u^o:(.'.n-<i '?ra^=yfvci. my.iv K^,yuv •
b;c ero«

ydf ii(J.i Kv^io; o -^Jcj (rn, o avrtjayeov (Xi iz 7tif j-wf ^^y^J7^•

78 • T/ 8f Jo«.5< COl -WfOf IdLVTO.. P. 36.

iiaTi^co, -ao^'^v i'7Tit'jA-)(J:ivri u/t ?//«<. Ibid, p, i u-.

I Ilo^^.v s}'e5jA(zfc(rv-« 'zscm^x iy viov >y Tsvivud, TSi^ivnv

;^ ii/p'.^'.Ti ui TO y.iycv r^iii -d-iisi cf.>^.o-KOT-<ii, Ibid. p. 6.

II
Kcfu zj-8 Yivt^y.ra ti^ ray 'c^fozmcov, on -d-iof a.^ioc-^Tm c^^j^

y^i'^oi, ov T^oTTov AiAO.}()44j. Ibid. p. i iz.

** did
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'* did not God order Mofes and the pro-

" phets to believe in the Father, Son, and
*• Holy Spirit, but yourfelves only, who
** have lately difcovered it, as you pre-

''tend*.'*

** How do you call your Chrifl God, if

*' my God has chofen him, 8cc. He cannot

** be a god, of whom you acknowledge it

** is faid in the prophet, / have made thee

**
ftrojjg. How can you 'call him your God

" and Saviour, who, as the prophet witnef-

** fes, can do nothing without my Godf ?''

Laftly, having quoted the words of the

prophet, " / have heard thee in an acceptable

** t'tmey I haveformed theey he fays, '* How
** dare you then make him equal to him
" that formed him J?"

TsfSU' ili TinATifa ly viov KO-t etyiov isV^iVfJ-O.., a.\K* « [y.ovoif

i*//if ^e»ri TsTo t^iv§i)KQ<riv, tof v[Mii (pcf.'^i. Gregent. p. 7,

f Ka< £/ BTcyf g;;^?/, -sro/fj A TfOTftjTof' ;:(_pjro>' crt/ -S-ioc-Trpo-

fttyofiviii, c(p a -3-ic( iy.oi sfcA^^aro, kcu ^yetTiidi, kui to.

t^iji ; HKav kK <i7t^iog. a'i Kzyiii, on (;)c'.7X.U -zrspj auja J^ia

Th trpo(f»TiSy oil iya yctp nui <iv'ic"/ju(ra.i ci . 'zj-wj i'l /.at

A'TTOKCtKilf CtVTOV .^iOV KM CTUTiJfa. (TH , Of 7 li KUd-ai W -uTfOl^it-

niiet y-A^rv^ti, AViv th iy-a d^ia 'UfAilnv t/ a S'vvcticui Ibid.

p. 1 1 i

.

Ibid. p. 151.

^* The
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" The dodrine of the trinity," fays thet

Rabbi Ifiac, in his Munirnen Fidel, *' as

*« held by learned chriftians, refts on the

** flighted evidence, and is contrary to the

" dodrine of the prophets, the law, and

*' right reafon, and even to the writings of

** the New Teftament. For the divine

<« law gives its fandlion to the unity of

'* God, and removes all plurality from

**him*." This writer fliews, in many

places, that the dodtrine of the trinity is

not taught in the New Teftament. See p.

39^. 403. 418, &c.

The contempt which the author of a

Jewifli treatife, entitled, JNizzachon Vefus,

exprefles for the chriftian doctrine of God
being confined in the womb of woman, is

peculiarly ftrong-f*. As to thofe who faid

* Accedit his, quod dogma de trinitate falfum efl, ct a

i|uibufdam eruditis Nazarenorum, rebus ]evifriniis,fiue uUq

vero prophetico fundamento recens fup£rftru<5lum, quodque
;

legidivinae, verbis prophetarum,humanae rationi, diclifquc

plurlmis fcriptorum novi teflamenti repugnat. Quippe lex

divina comprobat dci unitateni, omnemque pluralitateni al?

CO fegregat. p. 113.

f Quomodo igitur ifte deus efle poflet, qui focrninam

plenum imipunditiis ventxemhabentcnj, ingrcllus eft ? Et

quern
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that Mary was not rendered unclean by the

birth of Jefus, he fays the contrary is evi-

dent, from the offering that fhe brought

for her purification*.

Having feen what the chriftians, both

' unitarians and trinitarians, and alfo what

the Jews, thought of the dodlrine of the

Old Teftament concerning God, it may be

fome farther fatisfadion to know in what

manner the heathens decided in this cafe.

We have the opinion of the emperor Julian

on this fubjedt, and it is decifively in fa-

vour of the Jews, and the unitarian chrif-

tians. He fays, " Mofes not only once, or

" twice, or three times, but many times

quern toties mater ilHus, novem gravldii'atis menfibus, eo

detulit, quo fatura itabat ? Quiquc tempore nativitatis

editus eft inquinatus, et fordens, involutus fecundinis, e£

pbominabilis fanguine partus ac profluvii. Nizzachon.

Vetus, p. 7.

* Quod fi dicat adverfarius: non inquinatus fuit intra

vifcera ejus. Nam, cum in Maria muliebris confuetudo

(lefeciflet, intravit earn fpiritus, exivitque fine dolore, et

fme fanguinis forditie. Ad haec refpondere licet : annon

vos fatemini earn obtuliffe facrificiuni puerperarum, cujus

immundities caufa erat ? Idem enim facrificium ofFere-

bant leprofus, hac?morrhoufa, et puerpera, par turturum,

aut duos pullo6 columbarum. Ibid.

<* commands
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" coaimands to worfliip only one God,
** who, he fays, is over all. He mentions
*' no other God, but only angels, and lords,

** and many gods," that is, the heathen

gods. *' This great Being he made to be
•* the firft, but he made no fecond, like him,
** or unlike him, as you have done, l^ you
*' can produce a fingle expreflion in Mofes
*' to this purpofe, do it. That laying of
** his, A prophet fiall the Lord your God
** rnife tit unto you, of your brethren y like

•* unto me, hear him^ is not laid of the fon

** of Mary. But if this be granted to you,

" he fays that he fhall be like to himfelf,

** and not to God, a prophet like himfelf,

** of man, and not of God*."

* O Toivw MwcTJij «/£ aTr^l, «^f djj, sSe t^ij, aTXa. 'ssf^n-ranv^ svx

Sfdy /J.OVOV afioj rt/xxv, ov ^n ^ hot 'Baaiv ovoixa^si^ Bsov ^i {Iz^ov &^x-

ill Tov ^^^cSlov, a>J.ffv c£ Hx uTTEihiips huls^ov, isls 0[/,oiov, sis ayo/AOiov,

xa-^aTTf^ vixtig aTreisipycta^e . ei de sri tsa 'uap v/z-iv utts^ rticov [Moi

MwcTEwj fucrif, Tavir\v ire ^iKdioi lu^ope^Eiv. To ya^, 'i^^o'pyflvv u/xiy

avariKTEi Ku^iog Sfoj ty/wv, £K tuv a^iX^uv iz/jLjov, a^ tixz ' aula ana-

CHcrSe • fJt,a>\K'X (/.ev sv hk si^yjloci 'sss^. T8 yHwnSsv?®- zk Ma^iocg . r; os

Tii vixuv zvzua cri/y^wfjio-EiEv, ia\ji:o (pwiv avlov 01/.010V yv/imo'sa^xi, 'l^ a

la Sew ' ':s^o<prilriv u<x7is^ tavlov^ k] eI av&fuTraiv, 0^;^* ax r/t Sej;. Cy-

111 Contra J il. lib. S.Julia li. Operu, vol. 2. p. 253.

Vol. III. D It
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It b^as been fcea that Philo perfonified

the logos as much as the chriftian Fathers,

and that they probably learnt of him the

dodrine of a divine logos being the medium

of all the communications of God to the

patriarchs, and of this principle occafionally

aiTuming a viiible form. But Philo had no

idea that this dodtrine had any connexion-

with that of the Meffiah, as he gives no

hint that this was a character to be afTumed

by tlie logos ; nor does it appear that the

Jews in any age had fuch an expectation ;

though this has been pretended by fome

modern chrillians.

It is un.queflionable that, in our Saviour's

time, the Jews expedled no other than a

man in the charader of their Meffiah.

Mary, the moiher of Jefus, evidently ex-

pedled that the Meffiah was to be born in

the ufual way, of two human parents. For

when the ang-xl informed her that fhe fhould

conceive amj bear a fon, who fhould be

called the fo?i of the highejl^ and to whom
God would give the throne of his father

David, fhe replied, Luke i. 34, How fiail

I this
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this bsy feeing I knozv not a num. Our Sa-

viour could not pollihly have puzzled the

Jewifli dod:ors as he did, by alking them

how David could call the Mcffiah his lord,

when he was his ion, or defcendant, on any

other principle. For if they had them-

felves been fully perfuaded that the MefTiah,

thoi!'^'"h defcended from David, was the

maker and God of David, a fatisfacfxory

anfwer to his queftion was very obvious.

Origen reproaches Celfus for his ignorance,

in not knowing that the Jews never believed

that the MeiTiah would be God, or the Son

of God*. Facundus very properly fays,

that " Martha and Mary v/ould never have

" faid to Chrilt, if thou hadjl been here, had

" they thought him to be God omniprefent."

This v.'riter alfo fays, that the Je^'s always

had exped:ed, and that, in his time, they

did exped, a mere man for their Meffiah.

** They did not know," he fiys, " that

" Chrill:, the Son of God, was God; but

" they thought that Chrift would be a mere

* OvK oidH /MSVTo;7£. o7i 8 'rsoi.VH ri Iso'oiioi Ae78j-( Bsov cvla Toy

r^^iTov KCilc!i'^n<^((r^ai,ri ^B'4 uiov- Con. Celfum, lib. 4. p. 162.

D 2 *' man,
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*' man, which any one may perceive that

** the Jews at this time alfo think*."

Many chriftians imagine, that the child

called Immaniiel by Ifaiah (chap. vii. 8.)

muft be God, becaufe the word fignifies,

God %vith us. But the Jews underftood

their fcriptures, and their own ideas with

refped: to giving names, too well to draw

any fuch inference from this circumftance.

Eufebius fays, that they afferted it was not

even the Meffiah that was intended by Im-

inanuel, but only fome common child •\.

Bafnage, who ftudied the hiftory and

opinions of the Jews more carefully, per-

haps, than any other modern writer, and

who has written largely on this very fub-

jed:, though a trinitarian himfelf, has ex-

ploded all the pretences of Cudworth, and

others, to find the dodrine of the trinity,

* Seel non propterea Chtiftum dei filium, deum fcie-

bant ; hominem autem purum arbitrati funt Chriftum.

—

Quod etiam nunc putantcs Jndceos quilibet videbit. Lib.

9. cap. iii. p. 139.

ffvrwanv 01 £« 'BSi^PioiMm. In Ef. cap. 9. Montfaucon's Col-

ledio, vol. 2. p. 391.

either
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either among the ancient or the modern

Jews. ** The chriilians and the Jews,"

he fays, " feparate at the fecond ftep in

** religion. For after having adored toge-

*' ther one God, abfolutcly perfect, they

*' find immediately after the abyfs of the

"trinity, which entirely feparates them.

** The Jew confiders three perfons as three

•* Gods, and this tritheifm fnocks him.

** The chriftian who believes the unity of

** one God, thinks that the Father, the Son,

** and the Holy Spirit, fliould all be called

'* God, and have the fame worfliip. It is

*' impoffible to reconcile opinions fo con-
** trary*.

* *'• Les Chretiens s'ecartent des Juifs des le fecond pas

" qu'ils font dans la religion. Car apres avoir adore en-

*' femble un dieu, fouverainement parfait, ils trouvent un

" moment apres I'abime de la trinitc, qui les fcpare, et les'

*' eloigne fouverainement. Le Juif regarde trois perfon-

" nes comme trois dieux, et ce tritheifme lui fait horreur.

" Le chretien, qui croit I'unite d'un Dieu, veut a meme
'' terns q'on donne ce titre au pere, au fils, au Saint Efprit,

' et q'on les adore. II eft impofTi'ole de concilier des opi-

" nions fi contraires ; cependant il y a des theologiens

'' hardis, qui ont tente de le faire." Hifl. des Juifs, lib. 4.

cap. 3. fed. I.

D 3 This
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This writer alfo fays, that " the Jews
*' confider themfelves as bearing their tefti-

** mony to the unity of God among all the

** nations of the world*." How far the

Jews of late years are from admitting the

divinity of the Meffiah, we may judge from

what Orobio fiid in his controverfy with

Limborch, viz. that, admitting: what is im-

poilible, that the Mciliah whom they ex-

ped fliould teach that doctrine, he ought

to be ftoned as a falfe prophet
-f-.

It has, however, been imagined by fome,

that the Jews had a knowledge of the doc-

trine of the trinity, that it fpread from them

among the Gentiles, and that traces of it

may be perceived in the myfleries oF hea-

then religions. But if this be the cafe, it

is obvious to afk, why are no traces of this

dodrine to be found in the Jewilli fcrip-

tures, and the Jewifh worfhip? Or, if the

^ " Les temolns de I'unite de dieu dans toutes les na-.

** tions du monde." Hift. des Juifs, lib. 7. cap. 33. fedt.

f- Dato Jmpoffibili quod Meflias, quern expedlamus,

earn dodrinam [v. g. fe equalem efle deo] Kraclem edo-.

ccrct, jure foret, ut pfeudopropheta, lapidandus. Lim-

berch's Arnica CoHatio, p. in.
Jews
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Jews had once been in polleffion of this

knowledge, but had lofl it in the time of

our Saviour, why did not he, who redified

other abufes, redtify this, the moft impor-

tant of them all.

If an expectation of a Mefliah had been

prevalent among the Gentiles, we lliould

certainly perceive fome traces of it in their

writings. It might have been expe(fled,

both on account of the interefting nature,

and the obfcurity of the fubjed;, that there

would have been different opinions about

it, that it would have been a common topic

in their philofophical fchools, and that

their hiflorians would have given fome ac-

count of the origin of fuch an expedation.

The iixth eclogue of Virgil may be al-

ledged as a proof of fuch an expedation.

But I do not imagine that any perfon now

thinks that Virgil himfelf ever expeded

fuch a perfonage as he defcribes. The ufe

that a poet might make of a vague report

of a prophecy (brought probably from the

eafV, and ultimately from the Jewifh fcrip-

tures) but ferioufly ' believed by no perfon

D 4 that
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that we know of, merely to embellifli a

poem, is one thing ; , but the actual and uni-

verfal expe(5tation of fuch a perfon, is ano-

ther

SECTION IV.

Of the Jewijh Angel Metatron, Gfc,

TN the third of Een Mordecai's Letters,

written by the late Rev. Mr. Taylor of

Portfmouth, p. 72. I find the following ex-

traordinary paragraph :
** Among the no-

** tions of the more modern Jews, we muft

** alfo obferve, that the Cabbaliils believed

** Rl Shaddai to be the fame perfon as the

** angel Metatroriy whom they fuppofed to

" be the inflrudor of Mofes, and the Mef-
** fiah, i. e. as Dr. Allix expreiles it. He
** was, according to the chriftian phrafe,

*' the logos before his incarnation, or, ac-

'* cording to the jewifh phrafe, the foul of

** the Meffiah, whom fhey look upon as

^* fpmething between God and the angels,

" whon^
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*' whom nothing feparates from God."

Allix, p. 456*-.

** Bifliop Pearfon, in proving, by feveral

** arguments, that Chrift is called Jehovah,

'* fays, the Jews themfelves acknowledge

** that Jehovah (hall be clearly known in the

** days of the Meffiah, and not only fo,but

** that it is the name which doth properly

'* belong to him, for the proof of which he

*' quotes the book Sepher Ikkarim^ ii, 8.

-*' T^he fcripture calletb the name of the Mejjias

** 'Jehovah our righteoufnefs, and Midrafli

** Tillim, on Pf. xxi. God calletb the Mejjias

* Here Mr, Taylor inferts the following note in French,

but I fiiall give it in Englifh ; Calmet, on the word Aleta-

iron, fays, " The Hebrevv.s give this name to the firft of

*' the angels, him who conducted them in the wildernefs,

''and of \vhom it is faid, in Mofes, 1 J))allfend my angel to

^' go before you. He adled towards the Ifraelites the part

f of the oiHcer whom the Romans called Metator. He
'• marked out the encampments, traced the form of them,

«' the dimcnfions, extent, &:c. He is thought to be the

" archangel Michael, who was at the head of the people

'' in the wildernefs, that it was he who wreftled with Ja-

*' cob, who is called the face of God, in Exod. xxxiy. 14;

'* and who is the mediator between God and man ; that

'' he writes down good adions, and keeps a regifter of

'^ them."
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'^hy his own lumCi ajid his nmne is 'Jehovah,

" as it is, Ex. xv. 3. The Lvrd is a man of
" war^ Jehovah is his na?ne. And it is writ-

'.* ten of the Meffias, Jer. xxiii. 6. ' And this

** is the name which, they JJjall call him, Jeho^

•< vdh our rigbteoufnefs. Thus Echa Rab-
*' biti. Lam. i. 6, What is the name of the

'• MelTias ? Rabba faid, Jehovah is his

** name, as it is faid, Jer. xxiii. 6. The
" fame he reports of Rabbi Levi ; and the

•* Bidiop concludes, that the Rabbins then

*' did acknowledge, that the name Jehovah

•* did belong to the Meffias."

Confulting Dr. Allix's own work on the

fubjed;, I find the following reference to

authorities for what he advances :
'* See

" Reuchlin, L. i. De Cabala, p. 651. where

*' he proves Metatron- to be the Meffiah

*' from their writings 3 or, in fhort, take

** the confeffion of Manaffeh Ben Ifrael,

**
Q;_ 6. In Gen. f. 2." The former of

thefe authors I have not, and in the

latter I find no fuch pafTage as Dr. Al-

lix quotes. But as there is abundant

evidence that the Jews in general, and

in
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in all ages, from the time of cur Savi-

our to the prefent, conlidered their MeiTiah

as a mere mati, and a proper defcendant of

David, I own that I am difpofed to ex-

amine, with fome rigour, any pretended evi-

dence to the contrary ; though the fpecala-

tive opinions of fome of the Cabbalifts

among them is a thingof little confequence,

when they can be proved to be different

from thofe that were entertained by the

nation in general.

What Calmet fays concerning the angel

Metatron in ^^x\. Mordccai's note, has no re-

lation to the Meffiah j fo that the moft that I

fhould be difpofed to infer from what the

Jewiih Cabbalifts may have faidon the fub-

ject would be, that this Meiraton was fomefi

thing fimilar to what Philo reprefents i\iQlogcs

as being, namely an e-§Jux of the di'vinity, but

no bei7ig, or per/on, permanently diilinguifli-

ed from him. And it is highly improba-

ble, that any Jew fliould have fuppofed that

their Meffiah, a man defcended from David,

would have no proper human foul, be-

iides this Metatron, or hgcs, fupplying the

place of it ; though they might fuppofe the

MefTiah
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Mefliah to be diftinguiflied by the prefence

and influence of this divine efflux. *

The Jewifli Cabbalifts might eafily admit

even that the Mefliah might be called Jeho^

vahf without fuppofing that he was any

thing more than a man, who had no exifl:-

ence before his birth. That it mufl: have

been the mere Jiame, and not the nature of

God, that the Jews fuppofed their Mefliah

to partake of, is all that can be admitted in

the cafe. Several things in the fcriptures

are called by the name of Jehovah, as Jeru-

falem, in the paflage above quoted, is called

'Jehovah our righteoufnefs -y but this never led

the Jews to fuppofe, that there were two

Jehovahs, a greater and a lefs. Nothing

can be more expreflly declared, thnn that

there is but one Jehovah ; and in the paf-

fages quoted by Bifliop Pearfon, there is no

intimation of there being two Jehovahs y fo

that ifjjie Mefliah be Jehovah, there mufl:

have beeri no other Being above him, vsrhich

Mr. Taylor would not fuppofe.

From reading the above quoted pafl^age

from Mr. Taylor, the reader v/ould con-

clude, that it was the univerfal opinion of

the
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the Jewifh Cabbalifts, if not of the Jews in

general, that this great angel Metatron was

the foul of the Mefliah. But this would be

amiftakej for Beaufobre quotes fome of

them, who f:iid, that the foul of the Mef-

fiah was the fame that had been the foul of

Adam, and likewife that of David. The

Cabbalifticproof of this myftery, he fays, is

the letter A in Adam, meaning Adam, the

D David, and the M theMeiiiah. Hlfroire

de Manicheifme, vol. 2. p. 492. So little

dependence is there on the whimfical and

uncertain notions of thefe Jewiili Cabbalifts.

However, when they are quoted, they ought

to be quoted fairly. Mr. Taylor probably

faw nothing of them, but what he found in

Dr. AUix.

Bafnage gives a large account of the

Jewifh angel Metatron, (hewing that he is

the fame with the angel Michael, concern-

ing whom the Jews had many abfurd fan-

cies. He particularly fhews, that the name

of God being in this angel, means nothing

more than that the letters of the words Me-

tatron, pnDtDD, and thofe oiSbadaiy "Hr^V, con-

fidered as numerals exptefs the fame num-
ber
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ber, viz. 314. lib. 4. cap. 19. vol. 3.

Many miflakes on this fubjedt have been

occaiioned by its being taken for granted,

that what is fliid of the logos may be applied to

the MeJJiah^ becaufe the generality of chrif-

tians have fuppofed them to be fynonymous.

But this was not the cafe with the Jews ;

and there is a palTage quoted by Bafnage, in

his Hiftory of the Jews, L. IV. c. xxiv. f. 9.

which fliews, that fome of their writers con-

lidered them as quite diftindt from each

other. " Jonathan fays, that the Meffiah

*' and Mofes will appear at the end of the

" w^orld, the one in the defart, and the other

*• at Rome, and that the word, or the logos,

*' will march between them/'

Till I fee much more evidence than I

halve yet met with (and I have not fpared

any pains to come at it) I cannot admit that

any Jew ever fuppofed that their Meffiah

either prc-exifled, or was, properly fpeak-

ing, God.

With refpe(5l to all thefe pretences to

make the Jews favourable to the dodtrine

of the trinity, Mr, Bafnage fays, " They
** cannot
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'* cannot be advanced without the authors

" of them deceiving themfelves. The
*' Jews will never," he fays, *' be con-

*' vinced by endeavouring to perfuade theni

*^ that they believe what they do not believe,

.*' and that they do not oppofe the dodirine

*' of the trinity, which is the principal ob-

*' jedl of their blafphemies."

He mentions a Jewifh writer, Jacob, the

fon ofAmram, who laughs at the pretenlions

of chriftians to bring proofs of tlie trinity

from the cabbala. " The cabbalifts," fays

he, ** under feveral of the letters conceal

*' myfleries which the vulgar cannot dif-

*' cover, they only meant to teach the unity

*' of God, and to explain his attributes, and

" they were very ignorant who looked into

** their writings for the trinity*."

* Mais peut-on avancer, cela (mis voulcir fe tromper,

puis que 1' unite d'ua dieu le dogme capital dejuifs, etquc

la pluralite des perfonrics fait le plus grand obflacle a leur

convcrfion. On ne convaincra jamais les Juifs, lors

qu'on s'entetera de Icur perfuader qu'ls ont cru ce qu'ils

ne croicnt pas, et qu'ils ne s'oppofcnt point au dogme de

la trinite, qui eft le principal objeiSl de leurs blafphemes.

Jacob, fils d'Amram, dans un ouvrage manufcrit

qu'il intitule la porte de la verite, fe mocque dcs chretiens

qui tirent de la cabbale des preuves pour la t/initate. Car,

dit
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How flir Manaffch Ben Ifrael was from'

fuppofing that there was any trinity in the

divine nature, appears from the very fection

that Dr. Allix has quoted, which contains

his interpretation of Gen. i. 26. And God
faid. Let us make man. After reciting a

variety of interpretations, he concludes as

follows, ** Or fliall we fay that, what feems

** to be of greater confequence, we gene-

** rally undertake wii:h more ftudy and de-

*' liberation, and therefore that the fcrip-

** ture, in defcribing the creation of man,

** makes ufe of the plural number. Let us

" make, which is the language of a perfon

" commanding and exciting himfelf to un-

*' dertake and do any thing ; fo that God
** would fhew that all other creatures were

*' made for the ufe of man. But whether

** God be fuppofed to fpeak to all fecond

*' caufes, or to intelligencies only, or to the

' elements, or to fouls, or to ufe the flile

<* of a king, or laflly, whether he be fup-

dit il, k^s cabbaliftes enfermcnt fous I'ecorce de la lettre dcs

myfteres que le vuigaire ne decouvre pas. Les thcolo-

giens n'ont dcfiein que d' enfeigner, I'unit^ de dieu, et

d'expliquer fts attributes ; et il faut ctre ignorant pour

chercherchezeuxlatrinite. L.7. c.31. vol.4, p. 2159. Sec.

'* pofed
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" pofed to excite or command himfclf, all

*' ground of controverfy is removed. For

** it docs not follow, that there is any mui-

*' tiplication of the firft caufe, which is

** moft limple, and one, becaufe the phrafe,

/
*' let us 7nakc^ is ufcd. For Mofes might

*^ very fafely make ufe of this language,

*' iiRce he every where moft clearly teaches,

*' that there is but one God ; and, there-

** fore, he only will defend his error by

** thefe words, who knowingly and wil-

** ingiy errs -^

* Ant dicemus, plerumque id, quod majoris niomenti

vidctur, majori quoque fludio et dcliberatione nos aggredi

:

idcoquc fcripturam in crcatione hominis peculiari modo

loqui in plurali, faciamus : quod vetbum videtur impe-

rantis fibi ipfi, et ad fufcipiendum ac faciendum aliquid

incitantis : eaque re oftendere dominus vult, omnes reli-

quas creaturas fuo beneficio creatas. Sed five cum om-

nibus Tecundis .caufis loquatur deus, five cum intelligentiis

tantum, five cum elementis, five cum animis, five regio more

haec dicat, feu denique inciter femetipfum, fibique iinperet,

conciliatione ejufmodi tota tollitur controverfia. Etenim

non quia faciarmis dicitur, indc fequitur multiplicatio ali-

qua primse caufae, quae fimpliflima eft et unica. Mofes

vcro caufam cur ita fcriberet, juflam habuit, quia clarif-

fimc paflim docet unicum numen eflej eoque foJus is,

qui fciens volens errat, his verbis errorem fuam defenfurus

eft. Conciliator, p. 12.

Vol. III. E CHAP.
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CHAPTER II,

General Confukraticns relating to the fuppofed

Condu£i of Chriji and the Apojiles, with

RefpeB to the Do^rincs of his Bre-exifence

and Divinity.

'np' H E whole nation of the Jews having

been fo well grounded in the great

doitrine of the divine unity, ever fince their

return from the Babylonifli captivity, and

their attachment to it having ftrengthened

continually, as the whole of their hiftory

fhews, efpecially in confequence of their

perfecution by Antiochus Epiphahes, and

during their fubjecftion to the Romans (in

which their utter abhorrence of every thing

that had the appearance of idolatry, is fecn

upon all occafians) and this being well-

known to, and allowed by all the chriftian

Fathers ; it could not but, even in their

idea, require the greated caution and ad-

drefs to teach them any doctrine that could

be conftrued into an infringement of it.

That
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That the clod:rIne of the divinity of Chrift

had this appearance, thofe Fathers acknow-

ledged ; when they fuppofed that Mofes

and the prophets could not teach it, left it

fhould have given the Jews a pretence for

relapfing into the worfliip of many Gods.

They could not imagine that this diffi-

culty would be at all removed by the chrlf-

tian dodrlne of Tefus bein? the Meffiah.
•J o

Becaufe it was well known to them that the

Jews expelled nothing more than a man for

their Meffiah ; and even a man born in

the ufual way, a proper defcendant of Da-

vid. Their higheft expedation concerning

the Meffiah was, that he would be a great

prince, a conqueror, and a legiilator, and

perhaps that he would not die. The 'pro-

bability is, that they imagined that the race

of their kings defcended from David would

be revived in him, and continue to the end

of time. But all this is far Ihort of the

deification of the Meffiah, or the idea of his

being a great pre-exiftent fpirit, the maker

of the world under God, and who. In the

name of God, had intercourfe with the pa-

triarchs. Such notions as thefe do not ap-

E 2 pear
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pear ever to have entered into the head of

any Jew, extravagant as their expectations

were concerning the dignity and power of

their MelTiah.

Plere then was a great dilemma in which

the chriftian Fathers, advocates for the doc-

trines of the pre-exiftence and divinity of

Chrift, found themfeJves. They were un-

der the neceffity of maintaining that they

were dod:rines taught either by Chrift or

the apoflles, or they mull have abandoned

them themfelves. Dodlrines of this great

extent and magnitude, and fo revolting to'

the minds of all Jews, they could not but

fuppofe would alarm them very much ; and

therefore, that it was necefTary to introduce

them with thegreatefl caution. Still, how-

ever, they muft have been taught them fully

and explicitly at one time or other.

Accordingly, we find, in their accounts of

the preaching of our Saviour and his apof-

tles, that they did fuppofe that the greateft

poiTible caution was ufed, and that this

jcautious proceeding Was continued even till

after the death of moft of the apoftles ; {()

that the doftrincs of the pre-exiflence and

I

'

divinity
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divinity of Chriil were not fully difcovered

till the publication of the gofpel of John,

which was one of the laft of all the books

of the New Tcftament. But at that time

they thought it to be abfolutely neceiTary ;

as otherwife there would hardly have been

any befides unitarians in the church; the

knowledge of thofe great dodlrines having,

in their opinion, been confined to the apof-

tles and the leading chriftians only.

A more improbable hypothefis was per-

haps never formed by man, to account for any

fad: whatever ; and yet I do not know that

the chriflian Fathers could have done any

better. Let their fuccefTors, who are equally

interefted in the folution of the problem,

do better if they can. But certainly they

who were nearer to the times of the apoftles,

were in a fituation to form abetter judg-

ment in this cafe than any perfons at this

day can pretend to be ; and therefore, I

cannot help concluding, that they were well

aware, that the fuppofition of this dif-

covery having been made at an earlier pe-

riod in the gofpel hiftory would have been

liable to flill greater objediions than the

E 3 hypothefis
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hypothecs which they did adopt. It is

nioft probable that the ftate of opinions in

their own time made it abfolutely ncceffary

for them to have recourfc to this hypothefis,

lame and wretched as it is.

The primitive Fathers were not pre-

vented by the fuppofition above-mentioned,

from attempting to prove the pre-exiftence

and divinity of Chrift from thofe books of

the New Teflament which were puhlifhcd

before the gofpel of John ; but neither

w^ere they prevented from attempting to

prove the fame dodrines, as we have feen,

from the books of the Old Teftament,

though they acknowledged that the body of

the Jewifli nation never learned them from

thofe books. In like manner though they

fuppofed that the apoftles left fufficient traces

of thefe fublime dodrines in their writings,

they thought that the common chriftians,

for whofe ufe they were written, did not

perceive them, or make the proper inferences

from them. That they fhould not have

done this will not be thought extraordi^

nary, if we confider the extreme caution

with which, ^cgording to the account of

thefe
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thefe Fathers themfclves, thofe dodrmes

were taught in thefe books.

Such a revolution has time made in. our

apprehenfiDns of things, that the dod:rines

of the pre-exiflence and divinity of Chrift

are now taught to children, as fome of the

firfl elements of chriilianity ^ but formerly

the cafe was very different. They were

conlidered as mofi: fublime and difficult

dodlrines, and therefore, not to be taught

till after every thing elfe relating to the

gofpel had been admitted and well under-

flood. That thefe do<flrines were adtually

confidered in this light, appears from a

great number of pnflages in the writings of

the Fathers, many of which I dvAW intro-

duce in other parts of this work, and efpe-

cially fome very ftriking ones from Origen.

But not to advance a thing of this confe-

quence without fome evidence, in a place

where it will be particularly wanted, I (hall

produce a few paffages of this kind here.

Eufebius, after demonftrating'the divine

miffion of Chrifl as a prophet, introduces his

difcourfe concerning his pre-exiflence and

E 4 divinity
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divinity as a *' myfterious and recondite

dodtrinc*."

Auftin compares the doctrine of the hu-

manity of Chrift to milk, and the dodrine

of the divinity toilrong meat, fit for menf-
'* The dod-iine of the incarnation," Chrv-

foflom fays, ** was very difficult to be re-

** ceived J ;" and then defcribing the great

condefcenfion of the maker of all things in

fubmitting to be carried nine months in

the womb of a woman, he fays, that on

this account the prophets announced it

very obfcurely. Again, obfervi ng that

it was neceflary to preach the humanity

"before the divinity of Chrift, he fays,

** this was the order refpe(5ting his deity

aviov fjiMutiuls^ag Bf.o>^o7icii. Deraonftratio, lib. 4. cap. i. p.

144.

f Ut nutritus atque roboratus perveniat ad maiiducan-

dum cibum, quod eft in principio erat verbum, et verbum

erat apud deum, ct deus erat verbum. Lac noftrum,

Chriftus humilis eft: cibus nofier, idem ipfe Chriftus

aequalis patri. In i John. Opera, vol. 9. p. 594. >

;{; ric^y lucTTra^a^sKlog w TYig Ca^xccffsu^ hcycg, Serm. 8.

Opera, vol. 5- p. 131, 132.

** and
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*' and incarnation, though it is introduced

** by John in a different manner from the

*< reil, but in perfed agreement with them.

** But how ? I fay, that the dod:rine not

** being taught at firCl:, it was proper to

*.« dwell upon the incarnation, and to exer-

". cife them in the dodlrine of the ^cih
-^

** teaching them, from things grofs and

** fenfible; but when the dodrine was fix-

^* cd, and the preaching received, it was
** then proper to afcend higher*."

Cyril of Alexandria, explaining a palTap-e

in Ifaiah, fays, ** here he mixes a great and
** profound myftery, which required a myf-
<* tical initiation ; for fo it was revealed to

** the divine Peter j."

(Jiiai;^ £t >^ aTTSvctvliai tcjj aTvXoij yeyovs zsxqx loicaivn^ ay<h oiiua; cr<po-

Of>« avixtpavjig avloig . ;t) 'SjOo; ; syo ^syw • oli 'zoc^a. (jlev trw apxnv

n^ETTco rn hoya OTra^svlog, andh-i^ov w toj tjij orMvo;MC)cg EV^talci^siv

T^oyu, ;y tteci ty,; aa^nog yvfivtx^eiv '^i^aaua.Xisi.y arro Tav 'aaxu^^uv

}y ataB-nlctiy 'ss^ooifMcx^GfASvag . e'^eit/i oe ETrccyt-i roc rng yvmaEag, iu

z^E^avlo TO KYipiryiMZy ?\oi7rov evkm^ov y\v avu^ev a^^ejrSai. In Pf. 44.

Opera, vol. 3. p. 223.

f linmifcet autem hie myftcrium profundum et mag-

num, et quod fuperna quadam niyftagogia opus habet.

Reveiatum eft enim fie divine Fctro. In If. cap. 49.

Opera, vol. i. p. 472.

Agobard
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Agobard confidered what John taught

concerning the divinity of Chrifl as being fo

difficult to be underftood, that, in order to

it, the fame infpiration was neceflary that

he himfelf had*.

*' Perfedion," fays CEcumenious, ** is the

" dodtrine concerning the divinity of Chrift,

*' as far as the human underflanding can

** comprehend it-j--" Again, he fays, *' by
*' Jirjl elements the apoille means the incar-

** nation. For, as with refped: to letters,

" fo in the divine oracles, what relates to

'* the incarnation muft be learned in the

** firil place -, for thefe were capable of

* being received by, unbelievers and chil-

<* dren ; but to philofophize concerning

** the divinity of Chrift, is left to grown
** men. Do you fee why he refts (q

** long in thefe low things ? It is on

* Inde qui hsec dixit accepit Johannes ille, qui difcum-

bebat fuper peclus domini, et de pedoie domini bibe-

bat quod nobis propinaret. Sed propinavit verba. Intel-

le£tum autcm debes capere unde et ipfe biberat qui tibi

propinavit. De Iniaginibus, p. 231.

«y5fcoTTa) 3j/:'a7cv, fl!*^i^«J «a7«ATi4'i J. In Hcb, Opera, vol.2.

*' account
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<* account of the weaknefs of his hearers,

** who were not able to receive the perfed:

*' dodrine. For which reafon, having in

** the beginning of the epiille philofophized

*< but a little concerning the divinity of

** Cliril!:, he prefently changed his dif-

" courfe, and the epiflle is full of low
** things*." This he gives from Photius.

Again, after having obferved that the author

of the epiftle to the Hebrews had fpoken of

the naked word of God, he fays, that '* he

** returned to the incarnation, left he fliould

** confound his reader with the fublimity

** of his dodrine-j-."

We fee then, that, in the opinion of thefe

Fathers (and fome of them who write in

* 27oi%e(a a:fx>i5% tuv £i'av^p';rna"iv >.Byti . wrTTf^ yap STti rm

y^aixi^oclay zs^rJlov to, roix^ioc i^av^xvc/xsv . ntag ^ jttj tcov ^zi'jiv "Koyim
'

aTTiroj; £?i y^ vn'TtiM^ ukom^ '/a^^^ • '^'J ^o V£ "WEf j tjj; Seo^jiJcj t« x^irs

^.oX^oi^H ; dia TYiV Twv au^ovlm aaBEmav . an, laxvovKcv ra te>.sj« Jsla-

a^ai • 5(0 x^ rsa^a raj ap%aj TVi £5!f^y^>}J ^^ax^a. (pi>.oao<pr.(Tai 'sssoi

rv^ ^solrTlx', ra x?'<^^^ ^"^'^i KcCkTtavjz jov >yOycv . tuv (jLtnoi raTTsivuv

i] sTTiro^r] ysf^si. Ibid. p. 352:

Tw i/^E' Twi' tt^ri-icvav iHyyiCio'uo-i. InHcb. cap. i. vol. 2. p.

320.

this
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this manner lived pretty early, though others

of them wrote in a later period) there were

very myfterious and difficult dodtrines to be

revealed, of which no perfon to whom chrif-

tianity was preached had the kail: concep-

tion, and to which it was apprehended they

mull be exceedingly averfe. Let us now

fee in what manner they fuppofed that our

Saviour and the apoftles conduced them-

felves in this nice circumftance, and what

period it was that they thought to be the

moft proper for making the great difcovery.

To give fome idea of the nature of this

queftion, I would obferve, that, if it fhould

appear that a difcovery of fo great magni-

tude, as the Fathers reprefent this to have

been, made no ncife at all at the time fixed

for the difcovery, if it excited no particular

attention ; neither occafioning any doubt

or controverfy among chriflians themfelves,

nor bringing any objedtion to their dod:rine

from their enemies, it will afford a flrong

reafon to fuppofe that no fuch difcovery

was made at that particular time. The

Jews, to whom the gofpel was iirft preach-

ed, as the Fathers admitted, expeded no-

thing
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thins: more than a man for their Meffiah.

They were fully feniible that no Jew had

any idea of his having pre-exillcd at all,

and much lefs of his having held any of-

iice of importance before he came into the

world. When was it, then, that the Jews,

to whom the gofpel was preached, were

taught that Chrift had pre-exiftcd, that he

was the logos of God, the maker of the

world under God, or properly God himfelf ?

Was it in our Saviour's own life-time ?

Was it at the defcent of the Spirit at Pen-

tecoft? Or was it in a later period of the

gofpel hiftory ? If no traces can be per-

ceived of any fuch difcovery, in any period

of the gofpel hifliory, an argument may be

drawn from the confideration of it, highly

unfavourable to the dodrine of Chrift hav-

ing any nature fuperior to that ofman -, and

when this circumftance fliall be fufficientiy

attended to (as I fufped it never has been

yet) the Arian hypothecs muft be greatly

fhaken, but efpecially that of the perfed;

equality of the Son to the Father.

Confiderations of this kind, if they occur

to him, no pcrfon, who thinks at all, can

abfoiutely
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abfolutely neglect, fo as to fatisfy himfelf

with having no hypothefia on the rubje(5t.

We certainly find theapoftles, as well as the

reft of the Jews, without any knowledge of

the divinity of Chrifl:, with whom they lived

and converfed as a man ; and if they ever

became acquainted with it, there mufl have

been a time when it was either difcovered

by them, or made known to them ; and the

efFed:s of the acquifition, or the communi-

cation of extraordinary knowledge, are, in

general, proportionably confpicuous.

Had we no written hiftory of our Savi-

our's life, or of the preaching of the apof*

ties, or only fome very concife one; flill fo

very extraordinary an article as this would

hardly have been unknown, much lefs

when the hiflory is fo full and circumftan-

tial as it is.

Had there been any pretence for imagin-

ing, that the Jews, in our Saviour's time,

had any knowled;;^e of the dodlrine of the

trinity, and that they expelled the fecond

perfon in it in the charavfter of their Mef-

fiah, the queftion 1 propofe would have

been neediefs. But nothing can be more.

evident
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evident than that, whatever fome may fancy

with refpedt to more ancient times, QWQvy

notion of a trinity was obliterated from the

minds of the Jews in oar Saviour's time :

It is therefore not only a curious, butaferi-

ous and important queftion. When was it

introduced, and by what fleps ? I have an-

fvvered it on my hypothefis, of its being an

innovation and a corruption of the chriflian

doftrine ; let others do the fame, on the

idea of its being an elTential part of it. Let

us then fee, what it is that the chriftian

Fathers, who themfelves believed the pre-

exiftence and divinity of Chrift, and who
were much nearer than we are to the time

when the gofpel was promulgated, have laid

on this fubjed:.

CHAP-
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C H AT T E k III.

Ofthe ConduU of our Saviour himfelf with re-

fpett to his ozvn fuppojed Pre-exijience and

Divinity,

1 F we look into the gofpel hlflory, we

{liall find, that all that our Saviour him-

felf taught, or iniinnated, were his divine

miiTion in general, or his being the Meffiah

in particular ; with the dodrine of the re-

furrediion, and that of himfelf coming again

to raife the dead and judge the world.

Thefe dodrines, accompanied with moral

inil:ru6tions, and reproofs of the Pharifees,

for corrupting the law of God, made up the

whole of his preaching. He never told his

difciples that he had pre-exifted, or that he

had had any thing to do before he came into

the world ; much lefs that he had made the

world, and governed it j and there is abun-

dant
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dant evidence that this was admitted by the

chriftiaii Fathers.

Athanafius exprelTes his fenfe of thd

difficulty with which the Jews admitted

that Chriil was any thing more than a

man very ftrongly in the following paf-

fage :
*' He calls his humanity the fon cf

** man\ for the Jews, always oppofing God,
** held a twofold blafphemy with refpect to

** Ghrift 'y for fome of them being oifended

** at his flefhj viz. the fon of man, thought

** him to be a pfophet, but not God, and

** called him a glutton and a wine-bibber *

** who were forgiven, for it was then the

" beginning of the preaching, and the world

** could not yet believe him to be God,
•' who was made man -, wherefore Chrift

** fays, Whofoever fhall fpeak a word againft

** the fon of man, viz. his body, it (hall be

'* forgiven him. For I will venture to fay,

** that not even the blelTed difciples them-

*' felves were fully perfuaded concerning his

** divinity,till the holy fpirit came upon them
** at the day of Pentecoft. For when they

** faw him after his refurredion, fome wor-

VoL. III. F " fhipped



66 CLxlJi did not teach Book IIL

** flilpped, but others doubted, yet they

** were not on that account condemned *."

The Fathers fay, that whenever our Sa-

viour faid any thing that might lead his dif-

ciples to think that he was of a nature fu-

perior to that of man, they were offended,

and that he conciliated their efteem when-

ever he reprefented himfelf as a mere man,

fuch as they expeded a prophet, and the

Mefliah to be. Chryfoftom reprefents John

the Baptift likewife as gaining profelytes to

Chrift, when he fpake of him in low terms,

but as deterring them when he feemed to

fpeak of him in a higher capacity.

f/Avyetp tntrtifKi a.v7ii,»yiiV 7u via tb rtc^fjy/ra 'srfO(j';ioT-

^ovlif, TFCotptflm a.vjo'.', ahh* a ^iov uvcti aoiJ.il^oi', }y <pcLyo9

avlov >y oti'O'Z'iJiiv iKAhiiv, oi( ly ffv^yVutxw eeT&jtsj' • ctfyjn yttf

m fs KVjfVyijiajo?, x] SfTw iyafu o KoiriJ.oi -Siov '3r<r4V£;p yivo"

yaov etv^^airciv. J'lo <pi',(nv o ^p/coj ofi, oi ct.p ii'rn hoyov Koja

T» viov T8 cf.pS-fums, Yiyovv t» (jc>ix&]oi oi.f7«> et,(pid-iiai]a.i etv\a*

TOXUX yap /i?5 5/!' oil KcTc Av]ol 01 [J.aKcipiOl //«G>1T(«/ TO TS-

^ilOV 'Ziripl Tltf ctVTi! ^iOTilTOi 5/%0C ^pofH/Zit, Sfi)J 70 'T^ViVlAcf. TO

etytcT cf-VToii T») •3r«f7iix:r!/ i'^i^oi7ii(ri\' , i-Trii Kj (J.tTcL7m' tfi»«t-

^aO'iV lf'0y7i{ <f,V70V,o\ {J.iV •7!!fO(TiKV\i)(JctV, 01 S'i £ J^/r«0"tf. K
*

tt^A' K«. SK. TaTif KctTiKpt^na-ciu. Sermo major de fide, in

Montfaucon's Coiledion, vol. 2. p. 39.

Obferve,
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** Obferve/' hys he, *' how, when he faid,

** He that cometh after me was before me,

'* and I am not worthy to loofe his (hoe

** latchet^ he took nobody. But when he

*' fpake of his humanity, and ufed a lower

*' flyle, then the difciples followed him.

** Nor is this the only cafe of the kind, for

** the multitude were never brought to him
*' when any thing high and lofty, as of a God,
** was faid of him, fo much as when they

** heard fomething mild and humble, and

** more adapted to the falvation of men *."

Accordingly Chryfoftom fpeaks of our

Lord's difciples as having regarded him as a

man in their intercourfe with him. Natha-

niel, he fays, *' confeiTed Chrifl as a man,
** when he addreffed himfelf to him, by the

** title oi Son of God, John, i. 49. as ap-

" pears by his adding, thou art the king of

* QiA /; IJ.Ol KAKilVO 'Sra<{ OTl [JLiV i\iysl', OTTKTd) [JLV

tf/jilJ.iv^ ey.'Ttfca'^iv fx^ y^.yovi, x) on uk zitu iH.ap'^ Kvitai

roV lUa.l']u, T» l/TOeTrt/ZaCT®' a.vr\i, vJ^iVA ilKiV . oTl cOe -^ifl 7i)i

oucvoixiAi J>n\iyjd-ii, )^ iTi 70 roLTrsivoTipov rov Koyov

t/iyayi, 7ort nKohH^mctv oi f^a.^ritu . » tuto /s i^ovov ici

Kd.JiJ'nv, aA.A.' oTt UK K7<yj 01 'TsoKKot zrfo^cf.yoi'Tett oi av rt

P-iya >t) U''\,nKQV -Tsrsp/ '3-is hiynrAi^ ai or av yj^'iKcv )y ipiKdV-'

^^UTTOV K) 6/f T»)C TUV AKiiOVTCOU CWjr)ftcLV ilKQi', III Joho U
Horn. 17, Opera, vol. 8. p. g^,

F 2 « J/raer
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** Ifracl.'' Ibid. p. io6. He fays, that when
Nathaniel was introduced to Jefus, his mi-

raculcus conception was not known*. As

Chryfoflom has WTittcn the mofl largely on

this lubjed:, I {hall quote from him a paf-

(wgQ or tv^'o of feme extent, that we may

more clearly perceive how he, and (as he

was by no means fingular in his ideas) how
the chriftian Fathers in general thought

with refped: to this qucftion.

** Another rcafon," he fays, *' why Chriil

*' reprefented himfelf fo much as a man, was
** the weaknefs of his hearers -, and becaufe

** they who firlt faw and heard him were

** not able to receive more fublime dif-

** courfes. And that this is no mere
** conjediure, I will endeavour to fhew

" from the fcriptures themfelves. If he
*' delivered any thing great, fublime, and

" worthy of his glory; but why do I

J

*' f^y, great, fublime, and worthy of his

'* glory ,; if he faid any thing above

** human nature" (fomething is here omit-

ted in the Greek, but fupplied in jhe

Latin verfion) ** they were thrown into

man ifauijiTo nvctt. In John, Horn. 18. Op. vol. 8. p. 103.

*' tumult
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*' tumult, and took offence; but if he faid

" any thing low, and becoming a man, they

*' ran to him, and received his dod:rine,

** And where do we fee this r In John
** chiefly. For when he faid, Abraham, our

*^ father rejoiced tofee my day, and he faw it,

** and was glad, they fay, Thou art not yet

**forty years old, and haft thou feen Abra-

** ham. You fee how they were affected to-

*' wards him as to a common man. What
** then did he reply ? Before Abraham was
** / am ; and they took up ftones to flone

" him. He fpake more didindly, faying,

** The bread which Ifall give for the life of
** the IvorId is my fefi. They faid, this is a

** hardfaying, who can hear it ; and many of
'* his difciples went backward, and walked no

** more with him.

*« Tell me, then, what muft he do ? Mufl
<* he always dwell upon thefe lofty topics,

* fo as to drive away his prey, and deter all

** from his dodrine ? But this did not be-

** come his divine philanthropy. Again,

** when he faid. He that heareih my words

** fiall never tafe of death, they faid, Do we
** not fay welly that thou haft a demon.-—'

F 3
Abraham^
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** Alnaham is dead, and the prophets are dead^

** and thou fayejif he that heareth my words

^^ pall not tafte of deaths And is it to be

*' wondered at. that the common people

<* were thus aftcded towards him, when
** their rulers had the fame opinion." , He
then proceeds to inilance in Nicodemus.-«

** How then muft he difcourfe witli perfons

^* who would hear nothing fublime. Is it

*' to be wondered at that he faid nothing

*' great or fublime concerning himfelf, to

<* men creeping on the ground, and fo

•^ meanly affected. What he faid is fuffi*

«* cient to fhew this was the reafon, and the

** excufe for fuch mean difcourfes.

*' On the other hand, as you fee men
** fcandalized, thrown into confufion, flying

** back from him, railing at him, and de-

** ferting him, if he faid any thing great

*• and lofty 3 fo will I endeavour to fhew

** you that they ran to him, and received

** his dodrine, if he faid any thing low
^* and mean. For the very fame perfons who
** had fled from him, immediately ran to

*' him, when he faid, I can do nothing ofmy-
*'• felf but (IS, the Father has taught mcyfo I

*'
fpeak.
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^' /peak. And the evangelifts, dcfigning to

** lliew us that they believed on account of

*' the meannefs of his difcourfe, fald, U'^/jen

" he /pake thefe things many believed on him,

** You will, on many occafions, find the

" fame thing happening. On this account

** he fpake in many things as a man, but

'* fometimes not as a man, but as became
*' a god *." He adds more to the fame

purpofe.

* Er» /^ (li^ot ixsJa ravlnv oulia^ » ac^svia tcov ffMHcvhv, }^ ra

firt 5Wa<r$«» role is^cSlov aulov i^ovla^y «^ to7c TuptSbv aKHovlag rug ui^n^

T^oie^ag tcov ^oy/JUiluv ^s^aa^ai T^oyag . )y olm Tox^o-/xag to XEyo/ABVov,

air avluv croi 'ssa^arwai thIo 'ssEi^aa-ofxai ruv y^a^cov^ tC^ '^ukcu . sittoIs

It (xzya. y^ v^Yi>\ov )y Ty\g aula h^ng a^icv ^(p^ey^xlo . n >,£yu [/.tya xj

v-\y]7^ov, y^ rng aula ^o^ng a^iov ', si 'ssols ti [vTre^] rvg av^^coTrwvg <pu-

czu; eiTTE, -aj^sov z^ofuQnvlo >cj Bcnav^aXi^ovlo , £i ?£ 'sjoIb ri raTiuvov iy

(pYicri ; '5raf« tw Xuomm fiaCKira . UTro'JIog ya^ ajl^ ' AQ^aaix o 'ssalw

rijjMV fl7a:^iacra7o, na iSn rrwnjxs^av tw B^xrw, >^ '^e, x; ^%af>i, ^syscri

tzacrapaHovla {In httu ^X^'i, '^ AC^xx/ji sapanxg i o^ag oli ug ^m
avS^wTX ^J'I^8 ^HHBivlo J Tl nv uwog . 'SSpO T« TOV AQ^acCjX yiVBd^M

^Ytcriv, £7w et(x.i . xj rj^av hi^ag^ iva jSaMojcri!/ avJov . >^ lav iMrn^icov

fxoK^sg ittbIeive >i078j, >.Eyuv . y^ o afog Je ov lyu ^ucru uttep rrjg th

Koa-fMi ^mg, Ca§^ fXH triv-, EUycv o-«Aj;fo,- fn o ^oycg -Jlog^ Tig d'uvcxiau

aula aK^iEiv ; >^ TSo'Khoi im jxa^rilm auTH a7ry)hBov Eig ra OTriaco, >^

hkeJi jxil aijln 'ssEpiETro^av ) ti av fJet -sroifiv, eitts (jloi ; roig i/^/tiAo-

le^oig evokxI^iQeiv
f
ji/axctj SIjivexwj, wrs aTioaoQmai rr\v Sn^ai/, >i) 'aav'

lag aTfoa^sa-aa^ai Trig ^i^aanaUag ; aM* sk nv ts7o mg ts Ses (pi>^V'

F 4 ^^WTTiaj
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^

Again, he fays, *' if they took up ftones

^* to Itone him, becaufe he faid that he was

** before Abraham, what would they have

'* done if he had told them that he gave

^* ^he law to Mofes. Wherefore, when he

^* fdidi it ivasfaid to the ancients, he did not

,

*^ fay by nsohom it had been faid*."

^puTiiai . j^ yap 'ssoc7iiv etteiJii ei'^Ev o tqv 7^yov /jlh ockuccv, ^avtxlit

^ m yeurslai eig rov ato)va, iXsyov . « «aM;j E^Eyo^wev, oli 5«i/*owov

£%«? ; Al?fa«/i aTTi^avSy >y pi inpolp-nlM utts^uvov. ^ cru ?.£y«;, oil

e Tfiv ?voyov ij,h atanov a /ai yemBlai ^jivxIh ; ^ t» Bocufji,-xrov bi to

is?\yidog j/7i) d'lEKsilo, OTTH ye :t, quloi oi a^xP^^i ravirw sixJ^iv tw yvw/AW.

Timg Hv rnloig ^i:<7\eyzcr^M £^£i, Tpjj anevruy u^^My fspH<Tiv ; o7j yap

oy^ag Ha jiTTE T{ fJLiya >i !;4/)i^cv ts^pi eaJln^ a Baitfjuxrov av^puTTOi; xa/i*a{

cupof^evoig, xj i:7wj oirSrjvajj £X,^aLV . n^Kzi /aev hv km ra Eipn/^sva oei^at,

jli aulrj Ji atlia^ nai n 'Bpo'Paatg nv rrig tojv to7h MyofXEvuv £vlB>i£iag

,

eyu 3e Jtpci a,7ro Boile^a fiEf^g ra jo issEipaaOiixai rsoimcu ipavE^ov . u(X'

^zp yap avJag iMs o;Kav^ahi^oiJt.EViig, ^opvQo(XEVHg^ aTroTin^aivlag ?ioiSb-

pa/Jtcyig (pEuyovlag sittoIe ti /Aeya nai v^rihov E^^Ey^aSo o x^'^°i^ ^ug

vu'.v auiag Ssifaj 'ssti^occoijuxi ispor^EXfivlag^ Kala^EXOfJ^vag tyiv ^i^aaHX-

T^iav, El nsola v raT^'Ei'^ov nai EulEXsg eittev . avloi ya^ avloi oi aTroTrr)-

Siui^ej, EiTTOvlcg auln TsaKiv oli a7i eijI^vIh 'S!cicc s^hv, a?0\a: Kcx.9ug E^i^a^e

//.E '3r;'7rip jWS Xci7<.u, Ev^Eug 'Si^offE^pa/j.ov . uai ^>iXofX,svog rifxiv Ei^Eiia-

fBai EvafyB>.iryig, oil oia tttv roi'mivolrila tcov ^y](A,oilav ETTirEvtrav, etti-

anuaini<x,i >.Eym . lavia avla haM(Tav%g 'ssoT^oi smrEvaav Etg avlcv '

iu a?>>^%a 'sroXAapC- tk7o evi^oi rig av tilu avi^QatVOv . ^'^a t«7o isoX>\(X

KM 'ssoKKcuiig av^fcumvwf EtpSEy/sIa, iy '^aHv an av^^caTTimg. a70^

y ^Eo'^pETrm- Or- 32. Opera, vol. i. p. 409, 410.

* El ya^j iTTEi EtTTE, rspo iH AQpaa(Ji. yEXEa'^ai Eyu ei/m, ?ii^a(rai

aviov ETiEXEi^moai^ ei 'sr^oaE^xEv oli t^ Mwuo-ei aulog rov vofjLov e^coks,

%i &c av eTroiwav. Ser. ^i. Opera, vol.5, p. 696, 697.

^* Our
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** Our Saviour," he fays, *' did not al-

** ways teach his own divinity in exprefs

** words, leaving the fuller explication of

** it to his difciples. If," fays he, *' they

^' (meaning the Jews) were fo much of-

*' fended at the addition of another law

** to their former, much more mufl they

*^ have been with the dodlrine of his di-

^* vinity
-f-,"

Chryfoftom frequently obferves thatChrift

only intimated his divinity obfcurely, and

left the full difcovery of it to his apoflles.

Thus he fays, that ** he himfelf never faid

f' plainly that he made the heavens and the

f* earth, and the fea and all things vifible

^' and invifible. And why," fays he, '* do
* you wonder that others /hould have faid

*' greater things of him than he faid of
*« himfelf, when he explained many things

** by acTtions, but never clearly in words.

f^ That he made man, he fhewed clearly

* Aia; Jk Ts7o s5f -zjEf I Tnj &Eo7n7o? T»?j earn 'ssavlaxn (paivHai va-

fug 'ssaihvav . E( /s:. n th vo/xa 'mpoa-^Kn roaiilov avlag E^opvSei,

^oTO^ii iJM7<hQ'j TO Secv zaijlov aTcofoivtiv. In Matt. v. Horn. 1 6.

vol. 7. p. 154.

** enough,
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** enough, as by the blind man ; but when
** he was difcourling about the formation of

** the firft man, he did not fay / made

<* them, but, he /to made them, made them

" male and female. And that he made the

** world, he fignified by the fifhes, by the

•* wine, by the loaves, &c. but never clearly

»* in words *." He even fays, " that the

«' high dignity of Chrift was more necef-

** fary to be concealed from his difciples,

** becaufe they would immediately have told

** every thing through an excefs of joy f."

** Chrift," he fays, ** did not reveal

* his divinity immediately, but was iirft

•* thought to be a prophet, and the Chrift,

* Kai Tt 9«f,aa^£(j e» (Is^oi {/.Bi^ova 'ssb^i aula zipmctTiv m avl(^

$ipm^ • OTIS 7£ woW^a 3ia . uv <Zjpay^io[im £7n^i)twi/,£v^ 3ia twv

PYilACiluv cra(pui sx ty^zyiv; on ya^ tot av^^uTov aw©- fTTOiwiV

t^ii^i aatpag It) 5ia ts TU(p>^ . vviKa h ws^i ir,; ei/ ct^X'^ 'SsTmosus

^oy@" w aVTu, HH siTTEv OTi lyu £-roiY\i7iXy aM' isoiY.crocq a^asv xai

S)3^« BTOincrsv aujag . Ila}^iv on rov Kotrfjiov i^YifJiiH^wsv hsu tu zv

fnUTCi) Sice ruv iXi^oav ^la tk civa ^la tccv a^im fr/xaciv aSa^tta

Taro (TcJpui ziTiiv. In Matt. v. Opera, vol. 7. p. 154.

\ E^EJ ys.^ T£W5 Aat/Sarsiv, uai ixa>.iTO(, stti twv f^oc^-^Tbiv . Hoci

yctp £« 'BSo>^r,i nSbwj wavra enn^o^av. In Matt. cap. 8. Opera,

vol. 7. p. 274.

** fimply
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** fimply a man, and it afterwards appeared

** by his works and his fayings what he

** really was *."

Bafil of Seleucia fays, that '* during the

'* ftorin, the difciples of Chrift, judging by

" appearances, did not know that the deity

" was concealed in him ; for they would not

" have been terrified, if they had known
** that the author of the creation was giving

** orders to the work of his hands." He
adds, that *' the apoftles themfelves were as

** ignorant of his being God as the relt of

' the Jews, when fome faid that he was

** Elias, or Jeremias, or fome of the pro-

** phets j" and that Chrift, " knowing the

** ignorance of Peter, fuggefled to him the

' anfwer that he made
-f-."

t^avY), 5ja Twv s^yuv i^ rav f/j/AoIwv, rnlo OTce^ w. In Johan. Horn,

%. Opera, vol. 8. p. 20.

Ihldc. a yoc^ ay iz,£7[hayy\(rav
, asXiuovla iv] t^icrsi Bsco^Hvlsg 01 ^vfji-iiipyov

tivxt THij jcliasco^ s'^ira/A.svoi.—Toa-aulvi av ayvoicti ra^ ruv av^PcoTrmv,,

il'UXSii 'Z3'£f'
«y'?« 0oaKO(A,svKi, sh ruv aTToroXcov pc^fo? ayvoiai; eXeu-

Se^cj S(A.bv£v.—E(3a)j 5e tw ayvoiotVy VTToSaX^i ra llzl^a Sewwj tw

tmoK^mv. Or. 25. p. 138, 139. 141.

Job
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Job the monk obferves, that ** Chrlft

** jfaid, thy Jins are J'orgiven thee, without

" intimating that be himfelf forgave them,

<* by his own authority*."

Photius fays, *' when our Lord faid,

*< My Father is greater than /, the difciples

<* were ftill imperfect, and thought the

•' Father much greater. This they had

** learned from the Mofaic law, which

** taught the Father rather than the Son,

** This alfo our Saviour himfelf had perpe-

«* tually inculcated. This, therefore, being

*' their fixed opinion, they faid. Shew us

** the Father, and it fufficeth us t-" Af-

terwards, he fays, " they knew him to be

<* God, after his fufFerings and refurrec-

«* tionj.

* Oti to fitv tx^tmlsti nH E%£( Twv ^Yifxallav rs^o^o^av, cog eI jSiatj

t^to-iaq <iS^oipi^oixiyYiv k; 's^oray/xal®-. Photii. Bib. fe6l. 222.

p. 622.

-j- E^£i 7«f hJi aiz>^ag hIoi SifX£Jv7o ote^j top Ssof i^ ^i^x<rH.(x'Xov^ /xsi-

tova ts -aroMu tov iscils^a Bvoixi^ov . nflo fxsv tuv (jL'AcrwKm voixuv e//. •

0M'£rspov, auloig tov laalc^cc y\ tov vm KCilayfiK^ovrm ' rklo ^s rn

fftJlnPOi avu 1^ Kola ine§iT^B<povTog aulot; tov 'ssdlt^a ' sttsi av rotaiUri

vig avloii Evernfi«?o n ^o^a, Sia ya^ mlo ly £^£yov, JejIov yijaiv ray 'ssct-

Is^a, it) a^Hsi YiiA.iv. Epift. I76. p. 263.

% Ibid. p. 270;

Theodoret
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Theodoret fays, that ** before his fuffer*.

** ings all perfons held fuch an opinion

** concerning him/' viz. that he Was a mere

man, '* but after his refurredtion and afcen-

** fion, the defcent of the Spirit, and the

** various miracles which they performed

*' by invoking his name, all the believers

" knew that he was God, and the only be*

** gotten Son of God*." This is exprelTed

in general terms, but it will appear here-

after, that it is to be underftood with great

limitations ; the knowledge of the divinity

of Chrift being, according to Theodoret

himfelf, far from univerfal among the chrif-

tians,long after the death of Chrift.

Sometimes the Fathers fpeak of Peter as

knowing that Chrift was God before his

death, by immediate revelation from the

Father. Chryfoftom alfo fays, that before

our Lord's refurrecftion, the apoftles had

learned that God had a Son equal to the

• Tlpo fxsv av T8 "Zsra^Ssj roixvrag fj%oy ^o^cxg 'tuboi aura . i^zra, 5*s

Tr\v ai'xracriv, xj tjiv sig upavng cxvx^affiv^ jy tw xa 'mavayia 'mvBv/j.ara;

tTTi ipotTnaiv^ y^ Tag 'mavTo^aTrag ^av/MXTH^yiag ag e;r£T£^8v, «a^avTEc;

ccvTn TO (T£?a<riJt.iov ovo/xa, £yvio<xav aitavng a zurzuovrsg^ cm ^ Seof

fn, >d. TH Sfs /xcvoytvjjj vioj. Ad Rom. i. 4. Opera, vol. 3.

p. II.

Father.
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father** But, in general, it was their

opinion, that even Peter, as well as the

other apoftles, was ignorant of this great

truth, till the defcent of the Spirit at Pen-

tecofl: 3 and they thought that this was one

of the great truths alluded to, when our

Lord faid, that he had many things to

teach his difciples, of which he could not

inform them before his death.

Cyril of Alexandria, defcanting« on this

*' text, fays, they who were not renewed by
** the new rule of living, and the new doc*

** trine of the Spirit, to them the recent

** preaching of the gofpel, and the fublime

** myflery of the trinity, was not to be deli-

** vered. Juftly, therefore, was the interpre-

«* tation of higher things referved to thefu-

** ture renovation of the Spirit. That before

*' the refurredion of the Saviour, and the

** coming of the Spirit, the difciples were as

** Jews, is eafy to provef."" Auflin, however,

* EftoSoy OTI ViOq TS $£« £n, xj ViOV E%£l Se^ O/jLOniJlOV.

In A6la, vol. 8. p. 459.

t Qui enim nondum nova vivendi norma, novaque doe-

^rina per fpiritum reformat! funt, iis prsedicatio evangelii

recens, et myfterium trinitatis fublime tradendum non eft.

Jure igitur renovation! per fpiritum futuras, altiorum

2 rerum
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lays, that ** the dodlrine of the divinity of

** Chrift could not be one of the things

«* that Chrift would not reveal, becaufe

«* they were not able to bear it, though

" fome had faid fo*." And yet this wri-

ter himfelf, as we fliall fee, acknowledges

that the divinity of Chrift was not taught

with clearnefs, till it was done by the

apoftle John. Origen fuppofed that the

things which our Saviour referrefl to were

what related to the aboliftiing of the Jewifti

lawf. But he thought that John was the

perfon who firft taught the dod:rine of

Chrift's pre-exiftence and divinity.

rerum interpretatio refervatur. Ouod autem ante refur-

re^ionem falvatoris, et ante fpiritus adventum, Judaice dil-

cipuli vivebant, facillimum eft probarc. In John, lib. 1 1,

cap. 41. Opera, vol. 1. p. 963.

* In principio erat verbum, et verbum erat apud deum,

et deus erat verbum, hoc erat in principio apud dcum, et

alia quae fequuntur, quoniam poftea fcripta funt, nee ea do-

minum Jefu dixilTe narratum eft cum hie eflet in carne, fed

base unus ex apoftolis ejus ipfo ac fpiritu ejus fibi revelante

confcripfit : ex his effe quse noluit tunc dominus dicere,

quia ea difcipuli portare non poterant, quis me audiat tarn

temere iftadicentem. In John, Tr. 96. cap. 16. Opera,

vol. 9. p. 478.

t Ad Celfum, lib. 2. p. 57.

Before
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Before I proceed to confider what the

Fathers thought of the apoftles' fentiments

and condud: on the day of Pentecoft, I Hia?!

take notice of another reafon which they

give for the care that was taken to Conceal

the knowledge of our Lord's divinity,

which was to deceive the devil, left he^

knowing him to be the Mefliah, fhould not

have ventured to encounter him, and fo, not

being conquered by him, and efpecially by

means of his death, the great object of his

miffion would not have been gained.

This thought firft occurs in epiftleS

afcribed to Ignatius, who fays, '* the vir-

•* ginity of Mary, her delivery, and his

** death, were concealed from the prince of

** this world*." Jerom fays, that both the

demons and the devil, rather fufpe^ted, than

knew the Son of God "f.
Chryfcftom, fpeak-

ing of the myftery of the incarnation being

* K«i £^a5e Tov a^xoi/ra ra aiwvojmm y\ 'ssaphtvia Mdptoi, ^
rofiSrog avTviy o/xoiug xj o ^avarog ra wy^is, rpia /xum^iat Kpair/Yiif

ecTiva Ev mvx'^a^£iit7rfiax%' Ad. Eph. S. 1 9. p. 16.

f Jam daemonesquam diaboli fufpicari magis fiUum dei,

quarti nolle intelligendi funt. In Matt. cap. 8. Opera,

vol.6, p. 12.

concealed
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concealed from many, fliys, *' Why do I fay

*• many? Mary herfelf, when (he carried him
*' in her womb, did not know the fecret. And
•* why do I fay men ? The devil himfelf did

** not know it, for if he had known it, he

** would not afterwards have afked him upon
** the mount, faying, If thou art the Son of
** God'j and he did this once, twice, and three

*' times. On this account he faid to John,
*' who was beginning to reveal him, holdjiow\

** that is, be filent now. It is not yet time

** to reveal the fecret of the incarnation | I

** muft yet deceive the devil ^ keep lilence

*' now, for thus it becomes us *." Again,

he fays, *' the devil was at a lofs to know
** whether Chrift Vv^as God or not.

-f-."

nhi TO aTTo^p^oy, 'K.ai ii hsyu avSfw^sj, xj aviov tov ^ia<^o>^v

tAavh.vev . sSe ya^ av, £i7r£f n^HJ, >jfft)7a aulov fjiela roasilov x,§ovQV vtti

ra Of2j', £1 vioi £1 Tn Sea, ^9 aTraiy xj Jif )Cj T^flov rtilo zttoizi . Sio -^ t«i

luawn £'K£y£V ao^afxtm avlov £HKa'><v7r%v : a^fj m^ • thIeti, aiya vuv,

sSettw Kai^oi T8 ya^ £Ka>>u(pB£vai to aTtop^ov Tng omovofMag . Hihav-

SavHjV TOV oia^oXov ^aXofxtxi . aiya Toivw (prici . st« yap 'zaesTCov sriv

v/xiv. In Pf. 49. Opera, vol. 3. p. 289.

+ Ev o://Hixawa hoiTrov w, Jt] ale oli avflfWTroff w •vj'i^o? wirev^rflM

)j3i/va7o, 5(«Va WEfi ayJa Xex^^vla. ' s^s ay -zjaTuv 'Sja^a.^'eioco-^ai, oil,

viog mv th Seov, Jia to ^mtt^iv aviov Tsemvlei' In Matt. Opera,

vol. 7. p. iig.

Vol. III. O There
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There is fomething pleafant in the man-

ner in which the Fathers fometimes fpeak

of the devil being deceived by the humani-

ty of Chrift. Cyril of Jerufalem fays, ** it

** was neceflary that Chrilt fhould fuffer for

** us, but the devil would not have come

*' near him, if he had known this ^ for if

** they, had known, they would not have cruet-

\* fied the Lord of glory, i Cor. ii. 8. The
** body, therefore, was the bait of death,

*' that the dragon, thinking to fwallow it

*' down, might vomit up all that he had

'* fwallowed *."

Ruffinus alfo reprefents the divinity of

Chrift as concealed within his humanity, to

catch the devil as with a bait ; and to prove

this, he adduces many paflages of the Old

Teftament, efpecially that of Ezek. / will

draw thee out with my hook^ &c f

.

Se(v ^lUzCc^o?, £t rfiii thIov . £t ya§ eyvucrav, hk av rov hu^iov rng Jclnj

iravpcccav . ^^y^sap roivw t8 BavocTH yeyovs to awfjux, iva zXTTKTa^

KoclaTTisiv Jfa^i-'v, ^ij/xscrr) ;^ rpf niS'r] Kalcaso^ivlag. If. 25. 8.

Cat. 12- Opera, p. 155.

f Ita et is qui habet mortis imperium rapuit quidem in

morte corpus Jefu, non fentiens in eo hamum divinitatis

inclufum i fed ubi devoravit, hzefit ipfc continue, et dirup-

tis
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Theodoret fays, that Chrift concealed his

divinity in his temptation by the devil; and

fays, that when the devil heard him fpeak

as a man, he was encouraged to proceed

with the temptation. Hereprefents him as

iAy'mg, ** I heard the voice that came down
** from heaven, calling you the Son of God,

" but I fliall not believe it till it appear by

" fads* ."

Job the monk alfo fays, " it was necef-

*' fary that the myflery of the incarnation of

" the logos fhould be concealed, both to

" make it more acceptable to the hearers,

** and alfo to deceive the devil !•"

.Bafil of Seleucia fays, that, *' though the

*' demons called Chrift the Son of God,
** they did not know that he was God, be-

tis inferni clauftris, vclut de profundo extraftus, trahitur

ut efca caeteiis fiat. *In Symb. Opera, p. 179.

* "K^uTclsi IA.VJ TYiV Seothtoc— UK azsYiyo^suo-E rnv yiKY!\) oociia-ag w;

av^fw-3f^ eiYi. Trig i^ev yccp avu^sv s>.^ii<Tvg <pccvrig rxmraf <pYim^ t«7o

(TE Ka>£(Tiicrr\;. azjiru 5s, ti;j scv XaQm rriv ziei^av OiOx<7KaXov. Opera,

vol. 5. p. 46.

f Avayntxiov Je w to s'snaKia^sa^M to (XurYipiov rvi; tz T^oya <Ta§'

Kticscog 5la h TO yBVcC^ai TO;g aK^occfxsvoii; Bwsjapa^SKTov^ it- iva ts

fKOTHi roy a^xovra ?a&7ii Fhotii. Bib. S. 2 22. p. 622.

G 2 *' caufe
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** caufe all very good men are called Jons of
** God, and Ifrael is called his firft born *."

It was objected, that it was wrong in God

to conquer the devil by deceiving him, the

divinity of Chrifl being concealed under his

human nature ; but Gregory NyfTen replies,

that *' it was fair enough to deceive the de-

'*ceivert."

If it was imagined to be neceiTary that the

devil, whofe cunning and penetration was

never thought very lightly of, fhould re-

main ignorant of our Lord's divinity, he

mufl, no doubt, have concealed it with the

greateft care, and have conducted himfelf in

the moft cautious manner. If the devil was

not able to difcover any thing of the matter,

how could men find it out, and efpecially

Jews, whofe mofl fanguine expediations

from the Meffiah went no farther than to a

man, born like other men ? Certainly they

* Tiov ;«e» Sex xaXsa-i. Stov ^s rEcog tov viov hk emravrai . vtoi yap

Sea «£;/>vViVTai, y^, 01 ^la^srYig aK^oinra tyiv '^po; ^soi E%0VTff oi^ejottJ'

7a t JriiTO TupuTOTOHO^viog fXHlapariX. Or. 23- P- 128.

f H (XEV ya§ fca i ' a^iav av/iobajj, ^f >jj aTTalecov avlaiifoilaloci to

oiKMov ^sMvvo-iv, Or. 2. opera, vol. 2. p- 515.

who
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,

8r

who thought that the devil continued igno-

rant of the pre-exiftence and divinity of

Chrift till after his death, muft have thought

that all the Jews, and our Lord's difciplcs, were

ignorant of thofe dodtrines. If, as Chryfoilom

fays, it was particularly neceflary to conceal

this great fecret from our Lord's difciples,

left they fhould have publifhed it through

joy, and alfo from his enemies, and the de-

vil, left they ftiould have counteracted the

delign of his coming, we may take it

for granted, that, in the opinion of the

writers who have given us thefe reprefenta-

tions, it was no more fufpe<£led at the time

of Chrift's death, that he had even pre-

exifted, or that he had had any thing to dp

in the making or governing the world, than

that he was to be fo great a perfonage be-

fore he was born.

Let us now fee in what manner the apof-

tles were fuppofed to have conduced them-

felves in this refped after our Lord's afcen-

fion, and after the defcent of the Spirit on

the day of Pentecoft.

G3 C HA P-
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CHAPTER IV.

Of the Teflimony cfAthanafins to the Caution

"with which the Apofiles divulged the Doc-

trines of the Pre-exijlence and Divinity of

Chfijl,

A S the Teftimony of Athanafius, on ac-

^ count of his known orthodoxy, and of

courfe his unwillingnefs to make any need-

lefs conceffions to his adverfaries, may be

thought to have more weight than any

other, I rhall, in the iirfl place, produce

it 'y and as exceptions have been made to it,

I fhall fhew that, independent of any con-

current teflimony of others of the Fathers,

who have mentioned the fubje(^, and which

I fhall produce hereafter, it clearly proves

that, in his idea, the apoftles thought it ne-.

cefTary to ufe great caution in divulging to

the Jews i^o offenfive a dodrine as that of

the divinity of Chrifl ; though, in confe-

quence of their caution on this head, the

Jewifh chfiftians did in their age continue

unitarians,
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unitarians, believing Chrlil; to be nothing

more than a mere man, and alfo propa-

gated the fame dodrine among the Gentile

converts. The paffage itfelf is as follows :

'* Will they affirm," fays he, '' that the

** apoftles held the dodrine ofArius, becaufe

** they fay that Chrift was a man of Nazareth,

** and fufFered on the crofs ? or becaufe they

** ufed thefe words, were the apoftles of

** opinion that Ch rift was only a man, and

** nothing elfe ? By no means : this is

*' not to be imagined. Bat this they did

** as wife mafter-bullders, and i]:ewards of

" the myiteries of God; and thsy had this

*' good reafon for it. For the Jews of that

*' age, being deceived themfelves, and hav-
*' ing deceived the Gentiles, thought that

*• Chrift was a mere man, only that he came
" of the feed of David, refembling other

** defcendants of David, and did not be-

'* lieve either that he was God, or that the

** word was made flefh. On this account

*' the blelTed apoftles, with great prudence,

** in the firft place, taught what related to

" the humanity of our Saviour to the jews,

*' that having fully perfuaded them, from his

G 4
** miraculous
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** miraculous works, that Chrlft was come,
^* they might afterwards bring them to the

** beii-f of his divinity, {hewing that his

f* works, were not thofe of a man, but of

' God. For example, Peter having faid

•
* that Chrill was a man who had fuifered,

-' immediately added, he is the prince of

** life. \vi the gofpel he confclTes, thou

*' art the Chrift, the Son of the living God j

** and in his epiftle, be calls hirn the bifhop

* of fouls*,"

* OvtTsi' ya.^ etvjoii (tlaXiJDnlov, oil Ktct etv%i ttToroAo/ T*

Ap^itf i(i>^oViii' . uvd-fa-rov yetf uv]op attq Nct^ct^t], y.etl fO.-

fS^H/O'' Toy X?'^°^ A-JO-yyif^-ifTtV, tKilVcct TOIVVV TOiavJo. (pcLV-

'lui^oixitav, «f i-TTiih) TO(i piiixtt(ri TiPioif iyj\wa.ii]o, y.evov

ecv^fdo-TTov iiJ\ii(xa.v tqv ^^i^c,u oi <*ToraAoi, >y mhiov aS'iv %

y.ii yiVoiTO' «jc £5"/!' ntPi Hi v>iV •T;sori i>i70 hdCitv aU.a. y\

Tb7o 6'f A^y-jT^KToVii; (FCd'^oi, }y ouoou.oi ^tTHf <«y fi-gij "^5.

';romy-et<Ti . jy T)JV anittv iy6<Jiv tvKoyov • eTs.'cTw ya.^ 01

Tor, yji^ov •\.lMv ay^psoTTOfy y.oi'cy iK iJ-TioiJ.cn si /^aCiS" ctp-

•ytoicu, KA^ ouoioTiiru. iu.v in, rov AxCiS' aKh^Jv yivo[j.ivcov

TZfivuv ' «T4 /e ^'.ov ctviov, KcTg oT/ Koyoi (Tdp^ zyzvzro t-Tri-

9iV0V , TK7B iViKdl,, U27i;4 •aroAA::^ 7iK GVViffiCOi Ol [J.ctiicLflOl

UTTOS-ohoi TO. uvd-^c-jTrit'O. ra caniftji i^ny^vlo iTrpcuToi' To<j

lyiJ'cf.nii, il'ei oKxi ^iiffuVTii ctvTiSi, in 7&!V (fatvouircol' )^

yivouiyuv (TVtj.iiav, ihtlXv^mcu rov yj^i'roVy hoiirov 'Kj Hi to.

'TSi^l TVif d-iOTilTGi aUTK -TST/r^C cLVTai (li'Ctyc(.y::a-r, S'UH.VVVTii

o7t Tat yivouzva i§yu, »«. 5r/c s-fcgsyTK, aAA* •S'ss . Auihtt

^T Of afyj]yoi rm ^<i>yii er/J', &c. &€. De Sententia Diony/Ii»

Opera, vol. 1. p-sSh 554«

There
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of Athannfius, 89

There is a pafTage in the Sermo Major de

fide of this writer, publiilied in Montfau^

cons ColleElio Patriim, which bears fome

refcmblance to this. Speaking of Peter

preaching Chrift as Jefus of Nazareth, a

man approved of God, he fays, ** He calls

*' him a man, and not God, with refpedl

** to the Jews, and others, who, like them,

^* confidered things according to the flefli,

" from that time to the prefent. And the

** apoftles of our Lord, and om* Lord him-
** felf, anfwered concerning himfelf as a

** man. Ye feek to kill me, a man who
^* has told you the truth*.

It has been faid, that Athan;\fius is here

fpeaking of the unbelieving Jews. The
expreffion is, a T^zWaioi the Jews of that

age; which includes both the believing

and unbelieving Jews. Had he been fpeak-.

ing of the Jews of his own time, it v/ould,

I own, have been probable that he meant

the unbelieving Jews j but fpeaking as he

* Ai^/prt re etvTov (pi.^i, kcu a ^lo-.y tir^o? tbj \is^dt.i<i', kcu

T^i Of/.OlCOi ctUTOti KAja (TcL^Hdt (p^ol'uVTU^ iK. TOTi KcU VVV . HcU

(ti ATC^oKol Kcu AVTOi KV^lGf -ZJSp/ iU-VTH Avd^COTTlViii ttlTi-

CtAl)^3/«tJ' V[/.ip hiAuhnKst. V^ol. 2, p. 10.

does
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does of the Jews at the very firft promul-

gation of chrifliiinity among them, it is

moft natural to fuppofe that he meant all

the Jews. Paul, long after his converiion

to chriflianity, called himfelf a Jew. How-
ever, it will be_fufficiently evident from

the whole tenor of the pafTage, that he

mufl; have meant the believing Jeyv's prin-

cipally, and in fome refpecls, the believing

Jews only, exclufive of the unbelieving

ones. And in this conflrudtion of the paf-

fage, I am by no means fingular, but have

the fandion of trinitarians themfL-lves, as

that of the Latin tranflator and Beaufobre.

The Latin ti-anflator of Athanafius, a ca-

, tholic, and certainly no unitarian, had fo

little fufpicion of any other meaning, that

he renders %firov in this place by Jefum.

The learned Beaufobre, a trinitarian, and

therefore, an unexceptionable judge in this

cafe, quoting this very pallage, does not

hefitate to pronounce that they were be-

lieving Jews who were intended by the

WTiter, "Ces Juifs," he fays, ** ne font pas

*• les Juifs incredules, mais cieux qui fa-

** foient profeffion du chriftianifme. But

adtnitting



Chap. IV. of Athanafius. 91

admitting th:it the Jews here meant were

unbelieving Jews, they were fuch as the

apoftles wi(hed to convert to chriftianity,

and many of them foon became chriftians.

But the circumftance which decifively

proves that the Jews Athanafius is fpeak-

ing of were cbriftian Jt^'ws^ is their draw-

ing the Gentiles into the belief of the

fmiple humanity of Chriil. For certainly

the gofpel was preached to the Gentiles by

the believing, and not by the unbelieving

Jews. If it be fuppofed that the dodlrine

Athanalius fpeaks of was not concerning

jfejusy but the MeJJiah in general, how could

it intereft the Gentiles ? The doctrine,

therefore, mufl have been that concerning

Je/ns, and confequently, the preachers muft

have been cbriftian Jews, and their profe-

lytes cbriftian Gentiles. It is ridiculous

to fuppofe that the queftion could be in-

terefting to any others.

Suppofing, however, the whole body of

the Gentiles (littie as they were concerned

in the queftion) to have been previoufly

taught by the Jews, that their Meftiah,

whenever he fhould come, would be no-

thing
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thing more than a man ; if this was an

opinion that they were as fully perfuaded

of as Athanafius reprefents the Jews, their

teachers, to have been, the fame caution muft

have been as neceflary with refpe(fl to them,

as with refpedt to the Jews themfelves, and

for the fame reafon.

It has been faid, that Athanafius fays

nothing about the caution of the apoftles,

but only fpeaks of their prudence , in teach-

ing what was more eafy and neceifary, be-

fore that which was more difficult and lefs

neceffary. But the term o-weo-ij^ in the con-

nexion in which it ftands, can bear no

other fenfe than caution, and great caution,

nf.a 's;o>Mi tvjj crmcrEwj, and it appears from the

whole tenor of the difcourfe, that Athanafius

could have intended nothing elfe than to

defcribe the prudence, or extreme caution of

the apoftles, and to account for it. He evi-

dently does not reprefent them as deferring

the communication of the doftrine of the

divinity of Chrift, on account of its being

more conveniently taught afterwards, as

part of a fyftem of faith ; but only left it

fhould have given oifence to the Jews.

If
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If fkill, or prudence, in thefe circum-

fiances, be not the Tame thing with caution^

I do not know what is meant by caution.

It has been fliid that Athanafius fpeaks

of the rapidity with which Peter proceeded

to teach the dodrine of the divinity of

Chrift. On the other hand, I find no trace

of rapidity in this account of the apoftles

conduit. All that approaches to it is that,

immediately after any mention of the hu-

manity of Chrifl (which he fpeaks of as

neceffary on account of the Jewifh preju-

dices) he fays the apoflles fubjoin fome

expreflions which might have led their

hearers to the knowledge of his divinity ;

but the inftances he produces are fuch as

plainly confute any pretenfions to their

being a diflind; and full declaration of that

do(5lrine. .

The firll inflance he gives us is from the

fpeech of Peter to the Jews on the day of

Pentecoft, in which he fays (Adls ii. 22.)

" Ye men of Ifrael, hear thefe words, Jefus

•* of Nazareth, a man approved of God
'' among you, by miracles and wonders, and

" figns, which God did by him in the midll

*' of
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*' of you, as ye yourfelves alfo know." In

this Athanafius acknowledges, that Peter

preached the proper Humanity of Chrilt,

but fays that, immediately afterwards (re-

ferring to his difcourfe on the cure of the

latne man in the temple) he called him the

prince of life (Ads iii. lo.) ** and killed the

** prince of life whom God hath raifed from
** the dead;*

Had the apoflle meant that his audience

fhould have underftood him as referring to

the divinity of Chrift by that expreffion,

his prudence muft have lafted but a very

fhort time indeed j
probably not many days.

If, therefore, his intention was, as Atha-

lius reprefents it, to preach the doctrine of

the humanity of Chriil in the firft place,

and not to divulge the dodrine of his di-

vinity till they were firmly perfuaded of his

meffiahfliip, he could not mean to allude to

his divinity in this fpeech, which was ad*

drefled not to the believing, but to the un-.

believing Jews. At leaft, he could only have

thought of doing it in fuch a manner as that

his hearers might afterwards infer the doc-

trine from it; and it mufl; have required great

ingenuity.
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ingenuity, and even a ftrong prepofleffion

in favour of the divinity of Chrill (the re-

verfe of which this writer acknowledges)

to imagine that this expreffion of prince of

life, which fo eafily admits of another inter-

pretation, had any fuch reference. More-

over, in all the in (lances which Athana-

fius produces concerning the condud: of

the apoftles in this refpedl, from the book

of A6ls, he does not pretend to find one in

which the divinity of Chrift is diflin^tly

preached, though he quotes four palTages in

which his humanity is plainly fpoken of.

Befides, had Athanafius thought that the

apoflle had preached the dod:rine of the

divinity of Chrift with much efFed, it is

probable that he would have added this

circumftance to his narrative ; as, from the

objed of the work in which the pafTage is

introduced, it may be inferred, that he could

not but have thought that it would have

been fufficiently to his purpofe. For, cer-

tainly, if he could have added that, not-

withftanding their caution in preaching this

extraordinary dodrine (againft which he ac-

knowledges the.Jews had the ilrongeft pre-

judices)
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judices) the apoftles neverthelefs did preach

it with effect, and that it was the general

belief of the Jcwifli chriftians in their time,

he would have done it. It would certainly

have favoured his great objccft in writing

the piece, viz. the vindication of Dionyfius,

in ufing a like caution with refped; to the

Sabellians, to have added, that this pru-

dence, or caution, was not, in either of the

two cafes, finally detrimental to the caufe

of truth. I therefore confider the lilence

of Athanalius on this head as a negative

argument of fome weight ; and, upon the

whole, I think that Athanafius muft have

fuppofed that both the Jewifli and Gentile

churches were unitarian in the time of the

apoftles. At leaft, he enables us to infer

that it miifl have been fo, which is quite

fufficieht for my argument.

Now if this caution was requillte in the

firft inftance, and with refped to the firft

converts that the apoftles made, it was

equally requifite with refpedl to the reft, at

leaft for the fake of others who were not

yet converted, unlefs the firft ftiould have

been enjoined fecrecy on that head. For

2 whenever
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whenever it had been known that the apof-

tles were preaching not fuch a meffiah as

they expected, viz. a man like themfelves,

but the eternal God, the difference was fo

great, that a general alarm would have been

fpread, and the converhon of the reft of the

Jews (to a do£lrine which mud have ap-

peared fo highly improbable to them) would

have been impeded. We may therefore

prefume that the apoflles mufl have con-

nived at this flate of ignorance concerning

the divinity of Chriil, in the Jewifh chrif-

tians, till there was little hope of making

any farther converts among the Jews, and

till the gofpel began to.be preached to the

Gentiles*

Indeed, this mufl have been the cafe ac-

cording to Athanafius's own account -, for

he fays, that thefe Jews, being in an error

themfelves, led the Gentiles into the fame

error. He muft, therefore, be underftood

to (-ly, that the Jewifh converts, while

(through the caution of the apoflles) they

were ignorant of the divinity of Chrifl,

preached the gofpel in that flate to the

Gentiles. And as he fpeaks of Gentiles in

Vol. III. H general.
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generaU and without any refpe<ft to timCi and

alfo of their being actually brought over to

that belief, it is impolTihle not to under-

fland him of this caution, being continued

till the gofpel had been fully preached to

the Gentiles as well as to the Jews. Befides,

one of the inftances that Athanafius here

gives of the preaching of the fimpie huma-

nity of Chrift is taken from the difcourfe

of the apofde Paul at Athens, which was

about the year 53 after Chrift 5 and, in-

deed, at this time the gofpel had not been

preached to any great extent among the

Gentiles. For it was on this very journey

that this apoftle iirli; preached the gofpel

in Macedonia and Greece.

If, according to Athanafius, the apoftoli-

cal referve with refped; to the doctrine of the

divinity of Ghrift continued till this time

(and he fays nothing concerning the termi-

nation of it) we may prefume that this great

doctrine, fuppoling it to have been known

to the apoftles, had not been publicly taught

by them, till very near the time of their

difperfion and death ; and then I think it

nuift have come too late, even from them.

For
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For it appears from the booktjf Atfls, that

their mere authority was not mtficient to

overbear the prejudices of theif' country-

men. At lead, the communication of a doc-

trine of fo extraordinary a nature^ of which

they had no conception, muft have occafioned

fuch an alarm and confte'rnation, as we mufl

have found fome traces of in the hiftory of

the Ad:s of the apoflles. It could not have

been received without hefitation and debate*

If we can fuppofe that the apoftles, fome

time before their death, did communicate

this great and unexpected dodrine, the ef-

fects of fuch communication muft have been

very tranfient. For prefently after the death

of the apoftles, we find all the Jewifli ehrif*

tians diftinguiflied by the name of Naza*

renes, or Ebionites, and no trace of the

do6lrine of the divinity of Chrift among

them.

When all thefe things afe confidered, vizv

that Athanafius acknowledged that it re-

quired great caution in the apoftles to di-

vulge the do6trine of the divinity of Chrift,

and that the gofpel was preached with fuc-

cefs among the Gentiles, while the Jews

H % were
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were ignorant of it, it can hardly be doubt-

ed, but that he muft himfelf have con-

iidered the chriftian church in general as

unitarian in the time of the apoftles, at leaft

till near the time of their difperfion and

death.

According to Athanafius, the Jews were

to be well grounded in the belief of Jefus

being the Chrift, before they could be

taught the docftrine of his divinity. Now,

if we look into the book of A6ts, we ihall

clearly fee, that they had not got beyond

the firft leflbn in the apoflolic age, the great

burden of the preaching of the apoftles

being to perfuade the Jews that Jefus was

the Ch?'ift, That he^ was likewife God^

they evidently left to their fucceftbrs, who,

indeed, did it moft effedlually, though it

required a long eourfe of time to fucceed

in it.

CHAP-
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CHAPTER V.

Of the concurrent Tejiifiiony of other Fathers

to the caution of the Apojlles^ in teaching

the DoSlrines of the Fre-exijlence and Di-

'uinity of Chrif, ^

T Have no great occafion to lay much ftrefs

on the tellimony of Athanafius, as there

is that of others of the Fathers fufficiently

full and clear to the fame purpofe.

Chryfoftom having faid, that Chriil

taught his divinity by his works only,

fays, that *' Peter alfo, in the beginning,

** ufed the fame method. For that, in his

** firfl difcourfe to the Jews, he taught no-
** thing clearly concerning his divinity ;

** and becaufe they were then incapable of

** learning any thing clearly concerning it,

** he dwelt upon his humanity ; that, being

*' accuflomed to this, they might be pre-

** pared for what they were to be taught

** afterwards. And if any perfon," he fays,

*' will attend to the whole of their preach-

H 3
'* ing,
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'* ing, he will fee what I fay very clearly,

** For hfj calls him a ma?7, and dwells upoi^

** his fuffcring and relurredlion, and things

«* belonging to the flefh. And Paul, when
*• he fpeaks of his Keing the Son of David
' according to the ffo, teaches us nothing

•** farther, that what belonged to the huma-
** nity might be acknowledged. Buf: the

** fon of thunder difcourfes concerning his

^' myfterious and eternal ^xiftence ; fo that,

** omitting what he did, he relates what he

f' 'Was'^:'

The fame writer fays, that the apoftles

concealed the dodirine of the miraculous

conception on account of the incredulity of

iricvlr;v [OTpTiiv] 'CTfo; la'^aia; E'^r^/j.y^ycpu ^'-.-fiTiyc^iav . it) £9rfi3« ^Jsv

"BJWi T>J5 9eo7>)7®- ai/la teug aaft^ (juxQbvj KTyjJCv., 3ia i iflo toj; 'STE^j thj

OiKovofiia^ ti/^talftSai Xoyag ' na Ta7oij »i anovi yviivaahuca ttj Aown

iirP5c3b7rci>i(r): "^{^aatii^oe, . «^ ff |Ss>,oi7o tij t>)v o^fzviyo^iav Tsacav av^a-

5fv SiixSffy, sy^sro-ft T«7(j Ar/o) C<?'i.^f« ^iiz^a/xTroii . kJ yuf av^pa aulov

ftD!>.H x) aj/7o?, ;^ Toij T8 OToSs; >y th^ avaratT'fwj ii^ rnj Kola ffapxx

ytmcm^i fvdiafl^jC'Ej ^cyofj,-. Kj YlaVKc<; h, ol av Aeyw, ru yevofAiVH (x.

cztpixcxloi AafjJ xala axpitUi ^^^^ ^^^'^^ XfJ-a; waidit/ei, «^^ ok ro

t7::oin(r£V btti Tri; oiKOvoi^ioi 'sia^itMTtlat ' o Kca nixui o/jio^oyH/xev . aJ^A

yHou vuii . Jia tsto to fKoimev atpni., ro ip e^xo/. In John, Horn.

2, Opera, vol- 8. p. lo:

the
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the Jews with refped to it', and that when

they began to preach the gofpel, they in-

fiilcd chiefly on the refurre6tion of Chrift.

With refped: to the former (and the fame

may, no doubt, be applied to the latter) he

lays, ** he did not give his own opinion

** only, but that which came by tradition

** from the Fathers and eminent men. He,
** therefore, would not have his hearers to

** be alarmed, or think his account of it

*' extraordinary*."

Thus, he fays, that "it was not to give

** offence to the Jews, that Peter, in his

*« lirit fpeech to them, did not fay that

*' Chrljl did the wonderful works of which
*^ he fpake, but that God did them by him ;

** that by fpeaking more modeilly he might
** conciliate them tq himfelf-f." The fame

caution he attributes to him in " not faying

** that Chrift, but that God fpake by the

* i.\x\3S /xr; 5a^'i*eicr£'£ w^aj to nsct^o^o^yi ta ^e70/xE^'a . s 5e ya^

£/x5j ^o-,'o; a>.?a; 'ssxls^av rfjLsl^ouv Sav/A«ra;v kJ P7ncni//ta)v ai/J'p:^

In cap. Matt. i. Flom. 3. vol. 7. p. 20.

f OuKsli Myti oil aul^, axx' oli 5i cxv% o Ssor, tvx /xxWov ra /y.?-

l^a^Biv tips>^KV7r^ai, In A6la Apoftolorum, cap. 2. Horn. 6.

vol. 8. p. 4QI.

H 4
*' mouth
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** mouth of his holy prophets, that by thefe

** means he might bring them gradually to

^* the faith*."

After treating pretty largely of the con-

dudt of the apoftles, with refpeft to their

Jnfifting on the dodrine of the refurredion

of Chrift, rather than that of his divinity,

immediately after the defcent of the Holy

Spirit, he fays, " As to the Jews who had

** daily heard and been taught out of the

f* law. Hear, O Ijrael^ the Lord thy God is

*' one Lord, and bejtdes him there is no other

^

** having feen him
(
Jefus) nailed to a crofs,

f yea, having killed and buried him therh-

** felves, and not having i^^w him rifen

'* again ; if they had heard that this perfon

** was God equal to the Fathr^r, would not

** they have rejeded and fpurned at it." I

want words in Englifh to exprefs the force

of the Greek in this place. The latin tranf-

lator renders it, mnne maxime omnes ab bis

verbis ahhoruijfenty ac refdijfeiit et oblatraffent.

** On this account," he adds, *' they (the

evama^tiv ^loihy^cv avltz iTrayc/j.Ev©' tig isim r§£fMi- In A6ta

Apoftolorum, Horn, 9. vol. 8. p. 511.

I
'< apoflles)
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** apoflles) brought them forwards gently

" and by flow degrees, and ufed great art in

^' condefcending to their weaknels*."

Chryfoftom reprefents the apoftle as be-

ginning his epiftle to the Hebrews with
' faying, that '* it was God who fpake

*' by the prophets, and not that Chrill

"'himfelf had fpoken by them, becaufe

** their minds were weak, and they were

*' not able to bear the doftrine concern-

^* ing Chrifl f . He even fays, that when

VOfiH, A«K5 Icr^arjA, Ku^ioi o Se©- era kv^i©" hij er(V, ;'j 'bMv aula

HK sriv a'KKoi;, STi ^vToi ravpa i^ovlsg 'm^oCYihajxivov avlov, f/,a7\?\ov 5e

xj rocu^coa-afiEi ^ ^ai^avleg^
_ h^£ avoLTavloi. '^zctca-fXivoi^ anHoviE^ oil

Se©" eriv aJl^ s?®", -o, tw wa'/f ( tcr©-, s« av [xcx.nra isa^Jlav wm-

TrvjaVitray «J
amzi^Qxy^ijoiM . AiaTj Ti;7o ri^ef^a, >y uala (Xixpov. aolug

'S!pO(T€iCx*ii(Ti, 'ij -src^Xji jW£v x£%^»]v]ie( TrjTJij avyjioiaQaazut; oihovc/mx.

Ill Atfta Horn,.I. Opera, vol. 8. p. 447.

f" K«i Sea Tj auvslug a-Jlo si^y\Ki . a yap sittev o Se©* E}saXr,T£v

^aCior/E aul(^ w o >^xXr,(Tag . «.>^' ETTEi^n ao'^EVEig auluv mav txi ij/y-

%aj, /{) H^ETTu aKHSiv Yi^iivavlo ra zjspi th %fir8, <p-naiv o Se©- ^i avis

£}^aM<Tiv. In Heb. cap. i. (Jpera, vol. lo. p. 1756. i. e.

"• See how prudently he fpoke : for he faid God fpake

*' though it was himfclf that fpake ; but becaufe their

*' minds were weak and they were not able to bear the

"things concerning Chrift, he hys God fpake ly him."

N, B. The (^) in the fecond claufc of this paflage nuift

be
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'* he there fpeaks of Chrill as above the

" angels," he fllll fpake of his huma-

nity. ** See," fays he, *' his great caii-

•* tion, op 'w ff-wecrtv rw -zaroMw *, the Very expref-

fion ufed by Athanafius on a fimilar ocpa-

{ion.

But we find no trace of either Jews or

Gentiles having received thefe fublime doc-

trines that Chryfoilom alludes to in the

age of the apofties. Nay we fee that he

himfelf reprefents the apoftle Paul as oblig-

ed to ufc the fame caution with refped: to

the Jews, when he wrote the epiftle to the

Hebrews, which was fo late as A. D. 62.

about two years before his death,

Theodoret obferves, that " in the genea-

"" logy of Chrift given by Matthew^ thjs

'* writer did not add according to the JieJI?^

*« becaufe the men of tha.t time would not

"bear it;" evidently meaning, that they

^•ould thereby have been led into a fufpi-

be inferteu by miftakc for (19) or fome other particle, as it

contradicts what is faid in the clofe of the fentence, and

the obvious fenfe of the whole. Or perhaps, the firft ^jiSh

fihouM have been ;<;f;r©-.

^ inHeb. c;;p. I. Opera, vol. 10. p. I755«

cioa
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cion that, in the idea of the writer, he had

fome higher origin, and that they would

have been offended at it. '* But the apof-

** tie Paul," he fays, *' could not avoid that

** expreffion in his epilHe to the Romans."

He adds that, ** before his death, not only

*' to the other Jews, but to the apoftles .

^* themfeives, he did not appear as a God,
*' nor did his miracles lead them to form
** that opinion of himf." This writer aifo

•}• H ya^ T8 Hcila cra^Ka 'Sjpca^myu amrlilai on; nt Sss ^ 'mctlop;

wo; inv aM^iii xala Tw ^£otr{la. . sSV yap stti tuv thIq /xcvov ov'iuv

OTTip 0f&)v7a(, ertv eu^eiv to Koila aa^na vs^oaHZi^tvov . x^ f/afui; o

fuxxa^iog M:xi9Mo; o ^vayysT^irvi ' S(f>i«aj> yap A'Spaajj. ByEnmas rov

laacpc, laaoK os. iyvjVYitxz Jov I««w?, Ia«ao ?£ sysvi'-ncrs tov Ix^av, >u

i^affav sfeIjjj iw yma%oyiav 5(£|ex5(yv, sStx^/Is to *a7a! (ja^Ku 'sjco^

rfSjiKEv . a% riPixcali ya^ aulci; av^^i]7roti naiv « roiauiy\ nzpoa'^m'^

.

tv^au^ai Je, etteiS)! hh, av^^ciiTl^ (aovov sriv, a»^ K) Seoj '^^oaiwio;

e svavBpaTTwa; .Seo; ^oyoj, ts crTTS^fjUzlo; th AafiJ iMYit^oviuaai o

J^Efoj oi,TtoTCi>.oi;^ avayKaiiii to koIo. aa^xa isoors^eifCB, (ra^ui ^fiag

OiJalaj, "cwj (Jt.'.v uiog En tx Sea, otwj J"£ tx AaoiS" BX^I-^-Oilias— Tlpy

fjt.£V ra rau^H kJ ts wafisj, o ^saTrolm; %/3iroj a /aowv tcij a^Xoi;

lacaicij, axxpe x^ aJJcxj ' oi<; a'Ttorohoii m £^oic si eivai Seoj . 'apocrsT.-

laiov yap roig avS^a^ivoij, EtrSiov^a te x^ -srivovla, J^ «afl£t/3bv7a, x) xo-

'TTimla 9E4)pt£vo(, x) sSe Ta ^aufx,x!a aul% 's^^ot; ravlyjv BTro^vyzi -rtji;

di/^av . avfma roivuv ro Kola mv ^ahajlav ^EaffapLZi/oi ^au/j.a thzyov

'molar/roi triv ^oi o avS^avroj, o7; xj ri ^ahxtTTa x} oi avtixoi i/tokxsctjv

avlu ; oia to» Ta7o xj o «yfi05 EXsye Traoj aulH; . rsoy^-a tyj>i XeyEJw

v^v,\ v.'Kh, s Sj/vaaSs ^ara^Eiv af'i.—\ioo iivi sv ra 7ra5s; roiavlaf

3
El;<;ov
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fays, that the apoftles in mentioning the fub-

jedion of Chrift to the Father (i Cor. xv.)

fpake of him more lowly than was ne-

ceiTary for their advantage *."

CEcumenius alfo fays, that " Peter in his

** firft fpeech, though by faying that Chriji

** rofe according to thejiejl?, he intimated that

*' he was God, yet refers all to the Fathdr,

" that they might receive his fayings-f-."

He makes the fame obfervation on Peter's

faying, the promife of the Spirit was from the

Father. *' He refers things to the Father,

tixoii ^o^a; wEf J avla . //.eIu ^e tw avara<nv, }y mv £ig sporsj ava-

CacriVy kJ t2 rsiavayiii 'tsvivi/.alos syrifoilriiTiVi f^ raj 'Zsavlo^aTrcog Say-

/jtac^HPyiag aj £7r£7£A«v, Ka'Msvlsg auls to ctQaaiim ovofjuxy tyvcoaav

aTfavli; oi sarBvcvlsc, oli k^ Sho? sn, id, ts Se« [xovoyim vioj. In

Rom. cap. i. Opera, vol. 3. p. 15. Ed. Halse.

* O [jLiv sv ^uoq a7roro>.og rnv ik tjij f^mm^ ixu^o>^oyiaz (pvofit-

vrv v<po^U[xmi ^^afnv, Taulcx. isporE^eMs, ra'^sivole^oig %fw«/AEvoj

hoyoii d'la rnv bkuvcov u(p£}^iav. In I Cor. xv. Opera, vol. 3.

P- 273-

t Kou k/s «]&'? nK^iv Hi rou ;i^frroi', et?Aa 'waX/i' iyKuixut-

«rpos riy.m Kj to yivoi to at iKtiiv, 7« X?'^"* «^5^<yi'7«« Toi'

-vipi TA? etva^ctaiai Koyov . ic^ nx. H'ttzv, q\i i7niy['ii\etlo avlt^

6 ^iOi e4A\' yLil/^QV K) ATa^ACctjoV iVy TO U^Offt TO S'l Jt*7<*

accpKct KtjfivT'Jovjci i^li; eci K) ^ioi %f/re)j, K) cwtTiv iv Ta

avjcfjt TO, hzyoy.iva. Opera, vol. i. p. 21.

" that
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*' that he might draw his hearers *." Again,

he obferves, that he faid " the Father, and not

*' Chrift, promifed that appearance byjoelf."

On another part of his fpeech, in which

mention is made of God glorifying his Son

yeftis^ he fays, " he fpake humbly concern-

** ing him J."

Quoting Theodoretj^he " calls low dif-

** courfes concerning Chrifl the frjl eie^

** ments. To thofe who were not capable

** of a perfedl faith, the preachers of the

** gofpel offered what relates to the huma-
" nity of Chiiil. Thus the bleffed Peter

** preaching to the Jews, meafures his doc-

** trine by the weaknefs of his hearers.

•* For he fays, Jefus of Nazarethy a man
** approved of God among you. And yfe

** have need, he fays, from negligence,

** not being fuch (i. e. perfect) of milk,

*' not of flrong meat. He calls low dif-

* 'Yi.a.i '7?a\ipra <uttr^i avATi^tiJt to yiyovoa otSt yetf

MTU T8f etKpoArai iTTKX'jrau'iyoi, Oecumen, vol. i. p. 21.

f YiAT afyicLi (xiv yctf rev '^fura ['ZFSili^ct] ihiytv a tjv

^f/roc d.-retfyn\ct<^ctt TuTo J^ict Iwha ra "zs-po^wTif. Vol.i. p. 21,

X Eli ruv TaTTEivols^av ty/^ai "oia. rts eiTrstv «« i^nz ^ovafASi

^auixala^mai—toj 'zirpoa^Sivai rov 'mm^oi, a yaP to oiHo^o^arov w
^po7^mw/ 5c|nj >a^fiy. Ibid. p. 28.

courfes
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•' courfes concerning Chrift, thofe that re-

'* late to the fleflr, milk, and ftrong meat

** for the peffed;, difcourfes concerning the.

** divinity of Chrift. For thofe, therc-

•* fore, who were babes in faith, there was

** need of low difcourfes, as milk is fit

** for babes ; but for the perfect in faithj

^* there was need of ftrong meat, the fublime

" philofophy concerning Chrift. Every

*' one, he fays^ who partakes of milk, that

** is, every one, who wants thefe low
** difcourfes concerning the humanity of

" Chrift (for they are milk) is unlkilfulj

** and not a partaker of the word of righte-.

** oufnefs. By the word of righteoufnefs,

*« he means the dodirine of the divinity of

«' Chrift, &c.*"

* AAAO . 70i%i\.<x Tw, apx'*''y ™v >>oyucv tk Sex, ts; TaTreivole^Sf

iffm %oir8 Xoy«j sKaMa-e . to»^ ya§ fAn)h '3?a) rnv 'S!i?iv scrxynioei

KHPUiisg . iilcog fiaxx^io; Ilel^oi; la^aiotg "^inimyopuv b^eI^ykte tw 5i-

^acTKaynavm aa-Btma. ruv aKWvlm. Imav 7«^, eipn, tov Na^ojf^iov,

ayOftX azo ta hs^ ano^iSuytisyov ug vixcxg, Kai yeyovals xfEJav f%oi/-

leg, Auioi ysycyals, ^rtcnv^ in. ^a^u/xiag^ hk ovkg toiWJoi, ya^KuKio^ -^

it rsp^ccg i^o(psa>g . ya.'Kx Tvrysi Taj laTrnvag 'zyi^i %^»r« XOT'Sf, tkj wfct

Tt)5 crapaog : re^sav Je r^o(pYiv, t8j teAsij^ ra? -steci TWf ^soli^og aculs
•

to:; «v £i ^tiTTioii rnv 'artriv, eJsj ^oyojv ra^eivftiv (xa!7aXAuXov 7«^ Toi?

vr.zeoig to 7«?a) TOi$ «e Tf^s^ij Tjjy wirji*, thj rffEa; Tfo^nj »^ T)^
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** Having called difcourfes concerning

"• the humanity of Chrift, xhtjirjt principles^

*' and thofc concerning his divinity ^^r/^<r*

** t'loriy left they (hould delpond, as not

** being w^orthy of the mofl perfed: dif-

** courfes, he endeavours to give them thofc

** that were perfei^t. And he fay& fo, but

** not in the fame fenfe in which he had

*' ufed the word perjc^l before, for thej

** were not able to bear it. But he difpofes

** his difcourfe in another manner, caHing

**' iiril principles, baptifm, the impofition of
** hands, and the fign;" perhaps that of the

crofs, " and perfection, the philofophy -of

** works*"

KV^m {iilci yaf to ya>^) uTTU^oi £r< >^ ai^{\o-/jj^ Aoys OiKaiocj-^i . ?xiy(?y

Oioixaioaj;7]^ >>ty,£i^ rev 'ze^i rrg ^tiinlo; ts hu^ih • v ce^ta. t^o^jj ,

b u^r,?\Ci T^oyo;^ >^ ra v-i|/>i?a Tufpi %Pira ^oyixocla. In Heb- Opera,

vol. 2. p. 353.

* Aval iiTTiiv apXKV Tcvg mt^t av^^xTrotriloi; ts kuoih >,aycv;^ 7i7\ZiQ-

Inla 5h Tcui wjfi $£&7>j7o;. iva /xn aJyi/Aoiwcriv ifht, u^ /av: a^ix/xtvot txv re-

hsioli^uv ?^oycuv "^'.ynv Tyj TiMi-ic 'SJEi^ulcxi . Kzyu 5f , k% ur, avw TfXFiS?

SKO^EcTE, (« yap i(T%i;ov aKxaai .) aWv' ilepug ue^oJeuji tov Acyoy,

afX"" f^^^
"^^ fiuTtiiaiAU KaXuVy >^ tw ty avlu ruv yji^uv EWiS£ff« t^

v^^ayi^a^ iz^.uolinla 3e, Tf,v 3( ic,y'.ov (pi^.oacpay, PllOtius in

CEcumcii, in Heb. vol. 2 p- 354.

Cgmmeriting
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Commenting on Heb. v. 7. he was heard,

** in that be feared, CEcumenius fays, ** this

** he faid on account of the weaknefs of his

" hejrers *." And again, fpeaking of God

havi?2g raij'ed upChrift, he fays, '* the di-

" vine Paul often fpeaks in a low ftyle ; fay-

** ing, That the Father raifed up Chrift f
.'*

Tlieophyladl, commenting on Heb. i.

fays, *' Why did he not fay that Chrift fpake

** to us ? It was both becaufc they were

•* weak, and not yet able to hear concerning

<* Chrift, and to Ihew, that the Old and the

•* New Teftament have the fame author J.'*

I fliall now proceed to fhew, that, in the

opinion of the fame Fathers, the apoftles

thought it neceflary to obferve the fame

caution in teaching the doftrine of the di-

vinity of Chrift to the Gentiles, that had

been requifite with refped: to the Jews.

* Kai BicraKisa-Beii . Totrslov, ^r,(riv, Ecn^saSji, oli k, avfsTj . t^o

jl aktSevia Twv anaoviaiv. In Heb. vol. 2. p. 349-

-f-
rioMaxa ya^ TaTremliPa o Sejoj Xlav'koi; (pBefyofAEVog, tov 'ssotispm

(^(Tiv avarina'M'Tov x^irov. Ibid. p. 3^0-

X Aia TJ ?£ an EJTTHV, i'kx>.Y\'TtV YI^IV Xf(fO? ; A^IOC fjliV^ ^KX TO

ao^EVEig Eivcxi aola;, xj ixnTTOi ^uvaa^ai anaaai nsEpi 7S /^irs . afxa 5'g

xj '^tuvuo.v^ js7j y\ zsaT^tcc ^ n HOimj £V5j m "-< ts aula. Vol. 2>

^. 876.
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CHAPTER VI.

Of the Caution obferved by the Apofiles in

teaching the DoSfrines of the Pre-exiflence

and Divinity of Chriji to the Gentile Con-

verts,

npHE apofiles found the Jews fully per-

fuaded concerning the doctrine of the

divine unity, and on that account they are

reprefented by the Fathers as cautious how
they taught the dodtrine of the divinity of

Chrifl-, left their hearers fhould have been

ftaggered at it, as if they had preached two

Gods. The Gentiles were in a quite dif-

ferent iituation, believing in a multiplicity

of Gods i on which account it might be

thought to require lefs caution to teach this

favourite dodrine to them. But then, for

the fame reafon for which it was thoupht

improper for Mofes and the prophets to

teach it to the Jews, in the former periods

of their hiftory, when they were in danger of

falling into idolatry, it was equally improper

to infift upon it with the Gentiles, left they

ftiould have been encouraged to perfevere

Vol. III. I in
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in the fame fyftem. Alfo, after they were

brought to the worfhip of one God, they

would have been no lefs averfe to fuch a

doctrine as the trinity than the Jews. On
this account it was not lefs hazardous, ac-

cording to Chryfoftom, to teach the doc-

trine of the divinity of Chrift to the Gen-

tiles than it had been to the Jews.

In the paflage, part of which I have quoted

above, after obferving, that if the apoilles had

not conducftcd themfelves in this cautious

manner with refped: to the Jews, their whole

doftrine would have appeared incredible to

them, he adds, ** and at Athens Paul calls

** him"
(
Jefus) ** fimply a man, and nothing

** farther, and for a good reafon. For if

*' they often attempted to ftone Chrift him-
*' felf, when he fpake of his equality with

" the Father, and called him on that account

*' a blafphemer, they would hardly have re-

** ceived this doctrine from fifhermen, efpe-

" cially after fpeaking of him as crucified.

** And why do I fpeak of the Jews ? when
** at that time even the difciples of Chrift

** himfelf were often difturbed and fcanda-

** lized at him, when they heard fublime

** dodlrines
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''doctrines; on which account he faid, /

*' have many things to fay to you, but ye are

" not yet able to bear them. And if they

" could not bear thefe things, who had liv-

" ed fo Ions: with him, and had received fo

*' many myfteries, and feen fo many mira-

" cles,how could men, who were then firfl:

*' taken from their altars, idols, and facri-

** fices, and cats, and crocodiles (for fuch

*' was the worfliip of the heathens) and

" being then fir/l brought off from thefe

" abominations, readily receive fublimedoc-

" trines * ?"

Theodoret, commenting on i Cor. viif.

6 . To us there is one God the Father, and one

* Ev 0£ A9)ivaiJ JC) avSfwTTov oujIcv otmy^ar, Koi.7£i, UavT^og, sSh fSShSOV

siTTuv . sixoloi; , £1 ycxp avlcv rov pi^irov 5ia^e'>'c/AHvov 'mepi rns «5 to»

f«a^3V, <rxoM yotp 'isa^a, rav a'hizm ralov tov ^oy^v s^s^avlo, 'tj rtiJo rov

rocuoov 'Tspox.^^yi'^avlog. Kai tj ^ei "Kzyny ts; IsSaisj * otth ys. ^ avln

tol£rtJQ>.7\oc}ii<; 01 f/,a%lai tuv v-^iXolspccv atcaovlsg sBopu^avio xj sffKco/^x-

>d^ovlo . 3ia! T«7o )i, e^E7'£ -ziroMa £%&) hr/nv v^iv a^^ a "^uvaa^i. ^ara^Eiv

apli . £( Se vmvoi m t^wavio oi cvyyevof^svci xi^ovov TO<Tslav^ }y ToaiUcaif

Koivo^jncravlsg aTTo^^rpiuvy >^ roaavla ^zaaa^iivoi^avixoHa, 'S!ccg av^^uTTOi

aTTo ^cc/xuVf >^ Ei^uXm^ >y Buaiuv, ''tj aiXipuv, >y x^o^oJ'fi^wv, TOiavloi

yap vv ruv eMwcov asQaaiJioila ; ly ruv a»Mv riov hcckuv role 'Jspulov

WTtoiTTraa^^vliiy aS^oov ~ a? v^^yj^^i tuv ^oyixalm i^i^vlo ^oysj. In

Ada, Horn. i. Opera, vol. 8. p. 447.

I 2 Lord
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Lord Jefus Cbrijly fays, " Here he calls the

*' one GoJ, and the other Lord, left he

** (hould give thofe who were juft freed

** from heathenifm, and had learned the

** truth, a pretence for returning to their

** heathenifm and idolatry*."

CEcumenius, on the fame place, fays,

** The apoftle fpeaks cautioufly concerning

*' the Father and the Son, calling the Father

** the one God, left they ftiould think there

*• were two Gods ; and the Son the one

** Lord, left they fhould tTiink there were

** two Lords. For if he had faid God and

** God, the Greeks, from their ignorance,

" would have thought it had been poly-

*' theifm ; or if he had faid Lord and Lord,

** they would have thought there were many
** Lords. This is the reafon why he now
** fays, that the Father was God, and the

** Son Lord. For- he had premifed that with

** us there was but one God. Had he called

** both the Father and the Son God, and

* Ev7av&ct fxivloi rov (mev Seov 'ZiTpo<n]yopEuae, rov h xvptov ' iva /ttn

,ua9«(TJ, rsapaaxyi is^ofaa-iv ejj rr^v 'sjoXu^bov e^ccTrarw 's^aT^iv^^o/xrjaau

In Loc, Opera, vol. 3. p. 158.

" Lord
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*' Lord, he would have been found ad:ing

*' contrary to his own affirmation to the

** Greeks, and would have appeared to have

" introduced many Gods; and many Lords.

" Therefore he calls the Father God, and

** the Son Lord ; condefcending to the flate

*' of novices in the Greeks*." Again,

fpeaking of God having raifed Chrill from

the dead, he fays, *' the apoftle herein con-

" defcends to them as children, not that

** Chrift was not able to raife himfelf •!•;'*

Theodoret alfo, in his expofition of i Cor,

15. in which the apoflle fays, that the Son

*' wasfubjedl to the Father^ fays, ** the divine

** apoftle, fearing the evil that might arife

* Aio Kai slug aatpaXa; ra ^ssdl^o^ uai t« m^ iiJi.vn<r^ ' rov fMSv

'sszls^a HiTTwy bvx Shov, iva jxn ^uo Bsag vo(M(Tcoiti^ rov km viov eva ku-

fjoy, tvx (U>i 3wo Hvpisi vofjuauaiv ' si yap eitte Sjov Kai Bsov, 'aoXu^etoeu

av fl aTTEi^iai; svo/xiffav E^^>1VE;, n kv^iov km xv^iov, 'sroTwKu^ioli^la cat

ivofju<rav . ure km th vuv EiTCm ^tov 'mals^cx km KU^m rov mov auk n

ailia . w yaf v7ro<Txo{iEV0i 'ssap vfMV Eva Seov Eivai . £i hv eittev uaa

rov 'aalE^a km tov uiov, Beov n kv^iov-, nsa'Hv EupiaKElo rvi oiKEia vrro-

cr%£(r£i oaov ta^og EMjivaj Evavlm/xEvog., km 'ssoy.u^ttav >) 'ssoT^nv^iolriia

xala ro <paivofjt.Evov Eiaayuv . ^10 Seov eitcuv tov 'malEpui xv^iov elttb

yrov mov^ t» vriTrtoliili avyxtxlaSaimv rccvE>>Xr]mv. Opera, vol. I.

p. 492.

-f-
O 3e Ssoj }y rov xv^tov r)yEi^Ev. Kli vyjttioi^ scrtv, eJej (xvfxalcC'

f«(!/£iv, xai 'mpog ry\v vmnolrTia aulav ^aXsfV . jun Bo^uSn^rg axaa-ag cIj

Bsog rov xp'^°v nysifev . a ya§ ettei ax mx^wEv tavlov syEi^at, rsB

fn^iv. Ibid. p. 469*
** from
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,

'* from the Grecian mythology, added thefe

** things, fpeaking in low terms for their

'^advantage*.'*

According to CEcumenius, thofe whom
John, in his firft epiftle, addrefles as chil^

dren, were thofe who were acquainted with

the humanity of Chrifl only, as the grown

men were thofe who knew his divinity.

Of the latter he fays, that " they knew him
** that was from the beginning. But who
** is from the beginning, but God the logos,

" who was in the beginning with God?"

He reprefents him as explaining his own
meaning in the following manner : *' Since

** I knew that you will receive my writings

*' according to the difference in your ages, I

" muft meafure my dodlrine according to your

** ages, and difcourfe with fome as children

** who know the Father," he means God the

Father only ; ** but to others as fathers, who
** know more than the children, and not as

** the father only, but as without origin and

** unfearchable, for he was in the begin-

** ning. To thefe I mufl addrefs more per-

* O n&> sv Seioj aTTQTO'Ko; Tw £« Tnj HyMvimi fxuBo>.oyiag <pvo-

/ffvnf vfOfUfjLEvoi j3AafJiv, Taula z^pon^EMS, Tavrnvoii^wi; p(;,sicra|(/e:^o5

^oyo^{ Sia tw wwwv «^£Xei«v. Opera, vol. 3. p. 201.

- " fed
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** fed difcourfes*.'* Inconfiftently, how-

ever, with this, he fays, that ** by thofe who
** deny the Son, in this epiftle, are meant

** they who fay that Chrift was a mere

** man -," and yet he fays, that ** by thofe

** who denied that Jefus was the Chriji, v/ere

" meant the Gnoftics."

Theophylad, commenting on i Cor. i. 8.

fays, ** Since Paul was writing to the

** Greeks, who worfhipped many Gods,

** and many Lords, on this account he

** does not call the Son God, left they

*' fliould think there were two Gods, as

** being accuftomed to polytheifm. Nor
** did he call the Father Lord, left they

*' fhould think there were many Lords.

** For the fame reafon he made no mention

(pwiv STag vjjuxz oi^a, naTa rag ruv j]Ai«i6JV Siz^o^aj ^t^o/xtvag ra Trap

t/Jtis ypa<poiMtva, avafm xa/xe 'Sja^a/ASTpriaai rrt ^ix^zcrsi rng -tiXmcxg

v/xuv TW ^i^aatia^jav., xat roig fxtv ccg 'maiOioig sTTByvuKOcri rov isarepx

{?^7si ^e rov Seov) ^(a^E;)^Snval . toij Se ag 'marpaffiv, 01 isXbov zyjan

10)9 'srai^iccv tcara rw yi'wcriv, to jW)i ug 'marina, (xovov STTEyiiUKSVOct f

aWva HM ug mia^xfii '^^^ a^it^n-^rog . jjv yaf £v «f%>7 . riiloig h uai

TsTsscolEpco'j a^iov lisa^a^E^'.v 'ssoinaod'^ixi hoyu . In John, Opera,

vol. 2. p. 570.

1

4

*'of
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'* of the Holy Spirit, fparing the weaknefs

^' of his hearers ; as the prophets do not

" mention the Son clearly, on account of

*« the Jews, left they Ihould think of a

** generation with paffion*." In his Com-
mentary on 1 Col. i. 12. he obferves, that

*' Paul mentions giving thanks to the Fa^
** ther only. He does the fame," he fays,

" in the epiftle to the Corinthians, bring-

'* ing them gradually to the do(5trine con-
** cerning-theSon-f*/'

The fame writer, in his Commentary on

I Tim. xi. 5. There is one God, and one me-

diator between God and Man, the man Chrijl

ye/us, fays, '* he does not fpeak plainly

** concerning the deity of Chrift, becaufe

f* polytheifm then abounded, and left he

is^icCiVovleti i^ 'srcKuKV^iojiiJet • Jlta. Tisjo, ii]i '^ rov vtov ^iov

vol * isji }d Tov '^ciji^ct KVf/oi', IVA [j.fi 'JtoAXb? Kv^fdi }y -ma^

tiy.iv iivat J^o^ufft. Aiet 7a.v]>}v eTe rm etijiety, s/e th t^viv-

fJl-CLJof S^.I'H5"^H 'tv]etvd-et,, ^iiS^Of/.tlOi r»f ct^iVilcf.( TUV CLKHOV-

7<yv • uv'Ttif Kj 01 'SFfo^iijoj TB Via </ei(pui a y.<i^.vnv]cth «^'* 7"«?

latTctiaf, lya, y.i] iy-TTct^tj voy\<;co(rt Tr,v yivvmiv. Opera,

vol. 2. p. 226,

f OvTCi) )y zv 7M CTfOf Kof/f^gKf fooii'i. JlpsycL ^i ty^/'

Ceti^ei ctVTiij iti 7Q\i nsi^i i/ii hoyoy, Vol. 2. p. 631.

"fhould
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** fhould be thought to introduce many
" gods j where, though he fays, one and

*' one, he does not put them together, and

*' fay two, but only one and one. Such is

** the caution of the fcriptures. On this

** account he makes no mention of the

** Spirit, left he fliould feem to be a poly-

*' theift*."

Such abundant evidence as this, when

there is nothing to oppofe to it (and many

more pafTages to the fame purpofe might,

I doubt not, be colleded, if it could be

thought that they were at all wanting) muft

furely fatisfy all the impartial, that, in the

opinion of the chriftian Fathers, the doc-

trines of the pre-exiftence and divinity of

Chrift were confidered as being of fuch a

nature, as that it would not have been pru-

dent to rifk the communication of them

either with Jews or Gentiles, on their firft

gTB/J*:) TZti't'.V^^lA TOTS iK^ATil,
>0i

IVct //J) l'0lJ./O-^}) y^ auToi

<33-o>A8f ^i'^ii 'Ts-u^iio'ct.y-iv. oTnyz aj^i TO, s/f >y i/(, orav A«-

y;\-aji, ty^tjUJcJ.' (JUVTi-^iVJii, >^ Kiynv J'vo,ix.A\cL 4/j }A i,f .

Tc(7ctv7ii yj.^ n vjKaCwjl THf ^facwf . ^10. T6TQ iic nj.vm'^n

vJ^i TB 'srVivy.ctTOi, iva, ,u» d^o^K -zroAtz-Jsof nyai. VoJ. z,

p. 7S7'

converfion
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converfion to chriftianlty. And the plain

inference from this is, that the orthodox

Fathers muft necefTarily have fuppofed,

that the chrillian church, in general, was

at firft unitarian, and that it continued to be

fo a confiderable time. For none of them

fay, or hint, when this caution on the part

of the apoftles ceafed j and they reprefent

them as ufing it in the very lateft of their

writings, as in thofe from Paul after his

confinement at Rome, and therefore not

long before the deftrudiion of Jerufalem.

At that time, therefore, they rnufl: have

thought that the great body of chriftians

were unitarians, and without being con-

fidered as heretics on that account.

But the moft decifive proof of this is

their univerfally concluding, that the doc-

trines of the pre-exiftence and divinity of

Chrift were never taught clearly and expli-

citly till it was done by John, in the intro-

duction to his gofpel, which they fuppofed

to have been publifhed among the lafl of

the books of the New Teftament, and after

the death of the other apoflles.

CHAP-
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CHAPTER VII.

Of John being thought to have been the jirji

'who clearly and boldly taught the doBrines

of the Pre-exijience and Divinity ofChriJi,

A S this is an article of confiderable con-

fequence, I fhall produce a redundance

of evidence in fupport of it -, nothing being

better calculated to fatisfy us, that, in the

opinion of the chriftian Fathers, the doc-

trines of the pre-exiflence and divinity of

Chrift were not generally received in the

life-time of the other apoftles ; and, there-

fore, that limple unitarianifm could not have

been confidered as any herefy in the early

ages. Thefe authorities I fliall produce,

as I have generally done others, nearly in

the order of time in which the writers

ilourifhed. I fliall only firfl obferve, that

John feems to have got the title of Swxoy©-,

divine, from this circumftance, of his teach-

ing the doctrine of the divine logos, which

was fuppofed to be peculiar to him. This

3 appellation
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' appellation is given to him in the title to

the book of Revelation. It is mentioned

by Athanalius in his Sermo Major de Fide*,

and alfo by Cyril of Alexandria
-f-.

For a

fimilar reafon Ifaiah is ftiled Theologus by

Eufebius, in If. xxiv. lo.J

I fliall alfo remind my reader in this

place, that this hypothefis of John hav-

ing taught the docftrine of the divinity

of Chrift in the introduction of his gof-

pel, does not occur in the earlieft v^riters.

Thefe being nearer to the fource of infor-

mation, fay that John had a view to the

Gnoftics only, both in his epiftles, and

the introdu(5tion to his gofpel. This was

the opinion of Irensus, who wrote about

, the year 170; for which fee this work,

vol. I. p. 2^3. The firfl writer who fays

that John meant the unitarians, I believe,

was Origen.

* Montfciucon's Colle£llo, vol. 2. p. 13.

t Horn. Opera, vol, 2. p. 75.

X Montfaucon's C^ollc^io, vol. 2. p- 450,

SEC.
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SECTION I.

The Acknowledgments of the Chrifiian Fa^

thers that John was the firjl who taught

the do5lrincs above-mentioned.

ORIGEN, though a zealous defender of

the dodtrines of the pre-exiftence and

divinity of Chrift, yet, as will appear in

its proper place, only conlidered them as

more fublime dodlrines, fit for the more

perfect chriftians. He fays, that " John
** alone introduced the knowledge of the

** eternity of Chrift to the minds of the

** Fathers*." " John himfelf was tranf-

'* formed into God, and fo became partaker

** of the truth, and then pronounced that

** the word of God was in God from the

** beginning
-f-."

* Joannes fola ejus aeterna in notitiam fidelium anima-

rum introducit. Opera, vol. 2. p. 428.

f Sanflus itaque theologojs in deum tranfmutatus, veri-

tatis particeps, domini verbiim fubfiftere in deo principio,

hoc eft deum filium in deo patre, pronunciat. Ibid.

2 .
** No
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.

" No one," fays this writer, ** taught the

" divinity of Chrifl fo clearly as John, who
" prefents him to us, faying, I am the light

** of the world, 1 am the way^ the truth, and

*' the life, I am the nfurre^ion, I am the

" gate, I am the good fhepherd, and in the

** Revelation, / am the alpha and the omega,

** the beginning and the end, the firji and the

*' laji. We may therefore boldly fay, that,

*' as the gofpels are the firft fruits" (or the

*' moft excellent part) " of the fcriptures,

** fo the gofpel of John is the firft fruits of
** the gofpels ; the fenfe of which no per-

*' fon can conceive, except he who reclines

** on the breaft of Jefus, and who receives

*' from Jefus his mother Mary, and makes
*' her his own. He mufl be another John,
** who was fhewn by Jefus as another Jefus.

*' For he who is perfeft does not himfelf

•* live, but Chrifl lives in him. And fmce

" Chrift lives in him, he fays to Mary con-

** cerning him. Behold thy Son, Chrifl

<' himfelf*."

'«

U( luAVVVii, 'SrA^ft^mcti AVTOV hiyoVTAj lyto il(M TO !pU{ T»

M7i*.\s, iyu uy.1 i) oJ^oif 3^ « cthn^na, }^ 1) ^ufi . sya ziy-t n

AVATAffli *
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The meaning of this is, that, to have the

knowledge of the fublime dodlrines of th«

pre-exiflence and divinity of Chrift, as taught

by John, a man muft be a chriftian of the

firfi clafs and rank, far above the ordinary

fort. He muft be a fecond John, and a

fecond Jefus, imbibing their fpirit, and

entering into their moft profound meaning.

Eufebius, fays, that " John began the

•* dodrine of the divinity of Chrift, that

** being referved for him, as the moft

^' worthy*."

But he who wrote the moft largely, and

the moft eloquently on this fubjed: is Chry-

tf-fetrcto"/f . iyu iiut n ^i'p«, iya ntu o Tiroiy.nv o K^hoi . ksu

iv rji fi,'7roKAKV'\.ii, iyco iiij.t 7q u. }y ro 0, ti afyjn }y to T«Acf,

tr^aT<^ )^ iC'^cLiQr . ToAuMTso;' tqivvv iiTTiiv a.'xa,^-)Q\'9

{JMV 'Z!ra.<7cov y^A(puv HVou to. iUctyyiKid, ruv c/^s zvn^yyiKicdV

(t'7r(i,f)(J)V TO KATct IcoavViV, 8 TQV VdV »«/'2/f J^VVATAI KdCitV ^n

nvcfTriffcov ZTTi TO th-S-®- Irto"«, //.n/'s xa^ov clto Ima Tti?

Metp/ctv yzvoixivw it^ ocvth [xtnifcc; }y TnKiKzrov S'i ylvzff^au

sT?/ rOV iTClJLlVOV aT^^OV luA'VnV, eof T£ OlOVil Toy luAvv»v Ar-

y^^YiV<u ovTA Imav ato lH(7is

—

Kcu yaf ^a? TiriKzieo^iv^

^IJ KX.£T/, AKK' iV ttVTa ^tl J^P'rOf, Kau i'TTil ^t} iV AMTa

yjiT©^, Kiyzidii 'srsp/ <twTK t« Mstpist, iS'i vi"^ u\i %pir@'.

Comment, in Johan. vol. 2. p. 5.

• T«f A ^ioKoyicti a7ra,p^ii.(rd-<u, af av ctvru, 'srpo^/Tjf -?£«

'avzviiaroi oia K^itY]ofi '7rit^a7ri(^vAayf>.ip)ii . TctvTa (juv ny

«///!' tsipi THf T8 KetTet luafvnv zvctyfiKi^i y^ctipm^'-il§ns^'^a»

Hift. lib. 3. cap. 24. p. 117,

foftom
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foftom. And it will be feen that the great-

nefs of the myflery, its alarming appear-

ance to the Jews, and the extreme caution

of the evangelifb and apoftles in divulging

it, gave him great fcope for magnifying the

courage of John, in teaching what the other

apoftles had only ventured to hint at, and

which was referved for him, as x)^^ Jon of

thundery and whofe emblem was the eaglcy

to exprefs his foaring higher than any other

that had gone before him.

*' John," he fays, ** alone taught the eter-

*' naland fuper celeftial wifdom*." ** John
** firft lighted up the lamp of theology ; and

*' all the moft diftant churches running to

'* it, lighted up their lamps of theology, and

** returned rejoicing, faying. In the begin-

** ing was the logos'^."

' Chryfoftom reprefents all the preceding

writers of the New Teftament as children,

who heard, but did not underftand things,

* and who were bufy about cheefe-cakes

* Movoj T)5V Muvicv xj v7r?^K0(TiMm ^i?^o(ro(piav Kn§i/^a;. Injolin

i. Opera, vol. 6. p. 235.

«m^i-, *^ «T£rf£^{'£ ^ai^'scTis;, £v a^x^ r,v ?^oyoi. Ibid. p. 604.

'* and
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** and childidi fports*, but John," he fays,

*' taught what the angels themfelves did

*' not know before he declared it
-f-

;" and

he reprefents them as his moil attentive au-

ditors. *' Leaving the Father," he fays,

** he (John) difcourfed concerning the Son,

*^becaufe the Father, was known to all, if

** not as a Father, yet as God, but the

** unbegotten was unknown J."

Of the three firfl: evangelifts, he fays,

** they all treated of the fleflily difpenfation,

*' and filently by his miracles, indicated his

*' dignity. The dignity of the logos of

" God was hid, the arrows againft the he-

*' retics were concealed, and the fortifica-

** tion to defend the right faith was not

'* raifed by the pious preaching. John,
** therefore, the fon of thunder, being the

a^v^l^dlix 'ssamKx. In Johan. I. Opera, vol. 8. p. 2.

\ A [jirt^e ayyfXot 'mpiv rj riilov ymaSai ri^siaav . jMeS* Ji/wav yao

^Yi KM iiloi Siflt Tnj Icoaws (pomi Hai 5i yii^cov s/Aa^ov xttsp £ym(/,sv.

Ibid.

X Tt JViTTOT av Tov zrctls^a afn;^ 'srs^j t« vih ^laT^syilai : oil

novoysvni vyvoiilo. Ibid; p. 1 1

.
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•' laft, advanced to the dodtrine of the lo-

," gos," or the divinity of Chrifl*.

*' hi the beginning was the word. This

** dodrine was not publifhed at firft, for

** the world would not receive it. Where-

*« fore Matthew, Mark, and Luke" (John

is here added, but it mull be an interpola-

tion) *' began at a diftance. When they

•• began the preaching, they did not imme-

** diately fay what was becoming his dig-

'* nity, but what would fuit the hearers.

** Matthew, beginning his gofpel, fays,

** ^he book of the generation of Jefus Chrifl

** the fon of David, the fon of Abraham.

** Why does he not fay the fon of God ?

3(a Tcov ^ctUfAOiluv, syvco^i^ov tjjv a|jav . 'EKpvTrlElo ^£ ill th Ses ^Jiya

a^iufia, Ex^Ttlilo 5e ra Kola, ruv ai^iltxuv Ce^ji, }y ro rvg o^^.g

Zo^Yig £7rj7£(%i(7-/*« a^eTTole tw Kn^vyi/ali mj sucrs^stag eyy\ye^o. Iwawnj

roiwv-., yj©- TH5 (S^ovJwj, TB>.sulaiog, 'ma^ny^sv stti tyiv Bso^^oyiav. De

Sigillis, Op. vol 6. p 173. N. B. The fenfe of the pafTage

abfolutely requires ExpvTrlslo and not tm^vrliio in both the

claufes, and in the latter it is fo /endered by the Latin

tranflator, though not in the former. The obfervation, that

the firft verfes in the gofpel of John are a refutation of all

herefies is common with the Fathers. No perfon, except

one who is pretty well converfant with them, can imagine

how ^ten thofe verfes occur in their writings.

•'Why



Chap. VII. Blvhilty of Chrijl.
1 3

1

*' Why does he conceal his dignity by poor

*' language ? Why does he conceal from
'* men the things relating to his deity ?

** He anfwers, I am preaching to the Jews,

" who do not even believe him to be

** a good man. They would not believe

" Chrifl to be the fon of Abraham, and

" will they believe his being called the fon

•' of God ?—The bleffed Mark, alfo, when
" he applied himfelf to writing a gofpel,

" taking courage from what had been done
'* before" (meaning perhaps, by Matthew)
** calls him the Son of God -, but he imme-
*^ diately contrails his difcourfe, and cuts

" fliort what he had intended to fay, that

<^ he might fpoth his hearers. He there-

*' fore, introduces what he had to fay, con-

** cerning the Baptiil, faying, The begin-

*' ning oj the gfpel cf 'Jfus Chrifl, as it it

" written in Ifaiah the prophet, &c."

** Luke follows in the third place, and

" goes a middle way. He touches upon
*' the dodtrine of the logos, but does not ex-

" plain, or unfold his dignity 3 but fays,

'^ Since many have undertaken to give an aC"

** count oftvhat has come to pafs among us, it

K 3 '^feemed
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'^ feemed good to mt alf), who have attended

«* to every thing from the begmiwg^ to write

" in order as h'as been deiivered to us^ by thofe

* lU'ho laere eye-witncffcs and mlnijiers of the

** logos. But though he mentions the lo-

** gos, he did not fay that the logos wafe

* God. What then does he do ? Touch-
•* ing upon the fubject, and confidering that

•* he was fpeaking in the ears of the dead,

** he conceals his dignity, and brings on

•* the (Economy," i. e. the dodlrine of the

incarnation or humanity of Chriil. '* There

** was a prieffc Zacharias, &c."

** John, therefore, the fon of thunder,

*' laft of all advanced to the doctrine of his

«* divinity, after thofe three heralds ; and

•* with great propriety he followed them,

'* and they went before, lightening a little,

*' as the lightning precedes the thunder, left

** burfting from the clouds at once it fhould

*' ftun the hearer.—They therefore lighten-

" ed the aconomy, or the humanity of Chrifl,

•* but he thundered oat the theology^' that

is-) the dodirine of Chrifc's divinity*.
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Again, he introduces John as holding a

foliloquy with himfelf, and faying, after

lasnwii. 01s iif^avlo ts KYipvy/xalog, an sj^v; £>.a7<.ncciv rx 'ss^zTimioc,

Tij a^ta, a'XNx. ta ap/xo^ovia rctg axpooiixivoii , o Ma;7'^iMCif, a^xjiv

'S!oiY\(Ta[ji,tvog Tcuv Evayfi'Kim^ Xsysj . (3joAof yivtcrso)/; Iii^a x^'-^ov via

AxSid', via A^pxafi . Sjo/j, fjiyi via Bes ; oicxli 'ssltax^ ?'f?ft K^viflii^

nr,y a^iav ; "^laii moig av'^puTTOi; rx Seia KxXuTflsig ; isapa Is&soij

p:(Ti }ir.fvrlco, rotg fm uv^cottov ^ikcxwv tivcu 'BiTSvacri. Tov xf'5'ci'

viov AQoaxi/. ^"TiGi sd's^ayloy y^ vixi Ses >txlxyfB7<?^Of/.EVoV, avB^o'JIxt.—
IlaAiv /juxicx^ioi Ma^Kog na^etg eaulov sigyTO svxyfsT^iov, k, ^a^trnax^

Toig 'sspoyzyviJLvaaiJiivoii^ ?.£7£i /WEv uiov Sex, oM ei/^EWj cri.i'£r£iX£ toi;

^oyov, ;^ £K(3>vO?;o3"£ tt,'/ svjqixv, iva ^a/.a|vj tov a/ipoxlw . ^TTxyu

XV ey^Ewj Ta Kala; tcv i2a;;r7jr>!i' Pisyw^, af%>1 tk syayla^is Iijcra Xfira,

aoSwj yiypxTrlou £v H^aix tw 'srfcp>;7n.—O Aa^aj auioPwSfi Tfi7oj,

xj jM£(rpj
Xi^yfE'

/•*£'^-^ TaVwi/, »tj XTflP.Xl IJ.£V Tii B£H ^07-'^, « /-'-W SpiWViVH

»tj avx-rluaau rnv x^iav . «V>a <^«cr.v, etteiSV.^e^ ^o>7.oi £'7Z'£%r;f >i

-

rav avoilaiaa^xi ^.nyy^cnv 'ssipi twv 'az%7:,':^cpo^ri[UViiiy £V «/iJv '^pxy-

(Mtluv, i^Qt,£ Hx//,oi ni:a^aM,o7^-^Y,aai tc/j -arawiv a'rra^x'^'i y^x-l'X:,

jrjiSwj '2i7ao£5a;;<av »j/xiv"oi «7r «r;p(;>;; aj/loTrlxi, Kj vtiyi^bIm ys.vcyi.vjoi ts

^oys . a^>,a ?.oycv [Hv eittev, s;^ ei^e Se c7( jc] Scof v;y o Ao^cj . t^ kv

X) avloi ruom ; a^ximoi; to nvxi^ xj £i.'>'0)i(ra?, oIj vsu-^xig awai;

s^/nX,Uf Kp'J7t%i TCJ a^jxv^ »^ ZJ^cf^^si tw ciacv3/x!av . £ya'c7o jeoew;

Zax'^f'*? •
'J7

'^^ ^^^i '^^ euayfeT^iH. luavvm Tcivyv o yjc; tj;^ pj'ov-

%g Tihivlxioi 'ssx^r\>^zv £m tuv ^Eo^oyjav, (jlsIx rkg T^tii Bttsivsg «r?fy-

Kaj, «^ Ei«o7wj jasv wo?v8Sr/5"£v, o< oe -sTtOCEA^zCcv, ra [/.ik^x Tscog xt^xtt-

lovlei, aa'Tti^ yx^ tyii; |3fCi/7-iif isr^o-i^ysilxi arpxTT^i^ iva jxyi x^^oov ZHsivn

EK rm vB(p(iiv pxyaax -bj^^hIh tov a«soi'7a. OJJojj ETTEiSVi £/xeX?.£ ,^fov-

7av Iiiixvvng, is^OB^aQov oi tczii; suxyfsh'sxi ^Mnv xr^xTrmy >y a fxsv

Yirpaxi'Xv rnv cikovoiaixv^ o h ^povlx t«v ^sohoy.cxv. De Sigiiiis,

.Opera, vol.6, p. 171, &c.

K 3
*' confidering
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confidering the progrefs of herefy, ** Why
** do I delay ? Why have I any longer pa-

'* tience ? Why do I not bring forth the

** myftcry hid from ages ? Why do I hide

** in myfelf, the wifdom which was before

** the ages, which I derive from the im-
** mortal fountain on which I lean ? Why
** do I not publifli what angels are ignorant

** of? Why do I hide from the ends of

*' the earth what no one knows, except the

" Father? Why do I not write what Mat-

" thew, and Mark, and Luke, through a

** wife and praife-worthy fear, pafTed in

*' filence, according to the orders that were

*' given them. How fhall I fpeak what
** was given me freely from above ? Mat-

" thew, according to what was granted to

" him, wrote according to his ability.

** Mark, and Luke, in like manner, accord-

*' ing to the fupply of the Spirit, have writ-

*' ten their books in a becoming manner.

** I alfo will write, and add to thofe before,

** the fourth fountain of life. For there

^* remains to the divine voice the difcourfes

** of the divinityt and the world is in dan-

" ger
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*' ger on this quarter. I will write a book

** which will ftop the mouths of all, who
" fpeak unjuftly of God. I will write a

** book which will hide all the wifdom of

" the world. I will write a book which

" fhall not be confined to what concerns

*' man. For the church is provided with

*' what Mofes wrote concerning thefe

*' things, about the heavens and the earth,

*' &c.

"But I, leaving all things which have

'* come to pafs from time, and in time,

" will fpeak of that which was without

** time, and is uncreated, about the logos

*' of God, which was generated from the

" Father in an ineffable manner, about

*' which Mofes dared not to fpeak. But

" I am able to do all things, through Chrifl

*' who firengthens me."

" The apolUe John having reafoned thus

"within himfelf, and having the pen of a

*' writer in his hand, and coniidering how
** to begin the theology, rejoicing in fpirit,

** but with a trembling hand, is carried up-
** wards, being in the body at Ephefus, but
'* with a pure heart and holy fpirit leaves

K 4 *' the
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** the earth," &c. Then reprefenting hlm-

felf as carried up into heaven, he fays, that

*• iifliing out of the Father's bofom the

*' dodrine of the divinity, he wrote in his

*' body on earth. In the beginning was the

** logos, &c*."

* Exoyi$'£7o tv taula htyuv, ti avaQa»JOiJ.ai ; tj ^naj fiaK^o^vna

til ; Tl S 'SS^O<T((>i^U £(J (li^QV TO UTtQ T6J|/ «iWV&JV KiX^Vf/.lJi.iVOV //.VTYl^lOV ;

ri aiTOHpvQco savlu ir\v aio rav cxicovm O'0(piav, nv sk t»j aSavals

'Bsrjyy]^ fni'nBcrdiv ti>MHcra ; t{ s SVi/Aoajsyw, ov ayysXoi ayvoaaii ti s«

aTTOKxhuTiIco rotg 'siepaffi, ov bJejj £7riyivo(r«fi, ei /*») o zsaln^ ; t» 8

y^txipo}, o;r£f M«?^aioj
;;^

MapKog i^ As««j Ji £/raiv3/A£i/MV Jei^itav

'Z!rafacr(ai9rvj(rav7£5 'ma^i^paiJUJV, Ts^-Ecrw^sg to. 's^^orsKxyf/.svac avloig\

oSfv Aa?i>](7w «ayfi) wa?* tw ^o^ziaav (xoi oapsav avudiv. Mo^^aior,

fXBv O(xov £xw^£i, ty^a-^z Kola tw i^iav ^uvaijuv, MapKog h >^ Asxaj

Ofxoiug Hcila tw 7 s ayis 'ssvzufMzlog ^o^nyiav Taj eay/wv ^t<^?^vg ^eott^s •

vrag sooyfutliaav . ypa-^l^u nayco t^ 'zapoa^ejco roig sfATrpoa^ev tw T£7«^-

%v 'ssnyw rrw ^mg . ^UTin ya^ eig ^zocrvroclov (pavw 'ssspi Seo^kOyiag

/070J, )y Kivmeuu KO(7[Aog ev lOi fJt.Bpsi 7 87a. ypa-^cc $i^7\ov, Si »ij

tl^<ppayYi zsav rofjia >^a}^vHOila^eov oiomaV y^a^u ^iS?^ov^'tyiv Ka-

T^VTnacrav isajav xf HoaiMco crocpiav . ypaxl^i) ^iQ>.ov « 'Zje^i av^pa-rra

oi«7a/<£Wiv . « ya!^ hiiTtu Tn iUhMaia,, a 'uspi Tarav typa-^z Mwcuj

•BJEfJ xfavs T£ :y yjij >£j' ^aT^aaicv ^ tpc^vwy ^ 'zsinivm «) Tsl^aTTo-

^KV, ^ SpTTiluv iCj (pJloiV K) ffTti^lJixlciiV Kj' (pUfYlpm it. ^p^ixxiuv Jt) AOI97-)15

»?iaTW5 J £yw 5e '5rav7a Ta aTio x^ova tC sv %/50Va) ymiA,evcx. xcclaT^i-^ag

>a>,Wco tss^i T8 ax^ovH id, aKiirn^ ts 'zayjo r^savlm vuVawvav en m isdl-

fof «ffn7«f y£vi/)iS£i7of S£8 Tioys, isipi n Mcoar:^ alogEiTruv murxvaiv.

eyu h fssavla lo-xvM iv tw svoumiJ,ii{li ij.e ^^iro). vaula, Evsaulu ffKSTr-

IcfMBvoio aTToroTag luawng xj tcv ypaipiKov Kochx/xcv sv T5:%£j^i Kokx^^v, ^^

m$i)V ^SSdii tfii ^£0Ujyia.g aptrjat
,
%a(^wv jU£^ t« ^•'^X*', Tffjwwv ^£ t-i
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Chryfoflom introduces Matthew alfo rea-

foning on the fubjed: of his faying fo little,

or rather nothing, of the divinity of Chrift ^

and indeed, according to his account, it was

a very dangerous and hazardous, topic.

—

** Now," fays he, *' let us awake, and arife,

" Behold the gates are open to us, but let us

'* enter with great regularity, and with

** trembling -, firfl paffing the outer court.

** What is the outer court ? The book of

** the generation of Jefus Chriil, the fon of

** David, the fon of Abraham. What is

** that you fay ?" (fays the hearer) ** You
*' promifed to difcourfe concerning the

** only begotten Son of God, and now you
** talk of David, a man who lived a thou-

*' fand generations ago, and fay, that he was
** his father and anceflor ? Hold" (fays the

evangelift) ** and do not exped: to learn

*' every thing immediately; but flowly, and
*' by degrees : For you are yet in the outer

** court, and only near the gate; and why
«« are you in hafte to get into the innermoll

roi 'isvsufx.oili fxslsupog VTTYipx.^, ^ £k t8 'STal^iHH KD>.7[H TYiV ^soXoyiav

atwsvaa);^ to cco/jmIi K(x1u £ypcc<pEv, £vxpx*\ nv o ?^oy^. De Jo-

hanne, Opera, vol. 6. p. 606, &c.

3
*' recefs ?
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" recefs ? You have not yet well examin-

** ed all that is without : For I do not as

** yet relate to you the generation itfelf 5

*' nor indeed fhall I do it after this 5 for it

** is inexplicable aitd ineffable." Then re-

citing the dread that the prophet Ifaiah had

of tile fubjedt, which led him to exclaim.

Who fiall declare his generation, he fays, ** it

** is not my bufmefs to treat of this genera-

** tion, but of the earthly one, of which
*' there were ten thoufand wLtnefies -, and

** concerning this I fhall fo difcourfe as the

gifts of the fpirit fhall enable me : for I

cannot even declare this with perfedt clear-

** nefs : for even this is very fearful. Do not,

** therefore, think that you hear a fmall thing,

^* when you hear even this generation ; but

** raife your whole foul, and be full of hor-

** ror when you hear that God is come
•' upon earth ;" and then he proceeds to de-

fcribe at large all the awfulnefs of the in-

carnation, and the miraculous conception *.

* Aiavarcifjisv roivvv xj fivi xx^suooiasv^ m ya§ o^co ra; isvhai

vipuv avoiyo^jiiva; ' aXX sicnufisv ixdac svlaiiotg avraayig x) TfO/xis^ ruv

iSDo^u^cov aulm ei/^ewj £7n€aivovlei . Tiva ^£ £ri Taula ma, is^o^vpa ;

^iQ>.^ yevzatw; Iw^ PCf
"** ws AafiS" vm AQ^aay. . -! J ^E7£lf j mi^t

«(
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But this was far lliort af the eternal genera-

tion from the Father.

** Do not think," fays this writer, " that

" you underftand every thing, when you are

*' informed that he was conceived by the

** Spirit ; for there are many things of

*' which we are yet ignorant, and which we
** have to learn ; as how he who is infinite

** can be comprehended in a woman ; how
*• he who fuftains all things can be carried

Ts //COVoyEvaj via ra Sfit ^laU^aa^ai E7r)r//£i>>c>>, >cj ra Aci^wf/.vni/,o-

vsuEig, avSpTTjj fXETa iMvpiaq yeveaj yevofxsya : iy avlov eivcxi Ojjj, nat

TTolepa KM nspoyovov : sTTfcrxEj, km fxn Travia aO^occc ^rilsi /xoBeiif,

«xx' we/Mc. )y Kolcc imik^qv . bv ycxp roig 'sjpo^u^ci; ermag sli isa^ aula

ta 'm^oTiv'haiOi. , ri roivuv a-TTSvhig 'zcfoj -ra aoJia , uTra ra £^uKa7\ug

Kotlco'Trleva-a; a-Ttavla, . ah yap SKemv aoi rzon; ^rnyiif/,xi tjiv yewnaiv "

(jiay^ov h ah tw [xzia raula . avm^^arci; yap ;t; aTTO^pnlog, Tw
yEvsav aula Tig ^iy\yri(7£lc:i j a tQiwv nss^i enzmg 'rt/WJV o T^oyog mv., a'K^a

OT^f J rauirig ring Kctlco^ Trig £V tyi yn yevo/^Ei^f, Trig fXETa /xvpiccv liaplvpm^

xj -Zuff t Taviy\g Sf, ug Yi[iiv ^uvalov siTreiv h^afiivoig tkv th 'isvsu/ji^eg

%a5iv, alcij ^lYiynao/xs^a . ah yap tcxvtyiv /Azla (rczfnviag 'ssaang 'sjapct^

Tr.7M ivi ' ETTBi Kj avln (p^iKoioeroirj . ixYi Tcivuv [MK^a vofjiKTng oKasiv,

taulnv oacauv rrjy yEvwc'iv ' a?0\' avxrwov <78 Tuf oiavoiav x^ Eu^Eug

^pi^ov, aKH(Tag oli^Eog Em yrigy\>Sisv , i7aj ya^ thIo ^avfjianv t^ 'mapa.-'

"^c^QV Y\v^ ug xj Tsf ayyi'hag ^opr fTTfp ra/iuv '^nuavls.g ty\V vtceo t>i5

cMajM^ng BTTi Toloig avix<pi^Eiv iii<pY,iiimi , Li Matt. i. Opera,

vol. 7. p. 12.

" about
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*« about by her; how a virgin can bring

«* forth, and remain a virgin *."

On this fubjedt, which affords fo much

fcope for eloquence, Epiphanius writes as

follows :
** Wherefore the blefTed John

•* coming, and finding men employed about

«* the humanity of Chriit, and the Ebio-

<* nites being in an error about the earthly

" genealogy of Chrifl, deduced from Abra-

*' ham, carried by Luke as high as Adam,
** and finding the Cerinthians and Merin-
*' thians maintaining that he was a mere

" man, born by natural generation of both

** the fexes, and alfo the Nazarenes, and

*' many other herefies ; as coming lafl (for

** he was the fourth to write a gofpel) be-

** gan as it were to call back the wanderers,

*' and thofe who were employed about the

** the humanity of Chrift -, and feeing fome

*' of them going into rough paths, leaving

** the ftrait and true path, cries, Whither
** are you going, whither are you walking,

• Mj) cTs t'oy. jcriif to <zsetv iJ.iu<iBilKiV:ti, «K. 'UMvy.a.r'^ cikvcov

i^yof zFo/^.a.ayvoii[J(.ip iji. Kai raTo ij(.cii'd-a.i'ovTii, oiov 'Tsruf

ywaiKcf, zruf riKTit « trap-Jsj'^ y.Ai y.'iVii 'Zftf^^iV^^ In

Matt. i. Opera, vol. 7. p. 31.

*« who
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1

** who tread a rough and dangerous path,

** leading to a precipice ? It is not fo. The
** God, the logos, which was begotten by

** the Father from all eternity, is not from

** Mary only. He is not from the time of

*' Jofeph, he is not from the time of Sala-

** thiel, and Zorobabel, and David, and Abra*

*' ham, and Jacob, and Noah, and Adam

;

"but in the beginning was the logos, and the

** logos was with God^ and the logos ivas God,

** The ivaSf and the ic^as, and the ivas, do

** not admit of his havino; ever not been*.**•b

)»(rvcAiiujj'»f Tsift TDK >;«.,'(« ;^f/rK 'ai^fdaicti', Xj ta-c l.Cuav^tav

ACfxAdLu Kcijciyouzvitv, }y A^KAa.i'eiyoy.ivnv ayj'ms Ao" «.//., st/pap

itva.1 '^iKov ef.v^fa'Trav, km TUf Na^aSAi^f, x.cu a}^},cti trc'r^ai

ct/os^gi-r, CO? K'^oTTtv ihd-ccv, 7«7«p7'9" yA? iflof ivi/.yyihi^ijctt,

/y.e a? teipi TViv y.cLisj yji^^ sidi.fKaicLV, kcu Ktyiiy avjc:? («<

ncTio-Xiv Cctiyio:-, /.cuopxy Tivai in Tf^y^iia.? o/af KiKKiKo^ai

r,ai o-Z-vldi Ty,v iv-5-iia.v /toi/ ejA»^l!'>;j', c-:^ il-TTiLv) -srs; ip;o:e&s,

•arc/ ^a.J^i(^iTi, oi niv 7^cf,yzic/.v oS'ov aeil ff>iciv^ahc<>4 » y.iaetf

y^a^y.A ?2fK0"«:' liaJ^i'^cvra ; avcLKay-'-lAri. Ouh. i^iv -^re-Ji, hk

Sr.'C clTO Mrfp/af (/.ovcv d-iof ?^oy<^, o ZK ma.jp'^-' ccyeo-JiV yz-

yiv\iti[y.zi<^, vK i9iv tt.-7ro rcyj^ yjuvuv leoantp t<s rauTiJi cfiAO^Vf

tK sr/i' ct-ro 7UV yjuvcov%aXA^ii)K,Ktti Zofo^*C«A, ncti L^vCt^,

X««i A^f^ct;/, Y.'M X'-i-^uC, Kdi Xa«, Ka.i AS'cf.y, cf.hk' iv af/Jt «V

Kcyif
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Another pafTage in this writer, in nearly the

fame words, may be feen, p. 433, 434.

Jerom fays, ** John the apoftle, whom Je-

<* fus loved, the fon of Zebedee, and brother

«* of James, who was beheaded by Herod af-

'* ter the death of Chrifl, wrote his gofpel

<' the laft of all, at the intreaty of the bifhops

<* of Afia, again Cerinthus, and other here-

** tics, and efpecially the doctrine of the

<* Ebionites, then gaining ground, who faid

** that Chrift had no being before he was
** born of Mary, whence he was compelled

** to declare his divine origin *.'*

Ambrofe fays, ** If you enquire concern-

** ing his celeflial generation, read the gof-

hoyoi, y.a.1 o \oy^ mi' 'Zirpof 7ov ^iov, kui -S-ioj vv Xoyoi . Ta

cTs nt; no,! iir, koli »v «^ uToA^'.T^i/ ts ^.n nvai -arors. Hxr.

69. feft. 23. Opera, vol. i. p. 747.

* Joannes Apoftolus quern Jefus amavit plurimum, filius

Zebedaei, frater Jacobi Apoftoli, quem Herodes poft paf-

fionem domini decollavit, noviilimus omnium, fcripfit evan«

gelium, rogatus ab Afise epifcopis, adverfus Cerinthum,

aliofque hasreticos et maxime tunc Ebionitarum dogma

confurgens, qui aflerunt Cliriftum ante Mariam non fuifTe,

unde et compulfus eft divinam ejus naturam edicere.

Opera, vol. i. p- 273.

*' pel
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** pel of John *." " If there be any other

** things," fays Auftin, ** v/hich intimate

** to the intelligent the divinity of Chrill,

** in v/hich he is equal to the Father, John

** almoft alone has introduced them into

'* his gofpel ', as having drank rriore fami-

** liarly, and more copiouily, the fecret of

** his divinity, from the breaft of our Lord,

** on which he was ufed to lean at meat
"f-/*

On this account he compares John to an

eag\e\. " The other evangelifts," he fays,

** who treat of the humanity of Chrift, were

'* like animals that walk on the earth; but

*• John, contemplating the power of his

** divinity more fublimely, flies to heaven

* At vero de cslefta generatione fi quseris lege evan-

gelium fan^i Joapnis. In Luc. cap. 2. Opera, vol. 2. p.

26.

t F.tfi qua alia funt quae Chrifti diviiiltatem in, qua

jequalis eft patri, rede intelligentibus intiment, pene folus

Johannes in evangelio fuo pofuit : tanquam de pedtore ip-

fius domini, fuper quod difcumbere in ejusconvivio foli-

tus erat, fecretum divinitatis ejus uberius et quodammodo

familiarius biberit. De Confenfu Evangeliftarumj lib. i.

cap. 5. Opera, vol. 4. p. 374,

X Ibid. p. 528, 529.

'* with
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'* with the Lord*/' ** But now, with an

*' open voice, he fays, that he is God, and

'^ was always with God, laying open the

*' myftery of Godf."

A very particular and copious account of

the pre-eminence of John, in confequence

of his teaching the dodtrines of the pre-

exiftence and divinity of Chrift, which had

been omitted by the other evangel ifls, may

likewife be feen in the epiflle of Paulinus,

which I put in the notes J.

* Cseteri quippe evangeliftar, qui temporalem Chrifti

mtivitatem et temporalia ejus facia, quse geflit in homine,

fufEcienter exponunt, et de divinitate pauca dixcrunt,

quafi animalia greflibilia cum domino ambulant in terra :

hie autem pauca de temporalibus ejus geftis ediflerens,

fed divinitalis potentiam fublimius contemplans, cum do-

mino ad ccelum volat. In John Pref. Opera, vol. 9. p.

5.275.

+ Nunc autem aperta voce dicit eum efTe deum et fem-

per fuifle apud deum, facramentum patefaciens dei. Quef-

tiones Mixtae, vol. 4. p. 858.

% Idem ultra omnium tempora apoflolorum aetate pro-

dufta poftremus evangelii fcriptor fuifle memoratur, ut

ficut de ipfo vas eleftionis ait, quafi columna firmamentum

adjiceret fundamentis ecclefias, prioris evangelii fcriptores

confona au^toritate confirmans, ultimus au^or, in libri

tempore.
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Cyril of Alexandria fays, that " John
*• was the firft who taught more fublime

'* things*." Marius Mercator fays, that

the three former evangelifts, having fpoken

of Chrift as a man, John Ihewed him to be

Godf."

tempore, fed primus in capite facramenti, quippe qui folus

e quatuor fluminibus ex ipfo fummo divini capitis fonte

decurrens, de nube fublinii tonat : in principio erat ver-

bum, et verbum erat apud deura, et deus erat verbum :

tranfcendit Moyfen, qui ufque ad caput mundi et vifibilium

creaturarum exordia fcientlae terminos, et faciem mentis

extendit. Ifte et evangeliftis caeteris, vel ab humano fal-

vatoris ortu, vel a typico legis facrificio, vel a prophetico

prascurforis baptiftas przeconio, refurrecStionis evangelium

exorfis, altius volans penetravit et coelos. Neque in an-

gelis ftetit, fed archangelos quoque et omnes defuper crea-

turas, virtutes, principatus, dominationes, thronos, fu-

pergrefTus, in ipfum fe creatorem ardua mente direxit, et
'

ab ilKi incfFabili generatione ordiens, et coeternum et con-

fubftantialcm, et .co-omn;potentem, et co-opificem patri

fllium nunciavit. Ad Amandum, p. 213. '

* Joannes theologus, tonitrui filius, cui divina digna-

tione conccffum, ut fupra dominicum pedlus recubuerir,

indeque nobis fublimiora ac divina hauferit dogmata:

cum cxcellentem eri^a nos dei beni^-nitatem commendare

vdlet, primumque quae diviniora funt dixiflet, utpote ifta,

in principio erat verbum. Horn. Opera, vol. 2. p. 75.

f Poft quam przefationem fubdefcendens, ut oftenderet

qucm illi tres evangeliftae hominem fcripferant, effe etiam

deum. Opera, p. 165.

Vol. hi. L Cofmas



146 'John f^rft taught the Book III.

Cofmas Indicopleuftes, defcribing John

as theologus, and the chief of the evange-

lifts, fays, that *' he wrote to fupply the

** defecfls of the former evangelifls, and

** efpecially in preaching clearly the divi-

" nity of Chrift, making that the founda-

** tion of his work, all which had been

** omitted by the others. Wherefore, be-

'* ginning at his divinity, he immediately

** paffed to his humanity *."

" John," fays Nicephorus, *' did not give

«* an account of the carnal generation of

«* Jefus, but he firll taught his divinity ;

** this being referved for him, as the moft

** worthy, by the Holy Spirit \"
" Wherefore, John," fays Theophyladl,

** began with the divinity of Chrift. for

** whereas others had made no mention of

•* his exiflence before the ages, he taught

XHpi-fctf, ^iy.i^/cv TKf eturv ffvyj'f>a.<piii dt/T«y -uPorcL^af •

efTTif A-Treti/Tct 'SA^a.KihtiixiJ.iva, roii ciT^^oii m . a.f^cLUivo(,

TOIVVV A'TTO 7il( 3-«oT«TO?, (/.iTiAilW^iV iV^itof ;^ fe-Ji T»f etl-

^faTTornTz: avra. De Mundo, lib. 5. Monifaucon's Col-

ledio, vol. 2. p. 248.

T» -S-tin 'UiiViJicLTOi TAunV'^nffi]; tt.VTk\ Hift. lib. 2. cap.

4^. vol. I. p. 214.

" that
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"that dodrine, left the logos of God
*' fliould have been thought to be a mere
** man, without any divinity*." " Again/*

he fays, " John wrote left men fhould never

** think highly concerning Chrift, and ima-

** gine that he had no being before he was
'* born of Mary, and that he was not gene-

" rated from God the Father, which was the

*' cafe with Paulus Samofatenlis t-" '* As
** John," he fays, '* has more lofty things

'* of Chrift than any other of the evange-

" lifts, fo he has recorded fome of a lower

** nature ^ to flievv that, as he was God, fo

** he was truly man J."

, Laftly, an account of John's teaching the

pre-exiftence and divinity of Chrift, may

Tn ^SH hoyH, aui®- s^Eohoynos 'zss^i TocJi-n;, iv~' i-m vcfjucrBsiy] o xa Sfs

hoy'^ -^iho; avB^coTTOii eivai. In Matt. Pref. vol. I. p. I, 2.

f Aeoj fAiv w /A.y) tsciE Tim x«/Mai7r£7£j5 xj fAti^Ev v^n7\ov vcmarcu

Ci"jai/.EVGi, vof/.i(7Ci>(n tov %P'rcv role 'sjpulov eij vTTa^^jv £^9£lv oli ovno Ma-

flaj Eyiwr^y\^ ^ x%i ns^o aiuvav eh. tjj 'aal^oi y£vvy\%vxij zjavlav

'ctsttovSe n^yA®- l-cxixoJixlEug. In John, cap, i. vol. i. p. 553.'

'Ziri^i T6 KVf>ia (p^ifyijcu, yjj d-^ohoyn y.zya.Ka. Tiva,, eTja, Tsro

^ iv rati a-a(jia.7iKoii 'zsoKv rct.'TritvoTifct, (f^ifyireut . o^zv j^

iV T« ^ir^il -STOAy TO (tV^^ii'TnvoV iy^^.lV pifflV, CfTTO T8TK

L 2 J'biKVVuy
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be feen in the orations of Nicetas the Pa-

phlagonian*."

The late introdudion of the dodrine of

the divinity of Chrift is obferved by the

emperor Julian, He fays, that ** none of

** Chrifl's difciples, except John, faid that

*^ he made the heavens and the earth, and

** that not clearly and plainly t."

SECTION II.

Reflecilons on the fiibjeSt,

A FTER reading thefe teftimonies, fo co*-

pious, and fo full to my purpofe, and

uncontradided by any thing in antiquity, it

is not poffible to entertain a doubt with

refpect to the opinion of the chriflian Fa-

thers on this fubjedt. They muft have

i'ilKVVCdV 7i1( Qei.f'/.Of TW cl.Ky\^ilctV ll'st (TV //ot-3-llf OTl S/ cPi

^ioi m, ethha. >y a.v^^eo'Troi m. In John ii. vol. i, p. 726.

* Combefis Au6luarium, vol. i. p. 362.

f fif A W/we/f deA.«TS, Tov afccvof }y Ttiv ynv etvepyctira,

f/,iV^ , « yctp </*» TAV7a 7iT0h[/.HKi Tli ifTTiiV 'TSifl etUTH TUV

Cyt. Con. Jul. lib. 6. Juliani, Opera, vol. 2, p. 213.

thought
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thought that the dodrines of the pre-exift-

ence and divinity of Chrifl had not been

preached with any efFe(5l before the writing

of John's gofpel i and, confequently, that

before that time the great body of chrif-

tians muft have been unitarians ; and they

are far from giving the leafr hint of any

of them having been excommunicated on

that account. On the other hand, the ap-

prehenfion was, left thofe who preached

do^rines fo new and offenfive, as thofe of

the pre-exiftence and divinity of Chrift,

fliould have been rejected with abhorrence.

When we confider how late the three

firft gofpels were written, the laft of them

not long before that of John, which was

near, if not after, the deftrudion of Jeru-

falcm, and that, in the opinion of the

writers above-mentioned, all this caution

and referve had been neceflary, till that

late period, on the part of the chriftiai>

teachers 5 how is it pofTible that, in their

idea, the chriftian church in general fliould

have been well eftablifhed in the belief of

our Lord's divinity ? It could only have

l^een great and open zeal on the part of the

L
3

apoftles
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apoftles, and not the timid caution and ma-

nagement which thefe writers afcribe to

them, that could have effeftually taught a

dod:rine which, according to them, the

people were ill prepared to receive. And

the hiftory of both Peter and Paul fuffi-

ciently prove that the influence of mere

apollolical authority was not fo great at

that time as many perfons now take it to

have been. Whatever power they had,

they were not confidered as lords over the

faith of chriftians.

The chriftians of that age required fome-

thing more than the private opinion of aq

apoftle. They required fome fuper-natural

evidence that his dodrine was frorn God

;

and we have no account of the apoftles pro-

poling to them this additional article of

faith, and alledging any fuch evidence for

it. Chryfoftom fays, ** if the Jews were

** fo much offended at having a new law

** fuperadded to their former, how much
** more would they have been offended, if

•« Chrifl had taught his own divinity."

May it not be fuppofed, therefore, that they

would have required as particular evidence

of
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of a divine revelation in the one cafe as in

the other ? And v^hat remarkably ftrong

evidence was necellary to convince them

that the obligation of their law did not

extend to the Gentiles ? Would they,

then, have received what Chryfoftom con-

iidered as the more ofFenfive doctrine of

the two, without any pretence to a parti-

cular revelation on the fubjed: ?

It may be faid, that all the caution of

which we have been fpeaking was neceflary

with refpedl to the unbelieving "Jews only,

into whofe hands thefe gofpels, and the

other writings of the New Teftament,

might fall. But how impoffible muft it

have been to conceal from the unbelieving

Jews the doctrine of the divinity of Chrifl,

if it had been a favourite article with the

believing Jews. If this had been the cafe,

it could not but have been known to all

the world ; and, therefore, all the offence

that it could have given would have been

unavoidable. So that this fuppofed cau-

tion of the evangelifts, &c. would have

come too late, and would have anfwered no

purpofe whatever.

L 4 TW«
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This caution, therefore, muft neceflarily

have refped:ed thofe perfons into whofe

hands the gofpels, &c. were moll likely to

come, and who would give the, moft atten-

tion to them; and thefe were certainly the

believing Jews, and the chriftian world at

large, and not unbelievers of any nation.

We are authorifed to conclude, that in

the opinion of the writers who have fpoke

of it, of whatever weight that opinion may

be, this caution in divulging the do6trine

of the divinity of Chrift was neceffary

with refped: to the great body of chriftians

themfelves, and efpecially the Jewi/h chrif-

tians. Confequently, they mufl have fup-

pofed, that at the time of thefe publica-

tions, which was about A. D. 64, the doc-

trine of the divinity of Chrill: was not ge-

nerally held by chriftians, and that there

would have been danger of giving them

great offence if at that time it had been

plainly propofed to them by the apoftles

themfelves. At this period, therefore, it

may be inferred, that, in the opinion of

thefe writers, the chrillian church was

principally unitarian, believing only the

fimple
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fimple humanity of Chrift, and knowing

nothing of his divinity or pre-exiftence.

From the acknowledgment which thefe

orthodox Fathers could not help mak-

ing (for certainly they would not do it

iinneceflarily) that there were great num-

bers of proper unitarians in the age of the

apoftles, it feems not unreafonable to con-

clude, that there were great numbers of

them in the age immediately following, and

in their own. And their knowledge of

this might be an additional reafon for the

opinion that they appear to have formed of

that prevalence in the apoilolic age. Would
thefe Fathers have granted to their enemies

fpontaneoufly, and contrary to truth, that

the Jews were ftrongly prepofTeffed againft

the do6lrine of the divinity of Chrift, and

that the unitarians were a formidable body

of chriftians while the apoftles were living,

if it had been in their power to have denied

the facts ? The confequence of making

thefe acknowledgments is but too obvious,

and mufl have appeared fo to them, as well

as it now docs to others, which makes them

fo unwilling to make it after them.

I cannot
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I cannot conclude this chapter without

obferving, in how unworthy a manner, and

how unfuitably to their real character and

condud:, thefe Fathers reprefent the apoftles

as adl'ing. They were all plai?i men, far

from being qualified,' or difpofed, to act fo

cunning a pan, as is here afcribed to them.

There is nothing like art or addrefs in the

condud of any of them, as related in the

fcriptures, except that of Paul j and this

was only with refped; to his preaching the

gofpel to the uncircumcifed Gentiles, be-

fore it was generally approved of at Jerufa-

lem J on which account, he informed the

chief of the apoftles only with what he had

done. But this was no fecret long, and

indeed a thing of that kind could not, in

its own nature, have been much of a fecret

at any time. On all other occafions he failed

not to inform thofe to whom he preached

cf the whole counfel of God -, as he fays that

he had done with refpedt to the church of

Ephefus, Ads XX. 27. Much lefs can it

be fuppofed that he would have concealed

a dod:rine of fo great magnitude and im-

portance as that of the pre-exiflent dignity

of
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of his mafter j and, communicating it only

to a few, have left it to be taught after

his death. For it is not to be fuppofed that

the other apoftles were in the fecret of

John's intending to do it after their deaths.

Befides, the inftrud:ions of the apoflles

enjoined them to teach all that they knew,

even what their mafler had communicated

to them in the greatefl privacy. Whereas

upon this fcheme, they muft have fuffered

great numbers to die in the utter ignorance

of the moll: important truths of the gofpel,

left, by divulging it too foon, the conver-

iion of others Ihould have been prevented.

To thcfe obfervations I would add, that

as among the twelve apoftles, there muft

have been men of different tempers and

abilities, it is not probable that they fliould

all have agreed in conducing themfelves

upon this plan, viz. of not divulging the

dod:rine of the divinity of their mailer till

their hearers fhould be fufficiently per-

fuaded of his meffiahfliip. Some of them

would hardly have been capable of fo much
refinement, and would certainly have dif-

fered about the iime when it was proper to

divulge
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divulge fo great a fecret. Befides, the mor-

ther of Jefus, and many other perfons of

both fexes, muft have been acquainted with

it. For that this fecret was flridly con-

fined to the twelve apoftles, will hardly be

maintained. And yet we have no account

either of their inftrudions to ad: in this

manner, or of any difference of opinion, or

of condud, with refped: to it.

Never, fure, was a more improbable hy-^

pothefis ever formed to account for any

thing, than this of the chriftian Fathers to

account for the late teaching of the doc-

trines of the pre-exiftence and divinity of

Chrift. But their circumftances left them

no alternative. They muft have had fome

very cogent reafon for admitting that the

teaching of thefe dodrines was fo late j and

this could not have been any thing but the

want of that general prevalence, which they

would have had, if they had been taught

with effed in the life-time of the apoftles,

and which would have continued to their

own times. They muft, therefore, have

known that there were more unitarians in

the church in the early ages than they could

account
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account for on any other hypothefis than

that of the doctrines of the pre-exiftence

and divinity of Chrift, not having been

taught till very late. At prefent, the

fads vi^hich forced the Fathers upon this

hypothefis are forgotten, and the orthodox

themfelves v^^onder that they fhould have

adopted a fcheme fo abfurd and improbable.

But the different manner in which fuch an

hypothefis is received, is a proof of a great

difference in the circumftances and views

of things in the different periods. We fee

nothing to make fo flrange an hypothefis

neceffary. They would not have had re-

courfe to it, if it had not been neceffary.

CHAP.
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CHAPTER VIII.

Of the Nazarenes and the RbioniteSi JJjewing

that they were the fame People, and that

none ofthem believed the Divinity or Pre-

exijlence of Chrijl.

E have feen that, according to the

unanimous and very exprefs teftimony

of the chriftian Fathers (a teflimony whicli

is greatly againft their own caufe, and there-

fore, the more to be depended upon) there

could not have been many perfons who be-

lieved the dodlrines of the pre-exiftence and

divinity of Chrifl: in the age of the apoftles;

one of the lafi: books of the canon, viz. the

gofpel of John, being the firft in whjch

thofe dod:rines were clearly publiHied.

If we look into the gofpels, and the book

of Afts, we (liall find that one part of their

teflimony is true, viz. that thofe fublime

doSlrines, as they call them, were not taught

in an early period. For none of the three

firft gofpels make the Icafl; mention of any

thing
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thing in the perfon or nature of Chrift fu-

perior to thole of other men. In like manner,

all tht preaching of Chrifl, of which we have

an account in the book of Ad:s, is that

Jefus was the Meffiah, whofe divine miflion

was confirmed by miracles, efpecially that

of his pwn rcfurre<ftion, and by the gifts

of the Spirit. And all the ccntroverfes

of v^^hich we find any account, either in

that book, or in the epiftles, refpecfled

either the fciviflj teachers, who would have

impofed the obfervance of the law of Mofes

upon all the Gentile converts, or qMq thofe

who held the principles of the Gnofics,

The erroneous dodlrines of thefe perfons

are diflintflly marked, fo that no perfon can

read the New Teftament without perceiv-

ing that there were perfons who held thefe

dodrines, and that they were the caufe of

great uneafinefs to the apoftles. Rut there

is no trace of any other opinions at which

they took the leafl umbrage.

As to the effect of the publication of

John's gofpel, from which fo much feems

to have been expeded by the chriflian Fa-

thers, it is impoffible that we lliould learn

any
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any thing concerning it in the New Tefta-

ment, becaufe that was one of the lafl of

the books that was publifhed. However,

we have no account in ecclefiaftical hiftory

that it produced any change at all in the

fentiments of chriftians. Though it is faid

to have taught a new and a fublime doc-

trine, it does not appear to have been re-

ceived with any degree of furprize. There

are no marks of the publication having

given any peculiar pleafure to fome, or alarm

to others ; or that it occafioned the Icaft

diviiion among chriftians on the fubjed:.

We may, therefore, very fafely conclude,

that thofe chriftians forwhofe ufe this

gofpel was written, faw it in a very different

light from thofe Fathers who gave the pre-

ceding account of it. We knov/, indeed,

that to them it did not appear to teach any

other do(ftrine than what was contained in

^he three former gofpels. For by the logos

of which John treats in this famous intro-

duction, they never imagined to be meant

Chrijiy and therefore they could fee nothing

of his perfonal pre-exiftence or divinity in

it. In their opinion, the logos was that

2 ivifdom
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t6i

*wifdom and power of God^ by which all

things were made.

Though this gofpel was written in Greek,

there were not wanting among the Jewifh

chriftians men of learning who would not

have failed to give an account of it to their

more ignorant countrymen, or to tranflate

it for their ufe, if it had been thought

necefTary. Yet, notwithftanding this,- all

the Jewifh chriftians continued in the very

fame ftate in which the chriftian Fathers

reprefent them to have been before the pub-

lication of this gofpel, viz. believers in

thtjimple humanity of Chriil: only, and ac-

knowledging nothing of his pre-exiftence

or divinity. The fame was alfo the ftate

of the Gentile chriftians in general, long

after the publication of this gofpel.

As no entire writings of any Jewifh

chriflians are come down to us, all that

we know concerning them mufl be de-

rived from the writings of the Gentile

chriflians ^ and as thefe chriftians were

trinitarians, and had very little communi-

cation with the Jewifh chriflians, we can-

VoL. in. M not
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not expe(ft any favourable, or indeed any

impartial accounts concerning them. If,

however, we may depend upon the earlieft

accounts that we have of them, and thofe

given by psrfons who were the beft quali-

fied to give us good information, they were

all unitarians, and were diltinguiflied from

the Gentile chriftians by the name oi Ebio-

nltes, or Nazarenes, But as it has been pre-

tended by thofc who, being trinitarians

themfelves, were willing to believe that

there miifi have been a body of ancient

Jewifh chriftians who thought as they do,

and that the Ebionites or Nazarenes muft

have been feds who broke off from their

communion ; and as fome of thefe perfons

have even faid that thefe Ebionites, or Na-

zarenes, were fubfequent to the deftrudiion

of Jerufalem by Titus ^ and others have

fixed their origin fo late as the defolation

of Judea by Adrian, it may not be improper

to fhew that perfons diflinguifhed by the

name of Ebionites and Nazarenes were fup-

pofed to have exifled in the time of the

apoliles.

Irenasus,
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IrenaiLis, who gives no other name to any

Jewifh chriftians befides that of Ebioaites,

whom he always fpeaks of as both denying

the pre-exiftence and divinity of Chrift,

and likewife the miraculous conception,

ohjedts to the Gnoftics, that they were of

late date, but he fays nothing of the Ebio-

iiites in that refped:*. Eufebius fays, that

** the firft heralds of our Saviour" (by

whom he mufl have meant the apoftles)

** called thofe Ebionites, which in the He-
*' brew language lignifies poor ; who, not

** denying the body of Chrift, fhewed their

*' folly in denying his divinity f."

* Relicpai vero qui vocantur Gnoftici, a Menandro St«

monls difcipulo, quemadmodum oftendimus, acciplentes

initia, unufquifque eorum, cujus participatus eft fententise,

ejus et pater, et antifles apparuit. Omnes autem hi multa

pofterius, mediahtibus jam ecclefise temporibus, infurrex-

erunt in fuam apoftafiam. Lib. 3. cap. 4. p. 206,

T'ci iVA uiv ^iov Kiyov\dt.i; iiS'ivau, itj Tfcf ac-jjupoi to) cray.at yn

rtpfKj'/svBf, TKv eTs Ts via ^iojidcc i^.ti iiJ^oi'Ja.u Ec. Theol,

]ib. I. cap. 14. p. 75.

M 2 Epiphanius
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Epiphanius makes both Ebion (for in his

time it was imagined, that the Ehionites

were fo called from fome particular perfon

of that name) and Cerinthus, cotemporary

with the apofble John -, and he could not tell

which of them was the older*. He like-

wife makes the Ebionite? cotemporary with

the Nazarenes, at the fame time that he fays

they held that Chrifl was the fon of Jo-

feph t* Alfo, in the pafTage before quoted

from him, as well as in that from Jerom,

we find the names of both the Ehionites

and the Nazarenes among thofe who gave-

fo much alarm to the apoflle John. It mud

i) yi^ -sTfo a.\j\uv^ w (jvv ctvjoii, » fy.i] ctvjuf ajj-ai ffvy^povot .

a yap et;tp/C«r4po/ JlvvA^.cu z^inr'iiv rivi^ Tivcci J^tiJ'i^etylo.

Haer. 30. Opera, vol. i. p. i^g. H. 29. p. ii6.>

f Ovroi yetp ECicov .(Tvyyaov©- jxiv thtcoV v'^HfX-''' '^'^

AvTcov (Pi aw avToii opixetTaj. tu Tspara cTe iK ts-etpctrftCni

y^ (TTnpiJ.ci'TQ- ctvS'po^, TisTi^iv 7a l&xrtiip, rop X?'^"" ^S>2-

vna^Ai,iMyii'., cc^ }^ jicTe Kf/zc arfo«/f»ira<, on to, lO'ct tok

aKKoh iv oLTTctai (pfovav, iv tbtw i^ovu <r/rt.^€ps7o, iv ra ra

yoy.a Ta l^iS'aia^M 'm^oira.vi'X-^Vt kato. <raCa.Tia-(j.ov, >y KctTa

r»v TiifiToiJ.wi, sy HATO, 7a olKxa 'aAVTA ocATTip fsrupa TUf

U/Aiti( ouoiwi Toii 'S.Afjt.Apit'ta.ti J^iciTpooliJ'i.i* Hir. 30.

p. JZ5, 126,
,

be
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be owned, however, that, in no perfcdl

confluence with this account, Epiphanius

places the origin of the Nazarenes after the

deflrudion of Jerufalem. After mention-

ing the places where they refided, viz. Pe-

ra?a, Ccele-Syria, Pella, and Cocabe, he fays,

** there was their origin, after the deftruc-

" tion of Jerufalem, when all the difciples

** lived at Pella ; Chrift having warned

*' them to leave Jerufalem, and retire at the

*' approach of the fiege; and on this account

•* they lived, as 1 faid, in Perasa. Thence

*' the fedt of the Nazarenes had its origin*."

Sophronius, quoted by Theophylad, fays,

that " "John, befides having a view to Ce-

** renthus, and other heretics, wrote more
*' efpecially againfl the herefy of the Ebio-

** nites, which was then very prevalent,

** who faid that Chriil had no being before

* 'E.Kii^iv [/.iv » rt?V» yiyovi fj.ira r»v attq ruv li^oo'C"

Korui', ^s^^'a tpmejLVToi kato-^h^-'^i 7ct Ii§o(jvhv{/.a, x) at'ct-

yy^wdAi efTS/cTii h//?AAs <Z!(i.7-)(iiv 'sroA/of>c<etc. '^ iK ril( rolcai'

TYii vro^ifficii T'lv Tli^Aiav aKno'ovrii, iKucn at «?«>' cT/a-

fvn>'. H*r. 29, Opera, vol. 1. p. 123,

M 3
*' he
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** he was born of Mary ; fo thSt he was

*' under a neceflity of declaring his divine

*' origin *."

Caffian calls Hebion ** the firft heretic,

** laying too much ftrefa on the humanity
** of Chrift, and ftripping him of his di-

<* vinity-f*."

There can be no doubt, therefore, but

that both Ebionites and Nazarenes were

exifting in the time of the apoftles ; and

that there was no real difference between

thefe two feds. And that both of them were

equally believers in the fimple humanity of

Chrift, is no lefs evident.

The teftimony of Orlgen is clear and

decifive to this purpofe. He fays, that

^* the word Ebion, in the Jewifh language,

'** fignifies poor, and thofe of the Jews who
" believe Jefus to be the Chrift are called

* Kfltj (jLO^ifa Twucavlix ts tuv E.€iuvnuv ^oy/jt^lo; avanu^avlogy

Tuv (podHovim Tov xpirov tapo Mapia; fji,y] 'yEy£vn<r^oii . oSs wayxoif

9%Tnv^£tavysvvmiv avis uTTEiv. In John, vol. i. p. 548.

f Quorum primus Hebion, dum incarnationem domi-

nicam nimis aflerit, divinitatis earn conjuntSlione nudavif.

Pe Incarnatione, lib. i. cap. 2. p. 962.

f Ebionites**'
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" Ebionites *." Here is no room left for

any difference between the Ebionites and

the Nazarenes , for the Ebionites compre-

hended all the jewifh chriilians j and, ac-

cording to Origen, none of them were be-

lievers in the pre-exiftence or divinity of

Chrift. He fays, there were two forts of

Ebionites, of whom one believed the mi-

raculous conception, and the other difbe-

lieved it, while both of them reje'ded the

dodrine of his divinity. *' And when you

«' confider," fays he, ** the faith concern-^

'* ino- our Saviour of thofe of the Jews who

" believe in Chrift, fome thinking him to

<* be the fon of Jofeph and Mary, and

<* others of Mary only, and the divine Spi-

« rit, but not believing his divinityf
."

He mentions the two fea:s of Ebionites

in the following paflage. '' There are fom3

In Celfum, lib. 2. p. 56.

f Kai iTiav ihi rav airo Is3aiwv rsirivovl-jiv ei$ tov Ivktsv tjiv -uTS^t

ta aolnpoi 'SJinv, ols ixev ek lAa^iag )^ ts IwcriKp oioixsvuv avlov stvai,

rnj^i aJ]s SHo^o7'«, ^4^-^', ^c. Comment, in Matt. Ed. Hue-

tij, vol. I. p. 427.

M 4 '1 heretics
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'* heretics who do not receive the epiftles

*' of Paul, as thofe who are called Ebionites,

^* of both forts *."

Eufebius gives the very fame account of

the two forts of Ebionites, and makes no

mention of any Nazarenes, as differing from

them. " Others," he fays, '* whom a ma-
** lignant demon was not able to turn afide

'* entirely from the love of Chrift, finding

^* them weak in fome refpe£ls, reduced into

^* his power. Thefe by the ancients were

" called Ebionites, as thofe who think

f* meanly concerning Chrift — For they

** think him to be merely a man, like

** other men, but approved on account of
** his virtue, being the fon of Mary's huf-

** band. Others called by the fame name,

** leaving the abfurd opinion of the former,

^' do not deny that Chrift was born of a vir-

** gin, but fay, that he was of the Holy Spirit,

** However at the fame time, they by no
** means allowing that Chrift vyas God, the

'* word, and wifdom, were flrawn into the

^' reft of their impiety." He then fays,

T E/crj yap Tivff ai^wzi^ t«j Yiav"^^ E7rifo7\ag m aTTOj-oXa (xn

^'fe(ru;u«'«(, wcrTTf^ EQm'X.oi a^<fol!pi. In Celfum, lib. 6. p.i'74.

that
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that " they maintained the obfervance of

** the Jewifli law, and that they ufed the

" gofpel according to the Hebrews." He

fays alfo, " that beggars are called Ebio-

" nites*."

It may be clearly inferred, from a paflage

in a letter of Jerom 'to Auftin, that though

he was acquainted with the nominal diflinc-

a^uv!x!av iKTEKxat^ 9a^Epa^»]7r^a$ supoov sapils^i^slo . 'E'°:covaiHi T8?a;

^Q^a^ovlai , hilov fxvj ya^ aijlov >^ Komv nysvlo kxIoc zTpoHoTTw; >i9s;

aulov jxavov an^^uTTov h^iKaiciifAsvov e? avd'pog te kvivuvlou; >^ TngWlaPiag

yBysimfJ''^vov ' Seu 5e nssavlag auloig Trjj vofMKvig B^r^aKEiag^ ojj fin av ^tx

(jLovrig rrig eig rov ^firsv 'usiTEcog >^ m kxt cxuIyiv ^-,h (rudmo/jtevoig

,

«^^0J ^£ 'ma^x Tiilsg T/)g au%g ovleg tspoariyo^ixg, rnv /xsv rcov u^rjfXBvcov

tfcloTTGV ^iB^i^^MTKOv aloTCiocv., iK '^a^QzvH it) Ts ayiH 'ZS'jBUfjLolog (jifi aovs-

fxtvoi ysyovevai tov ku^iov ' a //.yiv eS oixoicog y^ alot -ZB-psTa^^Eii/ aulov,

Seov hoyov ovloc ^ (7C(piav OjM'hoy^viig^ thi rcov 'srools^cov '^^e^leIpettovJo

-^ua'crs'^Eia ' /juxKira oIe >Cj tw craix-oCiiKYiv 'mepi tov vo^wiv 7\txl^Eiav o/Mtug

tuEivoig OTEoiETrEiv sa-TTH^a^ov . aloi ^s th fx.£v xnoroT^ 'ssaaa.g rag

i7r<roXa$, a^VT^lsag -/r/avlo eivm hiv, aTroraclriv anroKaMvlE; aulov m
I0{i>i . EUocyfETaco Se /xgvco tsj KtxQ 'E^^amg ?^Eyo/xEvo} %f£u^evoi, rccv

hoiirm aiMiK^ov ETroi'ilo Xcyov . >o ro /xev ZaCfa7ov x^ tji - Ind'auir.v

«XXnv aycioyy]v o/Micog EKEmig 'S!a^a<pv>.aTlov . raigY av KVPiaxaag

vixE^aig, y)//.iv ra 'Ssa^ot'jrKr.a-ia Eig ixvnimv rng m xu^ta avccraaeug ette-

%^-dv . okv isa^a rr,v roiaJIrtv ^XEJfncritr rnj roia(Th MXoyxct<TL <s:po-

«r«70p<«f, T8 F.S'iwvaioJv ovofjuxlog, rvv tvjj ^lavoiag W^ii^Eiav auluv vno'

^Mvov%g . Taulvw 7«f ETrmMv o 'mhxog tsc*^ ^Q^Moig ovojJux^ilAu

Hift. lib. 3. cap. 27. p. 121.

tioa
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tion between the Ebionites and Nazarenes,

lie did not confider them as really, or at

leaft as materially, diiFering from each other.

** If this be true," he fays, ** we fall into

** the herefy of Cherlntus and Ebion, who,

^* believing in Chriil, were anathematized

^ by the Fathers on this account only, that

,** they mixed the ceremonies of the law

** with the gofpel of Chrift, and held to the

*' new" (difpenfation) " in fuch a manner
* as. not to lofe the old. What (hall I fay

•* concerning the Ebionites, who pretend

** that they are chriflians ? It is to this very

" day in all the fynagogues of the eafl:, ar

•* herefy among the Jews, called that of the

*' Minei, now condemned by the Pharifees,

'* and commonly called Nazarenes, who be-

** lieve in Chrifl the Son of God, born of

'' the virgin Mary, and fay, that it was he

*' who fufFered under Pontius Pilate, and

** rofe again, in whom alfo we believe. But

** while they wifli to be both Jews and

" chriflians, they are neither Jews nor

** chriftians *."

* Si hoc vcrum eft ; in Cherinti et Hebionis haerefim

^ilibimur, qui credeiites in Chrifto, propter hoc folum a

patribus



Chap. VIII thefame People, iji

That this account of the Nazarenes is

only explanatory of the Ebionites, is evi-

dent from his faying, ** What fhall I fay

" concerning the Ebionites !" After fuch

an expreflion as this, we naturally exped:

that he fliould proceed to fay fome-

thing concerning them, which this au-

thor moft evidently does ; obferving, that

the fame people who were called Ebionites

(by the Gentiles) were called Minei and

Nazarena by the Jews. Had he meant to

defcribe any other clafs of people, he would

naturally have begun Iiis next fentence with

KJi et, or EJi alia herejis, and not fimply

hexefis ejl. As to his fpeaking of herefy in

the fecond fentence, and not heretics^ as ivi

patribus anathematizati funt; quod legis caerimonias

Chrifti evangeKo mifcuerunt, et fic nova confeffi funt, ut

Vetera non amitterent. Quid dicani de Hebionitis, qui

chriftianos efle fe fimulant ? Ufque hodie per totas orientis

fynagogas inter Judsos haerefis eft, qus: dicitur mineorum,

et a Pharifaeis nunc ufque damnatur, quos vulgo Nazarasos

nuncupant, qui credunt in Chriftum, filium dei, natum de

virgine Maria, et eum dicunt efle, qui fub Pontio Pilato

paflus eft, et refurrexit, in quern et nos credimus : fed dum
Yolunt et Judsei efle, et chriftiani, nee Judsei funt nee

chriftiani. Opera, vol. i. p. 634.

the
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the firft, it is a moft trifling inaccuracy in

language, the eafieft of all others to fall

into, and of no confequence to the meaning

•at all. Befides, Jerom's account of thefe

•two denominations of men is exacftly the

fame ; the Ebionites being believers in

Cbrifli but mixing the law and the gq/pel ; and

"the Nazarenes wiJJjing to be both Jews and

chrijlians, which certainly comes to the

very fame thing.

Strefs has been laid on our author's fay-

ing, that the Ebionites pretended to be

Christians -, but Jerom calls them credentes

in Chrijioy believers in Chriji -, and if they be-

lieved in Chrift at all, they could not be-

lieve much lefs than he hjmfelf reprefentg

the Nazarenes to have done. It may be

faid, that they only pretended to be chrif-

tians, but were not, becaufe they had been

excommunicated. But what had they been

excommunicated for ? Not for any proper

imperfedlion of their faith in Chrift, in

which they were inferior to the Nazarenes,

but only ffolumj becaufe they mixed the ce-

remonies of the law with the gofpel of

Chrift; which, in other words^ he aflcrts

of
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of the Nazarenes alio, when he lays, they

wiilied to be both Jews and chriftians.

And though he does not fay that the Na-

zarenes were excommunicated, he fays they

were fiot chrijiians, which is an expreffion of

the fame import.

Had there been any foreign reafon why

we fliould fuppefe that Jerom meant to dif-

tin^uifh between the Ebionites and the

Nazarenes, we might have heiitated about

the interpretation of his meaning, eafy as it

is. But certainly there can be no caufe of

helitation, when it is confidered that in this

he agrees not with Epiphanius only, but

with the whole drain of antiquity, as is

allowed by Le Clerc, and all the ableft cri-

tics ; and to interpret his meaning otherwiTe

is to fet him at variance with all other

writers.

It is afked, ** Why were the Cerinthians

** omitted ? Jerom places them with the

" Ebionites in the preceding fentence : and if

'* the Nazarenes and the Ebionites were the

" fame people, it may, with equal clearnefs of

*' evidence, be inferred, that they were the

** fame people with the Cerinthians likewife."

2 I an/vver,
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I anfwer, they were the fame people, as

far as Jerom then confidered them, becaule

they were equally zealous for the law of

Mofes.

It has been faid, that Auflin's anfwer to

Jerom fhews, that he conlidered them as

different perfons. But Auftin only enume-

rates all the names that Jerom had mention-

ed, and whether the differences were real

or nominal, great or little, it fignified no-

thing to him. He himfclf, in his Catalogue

of herefies, makes a difference between the

Ebionites and Nazarenes, but by no means

that which makes the latter to have been be-

lievers in the divinity of Chrift, and the for*

mer not. And as it was a common opinion,

efpecially in the Wefl, that there ^2.%fome

difference between them (though the writers

who fpeak of it could never be certain in

what it confilled) it was very natural in

Auftin to mention them feparately, whether

Jerom had made them the fame or not.

I find that Suicer, in his Tkefaurus, under

the article Kbion, makes the fame ufe of this

paffage of Jerom that I have done, and con-

fiders the Nazarenes as a branch of the

1 Ebionites.
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Ebionites. Sandius alfo dra\vs the fame in-

ference from this paiTage. Hift. Ecck'L

p, 4.

That the unbelieving Jews Hiouldcall the

chriftian Jews Nazareues, is natural; be-

caufe that was the opprobrious appellation

by which they had been diftinguiihed from

the beginning. According to Tertullian,

they called them fo in his time *. Agobard

favs they did the fame when he wrote f.

Biit it was not fo natural that this fliould be

adopted by the Gentile chriflians, becaufe

they had been ufed to regard that appella-

tion with more refpecft. When, therefore,

they came to dillinguidi themfelves from

the Jewifh chriftians, and to diflike thieir

tenets, it was natural for them to adopt fbme

other appellation than that of Niixarencs •;

and the term Ebionites, given them likewife

by their unbelieving brethren, equally an-

fwered their purpofe.

* Unde ct ipfo nomine nos Judasi Nazarenos appellant

per eum. Adv. Marcioncm, lib. 4. feet, 8. p. 418.

f Quod autem dominum noftrum Jefum Chriftuni et

chriftianos in omnibus orationibus fuis Tub Nazarenorura

nomine cotidie maledicant. De Infolcntia Judjeorum,

OpeTa. p. 63.

Ths
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The term minei is from the Hebrew

D*^ (minim) which fignifies JeSlarieSi

and is that by which the Jews, in all their

writings, diftinguifli the chriflians*

Itvis fomething remarkable, that Juftin

Martyr does not ule the term Ebionite, or

any other expreflive of dillike. Irenaeus is

the firft who ufes it, or who fpeaks of the

Jewifh unitarians with the leaft difrefpedt.

it is an argmnent in favour of the identity

of the Nazarenes and Ebionites, that the

former are not mentioned by name by any

writer who likewife fpeaks of the Ebionites

before Epiphanius, who was fond of multi-

plying herefies, though the people fo called

were certainly known before his time. The

term Ebionites only occurs in Irenaeus^

Tertullian, Origen, and Eufebius. None of

them make any mention of Nazarenes ; and

yet it cannot be denied, that they muft

have been even more cunfiderable in the

time of thofe writers, than they were after-

wards.

The conduct of all thefe writers is eafily

accounted for on the fuppofitions, that, in

the time of Juftin Martyr, the Jewifh chrif*

tians^
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tians, though all unitarians, and even difbe-

lieving the miraculous conception, were not

known by any opprobrious appellation at

all j that afterwards they were firft diflin-

guifhed by that of Ebionites j and that it was

not till the time of Epiphanius (when fuch

writers as he, who wrote exprcfsly on the

fubje(5t of herejy, made a parade of their

learning, by recounting a multiplicity of

herelies) that the term Nazarenes, by which

the unbelieving Jews ftill continued to call

the chriftians among them, was laid hold of,

as lignifying a fe(5l different from that of the

Ebionites.

Mofheim makes a doubt whether there

was fuch a perfon as Ebion, or not. I have

i^Qn. no evidence at all that any perfon of

that name ever exifted. There is no foun-

der of a fecft, of whofe hiflory fo?}2e par-

ticulars have not been handed down to pof-

terity; but this is vox et praterea nihiL

The term Ebionite, was alfo long prior to

that of Ebion. They who firft ufed this

term, fay nothing about the man from

others, and they were too late to know any

thing of him themfelves.

Vol. III. N It
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It muft be more particularly difficult to

account for the condudl of Eufebius, on the

fuppofition either of there having been fuch

a perfon as Ebion, or of there having been

any diftindion between the Ebionites and

Nazarenes, fince it was his bufinefs, as an

hiftorian, to have noticed both.

The opinion that the Ebionites and Na-

zarenes were the fame people, is maintained

by Le Clerc, and the mofl: eminent critics

of the laftage. What Mr. Jones (who is re-

markable for his caution in giving an opi-

nion) fays on this fubjeft, is well worth

quoting.

** It is plain, there was a very great

•* agreement between thefe two ancient

** fecfls ; and though they went under dif-

** ferent names, yet they feem only to have

** differed in this, that the Ebionites had

** made fome addition to the old Nazarene

** fyftem. For Origen exprefsly tell us,

" h^ai^tvoi. They are called Ebioftites who
* * from among the ^Jews own yefus to be the

** ChrijL And though Epiphanius feems to

** make their gofpels different, calling one
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**
'3rAJifera7ov, more entire, yet this need not

*' move us. For if the learned Cafaubon's

" conjedlure fhould not be right, that we
" fhould read the fame s 'S7x»p£ra7ov, in both

*' places (which yet is very probable for

" any thing that Father Simon has proved

'' to the contrary) yet will the difficulty be

** all removed at once, by this fingle con-

" fideration ; that Epiphanius never faw any
*' gofpel of the Nazarenes. For though

" he calls it rs-Ky',^z'rc!\ov, yet he himfelf fays,

" a« ojJi* ?£ £f Tac, •yma^oyiag -ste^ieiAoi/, he did not knOW

' * whether they had taken atvay the genealogy

,

**' as the Ebionites had done ; i. e. having

" never feen the Nazarene gofpel, for ought

** he knew, it might be the very fame with

** that of the Ebionites, as indeed it mod
** certainly was*."

In my opinion, Jerom has fufficiently de-

cided this lafl: queflion. Could he have had

any other idea than that thefe two feds (if

they were two) ufed the fame gofpel, when

he faid, *•' In the gofpel ufed by the Na-
** zarenes and Ebionites, which is com-
** monly called the authentic gofpel of

* On the Canon, vol. I. p. 386-

N 2 Matthev/,
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** Matthew, which I lately tranflated from
" Hebrew into Greek, &c.*"

Farther, the peculiar opinions of the

Ebionites and the Nazarenes are reprefented

by the mod refpedable authorities as the

very fame 5 only fome have thought that the

Nazarenes believed the miraculous con-

ception, and the Ebionites not. But this

has no authority whatever among the an-*

cients.

Epiphanius fays, in the middle of his

firft fe<ftion relating to the Ebionites, that

Ebion (whom in the twenty -fourth fec-

tion he makes to be cotemporary with the

apoftle John) ** borrowed his abominable

** rites from the Samaritans, his opinion

**
( yvuifinv ) from the Nazarenes, his name

** from the Jews, 6cc."*" And he fays, in

'* the beginning of the fecond fedtion, " he

** was cotemporary with the former, and

* In evangelic, quo utuntur Nazareni et Ebionltae

(quod nuper in Graecum de Hebraeo fermone tranftulimus

et quod vocatur a plerifque Matthaei authenticum). In

Matt. 12, 13. Opera, vol. 6. p. 21.

•\ "^afjux^siluv (Xiv ya^ xj £%fj to (SJcAyfov, la^aiuv re to cvofjtaf

Ocaauov ^e >^ Na^upaiuv ;^, tiaffotpaiuv tyiv yyufirjv—^ p^pinavwy

^t^Jlai Bx^iv rw 'Sffojrr/o^iav. Hxr, 30. ft<ft. !• ?• 125-

*'had



Chap. VIII. thefame People, i8i

** had the fame origin with them ; and firft he

** alTerted that Chrift was born of the com-

" merce and feed of man, namely, Jofeph,

** as we fignified above," referring to the

firfl words of his firfl: fe^lion, *' when we
*' faid that in other refpe(5ls he agreed with

** them all, and differed from them only in

** this, viz. in his adherence to the laws of

** the Jews with refpedl to the fabbath,

** circumcifion, and other things that were

** enjoined by the Jews and Samaritans.

** He moreover adopted many more things

** than the Jews, in imitation of the Sama-
** ritans*,'* the particulars of which he

then proceeds to mention.

In the fame feftion he fpeaks of the

Ebionites as inhabiting the fame country

with the Nazarenes, and adds that, ** agree-

** ing together, they communicated of their

** perverfenefs to each other
-f-." Then, in

* See note, page 164, in this volume.

Hser. 30. fed. 2. p. 125, 126.

N 3 the
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the third fedtion, he obferves that, after-

wards, fome of the Ebionites entertained a

different opinion concerning Chrift, than

that he was the fon of Jofeph ; fuppoling

that, after Elxasus joined them, they learned

of him fome fancy concerning Chrift and

the Holy Spirit*.

Concerning the Nazarenes, in the feventh

fedtion of his account of them, he fays,

that they were Jews in ^U refpedts, except

that they "believed in Chrift ; but I do not

" know whether they hold the miraculous

** conception or not-f-." This amounts to

no more than a doubt, which he afterwards

abandoned, by afferting that the Ebionites

held the fame opinion concerning Chrift

with the Nazarenes, which opinion he ex-

• prefHy ftates to be their belief, that Jefus

was a mere man, and the iow of Jofeph.

Haer, 30. fecSl:. 3. p. 127.

mm KwivSov ii^ Mn^ivSov fji,ox%^ia ax^evlE^, •^i^.ov ov^uttov vofit^i}-

triv, V Ko^ci); »} aAnSfia £X^'> ^^'^ 'jsveuixal®- ayi^. yeytvna^ai zk

yiffj^dii ^iaQiQMHvlon. Har. 29. fedl, 7, vol. i. ?• 123.
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As to any properly orthodox Nazarenes,

i. e. believers in the pre-exiftence or divi-

nity of Chrift, I find no traces of them any

where. Auftin fays, that the Nazarenes v^ere

by fome called Symmachians, from Symma-

chus, who is not only generally called an

Ebionite, but who wrote exprefsly againft

the dodrine of the miraculous conception.

How then could the Nazarenes be thought

to be different from the Ebionites, or to

believe any thing of the divinity of Chrifl,

or even the miraculous conception, in the

opinion of thofe who called them Symma-
chians ? Auliin who mentions this, does

not fay that they were mifcalled.

Theodoret, who, living in Syria, had a

good opportunity of being acquainted with

the Nazarenes, defcribes them as follows :

** The Nazarenes are Jews who honour
'« Chriil as a righteous man, and ufe the

** gofpel according to Peter *." This ac-^

count of the faith of the Nazarenes was

* Oi Se NaitwfflHoi laSrtJOJ E<a<, tov xif\70v rifjicovlEi cog avB§a7rov

^Kaiov, )Cj Tw Ka7\iiixevi} Kola Uel^ov evayftXtco Kex^W^voi. Haer,

fql. lib, ^. cap. 2. Opera, vol. 4. p. 219.

J>T 4 evidently



184 Nazarenes andEbionltes Book III.

evidently meant to reprefent them as dif-

fering from the orthodox with refped: to

the dodrine concerning Chrift ; and is to

be underflood as if he had faid, *' they be-

•* lieve him to have been nothing more
<* than a righteous man, and a divine

** teacher" (for claiming to be fuch, he

could not otherwife have been a righteous

man) ** but they do not believe in his

" pre-exiftence, or divinity." Orthodox

perfons, who believe thefe doctrines, are

never defcribed by any of the ancients as

Theodoret has defcribed the Nazarenes.

In the paflage quoted from Epiphanius, in

which he gives an account of the motives

for John's writing his gofpel, it is evident,

both that he confidered the Nazarenes as

exifting at that time, and alfo that they flood

in as much need of being taught the pre-

exiftence and divinity of Chrift as theEbio-

nites. In another place this writer com-

pares the Nazarenes to perfons who, feeing

a fire at a diftance, and not underftanding

the caufe, or the ufe of it, run towards it,

a^d burn themfelves ;
** So thefe Jews,"

he



Chap. VIII. thefame Feopk. 185

he fays, *' on hearing the name of Jefus only,

** and the miracles performed by the apof-

** ties, believe on him; and knowing that his

*' mother was with child ofhim at Nazareth,

** that he was brought up in the houfe of

*' Jofeph, and that, on that account, he was
** called a Nazarene (the apoftles ftiling him
'* a man of Nazareth, approved by miracles,

** and mighty deeds) impofed that name
** upon themfelves*." This can never agree

with this writer fuppofing that the Naza-

renes believed in the divinity of Chrift, or

indeed in the miraculous conception ; much
lefs with their having an origin fubfequent

to the times of the apoflles. And he never

mentions, or hints at, any change of opi-

nion in the Nazarenes.

That Auftin did not confider the Na-

zarenes in any favourable light, is evident

* A«S(rai7£j "/a^ jjlovov ovc/j/x ts Irtcra, J^ ^zaTctix^voi ra Seocrn-

fjisia. ra Sia %E/fay tcjv a7roro7\uv yvoj^sva, >^ auloi sig avlov 'uji-rtv^o't .

yvovlsi 5e aulov bh Nai^af e? ev yarfi £yHUfJt.o'/y^^£via, x^ ?v oixco Iwjvip

aval^aipzvlay y^ ^la riilo ev tw euayfzXia Inaav Na^m^aio/ aoLXzi-

e^My ug x^ 01 a7roro}iOi (paaiy Inasv rov Nas^J^ajioy avd'^a^ aTToo'eosiy.

{jLtvov £V T£ ay\(xsioi; ^ TE^aai ^ ra $|jij ; ntlo ro ovofjia £7rili^sa<Tiv

auloig^ TO «a^e^o^al Na^cc^ais;, Haer. 29. feet- 5. Opera,

vol. I. p. 120.

from
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from his calling them, in his anfwer to

Jerom, heretics, " As to the opinion of thofe

•* heretics, who, while they would be both

** Jews and chriftians, can neither be Jew^

*' nor chriftians, 6cc.*" It is in thefe very

words that Jerom had charaderized thofe

whom he had called Nazarenes. What

more could Auilin have faid of the Ebio-

nites? Can it be fuppofed that he would

have fpoken of the Nazarenes in this man-

ner, if he had thought them orthodox with

refoed; to the dodrine of the trinity j efpe^

cially confidering that it was in an age in

which the greateil account was made of

that dodrine -, fo that perfect foundnefs in

that article might be fuppofed to have

atoned for defedis in other things. That

Jejrom did not confider the Nazarenes as

orthodox, even if he did make them to

be different from the Ebionites, is evident

from his calling them not chrijlians.

If we confider the general characfter of

the Jewifli chriftians in the time of the

* Quid putaverint hgsrctici, qui qum volunt et Judsei

efle et cl>riftiani, riec Judasi effe nee chriftiani efle pptue-

funt, ^c. Opera, vol. 7.. p. 75.

^ppftles^
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apoftles, and particularly how apt they were

to be alarmed at the introdudion of any

thing that was new to them, and had the

leaft appearance of contrariety to the law

of Mofes, it will both fupply a flrong ar-

gument in favour of the truth of chrifti-

anity, and againft their receiving the doc-

trine of the divinity or pre-exiftence of

Chrift either then or afterwards. Their

rooted prejudices againft the apoflle Paul

(whofe converfion to chriftianity muft have

given them great fatisfadion) merely on

account of his activity in preaching the gof-

pel to the uncircumcifed Gentiles (though

with the approbation of the reft of the

apoftles) fhows that they would not receive

any novelty without the ftrongeft evidence.

Their diflike of the apoftle Paul, we know
from ecclefiaftical hiftory, continued to the

latell period of their exiftence as a church,

and they would never make ufe of his writ-

ings. But to the very lall, their objedions

to him amounted to nothing more than his

being no friend-to the law of Mofes.

The refemblance between the charader of

the Ebionitcs, as given by the early chrif-

tiar^
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tian Fathers, and that of the Jewifli chrif-

tians at the time of Paul's laft journey to

Jerufalem, is very ftriking. After he had

given an account of his condud: to the more

intelligent of them, they were fatisfied vi^ith

it; but they thought there would be great

difficulty in fatisfying others. " Thou
** feeft: brother," fay they to him, Ads
xxi. 20. ** how many thoufands of Jews
** there are who believe, and they are all

'* zealous of the law. And they are in-

" formed of thee, that thou teacheft all the

** Jews who are among the Gentiles, to for-

" falie Mofes ; faying that they ought not

*' to circumcife their children, neither to

** walk after the cuftoms. What is it

** therefore ? The multitudes muft needs

'* come together, for they will hear that

'* thou art come. Do therefore this that

** we fay unto thee : We have four men who
f'* have a vow on them ; them take, and pu-

** rify thyfeif with them, and be at charges

" with them, that they may fhave their

f * heads, and all may know that thofe things

?* whereof they were informed concerning

?' thee are nothing, but that thou thyfeif

2 '* alfo
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•* alfo walked orderly and keepefl the law."

So great a refemblance in fome things, viz.

their attachment to the la,w, and their pre-

judices againft Paul, cannot but lead us to

imagine, that they were the fame in other

refpeds alio, both being equally zealous

obfervers of the law, and equally ftrangcrs

to the do^Srine of the divinity of Chrifl.

In that age all the Jews were equally

zealous for the great dodirine of the unity of
God, and their peculiar cujioms. Can it be fup-

pofed then that they would fo obftinately

retain the one, and fo readily abandon the

other ?

I have not met with any mention of more

than one orthodox Jewifli chriftian in the

courfe of my reading, and that is one whofe

name was Jofeph, whom Epiphanius fays

he met with at Scythopolis, when all the

other inhabitants of the place were Arians.

Hxr. 30. Opera, vol. i. p. 129.

CHAP-
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C H A P T E R IX.

Of the fuppofed Church of Orthodox Jews

at ferifalsm, fulfequent to the Time of

Adrian,

li yf'OSHEIM fpeaksofa church of trini-

•'•''*' tarian Jews, who had abandoned the

law of Mofes, and refided at Jerufalem, fub-

fequent to the time of Adrian. Origen,

who aflerts that all the Jewi{h chriftians of

his time conformed to the law of Mofes, he

fays, muft have known of this church ; and

therefore he does not hefitate to tax him

with aflerting a wilful falfehood. Error

was often afcribed to this great man by the

later Fathers, but never before, I believe,

was his veracity called in queftion. And
lead of all can it be fuppofed, that he would

have dared to alTert a notorious untruth in a

public controverfy. He muft have been a

fool, as well as a knave, to have ventured

upon it.

Bodies
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Bodies of men do not fuddenly change

their opinions, and much lefs their cuftoms

and habits ; lead of all would an ad of

violence produce that efFed ; and of all

mankind the experiment was the leail: likely

to anfwer with the Jews. If it had pro-

duced any effect for a time, their old cuftoms

and habits would certainly have returned

when the danger was over. It might jaftas

well be fuppofed that all the Jews in Jerufa-

lem began at that time to fpeak G reek, as well

as that they abandoned their ancient cuftoms.

And this might have been alledged in favour

of it, that from that time the bifhops of

Jerufalem were all Greeks, the public of-

fices were no doubt performed in the Greek

language, and the church of Jerufalem was

indeed, in all refpedts, as much a Greek

church as that of Antioch.

Moftieim produces no authority in his

DilTertations for his aftertion. He only

fays, that he cannot reconcile the fad; that

Origen mentions, with his feeming unwil-

lingnefs to allow the Ebionites to be chrif-

tians. But this is eafily accounted for from '

the attachment which hejiimfelf had to the

do6trine
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dodrine of the divinity of Chrift, which

they denied; and from their holding no

communion with other chriftians.

AH the appearance of authority that I can

find in any ancient writer, of the Jewifli

chriftians deferting the law of their ancef-

tors, is in Sulpicius Severus, to whom I am
referred by Molheim in his Hiftory. But

what he fays on the fubjedl is only what

follows :
** At this time Adrian, thinking

** that he (hould deftroy chriftianity by

'* deftroying the place, erected the images of

*' demons in the church, and in the place

** of our Lord's fufferings ; and becaufe the

** chriftians were thought to confifl chiefly

" of Jews (for then the church at Jerufalem

*' had all its clergy of the circumcifion)

** ordered a cohort of foldiers to keep con-

** flant guard, and drive all Jews from any

" accefs to Jerufalem ; which was of fervice

** to the chriftian faith. For at that time

*• they almoft all believed Chrifl: to be God,

•' but with the obfervance of the law ; the

" Lord fo difpofing it, that the fervitude

** of the law fliould be removed from the

** liberty of the faith and of the church.

Then
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" Then was Marc the hrft bin:iop of the

*' Gentiles at Jeruialenr^-." Here the his-

torian fays, that the object of Adrian was to

overturn chriilianity, and that the Jews

were baniflied becaufe the chriflians there

were chiefly of that nation. According to

this account, all the Jews, chriftians, as well

as others, were driven out of Jerufalem, and

nothing is faid of any of them forfiking the

law of Mofes. Eufebius mentions the ex-

pulfion of the Jews from Jerufalem, but

fays not a word of any of the chriftians

there abandoning circumcifion, and their

other ceremonies, on that occafion. In-

deed, fuch a thing was in the highefl dc-

"* Qua tempeflate Adriunus, exifiimans fe chriRianam

fidcm loci injuria perempturum, ec in teniplo ac loco do-

minicaa paflionis dsennonum fimulachra confrituit, Et

quia chriftiani ex Judaeis potiilimum pucabantur (namque

turn Hierofolymae non nifi ex circumcifione habebat ec

clcfia Sacerdotem) militum cohortem cuftodias in perpc-

tuum agitare juffit, quae Judasos omncs Hierorolymie adi-

tusarceret. Quod quidem cbriftiaiia^ fidei ptoncicbat
;

quia turn pene omnes Chriftum Dcum fub legis obferv a-

tione crcdebant, Nimirum id dbmint) ordinants difpofitum,

ut legis fervitus a libertate fidei atquc ecclcftns toUerctur.

Ita turn primum Marcus ex Gcnti'ous apud Hi-.-rofolyrnani

cpifcopus fuit. Hift. lib,2. cap. 31. p. 2^5.

Vol. III. O G:rceo
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gree improbable. Speaking of the defola-

tion mentioned, If. vi. he fays, that " it

** was fulfilled in the time of Adrian, when
** the Jews, undergoing a fecond fiege, were

** reduced tofuch mifery, that, by the im-

** perial orders, they were not fuffered even

** to fee the defolation of their metropolis

" at a diftance*^."

Independent of all natural probability, had

Sulpitius Scverus ad:ually written all that

Morheim advances -, v/hether is it from this

waiter, or from Origen, that we are more

likely to gain true information on this fubjed:.

Origen, writing in controverfy, and of courfe

fubjed: to corredion, appeals to a fad as

notorious in the country in which he him-

felf refided, and in his own timesTto which

therefore he could not but have have given

particular attention. Whereas Sulpitius

Severus lived in the remoteft part of Gaul,

feveral thoufand miles from Falefline, and

VTroiXEivavles IsSaioj -zcoAjof«iav, aj rslo to Kaxov 'B!EpiZTv\cav, ccg vc/xot;

)(\ ^icxlayixixc:iy auloK^alo^Moigy fji,»h s| a7ro'^% tw epr/xiav tjjj euviuv

fi'^fOTtoT^za; SffijySEiv BTTi^fSTrea^cxi. Monifaucon's Colleflio,

vol 2. p. 379-

two
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two hundred years after Origen, fo that he

could not have aflcrted the fad as from his

own knowledge; and he quotes no other

perfon for it. But, in reality, Sulpitius Seve-

rus is no more favourable to Moflieim's ac-

count of the matter than Origen himfelf

;

fo that to the authority of both of them, of

all ancient teftimony, and natural probabi-

lity, nothing can be oppofed but a willing-

nefs to find orthodox Jewifh chriftians fome-

where.

The paiTage of Origen, which is a full

contradid:ion to all that Mofheim has ad-

vanced concerning this orthodox Jewifli

church, confiding of perfons v^ho abandon-

ed the law of Mofes, at the furrender of Je-

rufalem to Adrian, is as follows :
" He who

** pretends to know every thing, does not

" know what belongs to the profopopeia.

'* For what does he fay to the Jewi/h be-

** lievers, that they have left the cuftomsof
*' their anceftors^ having been ridiculoufly

*• deceived by Jefus, and have gone over to

" another name, and another mode of life;

** not confidering that thofe Jews who have

** believed in Jefus have not deferted the

O 2 ** cufloms
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'* cuftoms of their anceflors j for they live

*' according to them, having a name agree-

** ing with the poverty of their legal obfer-

** vances. • For the word JLbion, in the

** Jewi/h language, fignifies poor -, and thofe

*' of the Jews who believe Jefus to be the

** Chrift, are called Ebionites *."

Can it' be fuppofed that Origen would

have ventured to write in this manner (even

fuppofing that he had no principle of inte-

grity to reflrain him from telling a wilful lie)

if he had known any fuch church of Jewifh

chriftians as Mofheim defcribes. Befides,

Origen's account of things agrees with what

all the ancients fay on the fubjeft. Eufe-

bii^s fays, that the bifhops of Jerufalem were

Jews till the time of Adrian t« The bifliops

* A?v?»a yof\ <7roT£ ^avr £7iayyi>,7^oixi.v'^ tmvai^ to aKO>.}i^ov

UK oi^£ Kara tov tottov rrjj 'apoaiiiTtoTioiag \ ti av /J. T^sysi 'srpo; jn;

UTto iMatay OTfEvovTaj, HaTavorirzcj . (p-A7iv ocuth; uara}\i7rovTag rov

7HX&iwf • >y a'nwroixo'Xmivai sig aX},o ovo/yia, y^ eig oAXov 0iov. M^Se

TXTo KCiTavomai, on os aTTo lii^aim ej; tov Ina^y 'sufsvonzi a na-

TcxhtT^omaa-t rov 'ssaTpiv^ vo/jlov . Bixctj yap uar avTOV. eTrm'UfXOi Tr,;

jtara T«v ek^oxyiv 'S!rux,aag ra vojtts ysysyyifjt.svo[. In Celfum,

lib, 2. p. 56.

•f ilg /x-expi T«j xaioL Aopiavov la^iXiKV rucXiopKiag, '^ivIskcci^sku

rov ap&txov avIoBi ysycvaatv iTricrjiOTrccv ^lad'oXiXi ' ag 'ssavtai; EC^a!?:

^affiv oiUag^ avsnaBsv rr,v yvuaiv ra x^\t^ yvr,7'.Kg Kofla^s^acr^M,

Hift. lib. 4. cap. 5. p. 143.

werp
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v/ere Jews, becanfe the people were fo. It

is natural, therefore, to fuppofe, that when

the biHiops were Greeks, the people were

Greeks alio. And this is what Nicephorus

expreflly aflerts to have been the cafe. For

he fays, that ** Adrian caufed Jerufalem to

** be inhabited by Greeks only, and per-

" mitted no others to live in it*."

Orij^en is fo far from faying, that any

Jews abandoned circumcilion, and the rites

of their religion, that he fays fome of the

Gentile chriilians conformed to them-f*.

Having confulted Eufebius, and other

ancient writers to no purpofe, for fome

account of thefe Jews who had deferted

the religion of their anceflors, I looked

into Tillemont, who is wonderfully careful

and exa6l in bringing together every thing

that relates to his fubje^t; but his account

* Y://M7i ^£ fAOVoi; TYiv isohiv EOi^Hy ?i, KoIoMeiv iTtdpiTTtv. Hift.

lib. 3. cap. 24. vol. I. p. 256.

f Q^iia non folum carnales Judoei de Q;ircUmcilione car-

nis revincejicli funt nobi.^. fed nonnulli ex eis, qui Chiifti

noiiien videntur fufcepifTc, ct tamen carnalcm circumci-

fioiiein recipicndam putant; ut Ebionitie, et fi qui his

fimiii paupcrtatc fenfas aberrant. In Gen. Horn. 3. Opera.

V(<1. I, p, 19.

O 3 of
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of the matter differs widely indeed from

that of Modicim. He fays (Hift. des

Empereurs, torn. 2. part 2. p. 506) *' The
** Jews converted to the faith of Chrifl

** were not excepted by Adrian from the

** prohi-bitioQ to continue at Jerufalem.

** They were obliged t'O go out with the

** reft. But the Jews being then obliged

" to abandon Jerufalem, that church begaa

" to be compofed of Gentiles, and before

*•* the death of Adrian, in the middle of the

*' year 138, Marc, who was of Gentile

** race, was eftabliflied their bifhop." He

does not fay with Mofheim, that this Marc

was chofen by the Jews who abandoned the

Mofaic rites. Hift. vol. i. p. 172.

Fleury, I find, had the fame idea of that

event. He fays (Hift. vol. 1. p. 316.)

** From this time the Jews were forbidden

** to enter Jerufalem, or even to fee it at

*' a diftance. The city being afterwards

*' inhabited by Gentiles, had no other name

' «* than iElia. Hitherto the church of Je-

** rufalem had only been compofed of Jew-
*' iili converts, who obfcrved the ritual of

** the law under the liberty of the gofpel;.

1
" but
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*' bat then, as the Jews were forbidden to

** remain there, and guards were placed to

*' defend the entrance of it^ there were no

" other chrillians there beiides thofe who
*' were of Gentile origin ; and thus the re~

*' mains of the fervitLide of the law were
** entirely aboliilied."

I cannot help, in this place, taking fome

farther notice of what Mofhcim fays with

refped: to this charge of a wilful falfhood

on Origen. Jerom, in his epillle to Pam-

machius (Opera, vol. i. p. 496.) fays, that

Origen adopted the Platonic doctrine of the

fubferviency of truth to utility, as with re-

fpe<5l to deceiving enemies, &c. the fame that

Mr. Hume, and other fpeculative moralifts

have done; confidering the foundation of all

focial virtue to be the public good. But

it by no means follows from this, that fuch

perfons v^ill ever indulge themfelves in any-

greater violations of truth, than thofe who
hold other fpeculative opinions concerning

the foundation of morals.

Jerom was far from faying, that *' Ori-

*' gen reduced his theory to pradlice." He
mentions no inflance whatever of his having

O 4 recourfs
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recourfe to it, and is far, indeed, from vin-

dicating any perfon in afTerting, that to

filence an adverfary, he had recourfe to the

wilful and deliberate allegation of a noto-

rious falfliood.

Grotius alfo fays, that it is well obferved

by Sulpitius Severus, that all the Jewifli

chriftlans till the time of Adrian held that

Chrid was God, though they obferved

the law of Mofes, in the paffage which I

have quoted from him. But the fenfe in

which Grotius underflood the term God m
this place muil be explained by his own
fentiments concerning Chrift. As to Sul-

pitius himfelf, he muit be confidered as

having faid nothing more than that, ** al-

** mofl all the Jews at Jerufalem were

** chriftians, though they obferved the law

**' of Mofes." 7 his writer's mere affertion,

that the Jewidi chriftians held Chrifl to be

God, in the proper fenfe of the word, un-

fupported by any reafons for it, is not to

fee regarded..

CHAP-
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C H A P T E Pv X.

Of the fuppofed Herefy of the ILhion'ites and

Nazarenes, and other particulars relating

to them*

T Have obferved that TertuUIan is the

firft chriftian writer who exprefsly calls

the Ebionites heretics, Irenseus, in his

large treatife concerning herefy^ exprefTes

great dillike of their dodrine, alwa)^s re-

prefenting them as believing that Jefus was

the fon of Jofeph j but he never confounds

them with the heretics. Juftin Martyr

makes no mention of Khionites, but he

fpcaks of the Jewifi chrijiians, which haS

been proved to be a fynonymous expreffion ;

and it is plain, that he did not confider

all of them as heretics, but only thofe of

them who refufed to communicate with

the Gentile chriftians. With refped to

the reft, he fays, that he fhould have

no
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no obje^ion to hold in communion with

them*. He defcribes them as perfons who
obferved the law of Mofes, but did not

impoie it upon others. Who could thefe

be but Jewifti unitarians ? For according

to the evidence of all antiquity, and what

is fuppofed by Juftin hlmfelf, all the

Jewifh chriftians were fuch. It is pro-

bable, therefore, that the Nazarcnes, or

Ebionites, were conlidered as in a Hate

of excommunication, merely becaufe they

would have impofed the law of Mofes upon

the Gentiles, and refufed to hold commu-
nion with any, befides thofe who were cir-

cumcifed ; fo that, in fa6t, they excommu-

nicated themfelves.

This circumftance may throw fome light

©n the paffage in Jerom, in which he fpeaks

of the Ebionites as anathematized foiely

on account of their adherence to the Jewifli

law. The Ebionites, at leaft many of them,

would have impofed the yoke of the Jewidi

law upon the Gentile chriftians. They

ial, p. 231.

would
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would not communicate with thofe who
were not circumcifed, and of courfe thefc

could not communicate with them ; fo

that they were neceffarily in a {late of ex-

communication with refpc<5l to each other.

This would alfo be the cafe with the Ce-

rinthians, as well as the Ebionites ; and

therefore Jerom mentions them together ;

the feparation of communion with refpeft

to both aridng, ia a great meafure, from

the obfervance of the law of Mofes; though

Jerom might write unguardedly, as he often

did, in confounding the cafe of the Cerin-

thians fo much as he here docs with that

of the Ebionites.

Ruffinus makes the herefy of Ebion to-

confift in their enjoining the obfervance of

the Jewifh law*. The attachment of the

Jews to their own law was certainly very

great. Origen fpeaks of the Ebionites as

* Confilium vanitatis eft quod Ebion docet, ita Chrifto

credi debere, ut circumcifio carnis, et obfervatio fabbathl^

et facrificiorum folemnitas, caeterasque omnes obfervantize

fscunduni kgis literam teneantur. In Symbol, p. 189.

thinking
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thinking that Chrift came chiefly for the

fake of the Ifraelites*.

There is fomething very particular in

the conduift of Tertullian with refped to

the Ebionites. He fpeaks of the herefy of

Ebion (of which be makes but the flighteft

mention in his Treatife againll herefy in

general) as confiding in the obfervance of

the Jewifli ceremonies
-f-

; and yet he fiys,

that ** John in his epiftle calls thofe chiefly

** antichrifls, who denied that Chrill came

** in the flefh, and who did not think that

** Jefus was the Son of God 3" meaning,

probably, a difbelief of the miraciflous

conception. ** The former," he fays,

'* Marcion held, the latter Ebion
J.'*

* 0y« ait^roCKw £( /W>i £ij ra z^poSalcx ta a'TToT^uXola omh I(rpaYi}\ i

5iavoi«f £7ruvufjioi (E€'iw yap o '577£u%o$ 'ssap E^Spaioi; ovo/xa^slai) cjts

vTTo'haQm BTTi T8J (xapKiJi^^ I(rf(XE?vi1aj 'ssponyai^^vu; rov %firov woeJVj •

fMmmai. Philocalia, p. i6.

f Ad Galatas fcribens invehitur in obfervatores et de-

fenfores circumcifionis et legis. Hebionis haerefiseft. De

Praefcrip. fe6l. 33. Opera, p. 214.

:j: At in epiftola eos maxima antichiiftos vocat, qui

Chriftum negarent in carne venifie, et qui non putarent

Jcfum
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^

Upon the whole, the conduct of Ter^

tiillian very much refembles that of Ire-

n;riis, who, without claffing the Ebionites

with heretics, expreffes great diflike of

their do<5trine.

It is certain, that the Ebionites w^ere a

very different fet of perfons from the Gnof-

tics, and that they were utter flrangers to

the principles of that philofophy which

were the caufe of the prejudice that was en-

tertained concerning matter and the body, and

w^hich led the Gnoftics to recommend cor-

poreal auflerities, and abftinence from mar-

riage. Epiphanius fays, that *' the Ebio-

*' nites, and all fuch feds, were enemies to

** virginity and continence*."

This writer's hatred of the Ebionites, and

of courfe his. mifreprefentation of them, are

very confpicuous. But there is one thing

which he lays to their charge, which, though

abfolutely incredible, it is not eafy to ac-

JtfLim efle filium del. lllud Marcion, hoc Hebion vlndi-

cavit. Dc Praefcrip. fcdV. 33. Opera, p. 214.

t Ta vvv 5f avTYiyo^'^iilat SJOvtaTraai nra^ aula; 'SJSiD^mx te xJ

eyK^aleia. ug y^ sra^a.ror, aMai; o/xoiaig raiPir, aip27STi. Haer. 30.

p. 526.

'? count
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count for. For he favs, that '* the Ebio-

** nites revere water as a God*." Damaf-

cenus fays the fame after him. De Hasre-

iibus. Opera, p. 690.

Another mod extraordinary and highly

improbable allegation of Epiphanius, with

refped: to the Ebionites, is his charg-

ing them with the peculiar dodlrines of

the Gnoflics, which is contrary to the

teftimony, I may fafely fay, of all other

ancient writers j it being commonly faid

by them, that the herefy of the Ebionites

was the very reverfe of that of the Gnof-

lics. He fays/ however, that ** fome of

'* the Ebionites held that Adam, who was

** firft formed, and into whom God breathed

'^' the breath of life, was Chrift. But others

*' of them fay that he was from above,

** that he was a fpirit created before any

'* others, before the -angels, that he was

" lord of all, was called Chrift, and made
'* the fovereign of that age ; that he came

** from thence whenever he pleafed, as into

** Adam, and that he appeared in the form

* Tovoa^ avu^ia v/jai. Opera, vol. i. p, 53.

*'of
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*' of a man to the patriarchs, to Abraham,
*' Ifaac, and Jacob, and that it was the

** fame who in the latter days, being clothed

** with the body of Adam, appeared as a

** man, was crucified, rofe from the dead,

** and afcended into heaven*"."

Again, fpeaking of the Ebionites in ge-

neral, he fays, '* they afiert that there were

'* two beings created, viz. Chrift and the

** devil ; that Chrift took the inheritance

** of the future age, and the devil of the

** prefent, and that the Supreme Being
*' made this appointment at the requefi: of
** them both. On this account, they fay

" that Jefus was born of the feed of man,
** and became the fon of God by adoption,

" by Chrift coming into him from above,

>S5>.(X<T^Vjia, T£ i'y Ey,pV(TYl^£vlx WJO Ttli TH ^£8 STTlTTVOiag . a'Xh.Ql OS tV

a'Jloi^ ?key5i<riv ava^ev /W£v ovla, 'ss^o 'ssavluv Jk Klia^evla lavsufMcla ovla^

riiSiii OS aiuva K£K>.Y\^ma-^ai •
£px^<^^'^'' ^^ tvlav^a. ole S^xflcu^ cog yj^

£v tco Aoxf/, hx9h, x^ toij 'ssal^ia^x^^i sfpaivilo sv^uo/xev^ to crofjux .

'Stpog AQ^aa[A. i>^iiv j^ laaoat xj latiuS. o au%g btt ejx^^v - cov r](A.£'

^wvYi'K'^Sf ^ oujIq To a-cofjt,cc m ASa^w £VEha-a3o, iq co(ph} ov^^cotio;) xJ

frott/fwSjj, 1^ avsri^, ^' avrihSn: H?er. 30. feci:. 3. p. 127.

" in
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** in the form of a dove. But they fay that

** he was not generated from God the Fa^

** ther, but created by him, as one of the

** archangels, though greater than they
^

" for that he is lord of the angels, and of

** all things that were made by the Al-

** mighty ; that he came and taught what
** is contained in their gofpel, fiying, /
*' am come to dejlroy facrijices, and if you will

** not ccafc to facrifce, wrath Jhall not ceaf

'* with refpedl to you, Thefe and fuch like

'* things are taught by them*."

In another palTage he afcribes thefe doc-

trines not to Ebion himfelf, but to his

* Ay: li Tiv«j, &!> Eipw, cvvirucriv sk Sex relxfuEvni, ^vx //.ev tcv

yfti-c}\ rjx 5h rov ^la^oXov . >^ rov //.sv %5irov ^-syaai m (/.iT^nl®-

aiavoc, iCKyifpivai rov KhYi^ov, tqv ^s "^laQov^ov r^ov 'SSBTtinv^ai rov muvu,

IK 'Sjoorayn!; onSev ts 's:avloK^al'o§og Kola ailwiv skxIs^uv ocuiccv • :A

thIh svtKa Ir,(7iiv ^Eyjvji.ofi'cv ex <T7re^/Mcl(^' av^^og xzyaai^ y^ ETTiTif-

Xhv^ot.^ vl: alco Hccla ^n.'KoryriV Viov Ses kM^i^vIx, octio m avuSsv etg aJlov

>wov7'®" x^ffJi £v sio-i) TuS^irioag . a (pauKaai 5'e zk Ses 'srxl^og aulov

yr/EwjcrSai, a/V.a ZKlar^ai^ to; evx tcov oc^x>^fys>.av, /xei^ovct h avluf

oviaj awov ce fcu^isueiv, iy ayfi>\uv ;^ isavlm wko ts 'ZJavloHpoSo^^

'msTTotv/Ji.svxVy >^ iX^ovla x^ vipY\yA70'.ixv;ov^ w; to 'ssa^ auJoig EvayfeMoy

HcCKaairz-j 's:tpux^;^ on r.y.^ov Kccia'/.vjaxi raj 5i/inaj, Xj eav i^n 'S^au'

c-yicrZs TH Syfiv, s 'sjaucrelcii ap vi-iw n o^yy) . nai raula Kxi roiavict

Ttva Ej'iv Ta 'zcaf avioii s7rilYioeu,ux^x, Uxr. 30. Tcift. 1 6. p. 141^-

followers
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followers. *' Ebion himfelf," he fays,

" held that Chrift was a mere man, born

" as other m?n are ^ but they who from

*' him are called Ebionite.s, fay that God

"had a fuperior power called his fon, that

*' he affumed the form of Adam, and put

** it off again*."

That this reprefentation, which is wholly

Epiphanius's own, is founded on fome

miftake, cannot be doubted ; and I think it

mofi; probable, that he has confounded the

dodrines of the Ebionites with thofe of the

Cerinthians, who agreed with them in fome

things, efpecially in Jefus being a mere

man, born as other men are. But he mofl

grofsly mifrcprefented both the Ebionites

and the Cerinthians, in faying that they

rejeded facrifices, and taught that Chrift

preached againft them. For according to

the teflimony of all antiquity, both thefe

feds infifted on the obfervance of the Jewifli

lav/.

* no7£ fivj aulog EG'iWv X£yav £X 'mapctlpifo-zi; \^iXoy av^^uTTOV

auTcv "/'syJUTiaSai . aT^OTS h oi am aJJa E^iavaioj, am ^waixiv m
Beh )iiKTr.7^ai viov, km TSTof Kara xat^ov rov A5a//t ^v^ueo'^xi rs xai

SKOuecr^ai. Haer. 30. (q&. 31- p. 162.

Vol. III. P - This
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This is all that I have been able to col-

lect concerning the herefy of the Ebionites,

excepting that Optatus charges them with

maintaining that ** the Father fufFered, and

" not the Son*." But it was no uncom-

mon thing to charge all unitarians with

being patripaffians. No early accounts of

the Ebionites fay any fuch thing of them.

Their dod:rine was fimply, that Chrift was

a man, but <7 man approved of God hy figns

and ivonders, and mighty deeds, which God

did by him,

I muil; here remark, that no perfon, I

fliould think, can refled: upon this fubjed:

with proper ferioufnefs, without thii:iking

it a little extraordinary that the Jewifli

chriitians, in fo early an age as they arc

fpoken of by the denomination of Ebionites,

fhould be acknowledged to believe nothing

either of the divinity, or even of the pre-

cxiftence of Chrift, if either of thofe doc-

trines had been taught them by the apoftles.

Could they fo foon have deferted fo, im-

portant an article of their faith, and fo

* Ut Hcbion, qui argumentabatur patrem paflum eiTe,

non filium. Lib. 4. p. 91.

lately
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lately delivered to the faints ^ and having

once believed Chrift to be either the Su-

preme God, or a fuper-angelic fpirit, have

contrary to the general propenfity of hu-

man nature (which has always been to ag-

grandize, rather than to degrade a lord and

mafler, becaufe it is in fadl to aggrandize

themfelves) come univerfally to believe him

to be nothing more than a mere man^ and

even the fon of Jofeph and Mary ?

P2, CHAP«
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CHAPTER XL

Of thefacred Books of the Ebionites,

'Tp H E Ebionites being Jews, and in ge-

neral acquainted with their own lan-

guage only, made ufe of no other than a

Hebrew gofpel, which is commonly faid to

have been that of Matthew, originally coin-

pofed in their language, and for their ufe.

This I think highly probable, from the

almoft unanimous teflimony of antiquity.

But this is a queflion which I ihall not

make it my bufinefs to difcufs.

'* The Ebionites," fays Irenaeus, *' make
** ufe of the gofpel of Matthew only*."

Jerom had feen this gofpel, and tranflated it

from Hebrew into Greek, and without giving

his ow^n opinion, fays, that " it was by mofl

** perfons called the authentic gofpel of

* Ebionitas etenim eo evangelio quod eft fecundum Mat-

thsum folo utentes, Lib. 3. cap. 11. p. 220.

»* Matthew."
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'* Matthew*." Theodoret fays concern-

ing both the kinds of Ebionites, that they

received no other gofpel than that of Mat-

thewf.

But it is evident from Epiphanius, that

the Ebionites did not confider the two iirft

chapters of Matthew's gofpel as belonging

to it ; for their copies were without them,

beginning with the third chapter. ** The
" gofpel of the Ebionites began thus, It

*' came to pafs in the days of Herod king

*' of Judea, in the time of Caiaphas the

** high-priefl, a perfon whofe name was
*' John came baptizing with the baptifm

** of repentence in the river Jordan J."

Here, however, there mud be fome mif-

take, as it was not in the time of Herod

* In Matt. cap. 12. Opera, vol. 6. p. 2r;

EJimvei; y^p '9 ^o\. 'sr^otrayo^evovlai • rx aT^a fA£v ccTravla. (Xuvo//,o-

T^oyei Toii ispojs^oigy t'ov 5e aalnpx »c) kv^iov m 'ma^^eva yeysmvx^oci

g>n<TiV' evayys\io3 3e ru xalot Mardaiov ksx,P^v1m (lova. Haer.

Fab. lib. 2. cap. i. vol. 4. p. 328. Ed Halse.

"l
Oti sysvelo, ^YuriVt £V raig nfte^aig H^caJn ^aai>.2co; rr,; ln^aiscg

tm Ao%if£iaj Kaia^a yikOs tij luavvni ovoiJt,!xli ^aTrli^m ^ccTriicr/AX

^slavoiaj £y rcj TSolofjiM lofJatvrj, ^ T« eIuj. Hxr. 30. Opera,

vol. I. p. 138:

P 3 king
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king of Judea, but of Herod the Tetrarch,

or king of Galilee ; and the inaccuracy-

is probably to be afcriJDed to ppiphanius

himfelf. That this writer quoted only from

his memory, and inaccurately, is evident

from his giving the beginning of this gof-

pel in another place fomewhat differently,

as follows: *? It came to pafs in the days

^* of Herod king of Judea, John came bap-

*^ tizing wiih. the baptifm of repentance,

*' in the river Jordan ; who was faid to be

^* of the race of Aaron the priefl, the fon

f* of Zacharias and Elizabeth -, and all men
^* went out to him*."

This v^riter, who was fond of multiplying

fedls, and who makes that of the Nazarenes

to be different from that of the Ebionites,

fays concerning the latter, that *' he did

?' not know whether they had cut off the

*' genealogy from the gofpel of Matthew f,"

wX&Ev Icuawvi BaTTri^cov ^aTrTiCfiot //.{lavoiag zv toj Ic^d'avri 'moTa/xu,

Oi s^iSysTO Etvai m yzvag Aapav t« je^ewj, -nraij Xax^ot^i'^ aai KXicra-

l?fT, «ai £|)i^%ovTo cT^oj avrov -sravTEf. Hasr. 30. fedl. 13.

"t E%«(7< 5e TO Kocla MarSawv svayyeXtov 'cshvpsrarov l^^pai^t .

Va^^ auToig ya^ ffafcci tsto, ^aSwj tl cx§?0^i sy^a^n llS^aikoii

yoa^jL^iq^tTit



C H A P . XI . of the Ebionltes . 215

Meaning, perhaps, the whole of the in-

trodudion, as far as the third chapter.

—

It mull be obferved, however, that in the

copy of this gofpel which Jerom tranf-

lated, there was the fecond chapter, if not

the genealogy. For in this gofpel there

was, out of Kgypt I have called my fon, and

he fhall be called a Na%arene^ .'' This I

am willing to explain in the following man-

ner. Originally the Jewifli chriflians did

not believe the doctrine of the miraculous

conception. Both Juftin Martyr and Ire-

nasus reprefent them as diibelieving it,

without excepting any that did. Origen

is the firft who has noticed two kinds of

Eblonites, one believing the miraculous

y^afifiaaiv zti au^erai . s« oi^a Se ?j km rag yEveaT^oyiai raj aTTt

Tn AQ^axaiJU 'ssi^iiChov, Ha;r. 29. vol. I. p. 124.

* Mi hi quofque a Nazarseis, qui in Beraea, urbe Syriae,

hoc volumine utuntur, defcribendi facultas fuit , in quo

aniniadvertendum quod ubicunque evangelifta, five ex

perfona fua, five ex perfona domini falvatoris, veteris fcrip-

turas teftimoniis utitur, non fequatur feptuaginta tranf-

latorum audoritatem, fed Hcbraicam, equibus ilia duo funt.

Ex ^gypto vocavi filium meum, ct quoniam Nazarasus

vocabitur. Catalogus Scriptorum, Opera, vol. i. p. 267.

P 4. conception.
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conception, and the other denying it. Pro-

bably, therefore, their original copies of

the gofpel had not the two firft chapters,

^ which contained that hiftory ; but after

fome time, thofe of the Jevvilh chriftians

who gave credit to the ftory, would na-

turally add thefe two chapters from the

Greek copies ; and it might be a copy of

this kind that Jerom met with.

Epiphanius likevvife fays, that ** the

*« Ebionites made ufe of the travels of

«« Clement*." This being an unitarian

work, they might be pleafed with it; but

it is not probable that they would read it

in the public offices of their churches, or

confider it in the fame light with one of

the books of fcripture.

It is agreed on all hands that the Ebio-

nites made no ufe of the epiftles of Paul,

becaufe they did not approve of the flight

which he feemed to put upon the law of

Mofes, which they held in the greateft

poffible veneration.

hVfJievoii Hel^a, taii d'la K?'.Yi{ji,in@- ypa(pucraii, Hzer. 30.

Opera, vol. i. p. 139.

Epiphanius
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Epiphanius fays farther concerning the

Ebionites, that " they dctefl the pro-

** phets *." This, however, I think al-

together as improbable, as what he fays

of their revering water as a god. He is

the only writer "^^xo alTerts any fuch thing,

and as far as appears from all other ac-

counts, the Ebionites acknowledged the

authority of all that we call the canonical

books of the Old Teflament. Symmachus,

whofe tranflation of the fcriptures into

Greek is fo often quoted, and with the

greateft approbation, by the learned Fathers,

was an Ebionite; and Jerom fays the fame,

of Theodotion. They both tranllated the

other books of the Old Teftament, as well

as the Pentateuch, and, as far as appears,

without making any diftindlion between

that and the other books -, and can this be

thought probable, if they had not confi-

dered them as entitled to equal credit ?

Befides, our Saviour's acknowledgment of

the authority of the whole of the Old Tef-

* Ai/7S)- [K^n/X)5jJ yaf £7«W|0i(a^£i H^jav, x^ AaCiS", Kai Txix-

vj/wv, KM tsavlaq T85 'ST^oipnlai, sj «7o? ^^ehurlovlai, Hser. 30. p.

J39-

lament
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tament is fo exprefs, that I cannot readily

believe that any chriftians, Jews efpecially,

acknowledging his authority, would rejedt

what he admitted.

Laftly, the authority of Epiphanius is,

in effedl, contradi(5led by Irenasus, who

fays, that ** the Ebionites expounded the

** prophecies too curioufly *." Grabe fays,

that Ebion (by which we muft underftand

fome Ebionite) wrote an expofition of the

prophets, as he collecfled from fome frag-,

jnents of Irenaeus's work, of which he gives

fome account in his note upon the place f.

* Quae autem funt prophetica curiofms exponere ni-

tuntur. Lib. i.. cap. 26. p- 102.

\ Ipfum Ebionem s^nyna-iv twv 'S!po(pYiim fcripfifle, colligo

ex fragmentis hujus operis. qua? ante paucos dies Parifm

accepi, en MS. codice collegii Claromontani defcripto, a

viro humaniflimo, R. P. Michaele Loquien, inter addenda

ad fpecilegium hsreticorum fseculi i. fuo tempore, dea

volente, publicanda. Jfbid.

CHAP-
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CHAPTER XII.

Of Men of Eminence among the fewijh

Chr'ijiians,

npHOUGH it is probable, that the

Jewifh chriftians in general were

poor, and therefore had no great advantage

oi liberal education, which might be one

means of preferving their doctrine ia fuch

great fimplicity and purity ; yet it ap-

pears that there were fome men of learning

among them. Jerom mentions his being

acquainted with fuch during his relidence

in Paleftine 5 and there are three perfons

among them who diftinguifiied themfelves

by tranflating the Old Teilament from

Hebrew into Greek, viz. Aquila, Theo-

dotion, and Symmachus ; though the lafl

of them only was a native of Palefline,

and born a Samaritan. Eufebius fays, that

** Theodotion and Aquila were both Jewifh

** profelytes, whom the Ebionites follow-

'* ing.
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*^ in 2-, believe Chrift to be the fon of

"Jofeph*." According to Epiphanius,

Theodotion was firft a Marcionite, and then

a Jewilji convert-)-. Aquila is faid to have

flourifhed about the year 130, Theodotion

about 180, and Symmachus about 2co.

Whatever was thought of the religious

principles of thefe men, the greateft ac-

count was made of their verfions of the

Hebrew fcriptures by learned chriftians of

all parties, efpecially that of Symmachus,

which is perpetually quoted with the great-

eft refpe<ft by Origen, Eufebius, and others.

Jerom, fpeaking of Origen, fays, that *' be-

** fides comparing the verfion of the fep-

•* tuagint, he likewife collated the verfions

«* of Aquila of Pontus, a profelyte, that

*« of Theodotion an Ebionite, and that of

** Symmachus, who was of the fame fed: ^

*' who alfo wrote commentaries on the

** goJLpel of Matthew, from which he en-

* XI5 0fo5b7ift)v -ii^ixwivarsv o ^(psa-ioi, xa* J^w^aj o IIov7<xof, a/i-

aulov yzyvj-fia'^ai (paaKnai. Hift. lib. 5. cap. 8. p. 221.

•f-
0£o^o!iccv Tig HovIm©- avro rr.g SjcJ'o%kj MapKiuvoi th ai^tai-

a^X^.ra iLvaTrfin, De Menfuris, Oper^, vol. 2. p. 172,

'* deavoured
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" deavoured to prove his opinion-*-'." la

fo great eftlmation was Symmachus held,

that Auftin fays the Nazarenes were fome-

times called Symmachians-f*.

I referve the account of Hegefippus ' to

the laft, becaufe it has been aiierted that,

though he was a Jewifli chriflian, he was

not properly an Ebionite, but orthodox

with refped: to his belief of the trinity.

But that he was not only a Jewifh chrif-

tian, but likewife a proper Ebionite, or a

believer in the iimple humanity of Chrift,

may, I think, be inferred from feveral cir-

cumilances, belides his being a Jewifh

chriflian -, though, fince Origen fays that

none of them believed the divinity of

Chrift, we ought to have fome pofitive evi-

dence before we admit that he was an ex*

ception.

* AquilzB fcilicet Pontic! profelyti, et Theodotioriis He-

bionei, et Symmachi ejufdem dogmatis, qui in evangelium

quoque koIix Mai^aiov fcripfit commentarios, de quo et (uura

dogma confirmare conatur. Cataiogus Scriptoruni, Ope-

ra, vol. I. p. 294.

f Ettamen fi milu Nazareorum objiceret quifquam

quos alii Symmachianos appellant. Contra Fauflum Man.

Opera, vol. 6. p. 34.2,

That
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That Hegefippus was an Ebionitej may

be inferred from his giving a lift of all the

herefies of his time, in which he enume-

rates a confiderable number, and all ofthem

Gnoftics, without making any mention of

the Ebionites.

He being a Jewifh chriftian himfelf,

could not but be well acquainted with the

prevailing opinions of the Jewifh chriftians,

the moft confpicuous of which, it cannot

be denied, was the dodlrine of Chrift's

being a mere man. Now can it be fup-

pofed, that if he himfelf had been what is

now called an orthodox chriftlan, that is,

a trinitarian, or even an Arian, he would

wholly have omitted the mention of the

Ebionites in any lift of heretics of his

time, had it been ever fo fhort a one; and

this confifts of no lefs than eleven arti-

cles ? Alfo, can it be fuppofed that Eufe-

bius, who fpeaks of the Ebionites with fo

much hatred and contempt, would have

omitted to copy this article, if it had been

in the lift ?

Their not being inferted in the lift by

fuch a perfon as Eufebius, muft, I think,

fatisfy
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fatisfy any perfon, who has no fyflcim to

fupport, with refpedt to this article. A
ftronger negative argument can hardly be

imagined. As to Hegefippus himfelf, we

mult judge of his feelings andcondudt as we

fhould of thofe of any perfon at this day in a

fituation limilar to his. Now, did any fub-

fequent ecclefiaftical hiflorian, or did any

modern divine, of the orthodox faith, ever

omit Arians, or Socinians, or nam.es fynony-

mous to them (who always were, and ftill

are, in the highefl degree obnoxious to

them) in a lilt of heretics ?

Had the faith of the early chriftians been

either that Chrill: was true and very God,

or a fuperior angelic fpirit, the maker of the

world, and of all things viiible and invifible

under God -, and had Flegefippus himfelf

retained that faith, while the generality, or

only any confiderable number of his coun-

trymen, had departed from it, it could not

but have have been upon his mind, and have

excited the fame indignation that the opi-

nions of the Arians and Socinians excite in

the minds of thofe who are called orthodox

at this day. Nay, in his circumftances,

2 fuch



224 ^^^ of Rnitnence Book III.

fuch a defection from that important article

of faith in his own countrymen, after hav-

ing been fo recently taught the contrary by

the apoftles themfelves, whofc writings they

flill had with them, mufl have excited a

much greater degree of furprize and indig-

nation, than a fimilar defection would have

occafioned in any other people, or in any

later times.

It is faid to be as remarkable that Hege-

lippus fhould have omitted the Cerinthians

as the Ebionites. But I fee nothing at all

extraordinary in the omiffion of the Cerin-

thians in this lift of heretics by Hegefippus,

as they were only one branch of the Gnof-

tics, feveral of whom are in his lift; and it

is not improbable that thefe. Cerinthians,

having been one of the earlieft branches,

might have been very inconfiderable, per-

haps extinct in his time. I do not know
that they are mentioned by any ancient

writer as exifting fo late as the time of He-

gefippus 'y and as they feem to have been

pretty much confined to fome part of Afia

Minor, and efpecially Galatia, which was

very remote from the feat of the Ebionites,

he
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he might not have heard much about them.

Whereas the Ebionites were at that very

time in their full vigour, and though their

opinions (being then almoft univerfal in

vv^hat v^^as called the catholic church) had

not begun to give offence, they w^ere after-

wards the objed of the mofl: violent hatred

to the other chriftians, and continued to be

fo as long as they fublifled.

That Hegefippus, though an unitarian

himfelf, fhould fpeak as he does of the ftate

of opinions in the feveral churches w^hich

he vifited, as then retaining the true fiithy

is, I think, ver)- natural. The only herefy

that difturbed the apollle John, and there-

fore other Jewifli chriftians in general, was

that of the Gnoftics ; and all the eleven dif-

ferent kinds of hereiies, enumerated by this

writer, are probably only different branches

of that one great herefy. If, therefore, the

churches which he viiued were free from

Gnofticifm, he would naturally fay that

they retained^ the true faith. For as to the

dod:rine of the perfonification of the logos,

held then by Juftin Martyr, and perhaps a

few others, it was not, in its origin, fo very

Vol. III. Q^ alarming
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alarming a thing ; and very probably this

plain man had not at all confidered its na-

ture and tendency, if he had heard of it.

The autlior of the Clementine Homilies

though cotemporary with Hegefippus, and

unqueftionably an unitarian, makes no men-

tion of it. f

Hegefippus, as an unitarian, believed that

all the extraordinary power exerted by Chrift

was that of the Father refiding in him, and

fpeaking and afting by him ; and he might

imagine that thefe philofophizing chriftians^

men of great name, and a credit to the caufe,

held in fa6t the fame thing, when they faid

that this /(?^(jj of theirs was not the logos of the

Gnoftics, but that of John the evangelift, or

the wifdom and power of God himfelf.

Apd though this might appear to him as

a thing that he could not well underlland,

he might not think that there was any he-

refy, or much harm in it. Had he been

told (but this he could only have had from

infpiration) that this fpecious perfonification

of the divine logos would, about two cen-

turies afterwards, end in the do(5trsne of the

perfect equality of the Son with the Father,

this
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this plain good man might have been alittlq

ftartled.

That Eufebius, and others, fliould fpeak of

Ilegefippus with refped: (from which it has

been argued that he could not poffibly have

been an Eblonite) appears to me nothing ex-

traordinary, though it fliould have been

known to them that he was one, confidering

that they quote him only as an hiftorian
;

and fuppofing, what is very probable, that

he did not treat particularly of doctrinal

matters, but coniined himfelf to the acts of

the apollles, and other hiflorical circum-

flances attending the propagation of the

goipel J efpecially as be was the only hiflo-

rian of that age, and had always been held

in efleem. A man who is once in polTeffion

of the general good opinion, will nat be

cenfured lightly, efpecially by fuch men as

Eufebius.

Can it be fuppofed alfo that Eufe-

bius, in exprefsly quoting ancient au-

th-crities againft thofe who held the opi-

nion of the fimple humanity of Chrift,

would not have cited Hegefippus, as well as

Irenasus, Juflin Martyr, and others, if he

0^2 could
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could have found any thing in him for his

purpofe ? This may be confidered as a

proof that there was nothing in his work

unfavourable to the dodlrine of the Ebio-

nites. A negative argument can hardly be

ftronger than this.

Had there been any pretence for quoting

Hegefippus as a maintaincr of the divinity

of Chrift, he would certainly have been

mentioned in preference to Juflin Martyr,

or any others in the lift j not only becaufe

he was an earlier- writer, but chiefly becaufe*

he was one of the Jewifh chriftians, who are

well known not to have favoured that opinion.

The manner in which Eufebius fpeaks of

Hegefippus's quoting the gofpel of the He-

brews, is fuch as led him to think that he was

a Heterew chriftian. ** He quotes fome things

** from the gofpel according to the Hebrews
** and the Syriac, and efpecially in the He-
** brew tongue, fliewing that he was one of

•' the Hebrew chriftians *." We may,

therefore, conclude, that he quoted it

with refped; ; and this was not done ex-

EfpajSbj oiaA£«T« Tivcc Ti^Jicrfv, BiJi.;paivuv e| E(?^«(wi' eaulov iseTTireu-

tavcu. Hift. lib. 4. cap. 24. p. 184.

cept
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cept by thofe who were Ebionites, or who

favoured their opinions. As Hegefippus

wrote in Greek, he mud have been ac-

quainted with the Greek gofpels, and

therefore muft have quoted that of the He-

brews from choice, and not from necef-

iity.

Laflly, the manner in which Hegefippus

fpeaks of James the Jufl, is much more that

of an unitarian, than of a trinitarian.

—

** James the Juft," fays Eufebius, ** is re-

'* prefented by Hegefippus as faying, Why
'* do you alk me concerning Jefus the fon

** of man * ?" This looks as if both James

and the hiftorian were unitarians; the

phrafey2)/2 of man, being probably fynony-

mous to a prophet^ or a perfon having a di-

vine commifiion, and certainly not imply-

ing any nature properly divine.

Valefius, the learned commentator on

Eufebius, has intimated a fufpicion, that

the works of Hegefippus, as well as thofe of

Papias and the Hypotypofes of Clemens

Alexandrinus, were negledied and loft, on

* Tj ^£ ETTEfcJIale 'aipi Ima t» m ts afSfwTrs,' Hift. lib. 2.

cap. 23. p. 79.

CJ 3 account
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account of the errors they were fuppofed to

contain ^. This I cannot help thinking

' highly probable, and thofe errors could

hardly be any other than the unitarian doc-

trine, and the things conneded with it.

Indeed, there were no errors of any confe-

quence afcribed to that early age befides

thofe of the Gnoftics, and of the unitarians.

The former certainly were not thofe that

Valefius could allude to with refpedt to He-

gefippus, becaufe this writer mentions the

Gnoftics very particularly as heretics.

Though Clemens Alexandrinus was not an

unitarian, yet he never calls unitarians here-

iiis y and fmce, in his accounts oi heretics in

general^ which are pretty frequent in his

wofks, he evidently means the Gnoftics only^

and therefore virtually excludes unitarians

from that defcription of men j it is by no

means improbable but that, in thofe writ-

* Porro ii Clementis libri continebant brevem et com-

pendiariam utriqufque teftamenti expofitionem, ut tcfl^tur

Photius in bibliothec^a. Ob errores autem quibus fcate-

bant, negligentius habiti, tandem pcricrunt. Nee alia, meo

tjuidem judicio, caufa efl, cur Papiae et Hegefippi, aliorum-,

que veteruiTi lipri inttrcidtvift. In Eufeb. Hift. lib. 5.

cap. II.

'

3 ^"S?
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ino-s of his which arc loft, he might have

faid things directly in favour of unitarians.

In this paflage Valerius alfo mentions the

writings of Papias, as having, in his opi-

nion, been loft for the fame reafon. Now

Papias has certainly been fuppofed to be an

Ebionite. Mr. Whifton has made this very

probable from a variety of circumftances.

See h'l^ Account ofthe caiflng ofMiracles, p. 1 8.

In the fame trad he gives his reafons for

fuppofing Hegefippus to have been an

Ebionite, and he exprelles his wonder,

" that he ftiould have had the good fortune

** to be fo long efteemed by the learned for

"a catholic," p. 21, &c. In this Pvlr.

Whifton may be fuppofed to have been id{-

ficiently impartial, as he was an Arian, rdni

cxpreftes great diflike of the Ebionites ; as,

indeed, Arians always have done.

It is to be lamented that we know fo

very little of the hiftory of the Jewilli

chriftians. We are informed, that they re-

tired to Pella, a country to the eaft of the

fca of Galilee, on the approach of the Jewiih

war, that many of them returned to Jerufa-

lem when that war was over, and that they

Q 4
<^^<^"~
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continued there till the city was taken by

Adrian. But what became of thofe who

were driven out of the city by Adrian,

does not appear. It is mofl probable that

they joined their brethren at Pella, or Be-

r^a in Syria, frorn whence they had come

to refide at Jerufalem ; and indeed what

became of the whole body of the ancient

chriftian Jews (none of whom can be proved

to have been trinitarians)! cannot tell. Their

numbers, we may fuppofe, were gradually

reduced, till at length they became extin(5t,

I hope, however, we fhall hear no more of

them as an evidence of the antiquity of the

trinitarian dodrine.

A few of the Nazarenes remained, a?

Epiphanius fays, in the Upper Thebais and

Arabia. He alfo fpeaks of the Ebionites

as exifting in his own time, and joined by

theOiTens*. Auftin fays that they were

in fmall numbers even in his timef.

* M.0V01 5e rivBi ev aitayti BvpiaKOvlai, v nza sig, r) ouo Na^apnvo^

VTTEp mv avco &v^M^oi^ >y iTTZK^ivcc TYig ApaQia^^ Hjer. 20.

Opera, vol. i. p. 46.

/ f Ji funt quos Fauftus Symmachianorum vel Nazareno-

rum, nomine commemoravit, qui ufque ad noftra tempora

jam quidem in exigua, fed adhuc tamen vel in ipfa, pau-

citate perdurant. Contra Fauftum Man. Opera, vol. 6,
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CHAPTER XIII.

Vnitarianlfm was the Doclrhie of the primi-

tive Ge?2file Churches,

TlAVING proved, as I think I may pre-

fume that I have done, to the fatisfac-

tion of every impartial reader, that the great

body of Jewifh chriftians always v^^ere, and

to the laft continued to be, unitarians j be-

lieving nothing concerning the pre-exifl:-

ence or divinity of Chrift, it may with

certainty be concluded, that the Gentile

converts were alfo univerfally unitarians in

the age of the apoftles, and that, of courfe,

the great majority of the common people

muft have continued to be fo for a very

confiderable time. There is no maxim,

the truth of which is more fully verified by

obfervation and experience, than that great

bodies of men do not foon, or without

great caufes, change their opinions. And
the common people among chriftians, hav-

ing no recolledion of the apoftles having

2 taught
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taught the pre-exiftence or divinity of

Chrift, would not Toon receive fuch ftrange

doctrines from any other quarter.

In what manner the fpeculative and phi-

lofophizing chriftians came to receive thefe.

doctrines, and what plaufible arguments they

ufed to recommend them, I have fully ex-

plained. But fuch caufes would affect the

learned long before they reached the un-

learned 'y though, in time, the opinions of

thofe who are refpedted for their know-

ledge, never fail to difFufe thcmfelves among

the common people, as we fee to be the

cafe in matters of philofophy, and fpecula-

tion in general,

A(ftual phenomena, I fhall undertake to

fliew, correfpond to this hypothefis, viz.

that the Gentile chriftians were at firft uni-

verfally unitarians -, that for a long time a

majority of the common people continued

to be fo, being till after the council of Nice,

pretty generally in communion with the tri-

nitarians, without abandoning their own

opinion. It will alio appear, from the mod
indifputable evidence, that the Arian hy-

pothefis, which makes Chrift to have been

^ great
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a great pre-cxiftent fplrit, the maker of

the world, and the giver of the law of

Mofes, was equally unknown to the learned

and to the unlearned, till the age of Arius

himfelf. As to the opinion of Chrift hav-

ing been a pre-exiftent fpirit, but either

not the maker of world, or not the giver of

the law, it is quite modern, being entirely

unknown to any thing that can be called

antiquity.

SECTION!.
Prefumpti've Evidence float the Majority of

the Gentile Chrijiians in the early Ages were

Unitarians,

T>OTH the ilvongcH frefumptions, and the

moft direct pofitive evidence^ fhow that

the common people among the Gentile chrif-

tians, were unitarians, at leall between two

and three hundred years after the promul-

gation of chriftianity.

1 . That unitarians muft have been in

communion with what was in early times

called
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called the catholic church, is evident from

there being no crcej, or formulary of faith,

that could exclude them. And we have

feen that a creed was formed for the exprefs

purpofe of excluding the Gnoflics, who,

of courfe, could not, and we find did not,

join the public aflemblies of chriftians, but

formed aflen^iblies among themfelves, en-

tirely difiiindt from thofe of the catholics.

There was no creed ufed in the chrif-

tian church, befidcs that which was com-

monly called the apojiks, before the council

of Nice, and even after that there was no

other generally ufed at baptifm. This

creed, as has been feen, contains no article

that could exclude unitarians ; and there

was nothing in the public fervices that was

calculated to exclude them. The bifliops

and the principal clergy, zealous for th«

dod:rine of the trinity, might, of their own
accord harangue their audiences on ^the

fubjedt, or they might pray as trinitarians
^

but if the unitarians could bear with it,

they might flill continue in communion

with them, there being no law, or rule,

to exclude them.

Accord-
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Accordingly, we find that all the unita-

rians continued in communion with the

catholic church till the time of Theodotus,

about the year 200, when it is pofTible that,

upon his excommunication, fome of his

more zealous followers might form them-

felves into feparate focieties. But we have

no certain account of any feparate focieties

of unitarians till the excommunication of

Paulus Samofatenfis, about the year 250,

when, after him, they were called Paii-

lians, or PaiiUamp. Others alfo, about

the fame time, or rather after that time,

formed feparate focieties in Africa, on the

excommunication of Sabellius, being, after

him, called Sabellians.

2. The very circumftance of the unita-

rian Gentiles having ?iofeparate name, is, of

itfelf, a proof that they had no feparate

alTemblies, and were not diftinguifhed from

the common mafs of chriftians. Had the

unitarians been confidered- as heretics, and

of courfe formed feparate focieties, they

would as certainly have been dlftinguiaied

by fome particular name, as the Gnoftics

w'ere, who were in that fituation. But the

Gentile
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Gentile unitarians had no name given them

till the time of Eplphanius, who ineffec-

tually endeavoured to impofc upon them that

oiJ/ogi* As to the terms Paullans, SabeU

lians, Noetians, or Artemonites, they v^^ere

only names given them in particular places

from local circumflances.

When bodies of men arc formed, diftin-

guifhed from others by their opinions,

manners, or cuftoms, they neccflarily be-

come the fubjed:s of converfation and writ-

ing ; and it being extremely inconvenient

to make frequent ufe of periphrafes, or de-

fcriptions, particular names will be given

to them. This is fo well known, that there

can hardly be a more certain proof of men

not having been formed into feparate bo-

dies, whether they were confidered in a

favourable, or an unfavourable light, than

their never having had any feparate name

given them -, and this was indifputably the

cafe with the Gentile unitarians for the

fpace of more than two hundred years after

* ^aaKzai toivvv oi A}.oyoi ' Tavlw ya§ aJloK; ti^yi/xi tw sttcuw-

/juav ' uTTo ya^ rtjg ^iv^o alag K7,n^r,aovlc(i, Haer. 51. Opera,

vol. I. p. 423,

the
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the promulgation of chriftianity. The

Jewilli unitarians ufing a different language,

and living in a part of the world remote

from other chriflians, liad little communi-

cation with the Gentiles, and therefore, of

courfe, had aflemblies feparate from theirs:

but for that reafon they had a particular

name, being called Elnonites.

The name by which the Gentile unita-

rians were fometimes diftinguiihed before

the feparation of any of them from the

catholic church, was that of Monarchijisy

which was probably aiTumed by themfelves,

from their afferting the monarchy of the

Father, in oppofition to tlie novel do6lrine

of the divinity of the Son. Had it been a

name given them by their enemies, it would

probably have been of a different kind, and

have implied fome reproach.

As to the term Alogi, given to the unita-

rians by Epiphanius, it may be fafely con-

cluded, that it wa5 impofed on a falfe pre-

tence, viz. their denying the authenticity of

the writings of the apoflle John, and their

afcribing them to Cerinthus, for which

there is no evidence befides his own ; and

he
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he does not pretend to have had it from

the unitarians themfelves. It is fufficiently

evident that there could not have been any

chriftians who rejected all the writings of

John before the time of Eufebius, who
confiders very particularly the objcdions

that had been made to the genuinenefs of

all the books of the New Teftament. And
that the fame people (hould rejed; thefe

books after the time of Eufebius, and not

before, is highly improbable. Epiphanius

himfclf afcribes this rejedion to the Alogi

in general, and not to thofe of his time

only; and he fuppofes the herefy of Alogi

to have been an old one, of which that of

Theodotus was a branch*."

The proof that Origen, Chryfoflom, and

the Fathers in general, give of their not

being heretics, is that they had no particu-

lar name, belides that of chriftians. All

therefore, that Chryfoftom and others could

alledge, as a proof that themfelves and their

friends were of the orthodox faith, and no

heretics, might have been alledged by the

* hnm 'ssa>.iv ®Boool^ Tig aTtoavracr/jia urra^x.'^v £}t rnr "SJ^O'

eif«/i£VJi5 AAoya aif£c-£w5. Haer. 54. Opera, vol. j. p. 462.

whol&
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whole body of unitarians before the time of

Theodotus.

3. This argument will have double force,

if we confider how exceedingly obnoxious

the fentiments of the unitarians mufi: have

appeared, if they had been diiTerent from

thofe of the generality of chriftians at that

time. In what light they v/ould have been

regarded then, may be eaiily judged of by

the treatment which they receive at pre-

fent, wherever the trinitarlan dodlrine is

eftabliflied, and that of the unitarians is

profeiTed by the fmaller number. In thefe

circumftances, it is a facl" v/hich no perfon

can deny, that unitarians have, in all coun-

tries, been regarded v/ith the greateft poffi-

ble abhorrence, and treated as impious blaf-

phemers. It is confidered as a great ftretch

of moderation to tolerate them at all.

There are many inftances in v/hich even

Arians would not allow that the unitarians

were chriflians. This now would certainly

have been the cafe in the primitive times,

if the unitarians had been in the fame litua-

tion, that is, if they had been the 7?mority,

and trinitarians, or even Arians, the majo-

Vol. III. R rity.
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rjty. :Fof, human nature being the fatne,'

the influence of the fame circumftances wild

likewiie.bp tJi-fc fame, .as uni.verfil experi-

ence iLevvs. For. no jfooner were the tri^*

nitariaps.-tl^ majdrit:yvi£incir>had the faYouri

9f goveinment, than they took the fevereit

meafures againft thofe vyh'Qi openly avowed

themfejves to be unitarians'. ./The iamd

alfo was their treatrnpnl Ifocri thjs Artansj^

when ;thcy were in povv^n; as ^he hiitory of

Photitius teftifiesii.- ,
•: -:[; -i^yiyiJii-Jf ,iii'/L

|,t :i5 vvell known with what feyerity Gil^*

vin ;proceeded agajnuft S^rvetus, when the

doctrine which he defended was far from

being ilovel, and Calvin himfelf was-expofed

to perfecutioo. Evenin'thefe circun^ancei

he : 'thoughti that to .wrker.agmiift: the ;doc-

trine of thjp trinity wa^S a crime fcH" which

burnipg a/ivewzs no moire, than an. adequate

punifliment ; and almoiit all the chriftian

world, not excepting even the meek Me

-

landpn, jwftified his proceedings. • Now,

fince -the minds of men
,
are: , in all ages

fimilarly affedled in .iimilar circumftances,

we may conclude, that the unita.rian c doc-

trine, whi^h u as treated ^ with ."foi* much
refpcdt
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refped when it was firft mentioned, was in

a very different predicament then, from what

it was at the time of the reformation. The
difference of majority and minority^ and no-

thing elfe, can account for this difference of

treatment.

4. Another, and no inconfiderable argu-

ment in favour of the antiquity of the pro-

per unitarian docftrine among chrifiians, may

be drawn from the rank and condition of

thofe who held it in the time of TertuUian.

He calls them fimplices et idiota^ that is,

common or unlearned people -, and fuch per-

fons are certainly mofl likely to retain old

opinions, and are always far lefs apt to

innovate than the learned, becaufe they are

far lefs apt to fpeculate. Whenever we

endeavour to trace the oldefl opinions in

any country, we always enquire among the

idiota, the common people j and if they

believe one thing, and the learned another,

we may conclude with certainty, that

which ever of them be true^ or the more

probable, thofe of the common people were

the more ancient, and thofe of the learned

and fpeculative the more novel oi the two.

R2 la
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In mofc cafes the more novel opinions

are mod likely to be true, confidering the

gradual fprcad of knowledge, and the general

prevalence of prejudice and error; but in

fome cafes the probability is on the fid?

of the more ancient opinions ; and it is

evidently fo in this. The true dodlrine

concerning the perfon of Cbrifl muil be

allowed to have been lield by the apoftles.

They, no doubt, knew whether iheir mafler

was only a man like themfelves, or their

maker. Their immediate difciples would

receive and maintain the fame dodrine that

they held, and it mufl have been fome time

bex'bre any other could have been intro-

duced, and have fpread to any extent, and

efpecially before it could have become the

prevailing opinion. We naturally, there-

fore, look for the genuine do(3:rine of chrif-

tianity, concerning the perfon of Clirift,

among thofe who, from their condition and

circumflances, v/ere mofl likely to main-r

tain the old opinion, rather than among

thofe who were moil apt to receive a new

one, Surely, then, we have a better chance

of finding the truth on this fubjed am.ong

thefc
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tliefe idiofa, the common and unlearned

people, than wilh fuch men as JiiHin Mur-

tyr, who hac'. been a Heathen philofopher,

IrenaDus, or any othet" oF the learned and

fpeculative chridians of the fame age.

On the contrary, fuppofing the chriilian

religion to have been gradually corrupied,

and that, in a long courfe of time, the cor-

rupt docftrine (hould become the moft pre-

valent among the common people 3 the re-

formation of it, by the recovery of the

genuine dodlrine, is naturally to be looked

for among the learned and the intjuiiitive,

who, in all cafes, will be the innovators.

This io ''emarkably the cafe in the prefent

ftate of things. The common people in

the Roman catholic countries are bif^ots to

the old en:abli{lied faith, while ihe learned

are moderate, and almofi: protefiants. In

proteftant countries the common people

ftill adhere mof: ftrongly to the dodtrine of

their anceftors, or thofe which prevailed

about the time of the reform.ation, wliile

the learned are every where receding farther

from them; they being mo"e inquifitive,

and more enlightened than the unenquiring

R 3 vulgar
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vulgar. But ftill, if any man fhould pro-

pofe limply to enquire what were the opi-

nions moft generally received in this coun-

try a century ago (which was about the

fpace that intervened between Vi6lor and

the time of the apoftles) we fhould think

him very abfurd, if he fhould look for

them among the learned, rather than among

the common people. We have experience

enough of the difficulty with which the

bulk of the common people are brought

to relinquifh the faith of their anceftors.

DifTcnters in England are well fituated

for judging of the truth of the general

maxim, that large bodies of men do not

foon change their opinions. Notwith-

flanding the diffenters have no legal bonds,

but are perfectly free to adopt whatever

opinions they pleafe j yet, as they were

univerfally Calvinifts at the time of the

reformation, they are very generally fo ftill.

The minifters, as might be expected, are

the moft enlightened, and have introduced

fome reformation among the common peo-

ple ; but a majority of the minifters are,

I believe, ftill Calvinifts.

No
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No perfon at all acquainted with hiftory

can entertain a doubt with refpecl to the

general maxim, that great bodies of men

do not foon change their opinions. It ap-

peared when our Saviour and the apolUes

preached the gofpel with all the advantage

of miracles ; and it appeared in the chrif-

tianizing of the Gentile world. How long

did the ignorant country people, in- parti-

cular, continue pagans^ a word borrowed

from their being chiefly the inhabitants of

villages ? Does not the hiflory both of

the corruption, and of the reformation of

chriflianity prove the fame thing ? How
many yet believe the dod:rine of tranfub-

flantiation ? and what I think as much a

cafe in point, how marty yet believe the

dodlrine of the trinity ?

Is it then at all probable, that when the

dod:rine of the flniple humanity of Chrift

is acknowledged to have been held by the

tdiota, or common people, and who are ex-

preffly faid to have been the gfeater part of

the believers (major credentium pars) this
'

/hould not have been the general opinion

a century before that time 5 but, on the

R 4 contrary,
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contrary, that of the deity of Chrift, which

was held by Tertullian, and other learned

chriRians, and who fpeak of the common
people as being fliocked (expavefcmit) at

their dodlrine ? Sufficient caufe vs\2^j be

affigned why the learned in that age fhould

be inclined to adopt any opinion which

would advance the perfonal dignity of their

mailer ; and the fame caufes would pro-

duce the fame erredt amonsr the common
people, but it would be more flowly, and

acquire more time, as appears to have

been the fad:.

It mry be laid, that the teflimony of Ter*

tullicin is exprefsly contradid:ed by Juftin

Martyr, who (in giving an account of the

circumfi:ances in which the Platonic philo-

fophy agreed, as he thought, with the doc-

trine of Mofes, but with refpetfc to which

he fuppofed that Plato had borrov/ed from

Mofes) mentions the following particulars,

viz. the power which was after the firft

God, or the logos, ** aiiuming the figure of

** a eroCs m che univerf^, borrowed from the

«* fixing u]) of a ferperit (which reprefcnted

*• Chrirt) in the foim (^ii \x crofs in the wil-

** dernefs^
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" dernefs ; nnd a third principle, borrowed

" from the foirit, which Moles faid moved
*• on the face of the water at the creation ;

*' and alfo the notion of fome fire^ or con-

** fl?gration, borrowed from fome figurative

** expreffions in Mofes, relating to the anger

*' of God waxing hot. Thefe things, he

** fays, we do not borrow from others, but

" all others from us. With us you may
** hear and learn thefe things from thofe

*• who do not know the form of the letters,

** and who are rude and barbarous of fpeech,

«* but wife and underftanding in mind, and

** from fome who are even lame and blind,

•* fo that you may be convinced that thefe

** things are not faid by human wifdorn,

•* but by the power of God *,"

But all that we can infer from this pafTage

is, that thefe common people had learned

from Mofes that the world was made by

fjufjuifjievoi hsynci . ziao rifjuv sv sri raJla aHuaai km f/aOsiv 'S7a^a luv

TO (pOsyixx, cro(pu-j Se JO -artrwy tov vsv ovlav, ^ 'ssnouv y^ %jjfwv Tivuv ra^

c-^ti;' «j atrmvxt^ a (To(pia av^pw^sitx Tcxifla yefovevctiy aTO^a^wafXH

%u?^S(r^ai. Apol. p. 88,

the
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the power and wifdom (or the logos) of

God ; that ihe ferpent in the wildernefs

reprefented Chrill: ^ and that there was

a fpirit of God that moved on the

face of the waters : in (hort, that thefe

plain people had been at the fource from

which Plato had borrowed his philofophy.

It is by no means an explicit declaration

that thefe common people thought that the

logos and the fpirit were perfons diflind

from God. Juflin was not writing with a

view to that queftion, as TertuUian was,

but only meant to fay how much more

knowledge was to be found among the

lowed of the chriftians, than among the

wifeft of the heathen philofophers*

Befides, Juftin is here boajling of the

knowledge of thefe lower people, and it fa-

voured his purpofe to make it as confiderable

as he could -, whereas TertuUian is cofuplain-*

ing of the circumftance which he mentions;

fo that nothing but the convi(5tion of a dif-

agreeable truth could have extorted it from

him. The fame was the cafe with refped:

to Athanafius*

That
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That the common people in Juftin's time

fhould underfland his docflrine concerning

the perfonification of the logos, is in itfelf

highly improbable. That this logos, which

was originally in God the fame thing that

reafon is in man, fliould, at the creation of

the world, aiTume a proper perfonality, and

afterwards animate the body of Jefus Chriftj

either in addition to a human foul, or in-

ftead of it, is not only very abfurd,- but alfo

fo very abjirufe^ that it is in the higheft de-

gree improbable, a priori^ that the common

people fliould have adopted it. The fcrip-

tures, in which they were chiefly conver-

fant, could never teach them any fuch thing,

and they could not have been capable of en-

tering into the philofophical refinements of

Juflin on the fubjedl. Whereas, that the

common people fhould have believed as

Tertullian and Athanafius reorefent them to

have done, viz. that there is but one God,

and that Chrift was a man, the meflenger or

prophet of God, and no Jecond God at all

(the rival as it were of the firft God) is a

thing highly credible in itfelf, and therefore

requires lefs external evidence.

5. Another
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5. Another ground of prefamption, that

the unitarians were no.: confidered as here-

tics, or indeed in any obnoxious light, and

confequently of their being in very great

numbers in early times, is, that no treatifes

were written againft them. As foon as ever

Gnoflics made their appearance, they were

cenfured with the greatefl feverity, and ex-

prefs treatifes were v/ritten againfl them.

Whereas the unitarians were firfl: mentioned

without any ccnfure at all, afterwards with

very little ; and no treatife was written ex-

prefsly againft them before Tcrtullian's

againfl Praxeas, with whom he was, on

other accounts, much offended. About the

fame time, it is fuppofed, that Caius wrote

the treatife called The Little Labyrinth,

quoted by Eufebius, Before this time there

were fome voluminous writers among chrif-

tians", and feveral treatifes were written ex-

prefsly againft herefy, but all the herefies

then noticed were thofe of the Gnoftics.

Irenaeus's treatife againft herefy fhews, that

the Gnoftics only were conlidered as com-

ing under that defcription. The Ebionites

indeed are cenfured in it, but no mention is

3 made
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made of the Gentile unitarians, though

they were the majority of the common
people among chridians a long time after

this.

His cenfures of Gentile unitarians is, at

leaft indire'il, as they held the fame dodtrine

concerning Chrift that the Ebioniies did^

and it mufl always be confldered, that Ire-

nasus lived in Gaul, where there were no

Ebionites, and perhaps not many unitarians,

as they abounded mod in thofc countries in

which chriftianity was firft planted.

Theophilus of Antioch, about the year

170, wrote againll; herefieiy, but only his

book againft Marcion is mentioned by Eu-
febius. Hifl. lib. 4. cap. 24. p. 1 87. He
alfo mentions many of the works of Melito,

bifhop of Sardis, but none of them were

againft the unitarians. Lib. 4. cap. 26.

p. 188. Rhodon, he alfo fays, wrote againft

the Marcionites. Lib. 5. cap. 13. p. 225.

We have alfo the firft book of a large work
of Origen's againft herefy; and it is very

evident, as I have obferved, from his intro-

dudion, that he had no view to any befides

the Gnoftics. Can it be doubted then, but

that
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that there would have been treatifes writtea

exprefsly again ft the unitarians long before

the -time of Tertullian, if they had been

coniidered in any obnoxious light, or had

not been a very great majority of the chrif-

tian world.

; 6. That the unitarian do<flrine was very

prevalent, even among learned chriftians, in

the age which followed that of the apoftles,

and was then fUppofed to be that which was

taught by them, may, with confiderable

probability, be inferred from the Clementine

Homilies^ and Recognitions, of which fome

accopnt was given, vol. i. p. 113. What

is particularly remarkable relating to this

work (for the two were originally the fame)

is, that, though it was written by a philo-

fopher, and upon fubjedls which related

to the dodlrine concerning the perfon of

Chrift, it contains no mention of that doc-

trine which made fo great a figure afterwards,

and which in time bore down all before it,

viz. that of the perfonification of the logos.

No perfon, I ftiould think, could perufe

that work with care, without concluding,

'that the orthodoxy of the fubfequent pe-

riod
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riod had made but little progrefs then.

The fame queftions are difcufTed, and the

fame objccflions are anfwered, but on quite

different principles, and without taking the

lead notice of any different principles.

If we cannot infer from this circumftance,

that fuch a fyftem as that of Juftin Martyr,

or the orthodoxy of the third century, did

not exift, or was not much prevalent, fo as

to have attracted much notice, in the fe-

^;ond ; it mud at leafl be allowed, as I ob-

fjerved before, that the v/riter of this work,

being indifputably a man of genius and

{earning, would afcribe to Peter and Cle-

ment fuch opinions, and fuch a mode of

Qhfwering the Gnofliics, as he thought

would pafs for theirs. And as the work

was probably a very popular one, from the

different editions and modifications of it

(being publiiTied afterwards, with Arian,

and again with trinitarian adulterations)

and ufed, as Epiphanius fays, by the Ebio-

nites as a facred book, we may likevi/ife in-

fer, that the theological dodrines of it were

generally thought to be thofe of the apofto-

lie age, though with fuch additions as the

2 philo-»
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philofopby of the times could fuppj v. A
man fpuft have had Id's knowledge and lefs

judgment than the writer of this work was

evidentJiy poffc'led of, 10 have put into the

mouths of Peter and Clement unitarian

do<Slriaes, and unitirian modes of anfwer-

ing the Gnoflics, if it had not been fup-

pofed that Peter and Clement, though no

philofophers, were at leaf^ unitarians.

To th© parages quoted from this work

before, I fliall here add another, in which,

contrary to the orthodox dddlrine of the

world not having been made by C7od him-

felf, but by the logo?, and without noticing

any fuch doctrine, he gives a ^a\q enumera-

tion of the attributes of the one true God,

and reprefents him as the demiurgus, the im-

mediate maker of the world, and all the feve-

ral parts of it, the heavens and the heavenly

bodies, the earth and v/ater, mountains and

feas, fountains and fruits, 6cc. &c.*

M oil avlog fxov^ eriv Sec;, k] hv^i(^^ t^ '^alr^f^ aya^cs 'ij Sixai©-,

"iti/Mapyog, fjiccH^oBi/fxc;^ EXeruuv, tpzipivq Ev^^yzlr.;, (pihav^paTTiav v'oiu-

Isvav, aymav £r;/i?8?vH:.i)i/, aian©", aiavissi 'Tfoiuv, aavyxfiiK^^ Tat(

fa
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Dr. Lardner obferves (Credibility, vol. 2.

p. 819.) that the Clementine Homilies and

Recognitions deferve a more particular exa-

mination than has yet been given to them.

And indeed, in the view in which I have

mentioned them, and alfo, in many others,

they are juftly intitled to it; as they contain

a particular account of the opinions of thofe

times, efpecialiy of the manner in which

chrilHanity was treated and defended by

philofophers. More may be learned con-

cerning the theology and philofophy of

thofe times, from this fmgle work, than

from many others. It is true that the phi-

lofophical dod:rines in it are abfurd enough ;

but the age afforded no better, and they

are exhibited in a very plealing drefs.

fu Tov (xsyav ouma u; ksvI^ov •crufaj, o ispavov z<pa,'n>xii(Ta^, xj ynf

'sSih.aaai^ v^u^ racfjUBVcrciis, ar^a sv a^avu SiaSsij, 'ssnya^ 7^ %ocraj,

xa^TTug eatpuaag^ o§yi y^J/Wtraj, ^a^Maaav 'Sispio^iaai-, avs/xag rs }y

mvsvixdia ^lala^ag ' o to 'sjepisxfiv ffuixa iv aTTsiPu 'saT^yei 'Sivsui/ali

^hM; (xa(paMi a<T(pa,>.\craiiivo(;. Horn. 2, fed. 4c, p. 633.

Vol. III. S SEC-
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SECTION 11.

Diredi Evidence in Favour of the Gentile

Cbrijiians having been generally Unitaria?is,

T)UT there is no occafion to argue in this

manner from circumftances, and the na-

ture of the thing, fmce it appears from the

evidence of all hiftory, fo as never to have

been queftioned by any w^riter of reputation,

that the unitarians had not any places of

worfhip feparate from thofe of other chrif-

tians in early times. It was allowed by

Moflieim, a zealous trinitarian, who fays,

( Hift. vol. I . p. 191) " However, ready many
** have been to embrace this erroneous doc-

*' trine, it does not appear that this fe6l

** formed to themfelves a feparate place of

** worfhip, or removed themfelves from

** the ordinary affemblies of chriftians."

But does it not alfo follow from the fame

fa(^, that thefe unitarians were not expelled

from chriftian focieties by others, as they

certainly would have been, if they had

been confidered as heretics ?

"In
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*' 111 former times," fliys Niccphorus,

" all who were called chriftians, though

" they held different opinions, being confi-

" dered in the fame light by the Gentiles,

'* and fuffering from them, made little ac-

*' count of their differences, while they were

** expofed to equal hardfliips, on which ac-

" count they eafily joined in the common
** affemblies ; and having frequent inter-

** courfe, while they were few in number,

** did not divide into parties*." In thefe

circumffances, however, theGnoflics held fe-

parate affemblies, and as the violence of per-

fecution did not make the orthodox receive

them into their affemblies, fo neither would

they have admitted the unitarians, if they

had been at all obnoxious to them.

That unitarians were included among

thofewho, holding different opinions, were

* Eot /^ev yy-p ruv ocvo) x;fcvu;v oaoi xM<tsi xr.m saB/xvuvovlo £i, >cj

^la^opoi Taii ^o^aig ncrav, laoi 'siavJeg zs^o; twv Ta EtcNjivwv -SjfyjUa^ov-

luv Evofxi^cvlo • >y KaKccg eI skbivuv 'S^aax.ovlsi;, WTToT^uvrpoeyfiovyTlov ro

^lait^ivsa^ai bixov^ noivag vipirafisvoi aui-Kpo^ccg • cix ri >^ ^ara Kctt

zxsjlxg amovlsg. aaiKwia^QV ' 'srvxvnv t£ tw ofuhav E%ov7f;, si Ss o'Kiyoi

'naccv, oixu; -dy. eig '^Q\>.ok '^\z>J^(Tav. Hift. lib. 8. cap. 52. vol.

I. p. G61.

S 2 confidered
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confidered by the orthodox 2.^ fellow chrif-

tiajJSy is evident from the following paf-

fage of Origen 5 but it will be more

evident from other paflages which I fhall

have occafion to quote from him hereafter.

It is only to be obferved, that the unita-

rians are here defcribed as being patripaf-

fans -y but thefe were only the more philo-

fophical of the unitarians, as I {hall fhow in

its proper place. ** It is allowed," he fays,

** that as in the great multitude of believers,

" who admit of difference of opinion, there

** are fome who fay that the Saviour is God
'^ over all ; but we do not fay fo, who be-

** lieve him when he faid. My Father is

*^ greater than /?*"

Eufebius, defcribing two forts of here-

tics, one of whom denied the humanity of

Chrift, and the other his pre-exiftence and

divinity, fays, that the former Vv^ere out of

the church ; but he is fo far from faying the

fame of the latter, that he particularly com-

Sla Tuv 'SjccTrelziav a'TToli^Bcr^ai tov cu%§a. svai rov tTTi 'ssaai Seov."

4-ac //CE, /WEii^wv /Aa srt. Ad Celfum, lib. 8. p. 387.

plains
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plains that Marcelliis, one of them, even

prelided in it, being then bilhop of Ancyra*.

That Chryfoftom confidered ahnofl: all

the chriflians as being unitarians in the age

of the apoftles has been (hewn already; and

yet he fays, that in their time there was no

herefyf." This, however, could not be

flridly true, becaufe there were Gnoftics

in the time of the apoftles -, but they were

few compared with their numbers after-

wards. On this account, it is fiid by fe-

vcral of the ancients, that herefy began in

the time of Adrian, when the moft difHn-

guiflied of the Gnoftics made their appear-

ance. Cyprian fays, that *' the word of the

* Twv yap sle^o^o^aVf oi /^ev, (in 'srpoBivai nn^s 'mp^Tta^x^i], tov

viov TH Sex ^avJsj, av^^coTrov tvx avlov tojj XoiTToig Ojxoiov. uTTo^sixivoi

f| avSpojTTi:, vio^saicx rdiixw^M cxufov s^aaaVf n^ tsJo ^o-J!e;, a^-avc^ov

>^ o[lz>£u\ *i avlo jifAYiv Za ^o^av >cj ^acri^sm aiuvtcv ci.\uo>.oyytcrav . ot

3e tov av^^iiTrov a^vYiaa/xsvoi, viov sivai B^a, ^ecv 'uspoo-Jla vfpzrmavlo •

a70\ 01 /A.EV TYii £KKM'7ia^ a70\ol^ioi^ f-^X?^ Toaiiia 'sshavng sy^arrav ' 6 oe

TTij ekkMs-ioc^ ts Se8 roaouloi^ xa^ynira/jLEvog x^^'^'^^i-: ^wv vira^^.tv avxi-

pn T8 via TH $£«, T6) ctv% T^iia^o-cus Buatarn§ia. Contra Mar-

cellum, vol. i. p. 33.

f- To?e Toivoi', >ji'i«a bk^.^utIov auloi Kola tyiv oiHUfiEvriV a'roLTX'i.

«(PS(7if ^HM^ w. Ser. 61. Opera, vol. 5. p. 8og.

S3 *' herefies-
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" herefies did not rife till after the time of

** the apoflles *."

That the common people among chrif-

tians wei-e adiually unitarians in the early

ages, and believed noticing of the pre-exift-

ence or divinity of Chrifi: before the

council of Nice, we have as exprefs a tefli-

tnony as can be defired in the cafe. Thefe

fublirne dodtrines were thought to be above

their comprehenfion, and to be capable of

being underftood and received by the learned

oply. This we fee moil: clearly in the ge-

neral flrain of Origen's writings, who was

himfelf a firm believer, and a zealous de-

fender, of the pre-exiflence and divinity of

Chrift.

** This," fays he, *' we ought to under-

** fland, that, as the law was a fliadow of

•* good things to come, fo is the gofpel

** as it is underftood by the generality.

** But that which John calls the everlaft-

** ing gofpel, and which may be more

,'* properly called ih^fpiritual^ inflrutSts the

* Et hoc, cum nondum hasreticae peftcs acriores pro-

rupiflent. Epift. i. Opera, p. 211. 219-

*' intelligent
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** intelligent very clearly concerning the

*' Son af God. Wherefore the gofpel mufl

" be taught both corporeally and fpiritually,

'* and when it is neceflary we muft preach

** the corporeal gofpel, faying to the carnal,

" that we know nothing but Jefus Chrift

** and him crucified. But when perfons

** are found confirmed in the fpirit, bring-

*' ing forth fruit in it, and in love with
*••' heavenly wifdom, we mud impart to

** them the logos returning from his bo-

** dily ftate, in that he was in the begin-

*' ning with God*."
** Some are adorned with the logos itfelf,

" but others with a logos which is a-kin to

'* it, and feeming to them to be the true

Twv [xsX^ovlojv ayoBav, vtto T8 waT a^^)&£la!/ KolczyyeTO^ftsva vo/Mi

3}jKs/A£vwv ; xTa)
«J

ei/ayyeXiov tTKicev (MJm^im X^frz '^i^xa'.uiy mo w
fxi^OfMSVov VTTO 'ssa-Jlm tuv svluyx^avovluv vosta^pci . O^s (pmiv Icoavvy)^ Euaf-

yeMov MciMcv, oiKEioii av 7^Ex,^naoiJ.ivov 'SsvEujj.uiiKO'V^ crcapag 'ma^iri^ui

roig voaai la 'ssavia eicottiov >sj£§i vis ts Beh.—Aictte^ avayxaiov

'mEvixoHiKw; xj acoixoUiKu; %pinav(^ffv • ^y otth jxev yj^-A to a-aiMiliKov

Kn^vaaEiv EvayysT^ov, (pxanovla //.yi^ev Eihvai to:; aa^HiKOig n Imav

X^irov x^ r^ov Erau^ajXEvov^ mlov '!!!o»{Jeov . £7rav h Ev^E^coai italr^oluT'

IxEvoi TO) tsvEU/xaliy x) KSC^TToipopisvleg £v ^y7a), E^uvlEi Ta apaviH ao(piaf,

(Msla^olEov aJloi; th hoyn^ E7rpcvE>,Bov'^ utto ts cTEca^Kaa-^ou^ £<p o rw

tvKix^ z!§oi TJy $ecv. Comment, in Johan. vol. 2. p. 9.

S 4 '« logos ;
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*' logos; who know nothing but JefusCh rift

** and him crucified, who look at the word
** made flefh *."

** There are," fays he, ** who partake of

** logos which was from the beginning, the

** logos that was with God, and the logos

** that was God, as Hofea, Ifaiah, and Jere-.

** miah, and any others that fpeak of him
*5 as the logos of God, and the logos that

** was with him; but there are others who
«* know nothing but Jefus Chrift and him.

** crucified, the logos that was made fle{h,

** thinking they have every thing of the

** logos when they acknowledge Chrift ac-

** cording to the fleih. Such is the multi-

^* tude of thofe who are called chriflians
-f-,"

* Ot fxsv yap aula ra hoyu HSKoa/Mnvlcxi. Ot 5h rsa^aKZiiuvoi tin

aula, J^ ^omvli uvai aula tu 'S^pula ^oyw, 01 fjLn^sv ejSoIe;, eiftv} Iyio-hv

Xpirov, xj Tv7ov srau^uixevov, 01 rov ^oyo vva^Kcc opuvleg. Conir

ment. vol. 2. p. 49.

•f-
Oulu roiwv 01 /JLBV TJV£j litlsxniTiv ovls Td zv apx,^ ^oys, xj 's^pog toy

TOiiilov tovjlov -sraferJKTfv a; tov >.oyov Kupm, r\ tov Pvoyov yina^M fss^og

aulov . £?Efo( OE oj fM^iv ii^oliq tijm Incmv %firov >y tsIov Erawfw/^Evov,

TOV yEVO/iAEVOv craoxa. ;\oyov, to wav vo/Ai^ovlsi; eivai ts T^oyn %firov Kccla

ca^Ka fxovov yivu^xaai . thIo 5h eh to isM^(^ twv rstTH^zuKivxiyoni-

^oiAtviov. Comment, in Johan. vol. 2. p. 49.

3
Again,
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Again, he fliys, " the multitudes" (i. e.

the preat mats or body) *' of believers arc

** inftrud:ed in the (hadow of the logos,

** and not in the true logos of God^ "Ni^ioh

** is \n the open heaven*/'

But nothing can be more decifive than

the. evidence of TertuUian to this purpofe,

who, in the following paffage, which is

too plain and circumflantial to be mifun-

derftood by any perfon, pofitively aiTerts,

though with much peeviihnefs, that the

unitarians, who held the dodtrine of the.

divinity of Chrift in abhorrence, were the

greater part of chriftians in his time.

*' The fimple, the ignorant, and un-

'•^ learned, who are always the greater part

** of the body of chriftians, fince the rule

** of faith," meaning, probably, theapoftles

creed, ** transfers the worfhip of many
** gods to the one true God, not under-
*' ftanding that the unity of God is to

'* be maintained but with the oeconomy;
^« dread this ceconomy ; imagining that

i^ «%( T« aM^iva T^oyo) Sfs €v tu avecoyoli H^ava Tuy^avciJi, jwa3>j-

Itudai- Comment, in Johan. vol. 2. p. 52.

'* this
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** this number and difpofition of a trinity is

** a divifion of the unity. They, there-

"

** fore, will have it that we are worfhippers

** of two, and even of three Gods, but that

** they are the worfhippers of one God
'* only. We, they fay, hold the monarchy.

** Even the Latins have learned to bawl

<* out for the monarchy, and the Greeks

** themfelves will not underftand the ceco-

" nomy *.""

It is hardly poflible in any words to de-

fcribe the ftate of things more clearly than

* Simplices enim quippe, ne dixerim imprudentes et

idiotae, quae major Temper credentium pars eft, quoniam

et ipfa regula fidei a pluribus diis feculi, ad unicum et

deum verum transfert ; non intelligenteg unicum quidem,

fed cum fua oeconomia efie credendum expavefcunt ad

oeconomiam. Numerum et difpofitionem trinitatis, divi-

fionem praefumunt unitatisj quando unitas ex femetipfa

dcrivans trinitatem, non deftruatur ab ilia, fed adminiftre-

tur. Itaque duos et tres jam jadlitant a nobis prredicari,

fe vero unius dei cultores praefumunt. Quali non et

unitas inrationaliter colledta, hasrefim faciat, trinitas ratio-

naliter expenfa, verltatem conftituat. Monarchiam, in-

quiunt, tenemus. Et ita fonum vocaliter exprimunt etiara

Latini, etiam opici, ut putes illos tarn bene intelligere mo-

narchiam, quam enunciant. Sed monarchiam fonare flu-

dent Latini, oeconomiam intelligere nolunt etiam Graeci,

Ad Praxeam, fe6l. 3- p. 502.

Tertullian
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Tertullian here does. It is the language of

ilrong feeling and complaint, the cleareft of

all proofs that he did not mif-ftate things on

that fide, as It would have been for the pur-

pofe of his argument to have reprefented the

unitarians as being inconfiderable on account

of their numbers, as well as defpicable on

account of their want of learning.

Whoever Tertullian meant by the jlm-

fVices and idiota ^ for any thing that appears,

he meant the whole body of them. His

language is general and unlimited. How-
ever, I am far from being willing to con-

ftrue him rigoroufly, and am ready to allow

that fome of the iimple and unlearned per-

fons he defcribes might profefs to believe

the dod:rine of the trinity, though he fays

nothing of.it. But, maki/]g all reafonable

deductions on this account, he aflerts a pal-

pable falfehood, and againfl himfejf, if a

very great majority of them were not uni-

tarians.

On the whole, it is impoffible not to

infer from this pafTage, that, in the time of

Tertullian, the great body of unlearned

chridians were unitarians. Common fenfe

cannot
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cannot put any other conftrudion on this

paflage, and Tertullian is far frorri being

fingular in this acknowledgment. It is

made, in different modes, by feveral of the

Fathers, even later than the age of Ter-

tuUian.

That Tertullian confidered the more

fimple and unlearned people as thofe among

whom the unitarian dodtrine was the moft

popular, is evident from his faying, that

•* the tares of Praxeas grew up, while many
" ilept in the fimplicity of dodrine*,"

That the word idiota in Latin, of iWr];

in Greek, fignifies a man fimply unlearned^

and not a fool, would be an affront to the

literature of my readers to attempt to prove.

Athanafius alfo, like Tertullian, acknow-

ledged that the unitarian dodtrine was very

prevalent among the lower clafs of people

in his time. He calls them the w -aroAXoi, the

many^ and defcribes them as perfons of low

underflanding. ** It grieves," he fays,

** thofe who ftand up for the holy faith^

* Fruticaverant avense Praxeanae hie quoque fuper-

feminatae, dormientibus multis in fimplicitate do6lrinae.

Ad Praxeam, lib. i. p. 51 j.

'^ that
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'* that the jnultitude, and efpecially perfons

'* of low undeiitanding, {hould be infeded

** with thofe blafphemies. Things that

*^ are fublime and difficult are not to be ap-

** prehcnded, except by faith ; and ignorant

** people muft fall, if they cannot be per-

** fuaded to reft in faith, and avoid curious

** queftions *."

This being the language of complaint, as

well as that of Tertullian,it may be the more

depended on for exhibiting a ftate of things

very unfavourable to what was called the

orthodoxy of that age. And it was not the

dodlrine of Arius, but that of Paulus Samo-

fatenlis, that Athanalius is here complain-

ing of.

Thefe humble chrifiians of Origen, who got

no farther than the Jloadow of the logos ^ the

Jimplices, 2indidiofa of Tertullian, and the pcr-

fonsof low under/landing of Athanafius, were

^7\a<T(py\iuoov ^}\a7T%<ia tsj otoMsj " /jcaTKira raj y]7\aT%/J,£VHs 'sjsoi rry

cuvEfLV. Ta ya^ iu,Bya>M i^ ^u<7xalcx?\n7rla, tuv 'ss^ayfioDaiv zrirn tyi

fsjooi; Tov Seov 'kXfXoavilM. O^iv oi Wf^j tviv Y,'aaiv a^uvalsflEi ano-

•JIlTptdaiV, El (MYi -SJcKJ-ShiEV E/*/*fVElV TJ1 WfrEI, ^ TOIf 'SS£^i£§yis; ^t{lriC£i;

tKi^iTtia'^c.i. De Iijcarnationc verbi contra Paulum S.a-

jnofetenfem, Opera, vol. i. p. 591.

probably
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probably the fimplices credentium of Jerom,

who, he fays, " did not underftand the fcrip-

** lures as became their majefty." For had

thefe fimple chriftians (within the pale of

the church) inferred from what John fays

of the logos, and from what Chrift fays of

himfelf, that he was, perfonally confidered,

equal to the Father, Jerom would hardly

have faid, that *' they did not underftand

** the fcriptures according to their ma-

*' jefty," for he himfelf would not pretend

to a perfect knowledge of the myftery of the

•* trinity. ** For thefe fimple chriftians,"

he fays, ** the earth of the people of God
•* brought forth hay, as for the heretics it

** brought forth thorns *." For the intel-

ligent, no doubt, it yielded richer fruits.

From all thefe paftages, and others quoted

before, I cannot help inferring, that the

dodrine of Chrift being any thing more

* Quod dicitur fuper terram populi mei, fpinae et

foenum afcendent, referre poteft et ad haereticos, et ad

fimplices quofque credentium, qui non ita fcripturam intel-

ligunt ut illius convenit majeftati. Unde fingula fingulis

coaptavimus, ut terra populi dei haereticis fpinas, imperitis

quibufque ecclefiae foenum afferat. Jerom in Ifai. xxxii.

20. Opera, vol. 4. p. 118.

I than
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than a man, the whole dodrlne of the eter^

nal logos, who was /;/ God, and who was God,

was long confidered as a more abflrufe and

refined principle, with which there was no

occafion to trouble the common people;

and that the doctrine of the limple huma-

nity of Chrift continued to be held by the

common people till after the time of Atha-

nalius, or after the council of Nice. And if

this was the cafe then, we may fafely con-

clude, that^the unitarians were much more

numerous in a more early period, as it is

well known that they kept lofmg, and not

gaining ground, for feveral centuries.

CHAP-
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CHAPTER XIV.

An Argumentfor the Novelty of the Dodlrine

ofthe Trinity, from the Manner in which it

was taught and received in early Times,

^T^HE fubjed of this chapter properly

belongs to the Twelfth, a? it relates to

a circumjiance from which it may be inferred,

that the unitarian do6trine was held by the

the majority of chriflians in the early ages ',

but I referve it for a diftind: confideration

^in this place, becaufe it requires a more

particular difcuffion, and will receive much

light from what was advanced both in the

Twelfth and Thirteenth chapters.

One proof of the antiquity of a do6lrine is

its being found among the common people,

in preference to the learned -, the former

being the leaft, and the latter the moft apt

to innovate^ fo that from the docftrine of

the (imple humanity of Chrift being held by

the common people in the time of Tertul-

lian.
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Han, Origen, and Athanalius, it may be con*

eluded with certainty, that it was the doc-

trine which they had received from their

anceftors, and that it originated with the

apoftles themfelves.

There is alfo another mark by which we

may diftinguifh what opinions are new, and

what are old^ whenever they are apprehends

•ed to be of much confequence j and that Is

by the manner In which they are advanced by

the patrons of them, and that in which they

are received by thofe who difapprove of

them. The innovator will be timid and

modeft, and the aiTerter of an old opinion,

will be bold and confident, A new opi-

nion will alarm and terrify ; but an old on§

will be treated with refped:. This maxim

we fee exemplified every day, and in no cafe

more remarkably than with refpecl to thefe

very dodrines of the pre-e;cill:ence and di-

vinity of Chrift.

If we look back into the flate of things

in this country about a century, or half a

century ago, we (hall find the trinitarians

fliocked at the dodlrine of the humanity

of Chrift, and endeavouring to bear it down
Vol, IIL T '

with
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with the greateft confidence and violence.

On the other hand, all the defences of what

is called the Socinian jdodrlne, were written

with the greateft modeftv, and with the air

and manner of an apology. Let us now, by

this maxiiR, judge how things flood with

refpe6t to this very docflrine in the time of

Juftin Martyr, Origen, and Tertullian.

As the doctrine of the humanity of

Chrift was then chiefly held by the common
people, v.ho were not writers, and as no

work of any unitarian, written after the

controverfy was ftarted, has been preferved

to us, we labour under great di fadvantages,

in this refped:. But notwithftanding this,

circumftances enow may be collected from

the writings of the trinitarians, to enable

us to judge how both themfelves, and the

unitarians, thought and felt with refped to

it; and circumftances furniftied in this in^

dired manner by adverfaries, are often the

leaft fufpicious intimations of the real ftatc

of things.

On this principle, it will, I think, fuffi-

ciently appear, that it was with great diffi-

culty that the generality of chriftians were.

recon-
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reconciled to the dodrine of the deity of

Chrift, and that of the trinity in any form.

It is evident, that the lower clafs of chrif-

tians was much flaggered by it, and exceed-

ingly offended when they did hear of it

;

which could never have been the cafe if it

had then been fuppofed to have been the

dodrine of the apoflles, and to have beea

delivered by them as the moft efTential ar-

ticle of chriilian faith, in which light it is

now reprefented. Such terms as fcandali^^

zare, expavefcere, &c. ufed by Tertullian,

Novatian, &c. and rapaaaziv^ ,&c. by Origen,

can only apply to the cafe o^ ^ovno. novel and

alarming doctrine, fomething that men had

not been accuftomed to. We may, there-

fore, take it for granted, that it had not

been much heard of among the common
people at leaft ; and if fo, that it had never

been taught by the apoftles.

Admitting that the apoflles had taught

any dodrines of a peculiarly fublime nature

(which the Fathers pretend to have been the

'cafe with refped: to the pre-exifbence and

divinity of Chrift) yet, as all their teaching

was in public, and there were no fecrets

T 2 among
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among them (Paul, for inftance, having fo-

lemnly afTured the elders at Ephefus, that

he had not Jhunned to declare unto them the

whole council of God) the common people

muft at lead have heard of thefe fublime

dodlrines, and have been accuftomed to the

found of the language in which they were

expreffed. And had they known that thofe

dodlrines had been taught by the apoftles to

any of their body, though not to themfclves,

they would have learned to refped: what they

did not underftand, and was not meant for

their ufe. They could never have been

offended and jlaggered at things which they

and their fathers before them had always

been in the hearing of.

I fliall not recite in this place all thepaf-

fages which (liov/ how much the common
people were offended at the doctrines of the

pre-exiftence and divinity of Chrift. Many
of them have already pafTed before the eye

of the reader, and many others will be pro-

duced in different connexions. It will be

found, that even at and after the council of

Nice, the unitarians continued to fpeak

their fentiments with the greatefl: freedom,

and
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and always exclaimed againft the prevailing

dodrines, as no lefs new than abfurd.

Little were thofe writers who have inad-

vertently recorded thefe circumflances aware

of the value of the information which they

were hereby giving to pofterity. Had Ter-

tullian, Origen, and others, thought more

highly than they did of the common' people,

we fhould probably never have known from

them what their opinions and feelings were.

But, happily for us, thefe writers thought

meanly of the common people, and fpeak-

ing of them with contempt, or pity^ have,

without defign, given us very ufeful and

valuable lights into this very important cir-

cumflance in the hlilory of their times.

I (hall now give an account of the man-

ner which the doArines of the pre-exiftence

and divinity ofChrifl were fir/l propofed by

the mofl learned and diflinguiflied perfons

of their age; and we fhall iind that it was

with much diffidence, and the air of an

apology^ as if they were fenfible that the doc-

trines were new^ and might not eafily re-

commend themfelves. For this purpofe I

ihall, in the lirfl place, produce an ex trad:

T 3 from
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from the writings of Juftin Martyr, who
was probably the firil who publicly main-

tained thefe dod:rihes.

He reprefents Trypho as frying, con-

cerning the dodtrine of the incarnation,

** it is fo extraordinary, that it can never

** be proved. That this Chrifl was a God,
** exifting before the ages, and then born

** a man, is- not only extraordinary, but ri-

** diculous. To this I anfwered, I know
"that this dodtrine appears ftrange, and
** efpecially to thofe of your race," that is,

to the Jews *. It is evident from this paf-

fage, that Juftin thought that this dodrine

would appear ftrange to others, befides the

Jews ; and as he proceeds, it will appear

that he took care not to lay too much ftrefs

on this new dodrine, left he (hould not

be able to prove it fatisfa(5torily.

" It will not follow that he is not the

*'Chrift, though I fliould not be able to prove

JbK£» [xoi uvai . TO ya^ T^tyziv ce, <Brfa7raf%Eiv htov ovla 'ss^o aiuvm

tiilov rov Xftrov, tila uai ytv\y\^wai avO^uiTiov yEvof^sivv i/5ro//-JU'«<, ««(

nai (xai^ov. Kayco 'sr^og raJlat e^jjv, oiJ" o7» 'aa^a^oi^ Acy©-

3b«?t tivai^ HM (Aa)<ira Toig HfTro T6 yEi'ng uixoiv. Dialk p. 232, 223*

" that
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** thjit he pre-exifted, as God, the fon of

** him that made all tilings, and that he

** became a man by the virgin 3 it being

** proved that he is the Chrift, the Son of

** God, whoever he was ; though I fhould

** not prove that he pre-exifted, but was a

*' man of the fame paflions with ourfelves,

** having fielL, and being fubje(fl to his

*' Father's will. It will be right to fay,

** that in this only I have been miftaken,

** and not that he is not the Chrifl, though
** he {hould appear to be a man born as other

*' men are, and to be made Chrift by elec-

** tion. For there are feme of our race,

** who acknowledge him to be Chrift, but

** hold that he was a man born like other

** men. With them I do not agree, nor
*' fliould I do fo, though ever fo many,
** being of the fame opinion, fliould urge
*' it upon me ; becaufe we are commanded
*' by Chrift himfelf, not to obey the teach-

** ings of men, but what was taught by the
** holy prophets and himfelf." Trypho
fays, *' They who fay that he was a man,
** born like other men, and that he became
** Chrift by eledlion," i. e. the appointment

T4 of
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of God, '* feem to hold a dodrine mor^
** credible than yours. For all of us ex-

** pedt that Chrifl will be a man, born like

'• other men, and that Elias will come to

** anoint him. If, therefore, this perfon

** be the Chrift, he muft by all means be

** a man born like other men*."

This diffidence of Juftin agrees remark-

ably well with the fuppofition, that the

* OvK ccTToT^Xulai TO roiiilov MM xi^irov T8 Sek sav amo^u^czi (M

tuS/mfiai oil KM 'srf87n7f%£V, yioj ts woirfla twv o^wv Seoj cov, hm ytyt-

V-^ai avSfOJTTfi; 3ia thj -araf^Ei'Si. Am« ex isa^oi a7ro^siKvv(/.tvis oil

J<lo$ Efjv %firoj T8 9fs, ortf «7of er-M, sav ^s /jw uTrocsMwu o?i

WfisTTUfXE «ai yen'uSi^yai avS^wTr©" ofji,oio7rocdy]iy](MV^ aa^ne* EX""! *^''*

Yviv ra 'S!al§og /38^nv, vTrtixtinv., sv rslu <siB7i)^yYiaBau jWf iWoi'Oi' >£7£ii'

Oi,'<aiO!', a>vXa /-»» a^vEJcrSai o7t hIo; eriv %firof , £av (pMvnlcu wj av-

Cf«*©- el av9f ala-'v ysm^Big^ hm efcXoy)i yEVOjCiev©- E»j toD xf'^"i' f'''^'

«%"oS£WVy>?7«(. Km yorp fieri Tivfj, ft) (pif^oi exeyov, aTTo ra Yifiils^H

ysvKf o(jto>>oyjvJsg ctvlov %fjroy £(v«(, av6f<»5rov Je e| avSfwTrwv vev*-

,fxs]/ov a'^otpMvofjt.Evou Oij, a (Tt/i'7j9£//a{, a^ av wXEirw Tai/7a /aoi &&|«-

cav7ej EJ9ro<£v, E7r£i5>) a« avS^aTrEwig ^i^ayijt<x(n KSKeT^^euafiiOa vtt aula

TH XfJra 'asi^ea^M, aKKct roii ^'^ t«v /j.atia^lm -STfo^vIJav x»ift^-

^Ejifri xdti 5{ at^a 3'i5ap,;;:&t(i3-(. Km o Tpy^wv, f(WO( iWEf ^oknaiv, WTtiV^

ti >vE7ov7fc avO^ojTTOv yeyonVM avlov km )cal enXoyriV KtH^icrBM^ km

X^i~ov ysyovsvM, 'SJidavule^ov vi/mv >>5V£(v, rm raJla a/7re^ (png xeyo»»

%\) . KM yap 'sravl£( i)fJt£ig 7ov %firov 0*9^<u5rov fI afflfaoTwv 'sr^otno-

H'l^lJt.tv yi\^(TS(T^txi. KM Tcv EXiav xf'*^*'
""'''"' £XSov7a . e«v qe aloj

ipMV^di m 6 Xf.Toj, dn'Sf&TTov |W£V eI avSpwTrav y£vo(Xivov £« '5rixi/7c)f

firjfeutf-Sai ^Fi, Pial. p. 233.

unitarians
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unitarians were originally no lefs than the

whole body of chriftians, and that the tri-

nitarians were the innovators, appearing at

firfl modeft and candid, as was natural w^hile

they were a fmall minority, though they

grew bold and imperious when they became

the majority.

Independently of any nice conftruftion

of this palTage, we may fafely fay, that if

the dodlrine of the fimple humanity of

Chrill had not been at leall a very general

opinion in the time of Juftin, he would

never have fpoken of it with fo much ten-

dernefs and refped: as he has done, consi-

dering how very different it was from his

own opinion, his defence of which has

fufficiently the appearance of an apology.

He even intimates fome degree of doubt

with refpeit to his opinion, when he fays

that, if he fiiould not be able to prove it,

the fundamental doctrine of chrillianity,

viz. that of the meffiahfhip of Jefus, would

not be affeded by it. Why fliould he pro-

vide this retreat, if he had not had fome

fecret fufpicion of the ground on which he

flood. He calls the unitarians fome, as if

3 they
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they were the minority ; but the term' is

indefinite, and may apply to the majority -,

and from the complexion of the whole

paflage, I have no doubt but that Juftin

was aware that it was fo, and that, with a

view to this, he added, that he fhould not

be influenced by that confidcration.

That Juftin' s language is that of a man

who knew that he was advancing a -new

opinion, is evident, as I faid, from the

general air and complexion of it j and the

more we attend to it, the more fenfible we

{hall be of the juflnefs of this conftrudion.

1. Let it be confidered, that in this place,

as well as in his writings in general, he

labours the proof of the pre-exiftence of

Chrift, (hewing that it is confonant to the

principles of Platonifm, and alfo deducible

from the writings of Mofes, and other parts

of the Jewifli fcriptures, without referring

to any other writer in fupport of what he

advances.

2. He does not ufe a iingle acrimonious

expreffion againft thofe who differed from

him with refped to it, which is juft as any

man would do who fliould write in defence

Df
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of a novel, or not very prevalent opinion,'

and one, of which himfclf was the princi-

pal abettor.

3. He talks of not being overborne by the

authority of any number of men, even his

fellow chriftians, but would adhere to the

words of Chrift, and the fenfe of fcripture;

which is a ftile almoft peculiar to thofc

whofe opinions are either quite novel, or at

leaft: not very prevalent.

4. The phrafe, " neither do I agree with

*' the majority of chriftians, who may have

*' objected to my opinion," which is nearly

the moft literal rendering of the paiTage

(though I would not be underftood to lay

much ftrefs on that circumftance) will na-

turally be conftrued to mean that the ma-

jority actually did make the obje(flion, or

that Juftin fufpec^led they might make it.

When I confider thefe circumftances, and

alfo how apt all perfons are to make their

own party more numerous than it really is,

I am inclined to think that even, if the

paffage might bear fuch a conftru6lion as

that Juftin meant to infinuate that the ma-

jority were with him, yet that it would not

I be
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be the moft natural conftrudion, or a fuf-

ficient authority to conclude that fuch was

the fad:. I therefore think that, upon the

whole, the pafTage has all the appearance

of an apology for an opinion diiFerent from

that which in his time was commonly re-

ceived on the fubje(a.

I am no doubt, influenced in my con-

ftrucflion of this particuliar pafTage by the

perfuafion that I have, from other inde-

pendent evidence, that the unitarians were

in fadt, the majority of chriftians in the

time of Juftin; that he therefore knew this

to be the cafe, and could not mean to in-

finuate the contrary. Another perfon hav-

ing a different perfuafion concerning the

ftate of opinions in that age, will naturally

be inclined to put a different conflrucStion

upon this pafTage. In this cafe I only

wifh that he would fufpend his judgment

till he has attended to my other arguments,

and afterwards he may perhaps fee this

pafTage in the fame light in which 1 do.

The word >'"'<^ I think, refers to natural

defcentj and I therefore conclude that Juf-

tia here meant not chrjftians in general,

but
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but Gentile chriftians in particular j be-

caufe, as he is oppofing the opinion con-

cerning Chrift, which made him to be a

man born ofmen , not to the dod:rine of the

miraculous conception, but only to his pre-

exiftence (though I think it probable, that

inoft, if not all, who believed in the Jimple

humanityyVJQ.vt alfo in that age believers in the

natural birth of Chiiil) the only idea that he

had in his mind, and to which he attended,

was that o{ his Jimple humanity, and we have

pofitive evidence that this was the dodrine

of all the Jewifli chriftians, fo that he

could not fpeak of fome of them holding

it and others not. Whereas the Gentile

chriftians were divided on that fubjed:

;

and fome of them, even later thap this, viz.

in the time of Origen, held that in the

ftrideft fenfe of the expreflion, Jefus was

a man born of man, being the fon ofJofeph

as well as of Mary. I therefore think that

Juftin meant the Gentile chriftians, omit-

ting the Jewifti chriftians, whofe fentiments

he might fuppofe to have been well knowa
to the learned Jew, wdth whom he was

con-
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converfing. Jt was as if he had faid, Not
only do thofe chriftians who are oi your

race, viz. Jews, believe Chrift to be a mere

man, born as other men are, but there are

alfo fome of our race, viz. Gentile chrif-

tians, who hold the fame opinion.

I fhall conclude this article with obferv-

ing, that, without attending to minute cri-

ticifms, it is quite fufficient for my pur-

pofe, that thefe ancient unitarian chrif-

tians, whether they held the miraculous

conception or not, whether they were Jews

or Gentiles, or whether Juflin meant to

reprefent them as fl:ri(5lly fpeaking the ma-

jority of chriftians, or otherwife, were not

treated by him as heretics. From this cir-

cuinftance alone, it may be concluded, that

they were very numerous, becaufe, when-

ever unitarians have not been very nu-

merous, and have not made a refpeftable

figure among chrillians, they have always

been conlidered with great abhorrence, and

have been cut off from communion tvith

thofe of the orthodox perfuafion.

With



Chap. XIV. originally IJmtarians, 2B7

With what rancour does Eufebius treat

this clafs of chriftians, both in his Hiftory,

and in his Treatife againfl: Marcellus of

Ancyra, when we know from Athanailus,

and other authorities, that they were at that

time very numerous (though among the

lower chifTes of people) and probably in all

parts of the chriilian world.

When thefe things are duly confidered,

it can hardly be imagined but that, let this

palTage in Juftin be conftrued in any man-

ner that the words can poihbly bear, it will

be fufficiently to my purpofe, and authorize

all the ufe that I have ever made of it.

But I can very well fpare the pafTage al-

together, thinking that I have evidence

enough of my general pofition without it.

If we confider the tim.e in v/hich Juftin

wrote, viz. about A. D. 140, that is, about

eighty years after the time of the apoftles,

and compare it with the account that Ter-

tullian and others give of the ftate of opi-

nions among the Jews and Gentiles in

their time, we can hardly doubt (whether

Juftin confelles it or not) that the doc-

trine of the fimple humanity of Chrift

niuft
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mull have been the prevailing one in his

time. According to the ancient Fathers,

the Jews, meaning the Jewifh chriliians,

were fo fully perfuaded concerning the

fimple humanity of their A^eiljah, that the

apoftles did not chufe to inform them, ex-

cept in an indired manner, that Chrift

was any thing more than a man, and the

Gentiles were drawn by the Jews into the

fame opinion ; and though John was fup-

pofed to fpeak more plainly, we find no

efFed from it.

Since, therefore, it was only an indirect:

evidence of the divine or fuper-angelic na-

ture of Chriil:, that the Jcwiih chriftians

(by whom the gofpel was communicated

to the Gentiles) v/ere ever favoured with j

can it be thought probable, fo highly averfe

as the account itfelf ftates the Jews to

have been to the idea of any fuper-human na-

ture in Chriil, that they fhould, by their own

reafoning alone on the fubjedt, have gene-

rally abandoned their favourite dodrinein fa

fliort a time as fourfcore years ? Or, if from

fome mofl unaccountable caufe, and with-

out any perfon of ^reat authority to lead

them,
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them to it (for no fach authority can we

trace) they fhould have abandoned their

orieinal and favourite dodrine, is it pro-

bable that they would have been fo ex-

tremely adive and fuccefsful in the propa-

gation of their new opinion, and withal

have found the Gentiles fo very pliant as

to have been able to induce the generality

of them to make the fame change, when at

the fame time they are known to have had

but little connexion, and indeed but little

refped for each other ? Is a period of

eighty years naturally fufficient for thefe

two fucceffive changes ?

But if we take another well authenti-

cated circumftance, we fliall be obliged to

reduce this {hort fpace (too fhort as it al-

ready is for the purpofe) to one Hill fhorter.

Hegefippus, as explained by Valelius, in his

notes on Eufebius's ecclefiaftical hiftory,

fays, that the church of Jerufalem con-

tinued a virgin, or free from herefy, till

the death of Simeon, who fucceeded James

the Juft, that is, till the time of Trajan,

or about the year 100, or perhaps 110, for

his reign began A. D. 98, and ended A. D.

Vx)L. IIL U 117

/
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117. Knowing, therefore, from other cir-

cumftances, what this purity of chriftian

faith was, and what Hegefippus mufl have

known it to be, we have only the fpace of

forty, or perhaps, thirty years for fo great

a change. So rapid at that particular pe-

riod muft have been that movement, which

we find by experience to be naturally one

of the very floweft in the whole fyftem

of nature, viz. the revolution of opinions

in great bodies of men. Can it then be

thought probable that, confidering the

Jewifli and Gentile chriftians as one body,

the generality of them fliould have aban-

doned the dodtrine of the limple humanity

of Chrift, in the time of Juftin Martyr.

On the contrary, it is certainly not at

all improbable, that the more learned and

philofophical of the chriftians, beginning

to be afhamed of a crucified man for their

faviour, and firmly believing the dodirine

of the pre-exiftence of all fouls, and of

their defcent into human bodies, fhould

have begun to fancy that Chrift muft have

had fome origin fuperior to that of other

men, that this fhould firfl of all produce

the



Chap. XIV. orighally Unitarians. 291

the opinions of the Gnoflics, who thought

that the Chrifty who came down from hea-

ven, was quite diftind from the man Jefus,

and felt nothing of his pains or forrows ; or

that thefe opinions being rejecfled through

the authority of the apoftles, the generality

of chridian teachers or bifliops (many of

whom were educated in the Platonic fchool

at Alexandria) fhould afterwards apply the

Platonic doftrine of the logos to the fame

fubjed, and that by their influence, opi-

nions leading to the deification of Chrijl

/hould gradually gain ground among the

common people. But this muft have been

a work of time, fo that the majority of

chriftians could hardly have been infected

with thefe principles fo early as the time

of Juflin Martyr.

Irenasus, who wrote forty years after Juf-

tin, makes no mention of any Gentile uni-

tarians, in his works againft herefy, but only

of the Ebionites ; and what he fays of them

is a very fmall proportion of the whole of

his work. And almoft all the orthodox

Fathers, both before and after the council

U 2 of
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of Njce, make laboured apologies for their

feeming to teach the dodrine of more Gods

than one. This circumilance is a fufficient

indication that the trinitarians were then

the minority, as their violence and info-

lence afterwards fliows, that if they were

not the majority, at leafl: they had the ad-

vantage oi power in their favour.

As the advocates for the dodrines of the

pre-exiftence and divinity of Chrift, ad-

vanced it with caution and with apology,

as being fenfible that they were not likely

to be well received; fo, on the other hand,

it appears that the unitarians did exprefs

the greatell: dread of them, as the introduc-

tion of polytheifm. Several inflances of this

have been produced already, and others will

appear in different connexions, efpecially

when I (hail fhow the zeal with which the

ancient unitarians defended their tenets. But

I lliall in this place introduce a few others.

Origen fays, ** Becaufe it is probable that

" fome will be offended with our faying, that

** the Father being called the only true God,
** there are other gods beiides him partaking

'' of
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" of his divinity*." Novatian fpeaks of

the unitarians as fcandalizcd -dil the do^flrine

of the divinity of Chriil-f." And the

ftate of things was not different about the

time of the council of Nice. Eufebius. in

his controverfy with Marcelhis, fays, *• If

** they are afraid of making two Gods;};."

" Some for fear of introducing a fecond

** God, make the Father and the Son the

** fame||." *' Marcellus, for fear of faying

*" there are two Gqds, denies the Son to be a

*' feparate perfon §." And again, " But you

* AXA' ZTTU SiKOi '!!!pO(TKO'^BiV TKVXC, TOIJ Elfn^EVOI?, EVOf jWEV oCKY^iVi

Ses tx T!!ixl,:ci axs77£AX0|Wfvx, 'sjccca ^s tov aXn^ivov Beov Bern TsT^sto-

vo)v T» /xs?o%5i Ts Ses ytvoiABvoov. Comment, vol. 2. p. 47.

i Scd quia oblutSlantes adverfus veritatem Temper hxre-

tici fmcerae traditionis> et catholicas fidei controverfiam

folent trahere, fcandalizati in chriflum quod etiam deus

et per fcripturas adferatur, et a nobis hoc cfle credatur,

mcrito a nobis, ut omnis a fide noftra aufVrri poflit bserc-

tica calumnia, de eo quod et deus fit Chriftus, fie eft dif-

putandum, ut non impediat fcriptura veritatem Cjp. 30.

p. 115.

J Ei 0£ <poQcv a-jiCii siMTtoiu^ ixY] '51)1 apoi ^uo -jekj avayoctviw 5c£v;,

Ec. Theol. lib. 1, cap. u.^p. 69.

ll
O' 0£, (ptjQix, Tn ^QKsiv osule^ov Eicr>i7Ei(7Sa;! BeoVy tov aolov £p:zi

'ssalsoa x^ vioy opiaajjirM, Ibid, cap 3. p. 62.

§ O ^tEv yap,, OiBi T-d ij-n "^vo .StH.; uttuv^ t-av apvyinv th vih 'ssch-

Qa'Khilo^ TAV uwo-aaiv a^:s!:cv aul-d. Ibid. cnp. 10. p. 6g.

U 3
'• arc
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** are dreadfully afraid left you {hould be

** obliged to acknowledge two hypoftafes

*' of the Father and Son *."

In {hort, it appears that the ancient uni-

tarians entertained the fame dread of the doc-

trine of the divinity of Chrift, that tb'i trini-

tarians of this day do of that of his fimple

humanity; a proof that each of them had

been brought up in the perfuafion of the opi-

nions they held, being the dodtrine of their

^nceftors, and of the apoftles. In this the

ancient unitarians could not be miftaken,

but the trinitarians of the prefent age may
very well be fo. Whether, therefore, we
confider tjie feelings of the unitarians, or

thofe of the trinitarians of the early ages,

we perceive evident traces of the former

maintaining an old opinion, and the latter

a new one.

* Aax-x ayaviag firj ^iio Segj avayKn 'jsa^ah^otir^ai rov Jyo vmff'f

lajei? isal^oi ^ via sivaf onoT^oyavla^ Ec. Theol. lib. 2. cap. 7,

p. IP9.

CHAP-
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CHAPTER XV.

Objedlions to the preceding State of Things

conjidered,

'T^HAT I may conceal nothing from my
readers that can tend to throw any

light on this fubjed, I fhall fairly flate

every objedlion that I have yet met with, to

any part of the evidence that I have pro-

duced.

SECTION I.

Ofthe Tejlimony ofEufebius to the Novelty of

the Unitarian DoBrlne.

TT is alledged by Eufebius, the hiftoriao,

or rather Caius (who is fuppofed to be

the author that he quotes, and who, Pho-

tius fays *, wrote The Little Labyrinth,

ffi www,u«. Bib. feft, 48. p. 35.

U 4 which
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which is thought to be the work that Eu-
febius copied from) is fo far from confirm-

ing this account of the great antiquity of the

unitarians, that he exprefsly afferts that

they were a rnodern fed. That this charge,

with the evidence, may be fairly before the

reader, I fhall quote the paflage in which it

is contained at full length.

** Artemon made Chrift a mere man.
"• They who hold this doctrine pretend that

'^ it is very ancient ; for they fay that all

** the primitive chriftians, and the apoftles

*' themfelves, received and taught it, and

*' that the truth was preferved till the time

** of Vidor, the thirteenth bifliop of Rome
** from Peter, but that it was corrupted in

*' the time of his fuccelTor Vidlorinus.

** This might appear probable, if, in the

** firft place, the facred fcriptures were not

*' againft it -, and if there were not writings

** of chriftians now extant, older than the

*' time of Victor, which they wrote againft

** the heathens and againft herefies. I mean
" thofeof Juftin, Miltiades,Tatian, Clemens,

" and many others, in all of which Chrift is

** fpoken of as a God. Who is unacquainted

** with
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*' with the writings of Irenaeus, Melito, and

" others, fpeaking of Chrifi: as God and

** man ? How many pfahns and hymns alfo

" are there, written by chriftians from the

' beginning, in which Chrift is celebrated

" as a God 'How were they not afhamed

*' to fpeak thus falfely of Vidor, knowing
** very well that Vidor excommunicated
' Theodotus, the leader and father of that

<* God-denying herefy, who firft faid, that

f Chrift was a mere man *."

tTB/ji.vuvEiv aulnv ug av a^^aiav oi raving ndeXov sidYiyn^lai. ^aai yap

Tsj itcfv rsfclfpisg avravlag kJ aulag rsg aTroroT^g 'map£i>,Yi(pevai ts xJ

^B^t^ax^vM TaJIfls, a vuv slot Xeyaa'. ' xj Tslripyia-^ai ry)v aM^Eiav th

KV§uyiJt.a.og /^E%f J tuv ^iHlo^og Xfovccv^ cog r,v rptjuai^encxiog (Xtto THIoh

£V Poj/xyj iTnaKOTTog . airo oe t« oiaSb^js avla Zs^ypii/s, rsapau.EX'x-

pa-xPai Till/ aM^Eiav . nv ^av ruxov 'suGavov to 7\.Byof/,Evov^ ei im\ 'mpailov

fAEV avlETrmlcv avloig ai Seiai ypa(pai ' '/^ a^£>^^uv §e rivav sri ypa/x-

/Mxla '7spE(jQulE^a tm Bitclopog xfovwv, a ekeivoi zrpog ra eQvyi VTTEp t>jj

aXn&£iaj, >^. 'sspog Tag toIe aipEJSi; !ypa-<l>av . Aeyw 5k Isriva t^ MiX-

Tiooa K^ TixIiavH >cj Kx«/xeWo? ;6 Blspav Ts-^sjovav ev oig aTraai hBo'hoyBi-

lai %eJroj . Ta yap Eipr.vxiH te k^ MsXi7i;voj i^ toji/ Xoittccv rig ay-

voei ^iQxiat Seoy kJ awpoiirov KaTal^/E»\Ovla rov x^i'^ov ; -^ay^/xoi 3e

ccoi '^ (o^ai aSiA^wy a.7rapxvg vtto thi^cov ypaHpEiTai^ tov Xoyov th Ses"

Tov %pirov VjMVSfTj ^Bo'Koyav'.Eg. Hug 5s hk ai^nvlai rauia Binlopog kx-

la-^BvOBT^ai . anpiQwg Eioolsg^ oli BtKlccp tov TKEulBa ^boMov tov apx'^yov

Jii 'ssa^Epoi. Tavl-iig Tr,g apvYirihii aTtorajiag^ aTrsKyjpi/^E Trig xotvcoviag^

'S^fulov
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In thefe paflages we have an account of

the claims of the ancient unitarians to the

high antiquity of their doctrine. And it

has been feen that, by the general acknow-

ledgment of the Fathers, and of Eufebius

himfelf, among the reft, that the firft doc-

trine that was taught by the apoftles, was

that of the fimple humanity of Chrift ; and

that his divinity was very little known till it

was publifhed by John, after the death of

the other apoftles. Eufebius, therefore,

denying it in this cafe, is not at all to be re-

garded, fmce it is contrary to all other evi-

dence, and alfo to the reafon of the thing, as

I have abundantly proved, unlefs he had

brought fome fufficient proof to counteract

that evidence. What he has offered of this

kind I fhall diftindlly confider, after I have

produced a paflage from Theodoret, in

which he alfo mentions the claim of the

unitarians to the antiquity of their dodrine.

** Artemon," he fays, ** taught that Chrift

•* was a mere man, born of a virgin, and ex-

mpoiloy EiTTOvIa iJ^iXov av^pccTTOV tov ^pjrov j ti yap Bitclup hoS avlisf

jilwj e^povEi ag n ralccv ^i^aaxei ^^atripn/xia, OTajj av aivt^oO^e Bsooolot

7oy Tjjj (tip£(r£cc^ raJlvis tupilvtv. Hift. lib. «;. cap. 28. p. 252.

Z I' celling
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" celling the prophets in virtue. This, he

*' fays, the apoftles taught, perverting the

*' fenfe of the facred fcriptures, but that

** thofe w^ho came after them made a God of

" Chrift, who was not God*." It appears

alfo from Eufebius's anfwer to Marcellus,

that he alfo charged his opponents with

holding a new dodrine, and fcrupled not to

call that docSrine herefy f

.

The firft argument of Eufebius is, that

the facred fcriptures are againft the unita-

rians. This, however, is a matter of opi^

mon^ in which he might be, and I doubt not

was, miftaken. He then mentions the

writings of fome perfons who held the doc-

trines of the pre-exiftence and divinity of

Chrift, viz. Juftin, Miltiades, Tatian, and

* Tov SV Kvpi6v Ir.aav xpirov avBpccTrov si<7re ^^iXov^ bh 'syap^eim ye,

7£vn/UHV0V, ruv ^e ts^Q(pyiim apdn upwrlova . raula ^£ iy ra^ a'TTorD^.a;

i'Kiys KeKYipux^vaii 'ssapsp/xnvsuccv tuv Seiwy ypcc(pav tkv ^lavoiav, t«5

OS fisl sKsmg B£iXoyv(Tou tov xp^^^'^t *** '"'''« ^^ov. Haef. Fab. lib. 2.

cap. 4. Opera, vol. 4. p. 220.

i" Tao!/ yap >y ru av^pamvu >.oyu ojjloiov^ s%j te viov a'hr^u)^

ZuvIa »tj uipsrula, TOV xptrov mat o(jio>,oysiv s^sT^st . ;/' fTreiSVj raulyjf

«7r£ sTrivoEKT^av vwatpic-iy, &c. Contra Marcellum, lib. r.

p. 19.

Clemens.
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Clemens. But of thefe Juftiii was the

oldeft, and it is not denied that he did hold

thofe dodrines, being probably the firil

who advanced them. Who the Clemens

is that he mentions, he does not fay ; but

had it been Clemens Romanus, it is pro-

bable that he would have placed him firfl,

the refl being named in the order of time in

which they flouriflied ; and befides, there

is nothing in the epiftle of Clemens that

is in the leaft favourable to thofc dodrines.

Confequently, it mud have been Clemens

Alexandrinus that he intended, and there-

fore the highefi: antiquity of the dodrinc

of the divinity of Chrifl: that Eufebius

could prove, is that of Juftin.

Pearfon makes no difficulty of contra-

diding Eufebius in this cafe. His oppo-

nent, Mr. Daille, having faid, if that ac^

count be true, he replies, ** He knew very

" well that, firidly fpeaking, it was not

** true ', for he knew many others, long

^* before Theodotus, and not a few even

" before Ignatius, v./ho taught the fame

^* herefy, a catalogue of v\fhom may be feen

'* in
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** in Epiphanius*," and whom he proceeds

to mention.

Eufebius's reply to Marcellus's charge

of novelty is equally unlatisfadory, as he

only, in a general way, refers to writings

older than thofe of Origen, in all which he

fays he found the fime faith -j-.

As to the hymns ufed by chriftians, and

faid by Eufebius to have been from the bs-

ginningy no inference can be {-sStXy drawn

from them, becaufe divinity may be afcribed

to perfons in very different fenfes, and fome

of them very innocent ones, efpecially in

* Theodotum noviffe rurfus perncgo. DalK-Eus ipfe

dubltanter haec proponit, fi vera funt, inquit, quae Caius,

five alius apud Eufcbium fcriptor vetuftiflimus dicit, Theo-

dotum ffilicet primimi affcruifle Chridum fuiffe nudum

hominein j ipfe enim optime novit hrec, li ftridte fuman-

tur, vera nan e{^Q : novit alios quamplurimos diu ante

Tiieodotum, non paucos etiam ante Ignatium, eandeni

haerefin promulgafie, quorum catalogus apud Epiphaaiuni

legitur. Vindici;p, lib. 2. cap. 2. p. 24.

ffiysMoii; a-uyy^auocaiv iviiluxX'^iciy zTTKTWTrm Tf km (tuvq^uv znKO'hjxi^,

'w^07ra>.ai yftapEtJ'cxi;, oi uv etg aai aviog o rnq zjiTSoig x.^DXHly]o

ai^EJiv uTTo Twv ^ica'caMofisvuv. Contra Marccllum, lib. r.

p. 20.

the
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the language of poetry ; and as to the an-

tiquity of thefe hymns, as the hiftorian has

not mentioned the age of them, it is very

poflible, for any thing that appears to the

contrary, that they might have been thofe

very hymns which were rejected by Paulus

Samofatenlis on account of their novelty.

It is likewife alledged, that Pliny fays,

that " the chriftians on a certain day, before

«< it was light, met to fing a hymn to Chrift:

*« as to God (or a God) *." But as to this

writer, if he had been told that hymns were

fung by chriftians in honour of Chrifl-,

being himfelf a heathen, he would natu-

rally imagine that they were fuch hymns

as had b^^en ccmpofed in honour of the

heathen gods, Vv^ho had been men. He
would be far from concluding from that

circumftance, that Chrift was confidered

by his followers either as the fupreme God,

or as a pre-exiftent fpirit, the maker of the

world under God.

* Affirmabant autem hanc fuifle fummam vel culpae fuse,

vel erroris, quod eflint fuliti ftato die, ante lucem con-

venire ; caraienqucChiiftojquafi deo, diccre. Epill. 97.

SEC-
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SECTION IL

Of the Excommunication ofTheodotus by Vidior,

'TpHE argument that is urged with the

moft plaufibility againfl the antiquity

of the unitarian do(ftrine, is that which is

drawn from the excommunication of Theo-

dotus, by Victor, bidiop of Rome, about

the year 200 ; as it may be faid, that this

bifliop, violent as he was, would not have

proceeded to the public excommunication

of a man whofe opinions were not gene-

rally obnoxious.

I wifli that we had a few more particu-

lars concerning this excommunication of

Theodotus, as it is the firH: of the kind

that is inentioned in hiftory. It is to be

obferved, that it is not Caius, the writer

quoted by Eufebius, who fays that he was

excommunicated on account of his being

an unitarian, but Eufebius himfelf *; fo that,

* Hcrav Se 8to( aix<pa 0eo5b7» ra a-Ksvlsijg fxaOr^ai rs ts^tSl-d em

^uSo^of ui efYiv, TH To?£ BTriTKoifH, Ilifl. lib. 5. cap. 21- p- 253.

confidering
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confidering the writer's prejudices, there

may be fomc room to doubt, whether he

-ze^^j- excommunicated on that account.

The unitarians, it has been feen, faid that

Vidlor favoured their dodtrine, and this we
find afferted in the Appendix to Tertul-

lian's Treatife, T)e Prafcriptione, which,

whether written by TertuUian himfelf, or

not, is probably as good an authority as

that of Eufebius. He fays that, after the

two Theodotus's, " Praxeas introduced his

<* herefy into Rome, which Victorinus en-

** deavoured to ftrengthen. He faid that

** Jefus Chrift was God the Father omni-

** potent, that he was crucified, fuffered,

*« and died, &c.*" Vidorinus, in this

pafTage, Beaufobre fays t» it is agreed, fhould

be Vidtor, and it cannot be fuppofed, that

he would have patronized in Praxeas the

fame dodrine for which he had before ex-

communicated Theodotus. The probabi-

* Sed poft hos omnes etiam Praxeas quidam haerefim

introduxit, quam Vi6lorinus corroborare curavit. Hie

deum patrem omnipotentem Jefuna Chriftum efie dicit

;

hunc crucifixum pafTumquc contendit et mortuum. Ad

Finem, p. 223.

f Hiftoirede Manicheifme, vol. i. p. 533.

3 ^'^y^
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lity, therefore, is, that Theodotus was ex-

communicated on fome other account than

that of his being an unitarian.

Theodotus having been excommunicated

as an unitarian, is not confident with that

general prevalence of the unitarian dodlrine

in the time of TertuUian (which was alfo

that of Vi(flor) which we have feen that

TertuUian exprefsly alTerts. However, the

account of Eufebius, though improbable,

may be admitted without denying that of

TertuUian, when the circumftances attend-

ing them are duly coniidered.

TertuUian lived in Africa, where there

feems to have been a greater inclination for

the unitarian dodtrine than there was at

Rome ; as we may collet" from the re-

markable popularity of Sabellius in that

country, and other circumftances. Atha-

Hafius alfo, who complains of many per-

fons of low underftanding favouring the

fame principle, was of the fame country,

refiding chiefly in Egypt ; though he had

feen a great part of the chriftian world,

and was, no doubt, well acquainted with'

the ftate of it.

Vol, III. X We
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We fhould likewife confider the pecu-

liarly violent charadter of Vidtor, who was

capable of doing what few other perfons

would have attempted ; being the fame

perfon who excommunicated all the eaftern

churches, becaule they did not obferve

IJafter at the fame time that the weilern

churches did, for which he was much cen-

furcd by many bifhops, even in the weft.

Such an excommunication as this of

Theodo'tus was by no means the fame thing

with cutting a perfon off from communion

with any particular church, with which

he had been ufed to communicate. Theo-

dotus was a ftranger at Rome, and it is

very poffible that the body of the chriftian

church in that city did not intereft them-

felves in the affair ; the bilhop and his

clergy only approving of it. For I readily

grant that, though there were fome learned

unitarians in all the early ages of chriftia-

nity, the majority of the clergy were not fo.

Theodotus, befides being a ftranger at

Rome, was a man of fcience, and is faid

by the unitarians to have been w^ell re-

ceived by Vidor at firft j fo that it is very

poffible
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poffible that the latter might have been

inftigated to what he did by fome quarrel

betvvcea them, of which we have no ac-

count.

Upon the whole, therefore, though Vic-

tor excommunicated this Theodotus, who

was a ftranger, and had, perhaps, made

himfelf confpicuous, fo as to have given

fome caufe of umbrage or jealoufy to him,

it ^i3 very poffible that a great proportion

of the lower kind of people, who made no

noife or dillurbance, might continue in

communion with that church, though they

were known to be unitarians.

There is no inflance, I believe, of any

perfon having been excommunicated for

being an unitarian before Theodotus.

—

Whereas, had the univerfal church been

trinitarian from the beginning, would not

the firll: unitarians, the firil broachers of a

doctrine fo exceedingly ofFenfive to them,

as in all ages it has ever been, have expe-

rienced their utmoft indignation, and have

been expelled from all chrillian focietles

with horror,

X z SEC-
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SECTION IIL

Of the Part taken by the Laity in the Ex*

communication of the early Unitarians, and

other Confiderations relating to the SuhjeSl.

T T is particularly remarkable, that wc

read of none of the laity having been

excommunicated on account of their uni-

tarian principles, which they were well

known to hold. And whenever any of the

bifhops were depofed on this account, it is

alfo remarkable, that the common people

appear to have been their friends. None of

the laity were excommunicated along with

Noetus, about A. D. 220, with Sabellius,

about A. D. 2:^5. (See Lardner's Credibi-

lity, vol. 4. p. 593.) Paulus Samofatenfis,

A. D. 269, or Photinus, A. D. 344, &c.

After the bifhops had depofed Paulus Sa-

mofatenfis, it is obfervable, that only fix-

teen figned the condemnation (Eufebii,

Hifl. lib. 7. cap. 30. p. 359) and he could

not be expelled from the epifcopal houfe

till
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till the aid of the emperor Aurelian was

called in ; and he may be fuppofed to have

been offended at him for his having been in

the intereft of his rival Zenobia. This

could not have been neceifary, if the majo-

rity of his people had not been with him,

and therefore, if his depofition had not, ia

fadl, been unjuft.

Befides, the profecution of Paulus Samo-

fatenfis, as Dr. Lardner has obfcrved, was

vehemently urged by his prefbyter Mai-

chion/who had a quarrel with him, Hav-
ing been difobliged, he could not be fatif-

fied till he was depofed. Credibility, vol,

4. p. 624. ** He wrote, fays Jerom, the

** large epiftle in the name of the coun-
<* cil. Paul had many friends and admi-
** rers among the bifhops and prefbytcrs

^« of the neighbouring churches and vil-

•* lages, and was much beloved and ad»

** mired by others," Ibid, p. 640. He
could not be expelled in the firil: council,

jn 264, when Firmilian of Cappadocia and

Gregory of Neocsefarea were prefent j and

Firmilian was dead at the time of the fe*-

c;ond council^ in 269 or 270, Ibid, p, 534*

X3 Hu
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Dr. Lardner's account of Paulus Samofaten-

fis, is as follows :

** As we have not now before us any of

" Paul's writings, and have his hiflory

*' from adverfaries only, we cannot propofe

*' to judge diftind:ly of his talents, nor draw
** his character at length. However, from
*' the feveral particulars before put down,
** and colleded from divers authors, fome

" things may be concluded. And I appre-

*• hend that, laying afide for the prefent the

** confideration of his heterodoxy, we fhall

** not miflake much if we conceive of him
** after this manner. He had a great mind,

** with a mixture of haughtinefs, and too

** much affecStion for human applaufe. He
** was generally well refpedted in his dio-

*' cefe, and by the neighbouring bifhops,

*' in elleem with the great, and beloved by

** the common people. He preached fre-

'* quently, and was a good fpeaker. And
** from what is faid by the Fathers of the

** council, of his rejeding, or laying afide,

** fome hymns, as modern, and compofed by

** modernSj it may be argued, that he was a

*' critic, which is a valuable accomplifh-

** ment
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** ment at all times, efpecially when un-
** common." Ibid. p. 644.

He adds, in a note, ** A learned writer

" among the moderns (viz. Garnier) whom
*' I did not think of when I drew the above

** character, confirms almofl: every part of it.

" For he allows Paul to have pofTefTed the

** third fee in the church, and to have had
*' the patronage of a great princefs, an ap-

** pearance of piety, reputation for learning,

*' flowing eloquence, and the favour of the

** multitude."

As to Photinus, he was fo popular in his

diocefe, that his^folemn depolition by two

councils, could not remove him from his

fee. ** He defended himfelf," fays Tele-

mont (Hift. of the Arians, vol. i. p. 116.)

«* againft the authority of the church, by
** the affedion which his people had for

** him, even to the year 351, though his

** herefy began to appear as early as 342, or

**
343, according to Socrates ; and the Eu-

** febians condemned it in one of their con-

** feflions of faith, in 345." At length the

Emperor Conftantius, a zealous Arian,

thought it neceffary to interfere, and to get

X 4 him
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him banlfhed, in a council held at Sirmium

itfelf. Had the body of chriftians in thofe

times been generally trinitarians, the com-

mon people would, no doubt, have been

ready enough to take an adtive part againft

their heretical bilhops.

As to Eufebius charging heretics with

teaching new dodlri?ies, he is remarkably in-

accurate and inconfiilent with himfelf in

that refpefl, and fo, indeed, are all the other

ecclefiaftical hiflorians. No unitarian is

mentioned, but he is faid to have been the

Jlrjl to have taught the unitarian dodrine.

This language is held even with refpcdl to

Photinus, the very laft of the celebrated uni-

tarians. But it is poffible, as I have obferv-

ed before, that by novelty thefe writers

might fometimes mean nothing more than

herefy.

The charge of teaching the unitarian doc-

trine as a novelty, is firft advanced againft

Beryllus, bilhop of Boflra in Arabia, who,

perhaps, was the firft who wrote in de-

fence of the dodrine, that of the divini-

ty of Chrift beginning at that time to

be prevalent. Eufebius fays of him, that
' ^

'

a^
"' " ' V he
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*• he introduced things fiew and Jirange to

*' the catholic faith ; having dared to aflert,

** that our Lord and Saviour did not pre-

*' exill: in his own diftind: perfon before his

** incarnation, that he had no proper divi-

*' nity of his own, but that of the Father

** only abiding in him *.'*

Sozomen alfo fays, that Marcellus intro-

duced a new dodtrine, that *' the Son of
** God had his beginning with his birth of

" Mary j" and yet, in the fame fedion, he

fays of him, that he adopted the opinion of

Paulus Samofatenfis •j-.

The fame v/riter calls Photinus the in-

troducer of a new herefy, when, in the fame

chapter, he fays, that he held the fame opi-

mii'Wi 'tsa^£iff<pE^m B'^'sipoclo ' rov crcSlripa xj hv^iov r\iJi.m 'htyuv ro><[my

fXYi lapatpiravM ««?, id'iav aaia; 's:t^i'Yf>a(pYiVy 'moo tuc; ei; avBcuTrsg

Tw '37a7fi«w. Hift. lib. 6. cap. 33. p. 297.

•f Ev OS Tu Tols ly MapxsMov Ayxvpag ETtiaKOTtov rns Vahatm^

6JJ KMVUV '^oyixdUctiv Eicr>)yn7)iv, xj isv uiov ts Seoj >.Eyovla. eh Maptag

TTiV apx/iv Ei?,YitpEVM.—Ejj Tviv HauXa TH 'Za^^o^mi e^EnuMa^n

^o^av. Hift. lib. 2. cap. 33. p. 91, 92.

nion
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Bion with Sabelllus and Paulus Samofa-

tenfis*.

Photinus is alfo charged with being the

author of his own opinion by Socrates
-f-

;

and yet he had before mentioned him as a

difciplc of Marcellus J.

As to the general teflimony of Eufebius,

and other writers, who were themfelves be-

lievers in the pre-exiflence and divinity

of Chrift, that the primitive church was

orthodox in their fenfe of thfi word, it

is not, as I faid, to be regarded, unlefs

they bring fome fufficient proofs of their

aflertion. They were, no doubt, willing to

have it thought fo, and, without confidering

it very particularly, might prefume that it

.

was fo. But the fads which they them-

* HJ)7 ts^olt^ov Haivvji aipE(fioj; siayrp^ivg ysvoftsvog-—fl^ rot Ta-

CeMjs >C) IlayTva ts 'Laixoa-alsug (pfovayia* Hift. lib. 4. cap. 6*

P- ^35-

•f-
ToJe 3»i j^ 4>a)TEJV0j T>j; snei smMciai; tspozrs. <uj, to zjapsu-

pi9Ev avlco ^oy/^x (pavspuli^ov i^e9puK7\EL. Hift. vol. 2. p. 123.

if ^uleivoi yccp ruv ekei EKx>^miuv ns^oETui^i yzvog rng (j>,iKpai Ta>^'

9"jaf, MapxE>^ T£ Ts xa^y^pyj/jLEVH jUafirjJrjf, oxoAsSwv rco SiJacxaAoj,

4'i><ov avbpuTTOVf toy viov ehyficniae, Hift. lib. 2. cap. 29.

p. 98.

felves

1
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fclves record, and the account which tliey

give of the apoftles in divulging the ortho-

dox docTtrine with fo much caution, make

it impoffible to have been as, in general

terms, they afTert. I am even furprized that

any perfon fliould lay the leaft ftrefs on the

mere affertion of a writer in this cafe,

when it is (o common for men to repre-.

fent the opinions of thofe whofe authority

they know to be grear, as being the fame

with their' own. Every man fhould be

heard with caution in fuch a cafe, and what

he fays on one occafion, fliould be com-

pared with what he fays on another, and

efpecialiy with what he drops, as it were,

accidently, and when he was off his guard.

This may certainly be faid in favour of

the unitarians, that they did not contradict

themfelves on this fubjed:, but uniformly

maintained, that theirs was the ancient

dodrine, tranfmitted to them from the apof-

tles ; whereas Eufebius manifeftly contra-

did:s himfelf. He certainly knew that

Juftin Martyr had not only mentioned uni-

tarians, as exifting in his time, but had

alfo treated them with much refped: ; and

to
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to fay nothing of his own teflimony, to

the apoftle John having been the firfl who
taught with clearnefs, and confequently

with effed, the dodrine of the divinity of

Chrift 5 he himfelf fpeaks of the Ebionites

as cotemporary with Cerinthus, who by his

own account lived in the time of the apof-

tlc John*.

That Eufeblus (liould take fo violent a

part, as he always does, againft the ancient

unitarians, is not difficult to be accounted

for. He was himfelf flrongly fufpe(5l^d of

Arianifm, at a time in which the Athanafian

dodtrine was prevalent, and though a learned

man, he was not of the firmeft tone of mind.

In thefe circumftances, he would naturally

make the mofl of fuch pretenfions to or-;.

thodoxy as he had, and vv^ould be inclinej

to £hew his zeal by invedtives againft thofe

who were more heretical than himfelf,

This \ve fee illuftrated every day, This

was the caufe why many of the reformers

from popery joined with the papifts, in the

perfecution of thofe who were defirous of

parrying the reformation farther than them-

** Hift. lib. 3. cap. 27, 28. p. 121, &c.

felves.



Chap. XV. originally Unitanans, ^ij

felves. This might, in Tome meafure, con-

tribute to produce the zecil of the Calvinifts

againil the Armlnians, that of the Armi-

nians a^ainft the Arians, that of the Arians

againft the Socinians, and that of Socinus

himfelf againfh Francis David.

It may be faid, that if the great majority

of chriftians in early times were unitarians,

why did they not excommunicate the inno-

vating trinitarians. I anfwer, that the

dod:rine of the trinity, was not, in its ori-

gin, fuch as could give much alarm, as I

have already explained ; and it was not ob-

truded upon the common people as an ar-

ticle of faith necefTary to their filvation,

or indeed as a thing which they were at all

Concerned to know. And before it became

very formidable, there was a great majority

of the learned and philofophizing clergy

on its fide. However, that it did give very

great alarm, as it began to unfold itfelf,

I have produced the mofl undeniable evi-

dence.

CHAP-
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CHAPTER XVI.

Ofthe State ofthe Unitarian Dodirtne after

the Council of Nice.

'T^ HAT the unitarians conRituted the

great body of chriftians till the time

of Juftin Martyr, and that they were the

majority at leafl: of the common people till

about the time of the council of Nice, has,

I prefume, been proved to as much fatif-

fadion as the circumflances of the cafe

could be exped:ed to admit. There is

every reafon to believe that it was fo a

priori, a great number of circumftances,

applied by the cleareft axioms of hiftori-

cal criticifm, fliew that it muji have been fo.

And there is likewife the ftrongeft pojitive

tejiimony to the faifl, from fome of the mod
condderable chriftian writers. The uni-

tarians were the major pars credcntium, in

the
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the time of Tertullian, they were the t#

'5r>>jiS©-, the multitude, and the TawAriSii, the muU

tltudes of Origen, and the oitsoyo.oi^ the many

of iVthanafius.

According to Eutychius, who is faid to

have compiled his annals from the archives

of the church of Alexandria, there muH: have

heen more unitarian bi(hops than the Greek

hiflorians give us any account of. He fays,

that " there were two thoufand and forty

*' eight bifhops aflembled at the council

** of Nice, fome of whom were Sabellians,

" who believed that Chrid: had no being

" before he was born of the virgin ; others

'* faying that God was one fubftance called

" by three names, but not believing in the

** word, or the Holy Spirit, which," he

fays, *' was the opinion of Paulus Samofa-

'* tenlis ; and that Conftantine having heard

*' their opinions, but approving of that of

** three hundred and eighteen, who held

** the fame doctrine, he appointed them to

*' meet in a large room, and gave them
** power to make decrees." The fame

account Selden, the publi/her of Euty-

chius,



320 ne Gentile Chrijllans Book III.

chilis, found in an Arabian and chrif-

tian writer, named Jofeph, and alfo in

a celebrated Mahometan hiftorian, Ifmael

Ebn Ali.

This account, though feemingly very

different from that of the other ecclefiaftical

hiftorians, Beaufobre thinks may be recon-

ciled with it, if it be fuppofed that the

bifhops of villages, prclbyters, and thofe who

were deemed heretical, were not allowed to

have a feat with the reft *, Wormius, he

obferves, fays that no fectary was allowed to

give his opinion in that council
-f*.

* Hiftoire de Manicheifme, vol. i. p. 531.

+ Mittens ergo Conftantinus rex in omnes pafTim rej>iones

patriarchas et epifcopos convocavit, adeo ut poft annum

ct duos menfes, Nicese convenirent bis mille quadra-

ginta o6to epifcopi, fententiis et religionibus inter fe dif-

crepantes. Erant qui dicerent chriftunr) a patre efle,

inftar flammae ignis quae ab igne flammante dependeret,

nee priorem diminuere pofterioris ab ipfo derivationem.

Erat que haec Sabellii et afleitarum ipfius fententla. ~

Alii chriftum hominem fuifle a divinitate creatum cjufdem

cum noftrum aliquo fubftantiae, filiique principium a

Maria fuifle, ipfumque eledlum qui fubftantiae humanse

liberator eflet, comitante ipfum gratia divina, et in ipfo

per
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That the unitarians were exceedingly

numerous in the time of Athanafius, or not

long before it, efpecially in Africa, is evident

from his complaints on the fabje(5l. He
fays that '* iyi Pentapoiis of Upper Lybia,

per amorem et voluntatcin babitante, ideoque appella-

tum fuiffe filium dei. Dicentes etiam deum rubdantiatn

unam efle, et perfonam unam quse tribus nominibus appella-

tur, nee in verbnm, ncc in fpiritum fan£tum credentes : erat

haec fcntentia Pauli Samofateni patriarchae Antiochsni,

ejurque fe£tatorurn qui Pauliciani audiunt.—Alii (denique)

afleruerunt divinitatem Chiillij quae Pauli apoftoli fenten-

tia eft, nee non epifcoporum tiecentorum et oilodecim.

auditis ipfoium fententiis miratus eft Conuantinus rex

hanc difcrepantiam, domoque ipfis fepofita in qua loca

ipfis paravit, difputationes ipfos habere juffit, ut perfpedo

apud quern vera eflet fides, ipfum fequeretur. Illi ergo

tercentum et oftodecim in unam fidem, unamque fen-

tentiam confenferunt, cumque reliquis qui litem ipfis

moverunt difputantes, illis argumentis fuis fuperiores eva-

ferunt fidemque veram declararunt : reliqui autem epif-

copi fententiis et religionibus inter fe diverfi fuerunt.

Rex ergo trecentis et oftodecim epifeopis iftis loco quo-

Jam proprio et amplo parato, ipfe in eorum medio

confedit, aeceptaque, annulum, gladium et fceptrura

fuum ipfis tradidit, dicens ipfis, vobis hodie in imperium

meum poteftatem conceffi, ut in eo faciatis quiequid fa-

cere vobis expedit eorum quae ad religionem rite ftabilien-

dam et fidelium commodum fpecftant. Sclden's Euty-

chius, p. 439, 440. 44.3, 444.

Vol. III. Y *' fom»
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** fome of the bifhops embraced the doc-

** trine of Sabellius, and prevailed fo much^
'* that the Son of God was hardly preached

** in the churches *.'*

SECTION I.

Of the State of the Unitarians from the

Time of the Council of Nice^ to the Sixth

Century^ .

T N O W proceed to mention the traces I

have found of unitarians after the coun-

cil of Nice. And notwlthftanding their

numbers certainly kept decreafing, owing

to the prevalence of the trinitarian and Arian

doctrines, each in their turns favoured by

the civil powers (which it is remarkable,

the unitarian docftrine never was in any age

or country) it appears from circumflances,

that the unitarians were in confiderable num-

bers, fome holding feparate afTemblies, but

* E? Yli{la7ro\H TYig ava AiQvrjg twiHoulx rm; ruv eTTtcTKOTrciiv

t^p^ovYiTocv Ta ZaCs^kAia * xj jocriiiov laxvaoM raig sTTivoiaig, ug o>>iyti

^£iv fxmdi £V Toug EKxMfftaig Hn^vrlza^ai rov vm m Ses- De Sen-

tentia Dionyfii, Opera, vol. i. p. 552.
' many
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many more concealed m the great body of

chriftians, and joining their public worfhip.

It is highly probable that, even long after

the dodrine of the divinity of Chrift v^as

efl:abliil:ied by councils, and the decrees of

emperors, many of the common people were

well known to believe nothing of the mat-*

ter i and yet, if they made no difturbance,

and did not think proper to feparate them-

felves from the communion of the ortho-

dox bifliops, who were not authorized to

propofe any tefl to them, they were not

excommunicated. In fad:, they were con-

iidered by the more learned as fimple

ignorant people, who acquiefced in the

do(5trine of the humanity of Chrift, becaufc

they were incapable of comprehending that

of his divinity, and the fublime dod:rine of

three perfons in one God, This circum-

ftance, together with there being no diftin-

guifhed writers among them, and alfo their

being mixed and confounded with other fefts,

accounts for our hearing fo little of them.

Many of the Montanifls, befides Praxeas,

againft whom TertuUian wrote, were pro-
'

bably unitarians. Jerom reprefents the

Y 2 Montanifts
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Montanifts in general, as *' differing from
** the orthodox in the rule of faith, and
** agreeing with the Sabellians*."

Sandius fays, that Noetus was faid by

feme to have been the difciple of the Mon-
tanifts

-f-.
According to Socrates, Eufebius

faid that they who difliked the term con^

fubjlantial at the council of Nice, charged

their adverfaries with favouring the fenti-

ments of Sabellius and Montanus %''

Nicephorus obferves, that •* Some Mon-
*' tanifts were Sabellians.'* He alfo ex-

prefsly fays, that ** they denied the per-

** fonal exiflencc of the Son, and that he

•* was confubftantial with the Father |)."

* Primum in fider regula difcrepamus. Nos patrem, et

iilium, et fpiritum fan6lum in fua unumquemque perfona

ponimus, licet fubftantia copulemus : illi, Sabellii dogma

fe£tantes, trinitatem in unius perfonas anguftias cogunt.

Ad Marcellum, Opera, vol. i. p. 414.

f Hift. p. 97.

MovlavH Sblav eia-nysur^ai aviw rug 'm^otr^exoiJi'tviig tvofii^ov, ' J9 ^tot

rtSo ra; ^T^crtpr/xag^ twnMv^ ag avai^svia; rm> vTra^^iv t« via to Bek •

ct 3e 'ssaXiv ru oixoHtriu 'u!f>ocrHeifavoi 'ZroAfSfiav EicayBiv rag sispxg.

fom^ovlsg^ cdj EMrivicTjcwv tL(xayovlsig., z^sl^eTTovlo. Hift. lib. I. cap.

23- P-57-

II
Oi fxsv yap to oiioairm fxn 'sj^oo'isf/.Evoi^ ^c^av taxov roi Mov-
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Zonaras alfo fays, that *' Montanus, befides

'* maintaining that himfelf was the para-

' clete, confounded the whole trinity, con-

*' trailing it into one perfon *." Laflly,

Harmenopulus, in his account of fedis, fays

exprefsly, that the difciples of Montanus

reduced the holy trinity to one perfon
-f*.

Upon the whole, therefore, though Ter-

tullian was aMontanift, and no unitarian, it

may be concluded, that the prevailing fenti-

ments of thofe who went by that name

were unitarian. Sabellius himfelf is faid

by Nicephorus, to have learned his doc-

trine from fome of the Montanifls J. Ac-

cording to the author of the Appendix to

to Tertullian's Treatife De Praefcriptione,

they were only thofe Montanills who fol-

Sr\aMv wf Tw Ts vui UTTap^iv avcS^sTTOilag, Hift. lib. 8. cap. 45.

p. 637.

• Km ei$ iv 'apoffuit'ov tw ayjov Tpia^a juw^hv ^ cws^wr.

Canones, p. 78.

"f-
Oi tSFpi Tov ^Aaiflacvov eii £v 'ss^oawTtov rnv ayiocv auvaipssV"

Isi rpioc^a }y TO 'ssa.ax/n ^isr^sipov. Harmenopulus de Se6tis.

X Tivs; 3e Twv eI aula, eg vrs^ov Tag rpeig Tng ^soh^o; vTroraaeis

Ev eivai £^o^aa-ay • tov aulov ^.^yovleg eivai >^ '^socls^a ;^ vm •^ ayiov

'S!V£U(Mc • f| uv (pojiTi xai TOV Ai€uv SaS'tMicw, rag thj ou^azoi

m^X,ai EKTro^iira^^at. Hift. vol. 1. p- 319.

Y 3 lowed
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lowed iEfchines, who were unitarians, while

thofe who followed Proclus were not fo*.

The Donatifts, alfo, who did not fepa-

rate from the church on this fubjedl, are

yet faid to have been afterwards heretical

with refpedl to the trinity
-f.

Jerom fays, that Donatus himfelf wrote

a book concerning the Holy Spirit agreeable

to the Arian dodlrine +, which in this rc-

fpedl was the fame as the unitarian. Auftin

alfo fays, that he did not hold the catholic

dodrine of the trinity, but that he was not

generally followed by thofe who bore his

name. Theodoret fays, that the Donatifts

agree with the Arians||. The probability

f Sunt etiam qui j^oJa Proclum dicuntur. Sunt qui

fjecundupi ^fchinem pronunciantur Privatam autem

blafphemiam illi qui funt HoRa iEfchinem banc habent,

(qua adjiciunt etiam hoc, ut dicant Chriftum ipfuni ti^t

iilium et patrem. Seft. 52. p. 223.

: j- Cur autcm folis Donatlftis, qui a fchifmate pro-

filuerunt in haerefim, ut poftea etiam de baptifmate et

divina trinitate male fentirent. Facundus contra Moci-

anum, p. 199.

X Extant ejus multa ad fuam haerefim pertincntia et

de fpiritu fan6lo liber, Ariano dogmati congruens. Cata^

logus Scriptorum, Opera, vol. i. p. 311.

II
OvJoj Se xalot fiiv TYiv

«(f£(7jy
7015 ApEi» (TVfipt^ovlai' Lib.4«

cap. 6. Opera, Ed, Hslw, vol. 4,' p. 360.

'

k
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is, that both Montanus and Donatus, liv-

ing at a time when the unitarian dodrinc

was generally received, held it themfelvcs
;

though their followers, influenced by the

fame caufes that afFed:ed other chriilians,

gradually adopted the philofophical opi-

nions.

That the Pelagians Hiould be heretical,

with refped: to the dod:rine of the trinity,

will not be wondered at (though Pelaglus

himfelf is faid to have been orthodox in that

refped) as the unitarians of all ages have

adopted the fentiments of Pelagius with re-

fped; to human nature. CafTian, who met

with them in Gaul, evidently confidered

them in this light. For he cenfures them

as holding that ** Chriil was a mere Inan ;

** and faying that men may live finlefs lives,

*' becaufe Chrift, who was a man, did fo.

** They fay, that Jefus became Chrift after

** his baptifm, and God after his refurrec-

** tion ; the one ariling from his undiion,

'* the other from the merit of his palTion*.'*

* Addiderunt quoque dom'inum, falvatorem^ue no(-

trum poft baptifma fadum efle Chriftum, poft refurrcdio-

pemdeum: alterum adfignantcs uncliaiieni myftcrio, al-

Y 4 tcruni
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•* Otherwife," he fays, '* we come to the

*' Pel^ian here fy, and fay that God dwel-

** led ill Chrift from a certain time, and

** came into him, when, by his life and

*' converfation, he deferved that the power
** of the divinity (hould dwell in him *."

Admitting this to be true to any confi-

derable extent, it will not be doubted, but

that the unitarians mud have been very nu-

merous, becaufe the Pelagians were fo.

Perhaps the Pelagians, defcribed by Caflian,

might be inclined to the opinion of Nefho-

rius. But this, as I fliall fhew, did not dif-

fer from unltarianifm with refpedl to the

perfon of Chrlfl:.

terum merito paffionis : unde advertit novus nunc jam,

non novas haerefeos autor, qui dominum falvatoremque

noftrum foUtarium hominem natum effe contendit, idem

feomnino dicere quod Pelagianlftas ante dixerunt ; et confe-

quens errori fuo efic, ut qui utique fine peccato folitarium

hominem Jefum Chriftum vixifle affetit, omnesquoqueper

fe homnines fine peccato pofie efle blafphemet. De Incar-

mtione, lib. i.cap. 3. p. g66. Seealfo^p. 1017, ioi8, 1066,

* Alioquin ad illam Pclagianae haerefeos impietatem de-

volvimur : ut dicamus ex certo tempore habitantem in

Chrifto deum ; turn in eum fupervenifl'e, quando ille vita

et converfatione id promeruerit, ut in fe virtus divinitatis

habitaret. Haer. lib. 5, cap. 4. p. 1022.

Marius
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Marius Mercator fays, that Jullanus, a

Pelagian, adopted the opinion of Theodoras,

the mafter of Neflorius *.

The limpUcity of the unitarians is a cir-

cumftance by v/hich they are generally not-

ed; and by this they were likevvife con-

cealed, as giving no umbrage to any. But

it does not follow, that becaufe they were

{iy\tdjimple, they were perfons of low un-

derflanding. Tertuliian, who gave them

that epithet, in anfwe r to the Gnoftics, who

likewife applied it to the orthodox chrif-

tians, fays, '* we are reckoned fimple by

*' them, but we are not therefore fenfe-

'* lefsf." In a treatife afcribed to Athana-

fius, the more fimple are reprefented as

eafily taken with the alTertion, that God the

* Simul admonere volens Julianum excpifcopum oppidi

Eclanenfis, haereticum Pelagianum feu cJEleftianum, hunc

fccutum c^t Theodorum. Opera, p. 40.

f Ideoque {implices notamur apud illos, ut hoc tantum,

non etiam fapientes : quafi ftatim dcficcre cogatur a fim-

plicitate fapientia, ciomino utramque juiigente : Eftote

prudentes ut ferpeiites ct fimplices ut colurnbas. Aut fi nos

propterea infipientes quia fimplice?. Adv. Valent. fed:. 2.

Opera, p. 250.

logos
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logos fuifered in the flefh *. Bafil repre-

fents '* fimplicity of faith as a bait with
*' which the Ignorant are drawn to their de-

** ftrudiiont-" Writing on the fubjedl of

the Holy Spirit, he begs that what he wrote

** might be concealed from the vulgar, left

** it fliould be throwing pearls before

** fwinej." Gregory Nazianzen alfo muft

have felthimfelf in the fame fituation, when

he faid, ** Have we not fufFered from the

'* mad populace §."

The dodlrine of the trinity being confi-

dered as a fublime dod:rine, the common

people, who could not comprehend, or re-r

lifh it, but who at the fame time made no

diflurbance in the church, would naturally

laiy oiov xj TO <Erfox£,</*£VOii vw eii i^slcunv^ EttoSei' $£05 y>oyoi CcffXt,

Opera, vol. 2. p. 311.

TU iOCuia (ppQVY)IMxll TO aTTXsV TY]i ETTllcZCrEUi;, OiOV Tl O'E/Eaf, 'mB^iQa>^Ui,

iva Tw (patvofxEvo) Em^^aiAovlE; 01 aTrei^ols^oi^ afv^Mitlioi ru xaxu rn;

aaE^Eioi 'ssE^iTta^miv. Ad Eunom. lib. I. Opera, vol. i.

p. 701.

X Oy% «? ctha KolaupVTflEff^aa^ d>'/^ uri fm ^i7f]Eff^ai tojj x°'?oti

Tsj /t«tfyaf:7a,'. De Sp. S. cap. 30. Opera, vol. 2. p. 366.

§ Oi« wEjiajwey ^'i,«ov (i*aivo/A£Wv, Or. 32. p. 525.

b5
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be pitied and overlooked. Athanafius,

confiderins: the violence of his chara(5ler,

fpeaks of the unitarians with a good deal of

tendernefs, on account of the difficulty of

underilanding the do(5trine of the trinity. I

have quoted a palTage from him, in which

he reprefents them as (oj -sroMot) the many, and

perfons of a /ow underjianding, but by no

means as perfons out of the church. Con-

trafting them with the Gnoftics and the

Arians, he fays, *' fome perfons conlidering

'* what is human in Chrift, feeing him
" thirfting, labouring, and fuffering, and

** degrading him to a mere man, lin indeed

" greatly 5 but they may readily obtain for-

* givenefs if they repent, alledging the

»* weaknefs of the flefli -, and they have the

'' apoftle himfelf adminiftering pardon to

** them, and as it were holding out his hand

*' to them, while he fays. Truly great is the

** myftery ofgodlinejs, God was manifeji in the

*'flejh*r

^p®-, af*ccfavi!(Ti ntv (tesya^uoj . 3uvav7«j Se o/awj Tax^u^ fxslaytvuff-

Hovlt^ >y<x(ji.'^cnniv ffvyyvKiJLrWf exovIe? 'Et^o^acriv Tti? ra cuimH^ aa^s-

yeiav :
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According to him many perfons within

the pale of the church, muft either have been
\

unitarians, or have believed the do<5lrine of

the trinity without underftanding it, which,

in fa£l, is no belief at all. For, being con-

fulted what was to be done with refpedl to

the fpread of the dod:rine of Paulus Samofa-

tenfis ; after acknowledging that perfons of

low underftanding were chiefly infe<fted

with it, and quoting what Paul fays of the

great myjiery of Godlinefs, God manfeft in the

jiejhy he fays, ** thofe who underftand the

** fubjed accurately are few, but all pious

*< perfons may hold the faith delivered to

** them *." But what kind of holding mufl

it be, when they had no perfed underftand-

ing of what they held. *

Gregory Nazianzen alfo reprefents the

common people as excufable for their errors,

ffsQeiai jnwriifjov, Se©- B(pavB§ojBn ev trapki. In illud Evangelii

Quicunque dixerit, &c. Opera, vol. i. p. 975.

* Oli TW fiVJ txxpiCuav avlr\i BTn^nteiv oMywvsr;, mv 3e OTrwxo/f^Er;

'

fcTrctvrav Tojy
'3-f

05 tov Seov iuTTBiBay. De Incarnatione contra

f, Saanpfat. Opera, vol. j. p. 59:?.

1 and
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and fiife from not being difpofed to fcru-

tinize into things *.

Unitarians, however, were far from beinsr

all of the common people, and unlearned.

There were feveral confiderable writers

among them. " Beryllus of Boftra," Ni-

cephorus fays, ** left elegant writings be-^

*• hind him
-f.'*

Marcellus and Photinus

diflinguiflied themfelves as writers, and

Gregory Nazianzen fays, that the heretics

boafted of the number of their books'l.

Unhappily there are none of them now
extant.

After the eflablifliment of orthodoxy by

Conftantine, *' all the feds/' fays Eufebius,

** were forbidden to hold feparate afTem-

•* blies;" and among the reft the unita-

* To(f f4sv yaf m Xas raxcx, av xsa cTuyyivaxrxotfAiv ntio 'ssaa-xji^

9iv . Hi a-ioist^ woMaxij to aScuavirov. Oratio 2 1 . Opera,

p. 388.

f Ev oif 0, TC TH5 Kola Bofpxv aoaSoov w Bff^>A^OJ , (piXcMxXS

^TS'ihi a-up/^a/jtiju3a. xoHaMi-^x^, Hiil. lib. 5, c^p. 15, vol, r.

P- 363-

% K.(Xi TO} 'ctAviSjj twv ^ihMoiv (pthodtAnyLivoi . iTTti^ h ra 'sreot

'xeoi Tjjy Tuh'iv, h>.saiH(Xi SV rug Ts^T^h^g, Or. 50. p. 744-

rians.
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rians, called Paulians, are mentioned*. But

this did not make them change their opi-

nions. For he fays that, after Conftan-

tine's edidl againft herefy, fome, terrified

with the emperor's threats, came into the

church, diffembling on account of the

times. ** For, the law forbidding the

*' publication of their books, fomc who
«* were taken adting contrary to the law,

•* on that account, confulted their fafety

** by every diffimulation
-f-."

This accounts for the great number of

unitarians that Facundus mentions, as being

in the church, in the time of Theodofius.

Their opinions mufl have been well known,

or he could not have been acquainted with

* EmyvajJe vvv Sia Twf voixo^sffia^ raving co 'Ntxualiavoi^ OuaUv-

livoiy Mafxiavirai, IlayAiavojj oi Kccla tag tp^vyaf iTTMikh-riUZVoi^ mm

Tsavleg a7r?kWf oi rag M^^aug Sia twv omsmv 'ssM^iivlsg (rvrKfiocluv—
fTTEjJjj Tov o^fSfov TsTov TYig vixHi^ag £^u?\siai £T< 'a>.Btov ^E^iiv UK euf

ciov 7£ 5ia Ts vo/jLH riila -srfo«yofewo^ev, fxr^ig vfMV a-wayeiv ts Xotth

roT^finayi. De Vita Conft. lib. 3. cap. 64. p. 621.

•f-
0» (isvvQ^ (p^ovniMli. ^aixi'XMYig a7niMg(po'^Uy tw iKH7<fi<Tiav

vnt^uovio, TOV xai^ov xotl£i^uv£VOfj(.Bm . sttei 5e km ^is^suvsicr^at rav

ea/^^iiv rag ^iShag d'inyo^tuiv vojxog • y\}\i<TKovlo Tole aTrei^fisvag 01

xoouitxpicti iitliovlzg ' a ^n %afiv, 'sravf- eTr^arlcV) ei^uveia tw Culri'

fiav 'so^i^ofAEvot, Ibid, p. 622.

them ;

3
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them ; but they were not molefted, while

they did not niolefl others, and wifhed only

to be quiet.

As the palTage in his writings, from

which I infer this, is a pretty remarkable

one, I fhall cite it at full length. Speaking

of the condemnation of Theodorus (the

mafter of Neftorius, whofe fyflem differed

very little from that of unitarianifm) in

whofe favour he is writing, he fays, that

** in condemning him, they condemned all

** thofe who thought as he did, even though
** they afterwards changed their opinion..

** —What will they do with Martha, and
** then with Mary, the fifters of Lazarus,

*' who were particularly attached to our

** Lord, while he was upon earth. And yet

** both of them,iirfl Martha, and then Mary,
*' are faid to have fpoken to him thus, Lordj

** if thou hadft been here, ??jy brother had not

*' died ; who, though they thought that he

** was the Son of God, who was to come
** into the world, yet could they not have

'* faid, if thou hadft been here, if they had

** believed him to be God omniprefenr.

** They therefore only thought as Theo-
** dorus
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* dorus is faid to have done, and were

* excommunicated along with him. And
* how many of this kind do wc know, by

* the writings of the apoftles and evange-

' lifts, there were at that time; and how
* many even now are there ftill, in the

* common herd of the faithful, who by

* only partaking in the holy myfteries,

' and by a limple obfervance of the com-
* mandments, we fee pleafing God ; when
« even the apoftles themfelves, the firft:

' teachers, only thought as thofe whom wc
* fee to be included in this condemnation

« of Theodorus *."

* Condemnaverunt omnes ab ipfo in quern ilium in-

cidifTe putant errore converfos.—Ubi quid agent de Mar-

tha et Maria, fororibus Lazari, quse familiari devotione ipfi

domino dum hie in came degerit adhasferunt. Et tamen

utraque, id eft, prius Martha, ac deinde Maria, legitur illi

dixifle, domine fi fuifles hie frater meus non fuiflet morr

tuus. Quae licet crederent quod ipfe efiet hlius dei qui in

mundum veniffet, tamen non dicerent/ifuij/es hlc^ fi eum

cognofcerent ficut deum, ubique effe prefentem. Eadem

ergo fapuerunt quae dicitur fapuiffe Theodorus, et Cum

Theodore fimul anathematifatae funt. Et quantos vel eo

tempore in evangeliis et apoftoHcis fcriptis tales fuiffe cog-

novimus ? Qiiantos etiam nunc tales in grege fidelium,

fola fanj^torum myfteriorum pajtic'p itione, et fimplici

praeceptorum
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If this was the cafe in the time of Theo-

dofms, there can be no doubt of its having

been fo in the time of Conftantine, and

that it continued to be fo long afterwards.

The candour of Facundus towards thefe

iimple unitarians is remarkable, and is well

illuftrated by his account of the ftate of the

chriftian faith in the time of the apoftles.

Speaking of thofe who believed Chrift to

be a mere man, he fays, *' The apoftles

** themfelves were once imperfedt in the

** faith, but never heretics. For whil«

*' they believed too little concerning Chrift,

** they received power to caft out unclean

*' fpirits, and to cure difeafes, when our

*' Lord fent them, and gave them a com-
** miflion. If, therefore, the apoftles, in

'* the very time of their ignorance, were
** not heretics, how can any one call thefe

** fo who died fuch," &c. * ? He fays,

praeceptorum obedLentia, placentes deo vidimus ; cum et

ipfi primi paftores ejus apoftoli fic aliquando fapuerunt,

quos omnes cum Theodoro vidimus in hoc anathemate

condemnatos. Pro Defenfione trium Capitulorum, lib.

10. cap. 7, p. 162.

* Cum ipfi apoftoli aliquando fuerint in fide imper-

fe£li, nunquam tamen haeretici. Cumque adhuc parum de

Vol. III. Z Chrifto
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** the woman who touched Chrift's gar-

** ment did not take him to be God *."

This teftimony of Facundus may teach

us, that we are not to take it for granted,

that the unitarians were extindt at any par-

ticular time, merely becaufe they are by

fome writers /aid to be fo. Epiphanius

fays, that ** the herefy of Artemon was

** extind, when it was revived by Paulus

'* Samofatenfis -f-." But it could only be

that there were few, or none, who went

publicly by that name The 01 '^!Ja^^oJ, the

many of Athanafius were, no doubt, uni-

tarians, though they might not be call-

Chrifto crederent, magnam poteftatem acceperunt fpiri-

tuum immundorum, ut ejicerent eos, et curarent omnem

languorem et omnem infirmitatem, mittente €os domino,

atque mandante, euntes praedicate, dicentes, quia adpropin-

quavit regnum coelorum. Infirmos curate, mortuos fuf-

citate, leprofos mundate, daemones ejicite, gratis accepiftis,

gratis date. Si vero apoftoli nee in ipfo ignorantiae fuse

tempore fuerunt haeretici, qua ratione quifquam eos qui

tales de hac vita tranfierunt, affirmare poflint haereticos ?

Lib. 12. p. 184.

* Ibid. p. 183.

'\ A^^Btg ^B TYi ^tavoia, eIsttecte mg aXn^eta;, xat avtHamaE rr^v

m^ecTiv T« Afe/MV©-) t« 'srole ovlog ev oc^x^ "^f ^^'"' "^o^^^^ ''«' ^<^'

€s(r/jitvn. Haer. 65. Dpera, vol. i. p. 608.

3 ^^
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ed Arte^nonites. On the ether hand, we

are not to give to particular perfons who

diftineuiflied themfelves in the defence of

the unitarian dodrine, all the converts they

are faid to have made. They, no doubt,

found them unitarians, though they might

be more encouraged by thofe leaders to de-

clare themfelves more openly. But we fliall

find, that when all their great leaders were

gone, they did not want boldnefs in alTert-

ing their principles, which is a proof that

they did not want numbers.

The number of followers that hiftorians

give to Marcellus of Ancyra, the capital of

Galatia, and alfo to his difciple Photiniis^

bifhop of Sirmium, in Pannonia, is pro-

digious ; and the effects of their labours

are faid to have remained a long time. The
former, though living in troublefome times,

and probably being induced to make fome

improper compliances, is, notwithftanding,

noted for the courage with which he, for

fome time at leaft, maintained his opi-

nions. That he was not eafily overborne

by authority, Eufebius, his antagonift, tefti-

iies, when he fays, that ** he made no ac-

Z 2 " count
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*' count of the Fathers of the church*."

Alluding to the preaching and writings of

of Marcellus, Hilary fays, *' Galatia has

** brought up many to the profeffion of

** one God ; and," alluding to Photinus,

** Pannonia wickedly maintains that Jefus

" Chrift was born of Mary," L e. that he

did not exift before his birth -f. Thi^

writer complains heavily of the diftrefled

fituation of the truth among fo many here-

fies, and more than intimates, that the

followers of Photinus, though often con-

demned, were not fufficiently feparated from

the church. The mifchief, he fays, was

within '^,

* Ofjta rs tsavlai tsi; EnKfcnaiccriKHi isixlt^ai a^dtt. Contra

Marcellum, lib. i. p. 19.

\ Impie multos ad unius dei profeffionem Galatia nu-

trivit—Peftifere natum Jefum Chriftum ex Maria Panno-

nia defendit. Lib. 7. p. 131.

% Nihil folicitudini mea?, nihil Gonfcientise vacat. Sub

fpecula enim omnium haereticorum ad occafiones fmgu-

lorum verborum in os meum pendentium loquor, et omnis,

fermonis mei iter aut anguftiis praeruptum, aut foveis in-

cifum, aut laqueis praetenfum eft. Jam quod arduum aut

difficile fit minus conqueror ; non meis enim, fed apofto-

licis fcando gradibus. Mihi vero aut in anguftias decidere,

aut in defofla incidere, aut plagis illaqueari, fempcr in pe-

, , riculo,
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Photinus, though violently oppofed by

the Arian emperor Conflantius (Hilarius

Contra Conftantium, p. 332) was remark-

ably popular in his lee, and elfewhere ; for

an account of which fee Sozomen, lib. d..

cap. 6. p. 135; and " though excommuni-
** cated and condemned, he could not be re-

** moved," fays Hilary, *' on account of the

*' affedion that the people had for him*,"

as his language ought to be interpreted.

And it is particularly remarkable, that

though Photinus was fo obnoxious to the

riculo, femper in metu eft. Praedicaturo enim, fecundum

legem, et prophetas, et apoftolos, unumxdeum, adeft mihi

Sabellius, totum me fub verbi hujus profeffione, tanquam

<lefidcratum cibum, morfu faeviilimo tranfvorans. Ne-

gantem me rurfum, contra Sabellium, unum deum, et

confitentem verum deum dei filium, expedlat nova haerc-

fis, et a me duos deos arguat praedicari. Naturti quoquc

dei filium ex Maria, didluro, Hebion, qui et Photinus

affiftit ; au£loritateni mendacii fui, ex profeffione vcri-

tatis, fumpturus. De caeteris taceo, qui ab omnibus extra

ecclefiam efle non ignorantur. Hoc vero damnatum, ct

ab]e£lum licet frequentur, fed internum hodie adhuc malum

eft. Lib. 7. p. 131.

* Fotinus haereticus comprehenfus, olim reus pronun-

Ciatus, et a communione jampridem unitatis abfcifTus, ncc

turn quidem per fadlionem populi potuit admoveri. Frag-

menta, p. 444.

Z 3
orthodox
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orthodox, on account of his principles,

his moral charadler was never impeached,

A high encomium on him may be feen in

Philafler*. And when he was expelled

from his fee by the arm of power, he en^

joyed an honourable retirement, and em-

ployed himfelf in writing books, in which,

befides promoting the caufe of chriftianity

in general, he boldly maintained his pecu-

liar opinions. *' Photinus," fays Jerom,
** endeavoured to revive the herefy of the

^* Ebionites, and wrote many volumes, the

*• chief of which are againft the heathens,

^* and the books to Valentinian-f-." So-

crates fays, that '* he wrote againft all here-

* Nam erat et ingenii viribus valens, et doftrinae opibus

excellens, et eloquio praepotens ; quippe qui utroque fer-

mone copiofe, et graviter difputaret et fcriberet : ut mo-

numentis librorum fuorum manifeftatur, quos idem partim

Graeco, partim Latino fermone compofuit. Cap. i6. Bib,

Pat. vol. 5« p. 71'

f Photinus de Gallograecia, Marcelli difcipulus, Sirmii

epifcopus ordinatus, Hebionls haerefim inftaurare conatus

eft : poftca, a Valentiniano principe pulfus ecclefia, plura

fcripfit volumina, in quibus vel praecipui funt, contra gen-

res, etad Valentinianum libri. Catalogus, Opera, vol. i,

p. 316,
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** iies, propofing only his own opinion *.'*

'* Though banilhed," fays Sozomen, " he

*' continued to defend his opinion, and

** wrote books in the Greek and Latin

** tongues, in which he endeavoured to

** iliew that all opinions were falfe except

** his own-f-." That he continued flre-

nuoufly to maintain his opinions, notwith-

ftanding his perfecution and banifliinent, is

evident from all the accounts we have had

of him. Nicephorus fays, that " what
*' Photinus laboured in all his writings

" was, that all opinions befides his owa
** were nothing +.'*

Of all the theological v/orks of the an-

cients, 1 own that I regret mofl of all the

lofs of thofe of Photinus, and efpecially his

ireatife againjl herejles. An impartial ac-

* Eyfa^E 5s naia. 'usaauv ai^ecrmv, to oikelov fxovov ^oyyLcc 'ssa^oi.'

liGsi/.tvog. Lib. 2. cap. 30. p. 129.

+ ^ulsivoi ^£ (pevysiv xaSa^Maa^Bt^y «Je iilcog sTrauatxlo ro oikslov

cvyx^oloiv ^oy/xa.
'

' ^oysj te tjj Fcof^iaiav xai 'E^.Mvccv (puvn (xufy^a^uv

a'TTotpaiVEiv. Lib 4. cap. 6. p. 137.

:1^ O J'" ea-Tra^a^do Tuig y^aipaig vjy, 'sj^.t^v rvg OiKSiac, Tag Tm

aT^av ^o|aj /xJi^Ev iaag dTrfZTrug s^e^^syx^iv- Lib. 9. cap. 31.

P- 755-

Z 4 count
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account of his conference with Bafil of

Ancyra, would be exceedingly valuable.

A few things that are quoted from him I

fhall produce in my account of the argu-

ments ufed by the ancient unitarians in

defence of their principles. That his writ-

ings were not thought meanly of by his ad-

verfaries, appears by their frequent notice of

them, and the anfwers that were written to

them long after his death. Among others,

Vigilius Martyr, about the year 500, wrote

againll Photinus, as well as Sabellius and

Arius^.

Both Photinus and Marcellus were ob-

noxious to the Arians, but Marcellus more

particularly, perhaps, for not having ap-

proved of the condudt of the Arians with

refpecft to Athanafius, who always {hewed

a kindnefs for him
-f*.

There are feveral traces of there being

great numbers of unitarians in the time of

Auflin.

» Bib. Pat. vol. 5- P- 546.

f Athanafii, Opera, vol. i. p. 813. Nicephori, Hift.

Jii). 8. cap. 53. vol. i. p. 663.

Ther>e
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There appears to have been Photinians

who even held open aflemblies at Sir-

mium, contrary to a law of the emperor

Gratian, A. D. 381 ; when the bifhops of

the council of Aquilela petitioned the em-

perors to take farther meafures with refpedi

to them *." The words invifible and im-

fajfible, Ruffinus fays, were added to the

creed in the church of Aquileia, on account

of the Sabellian, or patripaffian herefy,

though they were not in the creed at

Rome-f-. Jerom fpeaks of Ancyra, the ca-

pital of Galatia, as forely over-run with

various herefies in his time \ -, and yet,

• Photinianos quoque quos et fuperiori lege cenfuiflis,

nuUos facere debere conventus, profit jam et facerdotum

concilio fententia in eos lata eft. Petimus infuper, ut

quoniam in Syrnjienfi oppido adhuc conventus tentare eos

cognovimus, dementia veftra, interdifia hac ejus coitione,

reverentiam primum ecclefiae catholicae, deinde etiam legi-

bus veftris deferre jubeat. Ambrofii, Opera, vol. 5. p. 167.

+ His additur invifibilem et inipaflibilem. Sciendum

quod duo ifti fermones in ecclefiae Romanae fymbolo non

habentur, conftat autem apud nos additos, haerefeos cauf^

Sabellii iilius profedo, quae noftris patripaffiana appellatur.

In Symbol, p. 173.

t Scit mecum qui vidit Ancyram metropolim Galatiae,

civitateno, quod nunc ufque fcifmatibus dilacerata fit.

quod
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Ambrofe, his cotemporary, fpeaks of the

herelies of Photinus, Arius, and Sabellius,

as being extin<fl, but fays that, that of the

Manicheans prevailed*. But as it is well

known that the herefy of Arius was far

from being extindt at that time, fo it is no

Jefs evident that that of Photinus had many

adherents,

Sabellianifm was one of the five herefies,

as he calls them, againft which Auftin

thought it more particularly necefiary to

write. The other four were thofe of the

Pagans, the Jews, the Manicheans, and the

Arians-f. It is alfo to the unitarians that

he refers in the following paflage, *' Let

•* us not," fays he, ** hear thofe who fay

** there is only the Father, and that he has

'* no fon, nor that there is a Holy Spirit,

** but that the Father himfelf is fometimes

** called the Son, and fometimes the Holy

quod dogmatum varietatibus conftuprata. In Gal. cap. 2,

Opera, vol. 6. p.i34«

* Poftea quam Photinus obmutuit, Arius conticuit, Sa-

bellius vocem perdidit, adhuc tamen haerefes diverfa con-

tra ecclefiam exerentes ora confpicio. Apologia, David

cap. 4. p. 508.

t DeQiiinqueHseiefibus, Opera, vol. 6. p. 35-

*' Spirit."
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** Spirit*." Lardner fays, that the fre-

quent notice which Auftin takes of the

Sabellians, in his trails and fermons to the

people, is an argument that in his time

there was fome conliderable number of

perfons who maintained his opinion f,

Paulinus of the fame age, fpeaks of heretics

in his time, who faid, that " Chrift was

^' God by adoption," from which he in-

fers, that " they muft think him to be a

** mere man J."

If we look towards the eaft, where Bafil

and the two Gregories were then flourifh-

ing, we fhall find ftill louder complaints

of the prevalence of herefy, and efpecially

that of the unitarians. For it is to be ob-

served that, as it was fome time before the

* Nee eos audiamus qui dicunt patrem tantummodb

efle, nee habere filium, nee effe cum eo fpiritum fanftum:

fed ipfum patrem aliquando appellari filium, aliquando

fpiritum fandlum. De Agen. Chrift. cap. 13. Opera, vol.

3. p. 268.

f Credibility, vol. 4. p. 606.

X Aut carte purum eum homincm fine deo natum

(quod cogitare impium efl;) necefle eft fateantur, ae per

hoe quafi eguerit adoptione a patre in filium fit adoptatus.

Adv. Felicem, Bib. Pat. vol. 5. p. 435.

gofpel
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gofpel was propagated with fuccefs I'd the

weilern parts of the Roman empife, not till

the do<ftrlne of the divinity of Chrifl had

made confiderable progrefs, the chrifliianity

of thofe parts was always what was called

more orthodox than that of the eaft, where

the gofpel was firfl preached, and confe-

quently, where the prejudices of chriftians

in favour of the old unitarian dodtrine were

flronger than in other places.

Cyril of Jerufalem complains of heretics,

both Arians and unitarians, as in the bofom

of the church. '* Now," fays he, *' there

•* is an apoftacy ; for men have departed

" from the right faith, fome confounding

** the Son with the Father," meaning the

unitarians, " others daring to fay that Chrift
~

*• Was created out of nothing," meaning

the Arians. ** Formerly heretics were

** open, but now the church is full of con-

** cealed heretics*."

* Nov 0£ friv a7tcra(Tia : a7rEr>i^«v yao oi avBoo}7roi tyi; o^^it;

'Sifew;, *:«« ot (Aiv vtoTTolo^tav Kc5ayys.>Xii(Tiv , oi h tov x^^^°^ ^I ^^'

evloiv c.'i; to ttvai rsa^tvey^ivla >.t.yiiv roT^/jLuxriv . nai 'wpoh^ov /xbv mtzv

CyrilJi, ( atech. 15. p. 209. See alfop, 5.

Complaints
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Complaints of the fpread of herefy, both

that of the unitarians, and that of the

Arians, by Bafil himfelf, and his cotem-

pories, are particularly loud and inceflant.

The opinions he moft complains of were

fuch as were held by the common people,

though many of the clergy were alfo in-

feded ; and what is remarkable, the male-

contents complained loudly of Bafil's inno^

vat'wfiSy both with refped: to dodlrines, and

practices. For fome time Bafil, though

fiirnamed the Greats was obliged to give

way to the florm, and to retire from his

diocefe ; and yet, this it feems was a dan-

gerous flep. For according to him, the

moft unremitted affiduity was neceflary to

guard their flocks from fedudtion. ** If
** any perfon," fays he, ** leave his diocefe

** for the fhorteft time, he leaves the com*
** mon people expofed*."

To give my readers a clear idea of Bafii's

fituation, I fliall feled: from his writings a

few pafTages, which will give us a fuffi-

t Ei 7«f T(; KM 'ufpof TO ^pa%y7a7ov T)jf emMa-ia; aula aT^oraiv

tx^ilni aipnazi r\ii'Ka'i<;roii t^s^peuaa-i. Bafilii Epift. Jxx. Opera,

vol. 3. p. 114.

cient
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clent inlight into it j and the cafe appears

to have been the fame through the whole of

Afia Minor, but more efpecially in Galatia,

which had been the diocefe of Marcellus*

*' Groan with us," fays Bafil, ** the only

•* begotten is blafphemed, and there is no

** one to contradidt it *." Gregory Na-

zianzen reprefents him as abfolutely ba-

niflied for holding opinions different from

thofe of his people -f.

The difficulties of Bafil were occaf.j ^ed

both by the Arians, and the unitarians,

but chiefly the latter -, though they both

agreed in decrying the novel dodtrine of

the divinity of the Holy Spirit, which was

the great topic of controverfy, as has been

already feen, at that particular time. All the

following paflages fhew that his ftrongefl

apprehenfions were from the unitarians,

the difciples of Sabellius, Marcellus, and

Paulus Samofatenfis. ** We are torn in

** pieces," he fays, '* on one fide by the

* 'Zleva^ale sp n/jiiv oli o (Mvoyrnig ^TMa^Yiftsilat^ nai o avli^syav

%x£r<. Epift. 70. Opera, vol, 3. p. 114.

+ Oj yz Kai s^ofioiv ump rvi oiM^sicng hcOok^i^ui;. Or. 20.

p. 364.
*' Anomeans,
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** Anomeans, and on the other by Sabel-

*' lius *." ** Is not the myftcry of godli-

** nefs every where laughed at ^ the bifliops

** continuing without people, and without

** clergy, having nothing but an empty
*' name, able to do nothing for the ad-

** vancement of the gofpel of peace and

** falvation. Are there not difcords con-

** cerning God, and blafphemy, from the

** old impiety of vain Sabellius -j-." *' You
" know, fays he, " my dear brethren, that

** the doctrine of Marcellus, overturns all

'* our hopes, not acknowledging the Son
** in his proper perfonality |."

Bafil's enemies alledged the authority of

his predecefTor, the famous Gregory Thau-

maturgus, as he is now generally called, as if

* Ev7£ySfv ya^ Yifxag o avioixoiog cT'Tra^aira-ei, flf^wSfv Sg ojec/xev

#2a?£^>.(0j. Epift. 64. Opera, vol. 3. p. ico.

t Ovx^ yB7\alcii TO (xsya rvg eiKreSstag (/,urv§iov, ag caw >.aa km

x>,>l3s PTTiaKOTrav '3uE^(£fX0|CC£vaJv, KM ovDfxa 4''?>ov nsBpupe^Q'jlm, uJfy

oj 'asm T8 ^£8 xoyoi 'ma^ aula fssM^zig zitxiv aazQcov ^y(ia!m, tjjj

TSoO^ictg as'sQstacg th fixlMotp^ovog 2a?£>i>>(s, w aJls vw avavfa&aoij

£9 rotg (Tvvlayfjuzaiv. Epift. 293. ibid. p. 284.

X Oj5a7£, ah>.(poi rifjucSlaloi^ oli '^acr.g y](x.cov rng £^7ri5cj oBshvXtv

tx^i TO M:x^HE}<J\H ^oyixa . if7£ vm (V i^ia uzc^aa^Si c^^oyw.

Epift. 74. ibid. p. 126.

he
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he had held that *' the Father and Son were

" two in conception, but one in hypoftafis."

This he does not abfolutely deny, but fays,

*• that it was advanced by him not ferioufly^

** but only in difputation */'

Writing to the clergy of the church of

Neocaefarea, he fays, that Sabellius the

Lybian, and Marcellus of Galatia, were the

real authors of the dodlrines taught by his

oppofers. He complains heavily of the

violence with which they oppofed him,

and that they had the aflu ranee to call his

dodtrines mifchievous ones
-f-.

* Hf a^oc r^nyofjs emovloi £v tK^sffti tuirsccgy 'sscStpa xoa viov

a^^' ayaviriKu; ev t» wfo; Ai^aavov 5ia^E|£^ Epift. 64. Opera,

vol. 3. p. 10 1.

(M/iaav, Kai ^i^^ai rauja km ypa^'OCtyaTTsp vw msa^ nfMVy wj matav~

1m tv^vjiMtiix £7r<%£(f«(?•« 'ss^oafi^tiv 01 Ko^riysfAevoi th Xoa, ^OfAQaivoylv;

Tn y>M<T<r»y KM JiSe K»j tsi^avYsv KcxiaaKtmv e^ayaytiv ra ao^iaixala

taula^ Kai tsj 'srapa^.oyia-fx.m ElapxsvJsf . «Io< prila xat a^^i^a KaSi

rifjiMV Srj/ATTy
Of

»<?*, KOii 'csavia rpoTTov Tag auvlvxiag JJ/wav fxx^fscn

.

TJVOJ iVVtiV \ 8%» TOV tltl TCIJ '^OVYl^Ol^ SOCuluV ^i^ay/MXaiV £>.£yXOV U'

<popuf*tvoi ; 01 ye sm tqjhIov v^ixm Kc£lnvai.(Txvv%0'av^ wt km ovapaq

rivag £p r^ag cvnTChaaaif ^uxSai^ovlss rfAojv rag ^i^aCKOf^tOif «j

^^M^epag, Epift, 63. Opera, vol. 3. p. 95.

It
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It is acknowledged that, in general, the

unitarians were of the lower fort of people;

yet, in BafiTs diocefe many of them were

thofe of better condition. He complains of

the leading men in his own church being

addi6ted to the opinions of Sabellius and

Marcellus, and of their being diflatisfied

with his pfalms, his new mode of finging,

and his inftitution of monks*. He parti-

cularly mentions an excellent perfon, of the

name of Terentius, as having joined the

Paulians, in a paflage in which he makes

great complaint of the progrefs of that fedt,

of their boldnefs, the publication of their

confeflions of faith, and threatening to join

his church t. This would not have been

thought of, if their number had not been

very coniiderable. Bafil himfelf was charg-

ed with having been a favourer of the uni-

tarian dodlrine, and even with having writ-

* Epift. 63. Ibid. p. 95.

Sai, Toig y^xunxai-jy uix y^ zuriv ''sapolm'scr^ai^ >^ sTri rauln sloifxug

£X,^iv <njva7[lear^ai t« Ka9 r]iji,ag sKK^mia^ 'Sjpog ^s rnloig kuksivo rfA.iv

a'7ir\yyi'KY\i oil VTtYr/ayovlo 'zs^og mv vmp auluv crTrsSViy, rov 'ssavlx api"

rov av^§a Tepevliov. Epift. 272. Ibid. p. 26S.

Vol. III. A a ten
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ten in defence of it ', but this he abfolutely

denies, appealing to God for the truth of his

declaration *.

In this age it was the cuftom to apply to

the church of Rome, in any difficulties from

the diftant churches of the empire; a cir-

cumftance which greatly contributed to ad-

vance the power and infolence of that

church. And it was chiefly by means of

the overbearing influence of this church,

that thofe doctrines, which are generally

termed orthodoxy got efl:abli{hed. Bafil re~

quell:ed that perfons might be fent from

Rome to condemn the herefy of MarcelluSj

faying, that ** to this day, in all the letters

" they fend, the herefy of Arius is anathe-

" matized, where no fault was found with

** Marcellus, who brought in a contrary he-

** refy, affed:ing the very being of the deity

** of the only begotten Son,, and giving a

'* wrong fenfe to the word logos
-f-."

?{ij0/iEVT85 E%OV?«S SXSIVO TO ISOVS^OV (ppOVYjf^CX , TO TJJJ tTWyXtfCTEWJ TuV

VTrofaaeaV) bv cor] oca-BCeralyi ai^saif m SaS'sXAia av£V£a% . riilo /*€>>

uv yvapifAOV ra Beu, ra rai xap^iai yivuffnovli, Epift. 345. Ibid.

P- 339-

f Ettbi fiBxpi TH wv £v 'sia(Tiv oi; t'7Tirt>M<7i ypa/x/jiccvi, tov /xev:

^uffuw/Mv AoBiov am ^ x«7w ava^e/jtali^ovlei >y ruy enKMff'iuv i^opi-
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Gregory Nazianzen, who was cotempo-

rary with Balil, complains of the fmall

number of the orthodox, fayingj *' they

** were the fmalleft of the tribes of Ifrael*.'*

And yet Optatus, who was cotemporary

with him in Africa, fpeaks of all heretics

as extinift, and the Sabellians among the reft,

their very names being unknown in Af-

rica -j-. But if this had been the cafe, we
rhould never have heard of the complaints

^ovlsg a oiaXEiTTSfl":. MafXfAXu SV, t« Kccla oia(j.i]^ov zmivu rrtv a<TB'

Csiixv STTiQitiaixiVM, xj fjj cxulnv Tr}v uTra^hv Tvi Tn fxovoyEi'Hf ^Eolrilog

aijc^r\aa-fli, }y naicu; Tr,v ra hoyn 'sy^oarjyopiav eh^b^cc/xsvu, ah/Mav

{jLt(A.-\fiv iTTt'jiyHQvlsi (pawGvlui. Epift. 52. Ibid. p. 80.

* Kai H 'rsa^n<Tu rcag apiBfA,is/xsvaig rav 'sroAewv, a^e tcjv 'moi/xviuv

Toig 'ssT'^Jidloig tx^iv ri 'ss?^ov vfjim, ruv o>.tyuv t))j ty^ax'^^ <puXyjg

£•; uicii l(T^aYi\ TCJV ohiyorav ev yj7\iaaiv IsSiz, th5 fXiKpag Bri^Ms/x tv

'ssoMTiv £v V %firo5 yiyvalai^ vvv te y^ aTt a^;^wj KOChJug y^ yivuia-KOfiSvog

>C) cTE^o/xevog^ 'aiap oig '5:(ilr]^ v^nlai^ >t^ vios ua^ilai^ ^ 'mvzvfji.ai aytov

ay.'^z^ciiilM. Or. 2. p. 48.

t Hsereticos cum erroribus fuis mortuos, et oblivione

jam (epultos, quodammodo refufcitare voluifti, quorum per

provincias Atricanas non folum vitia, fed etiam nomina

videbantur ignota. Marcion, Praxeas, Sabellius, Valenti-

nus, et cseteri tcmporibus fuis a Vi<Storino Pidavienfi, et

Zepherino Urbico, et TertuUiano Carthaginienfi, ufque ad

Cataphrygas ; et ab aliis adfertoribus ecclefias Catholicx

fuperati funt. Lib. i. p. 9.

A a 2 of
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of Auftin, who refided in Africa at the fame

time.

We have likewife boafts of the extindion

of herefy in Chryfoflom. But, by his own
evidence, they may be proved to be prema-

ture. He fpeaks of all heretics by name

as extinftj and among the reft the Arians

are mentioned, which is known to have

•been by no means the cafe *. It may

even, with feme probability, be inferred

from this writer himfelf, that notwith-

ftanding the prohibitions of government, the

unitarians of that age had the zeal and

courage to hold public aftemblies. For,

fpeakingof the unitarians, he fays, ** Let us

** avoid their affemblies, and learning the

** eternal exiftence of the Son, his power as

<* the maker of the world, &c. let us hold

*' the trutht," &c.

It appears from the writings of Chry-

foftom, that, in his time, many perfons were

much attached to the religion and cuftoms

of the Jews j and it is very probable, that

* De Pfeudoprophetis, Opera, vol. 6. p. 479.

\ ^tvyafjLzv TOivav avlm T85 crt/XXoysj,
«J

(xcx^dvleq rs (xovoytva;

T«v Tw a«oif£i«v. In Pf. 8. Opera, vol. 3. p. 122.

the
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the dodtrine of the unity of God, of which

the Jews were ftrenuous aflertors, might be

a principal inducement to it, efpecially as

fome who were fond of the Jews are repre-

fented as continuing in the church, ** Let

" the Jews," fays he, " learn this, and

" thofe who rank with us, and yet think as

** they do*."

No pcrfon fpeaks with more triumph of

the extinction of herefy, efpecially that of

the unitarians, than Theodoret ; and yet his

account is flatly contradicted by Facundus,

in the paffage above quoted from him. And
as Facundus wrote after Theodoret, it may
be taken for granted, that the miitarians

were more numerous in the time of Theo-

doret than they were in his.

Theodoret reprefents the cities in his

neighbourhood as full of heretics when he

came into the diocefe^ mentioning the

Arians, Eunomians, Manichaeans, Marcio-

nites, Valentinians, and Montanifts, and

even heathens and Jews 5 when himfelf, who

T« h tHSivm f^cvavlsi. Horn. 38. Opera, vol. i. p. 525.

A a 3
maiq-.



35S Unitarians after Book III,

maintained the evangelical truth was ex-

cluded from all cities *. Though he does

not mention unitarians, it will appear pro-

bable, from what has been feen above, that

they were intended by the term Montanifts.

He boafts, however, of his having purged

his diocefe of all thofe herefies, efpecially

that of the Marcionites t* ^^ another

place, he particularly fpeaks of the uni-

tarians as extin(5t, and as an event pro-

duced by that power which rebuked the

deep. If. iv. 27. and " dried it up, who fays

" to the deep. Thou fhalt be defolate, and

'^ I will dry up the rivers :}:." He likewife

fpeaks ofthe dodtrine of the trinity as held not

only by the teachers in the church, but alfo

by the lowefl artificers, feveral of whom he

* MaXXov 3f Toig fjiev a}M)ti ec7ra<ri 'mctcra-'srof^i; avsujilai, a/xovov roig

ra A^ttsKaiEi/voiJUii (ppovaa-iv, at^Nx kw M«v«%«iojf, ««( MapKiuvii-aii,

ia^aioig • tyw ^£ Toiv iuotylkXMOiV VTta^cxyuTii^oixzvog ^oyfiotluvs^aaT^i eio-

•^cfxxi woXeoj;, EpHt. 81. Opera, vol, 3. p. 953.

f Ibid. p. 954..

% T^aiSixg aTiacrag tag aipscrsig tiri ayoitps<reag ra fiovojEVsg ^soTn-

"tcg tTrmvoTVisv o rm av^ouTroov a^arap • «M tcQ^asv aitourag o VJti-

ItfACiiV a/SvacrUi xai ^npouvuv avixiv, o ^tyav rn aQvcrau tpr:(jUii%(Tyj, xai

T8J isolaiiHg CH ^npavu. Haer. Fab. lib. 2. cap. 11. Opera,

vol, 4. p. 224.

enume^
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enumerates, by women, even of the loweft

ranks, and by the inhabitants of villages, as

well as thofe of cities *.

How far this is to be confidered as a

faithful ftate of fads, or the flourifh of am

orator, I leave the reader to determine, by

comparing it with the accounts of Fa-

cundus and others. Cyril of Alexandria,

who was cotemporary with Theodoret,

holds a different language. *' Some," fays

he, ** are fo far feduced, that they cannot

** bear any longer to confefs that Chrifl i^

" God ; but that he is rather the organ and

'« inftrument of the deity, and infpired by

f' God-f ." In this it is poflible, that he

alluded to the Sabellian, or Patripaflian doc-

trine, which I iliall fliew was the language

T8J Si5a(rK«^8f , aJ^a mi (rKvlolo/xa;, km xfi^-^oloTtHi^, km Ta^Mtrtspyxg

KM TS5a^^sJ a'TTox^i^o'^t'^U
' km yuvMKa^ u^roculu;, a fiovov Tag >.oym

(^ileaxmrnai, a^a ««* ;CHpw,7i$«;, km oHBr^i^a;, km finhi km

Se^aTrafvaj ; zai « jwovov aroi, cc^^oc km x<"H'*" '^I" ^^ "^"^ '^"'^^^

i(T%nKMTi, Serm. 5. Opera, vol. 4. p. 556.

X Prope nam que ufque adeo quidamfedu£ti funt, ut

non fuftineant amplius confiteri, quod Deus fit Chriftus,

fed quod fit magis organum et inftrumentum divinitatis,

et homo numine afflatus. Epift. Opera, vol 2- p. i4»

A a 4
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of the philofophical unitarians. But it may

be inferred, from feveral pafTages in the writ-

ings of Cyril, that there were unitarians in

his time. I fhall give one of them in the

notes *.

Cyril even fpeaks of writers in defence of

the unitarian dodlrine in his time, and fuch

as he thought it worth his while to animad-

vert upon. ** But becaufe a heretic," he

fays, .
** famous for his fkill in the Jewifh

** fcriptures, in his expoiition of this paf-

** fage" (the Father is greater than IJ ** has

** v/ritten intolerable blafphemies againfl:

'* the only begotten, I thought it my duty
<* to Ihew the falfehood of his difcourfe

-f-."

* Obliterant enim quidam, veritatis pulchritudinem, ct

fiCLit numifma, adulterant, extollentes in excelfum cornu et

injuftitiam contra deum loquentes, ficut fcriptum eft.

Iqiaginantur unigenitum non habere exiftentiam, et pra-

prie non fubfiftere, et per fe quidem non efle in fubiiftentja,

Verbum autem fmipliciter, et fermonem juxta folam pro-

nunciationem a deo fadum quemadmodum et in homine

inhabitafle dicunt miferi : et componentes fic Jefum, fanc-

tis quidem ran6liorem efle dicunt, attamen non deum. De
Refta Fide, vol. 2. p. 686.

t Verum quoniam quidam haereticorum etiam apud

Judasos facrarum peritia literarum illuftris hunc locum

exponens intolerabiles in unigeniium fcripfit blafphemias,

xnei
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** He has the arrogance," he fays, " to af-

*' fert, that the Father is in no fenfe greater

** than the deity of the Son, but only fup-

** pofes that the nature of the Father ex-

" ceeds his humanity *." In this manner

he muft have meant to defcribe the Sabel-

lians.

From thefe circumftances, let the readei:

judge, whether the unitarian herefy was

extinct in the time of Theodoret, whatever

it might be in his neighbourhood. His

great zeal, and his power in his diocefe,

would probably prevent the unitarians from

declaring themfelves, and their acquiefcence.

might be called their converlion.

The Pelagians, as I have fliewn, very

generally adopted the unitarian doiftrine.

But, belides thefe, Caffian fpeaks of other

unitarians in Gaul, whom he does not clafs

with Pelagians. *' There have lately ri-

*' fen," he fays, " I mean in our days, a

mei officii putavi falfitatem orationis ejus arguere. In

John, lib. 10. cap. 9. Opera, vol. i. p. 938.

* Ad hoc arrogantiae quidam procefTerunt, inquit, ut

liullo modo audire patiantur patrem, filiideitatemajorem

efle, fed fola humanitate naturam patris excedere arbitren-

tur, Cyril. Alex. vol. 1. p. 939.

^' poifonous
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** poifonous herefy, chiefly in the city of
** Beligae, of a certain name, but an un-
" certain author, which, with a frefli head,

** fifes from the old error of the Ebionites.

** It is doubtful whether it can be called

** old, or new. It is new in the affertors,

** but Old in tbe error, viz. that our Lord
** Jefus Chrilt is a mere man *."

According to Maxentius, who flourifhed

in the year 520, the unitarians were by

no means extin^ft in his neighbourhood.

Speaking of the church as rejecting the

dodtrine of thofe who fay that *« Chrift is

* God by favour, and not by nature," he

fays, " againft this all heretics, as well thofe

** who are manifeftly cut off and divided,

*• as thofe who are within the church, and

fpiritually divided from it, whom the€t

* Nuper quoque, id eft, in diebus noflris emerfifle

haerefim venenofam, et maxime Beligarum urbe confpexi-

mus, certi erroris, incerti nominis : quia cum recenti ca-

pite exantiqua Ebionitarum ftirpe furrexerit, dubium ad-

modum eft antiqua magis dici, an recens debeat. Nov^

enim aflertoribus, fed vetufta erroribus fuit. Solitarium

quippe hominem dominum noftrum Jefum Chriftum na-

tum efTe blafphemans. De Incarnationc, lib. i . cap. 2.

p. 9625*
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** holy charity of the church bravely tole-

** rates, always take up arms, and ceafe not

** to urge it with falfe charges, and en-

** deavour to excite all they can influence

*' againft it. As yet," he adds, *' we are

** in the threfliing floor, corn mixed with

** chaiF, good men grieve at the fociety of

^* the wicked*." This pafl^age is very fimi-

lar to that of Facundus, and makes it ex-

tremely probable, that, in all chriftian coun-

tries, there were great numbers of unita-

rians, fufiiciently known to be fo, in com-

munion with the catholic church, without

being molefted.

* Vera dei ecclefia, cui non funt haereticorum ignotse

procclls, non eft ilia quae chriftum gratia non natura deum
confitetur.—Adverfus illam omnes hsretici, tarn qui ab

ea manifefte abfciflx atque divifi funt, quam hi qui intra

earn pofitl, fpiritaliter ab ea diflentiunt (quos fortiter fandla

fidelium tolerat charitas) femper arma corripiunt, eamque

falfis criminationibus infeftari nondefinunt, atque eos quos

fuis potuerunt erroribus in ej us nituntur invidiam concitare,

. Adbuc, inquit in area fumus, mixta funt frumenta

cum paleis, gemunt boni confortia malorum : fed fupereft

flamma, non neceflariis, et parata funt horrea jam probati,

in his remorari diutius fuperfluum aeftirao. Bib. Pat. vol,

5, p. 499.

o E C.
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SECTION 11.

Of the State of the Unitarians after the fixth

Century,

"ITT E mufl not expert to find any diftinft

account of the unitarians, or the con-

dition they were in, in what are called the

dark ages. There can be no doubt, how-

ever, but that they continued to be in the

fame ftate in which they had been in the

preceding period, i. e. not very confpicuous,

or forming many feparate focieties, at leaft,

fuch as the hiftorians of the time had any

knowledge of ^ but mixed with other chrif-

tians, though without making any fecret of

their opinions. Of this, though there are

no diftinct accounts, there are fufficient

traces. I have noted only a few, as they

happened to fall under my obfervation,

when I was reading for other purpofes.

Pope Gregory the Great, who flouriflied

about the clofe of the fixth century, fpeaks

of heretics who faid " they did not envy

^' Clirift
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** Chrift being God, becaufe they could

** be fo if they would, confidering Chrift as

'* a mere man, and made a God by fa-

<< vour*/' Thefe muft have been unita-

rians, for it is a language that was never

held by Arians.

In Bulgaria Sandius fays, that the Pho-

tinians remained till the time of Pope

Nicholas, about the year 860. Hift, p.

117. Agobard fpeaks of Avitus having

written againft them, but at what time does

not appear
-f-.

For fome time the unitarians were called

Bonofians, from Bonofus, bifhop of Ser-

dica, in the latter end of the fourth, and

the beginning of the fifth century. Men-
tion is made of him as an unitarian, alone

* Non invideo Chrifco deo faflo, quoniam fi volo, et

ipfe pofTum fieri. Qui Jefum Chriftum dominum nof-

trum, non per myfterium conceptionis, fed per profedum

gratiae deum putavit, perverfa allegatione aftruens eum
purum hominum natum : fed ut deus eflet, per meritum

profecifle, atque ab hoc atflimans et fe quoflibet alios pofTe

ei coequari, qui filii dei per gratiam fiunt. In Job. cap.

35. p. no. C

f Beatus quoque Avitus, Photinianorum haereticorum

validiflimus expugnator, Adv. Faelicem, fed. 41. p. 55-

with
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with Photinus, by Marius Mercator*, and

alfo by Juftinian, who ranks him with

Paulus Samofatenfis, Photius
( probably

Photinus ) and Neftorius
-f-.

Mention is

alfo made of the Bonolians in a council

held at Orleans, A. D. 540 J.

Sandius fays, that the Bonolians were the

fame with the Felicians, fo called from Fe-

lix, of Urgella in Spain, who, in conjunc-

tion with Elipandus, of Toledo, taught

heretical dodtrines with refpedt to the tri-

nity, A. D. 780 (Hid. p. 360) and that

this Elipandus held the fame opinions with

Sabellius, he fays, appears from a copy of

his confefiion to Beatus and Heterius. He
adds, that the four preceding blihops of

Toledo, who compiled the Toledan Gothic

* Hunc itaque Hebionum philofophum fecutus Mar-

cellus Galata eft, Photinus quoque, et ultimis temporibus

Serdicenfis Bonofus, qui a Damafo urbis Romae epifcopo

prsedamnatus eft. Opera, p. 165.

•j- ETfti^fl TlavT^ov Tcv 'Lai/.Qcraita, xou ^«7jov, xai Bcracrcy, xai

"Ntrofiov avct^i^oSi^ilz. E p 1 ft . p . 122.

% Judex civitatis vel loci, ft haereticum aut Bonofia-

cum, vel cujuflibet alterius hasrefis facerdotem, quam

cunque perfonam dc catholicis rebaptisafle cogiioverit-

Binii Concilia, vol. 2- pL 2. p. 29.

liturgy,
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liturgy, were of the fame opinion with him.

Ibid. p. 120.

Elipandus, however, may have been a

Neftorian, by his alTerting that Jefus Chrift

was the adopted Son of God, as we learn

from the tranfadions of the council of

Frankfort in 794 *.

The Goths and Vandals, and all the

other northern nations, which invaded the

Roman empire, are generally faid to have

been Arians. But it is very poffible that

this may have been faid without making

proper diilindlions, and that many of them

were unitarians. Chilperic, king of the

Franks, was probably one, at leaft fo was

Leovigild of Spain, who fent ambafTadors

to Chilperic in 585, as may be inferred

* Adferunt igitur, fed falfis adfertionibus irretiti, do-

minum noftrum Jefum Chriilum, adoptivum dei filiuna

de virgine natum
;
quod divinis nequeunt adprobare do-

cumentis. Hsec igitur dicentes, aut in utero virginis eum

fufpicantur adoptatum : quod did nefas eft, quia de beata

virgine inerarrabiliter fumpfit, non adoptavit, carnem; aut

certe purum eum hominem finedeo natum, quod cogitare

impium eft, necefle eft £ateantur. Binni Concilia, vol. 3*

pt. 2. p. 140.

from
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from what Sandius fays of him, and his

ambafladors *.

Some Sabellians, as well as Arians, were

condemned at a council held at Toledo,

A. D. 400 -f*.
Alfo unitarians, or Nefto-

rians, feem to be alluded to in a council

held in the fame city, A. D. 684 %.

The Albigenfes, at leafl many of them,

appear pretty clearly not to have been or-

thodox with refpedt to the trinity j but

whether they were more generally Arians,

or unitarians, I have not been able to deter-

mine.

* Hift. p. 337, 338.

•f-
Si quis dixerit atque crediderit, deum patrem eun-

dem effe filium vel paracletum, anathema fit. Si quis

dixerit vel crediderit filium eundum effe patrem vel para-

cletum, anathema fit. Si quis dixerit vel crediderit para-

cletum effe vel patrem vel filium, anathema fit. Si quis

crediderit vel dixerit, carnem tantum fine anima a filio dei

fuiffe fufceptam anathema fit. Binnii Concilia, vol. i.

p. 60.

X Si quis igitur Jefu Chrifto dei filio, ex utero Marije

virginis nato, aliquid aut divinitatis imminuit, aut de fuf-

cepta humanitate fijbducit, excepta fola lege peccati ; et

non eum verum deum, hominemque perfedtum in una

perfona fubfiftentem fince/iflime credit, anathema "fit.

Binnii Cor. )ilia, vol. 3. p. 207.

Of
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Of thefe Albigenfes, Lifoius and Here-

bert arc particularly mentioned, as men of

excellent moral charaders, who were ac-

cufed of Manicheifme. However, when

they were interrogated at Orleans, in 1017,

it appeared that they did not hold the doc-

trine of the trinity*.

In the fame uncertainty are the opinions

of Peter Abelard, and thofe of his difciple,

as he is called, Arnold of Brefcia. But it

is no uncommon thing for the fame perfon

* FacSta igitur perfcrutatione inter clericos, quomodo

unufquifquc fentiret, et ciederet ea, quae fides catholica

per do6trinam apoftolicam incommutabiliter fervat etprae-

dicat : illi duo, videlicet Lifoius, et Heribertus ftatim

fe aliter fcntire non negantes, quales diu latuerant, manifef-

taverunt. Deinde vero plures poft illos fe parti iflorum

profitebantur haerere, nee uUa ratione fe pofTe afSrmabant

ab illorum fegregare confortio. Quibus compertis, tam

rex, quam Pontifices triftiores efFedli interrogaverunt

iilos fecretius, utpote viros hacftenus in omni morum pro-

bitate perutiliiTimos, quorum unus Lifoius in monaflerio

fnndse crucis clericorum clariflimus habebatur : alter item

Heribertus fandi Petri ecclefiae, cognomento Puellarius

capitalae fcholae tenebat dominium. Dicebant enim

deliramenta efTcj quidquid in veteri ac novo canone certis

fignis ac prodigiis, veteribufque teflatoribus de trinitate

unaque deitate beata confirmat audorita?, Binnii Con-

cilia, vol. 3. pt. 2. p. 176.

"^-.^11. Bb to
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to be called an Arian by one writer, and an

unitarian by another. Thus Lewis Hetzer

is called an Arian by Sandius, who was

himfelf an Arran (Hid. p. 424) whereas

Moflieim (Hilt. vol. 4. p. 183) reprefents

him as having been of the fame opinion

with Socinus.

Abelard, however, was moft probably a

Sabellian, as mav be inferred from his com-

parifon of the unity of the three perfons

in the trinity to the unity of i\\Q propojition,

ajfumption, apd concliifeofi, of an oration. At

leafl; it was fo underflood at a council held

in 1 136*. What is faid of him on theoc-

cafion of another council, in 1 140, may per-

haps (hew that, with refped to the trinity^

* Quare de S. trinitate docens et fcribens, trcs pcrfonas,

quas fan£ta ecclefia non vacua nomina tantuni, fed res diflinc-

tas, fuifque proprietatibus difcretis, haftenus et pie credidit^

et fideliter docuit, nimis attcnuans, non bonis ufus exem-

pts, inter caetera dixit : ficuteadem oratioell propofitio af-

fumptio, et conclufio, ita eadem efTentia eft pater, et filius,,

et ipiritus fanftus. Ob hoc Sueflionis provinciali contra

eum fynodo fub prasfentia Romanse fedis legati congrega-

ta, ab egregiis viris, et nominatis magiftris, Elberico Rhe-

menfe, et Leutaldo Novarienfe, Sabellianus haereticus ju-

dicatus» Binnii Concilia,, vol. 3. pt. 2. p. 492.

he
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he was an Arian, with refped: to the doctrine

of grace a Pelagian, and with refpcd: to the

perfon of Chrift, a Neflorian *.

It appears then, that, in all ih?. periods

, of antiquity, there were confiderable iium-

bers of unitarians, either avowed or con-

cealed ; and efpecially among the Albi-

genfes, who bore fo noble a teftimony againfl

the errors of the church of Rome. Unita-

rians alfo appeared in great numbers about

the time of the reformation by Luther.

But he and Calvin, not going fo far, but

retaining more fundamental corruptions of

chriftianity than any that they abolifhed,

employed all their influence to bear down

thofe who did not exadlly agree with them,

a«nd flop where they did.

The truth has never, however, been

without its witneiies, perhaps, even in no

age or country -, and providence feems now

to be opening a way for the much wider

fpread, and the firmer effcablirhment of the

truth, efpecially in this country.

* Cum de trinitate loquitur, fapit Arrlum : cum de gra-

tia, fapit Pelagium : cum de perfona Chrifti, fapit Nefto-

rium. Binnii Concilia, vol. 3. pt. 2. p. 494.

B b 2 That
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That it is not improbable, but that, even

in times of pretty great rigour, quiet peo-

- pie, who wrote nothing, and collected no

difciples, would be permitted to continue

in communion with the catholic church,

notwithftanding their opinions were fuf-

peded, or known, to be heretical, may-

appear from the flate of things at home,

in the laft, and the prefent age.

Is it not well known that there are

both Arians and Socinians members of the

church of England, and even among the

clergy themfelves, and yet, if they can re-

concile it to their own minds to keep

in communion with a trinitarian church,

there are no attempts made to moleft them.

Zealous as the heads of the church may

be for the purity of its tenets, they think

proper to connive at thefe things, and fo

they did in an age more zealous than this.

The excellent Mr. Firmin was not only

an avowed Socinian, and in communion

with the church of England, but in habits

of intimacy with Tillotfon, and fome of the.

moll diflinguiflied churchmen of his time.

At
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At prefcnt there are Arian and Socinian

writers within the pale of the church, and

yet they are not excommunicated. Such a

thing as this might not have palled fo eafily

in the time of Theodofius. Bat even then I

make no doubt, but that perfons who

could content themfelves without difturb-

ing others, would not have -been molefted.

Perfons who do not bona fide hold the

acknowledged tenets of any church (I mean

fuch great and diftinguilhed ones as thofe

relating to the object of worfliip) ought to

withdraw themfelves from it, and not,

by continuing in communion with it, to

countenance its errors. But how many

are there who do not fee the thi'ng in this

light, or whofe habits and prejudices are

fuch, that they cannot bring themfelves to

adt as I think every principle of honour,

as well as of religion, dictates 3 and yet I

cannot call all fuch perfons hypocrites,

doing what they themfelves know and feel

to be wrong. They have excufes, which I

doubt not, fatisfy their own minds, though

they do not fatisfy me. Great allowance

is alfo to be made for the force of habit,

B b 3 . and
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and even for a natural timidity. There

are many Erafmus's for one Luther, many

Dr. Clarke's for one Whifton, a name,

which notwithftanding the weaknefs of

his judgment in fome things, ought never

to be mentioned without refpedl, on ac-

count of his almofl finguhr and unpa-

ralelled uprightnefs.

As to the common people, the idiota of

Tertullian, v/e generally fee that, as they

are not innovators in dodlrine, they go to

public worfliip where they have been ufed

to do, without any nice difcrimination of

what is tranfadted there ; and the obferva-

tion will generally apply to the bulk of the

inferior clergy. When Henry VIII. re-

formed the church of England, how many

joined him in it, who would never have

declared themfelves diflenters from the eila-

blifhed church ?

Thefe confiderations, which are founded

on fuch a knowledge of human nature as

we may learn from all hiftory, and our own

daily obfervation, may render it credible, that

the majority of the common people, might

be unitarians, and yet continue in commu-
nion
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nion with the church, after its forms became

trinitarian, efpecially as they would not

become fo all at once. In the moil ancient

liturgies, there were no prayers addrelTed to

Chrift; and as the members of chriftian

focieties were not required to fuhfcrike to

any thing, there was nothing that they

were expeded to bear a part in, concerning

which they might not be able to fatlsfy

themfelves.

The cafe is the fame, in a greater or lefs

degree, at all times, and in all churches.

Quiet people will generally be indulged

in their own way of thinking, and they

are only thofe who diflurb others that are

themfelves dillurbed.

B b 4 CHAP.
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CHAPTER XVII,

Of Fhilojophical JJnitarianifm.

"ryE SIDES the fimple unitarianifm above

defcribed, or the dodlrine of Chrift be-

ing a mere man, infpired by God, which

was the belief of the generality of chriflians

of lower rank, there was likewife, in early

times, what may be called a philojophical

unitarianifm, or an explanation of the doc-

trine concerning Chrift on the principles

of the philofophy of thofe times. And this

deferves the more notice, as it probably

gave occafion to what is commonly called

the patripofjian doctrine, if fuch a dodrine

was ever really maintained.

As the fun was fuppofed to emit rays,

and draw them into himfelf again, fo the

Divine Being, of whom they imagined the

fun to be an image, they likewife fuppofed^

emitted
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emitted a kind of ejjiux, or divine ray, to

which they fometimes gave the name of logos,

which might be attached to any particular

fubftance, or perfon, and then be drawa

into the Divine Being again. Such a di-

vine efflux was imagined to have been the

caufe of the appearances of God in the Old

Teflament, and likewife to have been im-

parted to Jefus Chrift ; who, neverthelefs,

was a mere man. For before his baptifm

they fuppofed that he had not this divine

ray, and that it would leave him when it

had enabled him to adl the part afligned to

him.

This dodrine preceded that of the per-

manent perfonifcation oj the logos. It is par-

ticularly defcribed by Juilin Martyr, and

it is remarkable, that, though he does not

adopt it, he paffes no cenfure upon it,

which is a proof that, in his opinion, it

was not heretical.

" There are," he fays, ** fome I know,
*• who fay that the divine power which
** appeared to Mofes, and Abraham, and
** Jacob, was called an angel, from his de-

*' livering
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** livering the will of God to men, and a
'* glory^ when he appeared in an ineffable

** manner, and a man, when, at the will of
** the Father, he appeared in that form

;

** and logos, when he brought the will of
** God to man ; but that this power is in-

** feparable from the Father, as a beam of
** light is from the fun, fince, when he

" fets, he takes his beams with him. Thus
" they fay the Father, when he pleafes,

" makes this power to go out of him, and

«' when he pleafes, takes it into him again.

*' In the fame manner, they fay, angels

" exift. But that angels are permanent be-

** ings, and do not return into that from
*' which they had their origin, I have

'* Ihewn. Atid that this power, which the

** prophets call Gody and angel, is not like

" a beam of the fun, but numerically dif-

*' ferent from it, I have briefly fhewn
*« above ; when I proved that this power
" is produced by the Father's power, and
*' at his will, but yet not a thing cut
'* off from him, fo as to diminish his

' effence, but like the lighting of one
ct

16 re
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** fire from another, which is not thereby

** lefTened.*"

Whitby fays that Clemens Alexandrinus

fpeaks of this dodrine with approbation.

xBiv Tr)v hvaiJiiV TAV 's:ci^cx. th 'SJcS^oi icov O^uv (pavEicrocv tu Moktbi »j

TOD A^paa/x^ r] ro) laiuC, ayf£7\ov mxhsia^M sv rn 'zspog av'^.^ooTca;

'ss^ooou^ ETTEiJn ^i a'Jing ra 's:a^a t8 -sraJpoj roig av^ccTTotg a-y/eXXflai,

avBpccTrov kuMkj^m, s'mih £v lJ.oo<paig Toiaulaig cyj^.l^-c^i^oixtv^

(pouvilai aia-Trs^ ^Eyfis^i o 'Zucxln§, hxi >.oyov x.cx.Micnv smih km rag

'ssx^x TO 'isal^og c/Mhiag (pi^Bi roig av^^aTiQig. Alunlcv Se zai a^u}-

cifov Ti; z!a!fog raJInv iw Ji;va^iv vna-^y^w^ ovTTBfi^OTiOV to th vXia

<pxa-i (pcog ETTi yvig sivM al^-f^QV km ayjic^iTOV ov7©- ts yM^ tv rco

spavco, KM olav ^ysTi, crwaTTOfE^flai to fcjf, -Jlo^g o tsdivi^ olav (3s?iii-

lui, >.Ey^7i, d'vvaaiv aula ctrpOTTviSav -sycjiEi, KS.i olav ^hXytIm 'syaXiv

avarzTO^n tig BdMv. Kala tIIov tov i^OTicv km Tag c(r/ys>.iig nsoitiv

a-Jiov ^loao-KHdiv. Am oli /a£V av eicnv ayfsXoi, km aEi (xsvovl^g, kch

ptvi avcO\voiJ.Bvoi Big bkeivo eI uttb^ yByovaatv, aviooe^BiKlM. Km cli

^uva,Mg av% y,v km Sfcv kccAei o 's:pc(prhcog Xoyog, ^ia 'sjc».(»v ua-

aul'jig a'Ko^t^T.filM, km ayU>av^ «%, ag to ts vjAia pcog ovof^ali f/.ovov

a^i^iMBilM^ a\>.a km apiOfxa slBpov ti En, km bv Totg <u7^csi^r,(XEvci;

Sia ^payjtijv tov y.cyov B^rlacra, bittccv tyiv hvafxiv Tamv yByBnna-BM

aTTo TH zidlpog '^vvajJiBi km ^!dM aolx, a'Kh x kcxJo, a7iQloim>^ cog aTTo-

fx£Pi(oiJ.BTr,g TY.g th 'sjcc.^og HTiag, OTroia Tct a^^a 's:avla ixb^i^O[/.bvx

KM TB/xvoixBva « Ta aulot, btiv a km tt^iv t/xv^vm. Kaj z^a^cx-

^Biy/juzl©- ypi'^iv 'Zja^siMipBiv Ta wf aTTO 's:v^cg avaTilofXBva 'mu^a

fepa opccfjLBv, a^sv B7\aTliiiji.BVii exe(v«, eI 8 avaiphvai woMa hvavlM,

a7<ha Tctvla f/.Bvovl(B- , Dial. p. 4 1 2-

He
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He alfo fays, ** it is particularly remark-

" able, that Juftin Martyr, though he did

•* not approve of this dodrine, pafles it

*• without any cenfure, or mark of herefy *."

They who adopted this notion would na-

turally fay, that the divinity of Chrift was

only that of the Father refiding in him

;

and it is not impofTible but that, as they are

charged by their adverfaries, they might, on

this principle, fay, that Chrift was God;

and the divinity being the fame in both,

that he was the very fame with the Father.

The Holy Spirit being another divine efflux,

they might alfo fay, that all the three per-

fons were one. Farther, though the thing

is hardly probable, efpecially as it is, in a

manner, given up by feme of their antago-

nifts, they might fay, that lince Chrift fuf-

* Ubi praecipue notandum eft, Juftinum quidem fen-

tentiam hance improbare, earn vero fine cenfura aut haere-

feos nota dimittere. Sententiam hancce, quam poftNoetum

et Praxeam, Sabellius propugnavit, Clementi AlexandrkiQ

ex Pasdagogia fua placuifle non fine ratione exiftimoi

eamque poftea renovabat, et pro ea acriter contendebat,

Marcellus Ancyrae epifcopus. Difquifitiones Modeftae,

p. 173-

fered
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fered while this divine ray, or logos, was in

him, it alio fuffered along with him. For,

according to the philofophy of thofe times,

though the fupreme being himfelf was In-

capable either of evil or of paffion, yet other

beings, derived even from his fubilance,

were capable of thofe affedions. They
might therefore Imagine, that the logos,

while out ofthe deity ^ might fiiffer together

with the perfon to whom it was attached
;

and hence they might get the name oipatri^

pajjians. This, however, would never apply

to any but philofophers. The common
people are defcribed as fimple unitarians,

without having any fuch whimfical hypo-

thefis as this.

This opinion of the logos being fomethino-

like a divine ray, em.itted from the Father,

and properly belonging to him, though for a

time attached to the perfon of Chrifl:, may
be traced in Origen and others ; and it Is

afcribed to almoft all the eminent men
among the unitarians, as late as Marcellus.

For it does not appear that his difciple Pho-,

tinus was ever charged with it,

Origen,
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Orlgen, after faying that Chrift is the

God of the dead as well as of the living,

fays, that *' perhaps God the logos is God
*' to thofe who place every thing in him,

** thinking him to be the fame with the

** Father *." Celfus objeding to chriftians

that, " while they exclaimed againft poly-

** theifm, think they do not oitend by wor-

** flipping his fervant." Origen replies,

** that he would not have made this objec-

'' tion, if he had underftood what our Sa-

** viour fays, that he and his Father were

•* one," which union he explains by the

union of chriftians, who had one heart and

one mind. *' This," he fays, ** is a fufficient

*' argument, without having recourfe to the

** fentiments of thofe who maintain, that

" the Father and the Son are not two hy-

'* poftafes -f
;" by which he mufi: have

*" O Se Seo? ^oyoj Tayjx twv iv avlco i^avlav to tsxv . /C, twv 'Sia-

Itfa avlov voixil^ovlav En Beoj. Comment, vol. 2. p. 4S.

-f Oil EITTEf VEVOYIKSI YLsMog TO, SyU -Oj 'SSoinp SV SCfASV ' KM TO

£V vjx,yi EipnixEvov VTTO ra vih th Ses ev toj. Xlj eyco hm gv sv ect/jlev^ hh av

ft)£7o tjjitaj >cj «Mov Be^utteueiv zjupa, rev etti '^aai Becv. O yap tsa-

"Jifi <(iyi<Tiv, tv Ef/>oi^ Kayu ev ra Tial^i . si oz . tij eh nflcov TrspKT'Traa'B^-

CiioUy iJ.n 'an aiJlof^oy^aiAiv 'SJpog tsj avsu^avJag ^vo iivM u7roraa-£i(

TralEfa
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j

meant the Sabellians, vvhofe doctrine, as far

as it may be faid to have differed from that of

the fimple unitarians, was the philofophical

unitarianifm defcribed above. *' The Sabcl-

*" Hans," fays. Novation, *' while thiey fay

** that Chrifl: is a mere man, yet, in a man-
*' ner, make him to be not the Son, but the

** Father, and the Father omnipotent *."

Origenwell defcribes the different clalTes of

unitarians of his time in thefollowing palfage:

** Hence may be folved the doubts which

" difturb many, who alledge a principle of

** piety, and a fear of making two Gods,

" and by this means fall into falfe and im-

** pious opinions ; either denying that the

" identity of the Son differs from that of

*' the Father; faying, that the Son is God
** only in name, or denying the divinity of

'* the Son, while they allow his identity,

'ssalspcx x^ uiov ' tTiirwrdio) tw, yyj os 'usa'jluv tcjv 'SureucrjivJuv n xa^oias-

x^ n •vj/wxi fji.icc, ivjx Bsupna-yi to, syu y^ o 'snxino ev arfisv. Ad Ctl-

fam, lib. 8. p. 385.

* Siquidem Chrifrus non filius, fed pater creditur, et

novo more dum ab iftis deftridte homo nudus adferltur,

per eos, rurfum Chriftus pater deus omnipotens compra,-

bajiur. Cap. 12. p. 40.

I *' and
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" and that he is a different perfon from the

" Father, 6cc*." The firft that he defcribes

were the philofophical unitarians, who aU

lowed the divinity of the Son, but faid it

was the fame with that of the Father ^

whereas the latter (probably the common
people) denied the divinity of the Son alto-

gether. It is evident from this paffage, that

the unitarians, in the time of Origen, were

numerous ; for he calls them many, which

he would not have done unneceffarily. The
argument by which he folves their doubts

has been mentioned before, viz. that the

Father is God, with the article prefixed, and

the Son without it.

* KaJ no 'sroWiSj (pO\o%tH; mai Buxo/Ji^^v^g Ta^ajaov, evTM^sfXEvng

cuo avayo^svffou ^eh;^ km 'ma^a Tiilo '^SB^miTflovla.i; •\'iuQEai km aae-

QsTi do-//xa.(Ttv.y riloi apvefxevdi i^(o]>?7a vis {le^av rsaotx tyiv th 'SJalpoi

oiJi.o7\oyHvlcii ^ucv ZiVM Tov /ji-BXp^ ovQiJiMi®- '57ap aiPiOa; viov 'SipoJayO'

^svoix.svot. H apvHfjLiviig iw QsolyjTd m viovy ti9evI(»; 3e ocuIh tuv

i^idJriJos, KM rnv aaiav Kola iS2piypa(pm Tvyxfiojtcav slepav rs iscSpoq.,

svIevBev T'.UEcr^ai ^uvoIm . >>eKlsov ya§ aul&ig oli toIs (mv a-Jlo^i©- o

^Eog £r{, oioTTE^ KM Xciilnp <pr]7iv IV Tn 'u^^ci; TOV 'uscxltpa £vxy> . iv^ yi-

vc^fiai<Ti as TOV fMvov a^nSivsv Seov ; nsav ^e to 'aa^a to aviode©'

fisloxyi Trjf EKEivH 9£oJ«7(^ BsoTioi^iJ.Evov , nx. Seoj, aMa ^sog KU^iule-

pQV ay Myoflo u 's^avlccg o Tir^culoloHog Tsaang tcliasug^ cxIe 'sspulog tw

/arfojTov ^EQv Eivai. In Johun. Comment, vol. 2. p.^46.

It
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It does not appear that the perfons to

whom Origen refers were charged with

faying that the Father fuffered ; but this is

exprefsly alledged againft Noetus, who, as

Epiphanius fays, ** fcrupled not to fay as

** much." Being interrogated concerning his

doctrine, he faid, ** What evil have I done ?

** I honour one God. I know but one, and
*' no other, befides him who was born,

*' fuffered and died*.

This writer acquits the Sabellians of this

charge. For he fays that '* the Sabellians

*' agree in every thing with the Noetians,

'* except that they deny that the Father

'* fuffered
-f-."

But Auflin blames him for

making that difference J. And Epiphanius

a?-.},ov -bMv auiti , yswyjBzvloc^ isETTov^ola^ aTToGavovlct. Hsr. 57.

Opera, vol. I. p. 480.

t Sab£A>.iavo(, 01 Ta cfioia. l^ovilatuv oo|a^ov7E^, ^aoa t^q imvov

^.tynai yx^ fin tssTTovBsvou tov 'zsdis^a. Aiiacephalofis, Opera,

vol. 2- p. 146.

X Unde vero fit failum, et Noetianos ut Sabellianos non

unlus ha;refis duo nomina, fed tanquam duas hsrefes fu-

praditSlus epifcopus poneret, liquido invenire non potui

;

quia fi quid inter fe diffcrunt, tani obfcure dixit, iludio

Vol. III. C c forfitaa
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afcribes to them the proper principle of

philofophical unitarianifm in the following

palTage. ** The Sabellians fay that the

** Son was fent from the Father, as a beam
*' of light from the fun, to adminifler

** every thing relating to the gofpel difpen-

** fation, and the falvation of men, and was
** then drawn up into heaven, like a beam
** of light, which returns to the fun*."

In another defcription of their principles,

he is, perhaps, not quite fo accurate.

** Sabellius faid, there was but one hypof-
*' talis, and the Father, Son, and Spirit,

** three names of it; or, as in man, there

"are the body, foul, and fpirit; the body

foifitan brevitatis, ut non intelligam. Loco quippe ifto,

quo et non tarn longe a Noetianis, Sabellianos commemo-

rans, Sabelliani inquit fimilia Noeto dognaatizantes, praeter

hoc, quod dicunt patrem non effe paflum, quomodo de

Sabellianis intelligi poteft, cum fic innotuerint dicere pa-

trem paflum, ut Patripafliani quani Sabelliani crebrius nun-

cupentur. De Haerefibus, lib. i. Opera, vol. 6. p. 91.

* n£/ai^S£i7a \ Tov viov rtai^co 'mole, aaTtt^ oxJiva, Kai E^yacra-

fjLSVOv ra nzavla. ev ru fco(7//.co ra rrjj oiKovoixixg T»j luayfihiHY];, km

aulB^iag tuv avB^coTruv, avccXTi(pB£v}a Je au9ig eig a^avov, ag vTto y\Uv

mtixipkiaav aiiliva, nai 'ssa'hiv eig rov t^Xiov ava^^ccfMHijav. Haer. 62.

Opera, vol. i. p." 513.
** being
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** being the Father, the foul the Son, and
*' the fpirit the Holy Spirit*."

This philofophical unitarianifm is the

doctrine afcribed by Tertullian to Praxeas,

though he fpeaks of the common people as

limple unitarians. *' He fays, that the Fa-
•* ther, Son, and Holy Spirit are the famef."

He likewife calls him a Fatripafjiany and

fays, that *' he firfl carried the Patripaffian

** dodlrine into Rome J." They are Pa-

tripaflians alfo whom Cyprian enumerates

among heretics. Epift. Opera, p. 200.

Beaufobre thinks that the charge of Pa-

tripaffianifm was entirely founded on a mif-

take, and as Lardner obferves, Auflin only

Inferred that the Sabellians held that doc-

* Toy avlo-i ziVM tccCn^a, tov aulov uiov^ rov avlov stvai ayiov

CKiXOC, Hai 4''%''i ^'^^ "iZV^U/JM . Kal SlVai /XSV to (TUf^Ol, COi ElTTEiV TOV

'zsP,£Dtx, -vJ/i/X'-lv OS cog ziTi^iv rev viovj TO izv£v/jix OE cog avSpTTS, iilco;

nM TO ayiov 'SJvEUjj.a sv t)i .9fo7n7(. HiEr. 62. Opera, vol. i.

P-5I3-

f Dum unicum deum non alias putat credendum,

quam fi ipfum eundemque et patrem, filium, et fpiritum

fanLlum dicat. Itaque poft tempus pater natus, et pa-

ter paflus : ipfe deus, dominus omnipotens, Jefus Chriilus

praedicatur. Adv. Praxeam, feft. 2. Opera, p. 501.

X Ibid. fedl. I. p. 500.

C c 2 trine
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trine (Credibility, vol. 4. p. 450). Beau-

fobre accounts for the mifreprefentation of

the ancients, by fqppofing that they con-

founded the terms word of God and Son of

God, becaufe in the theology of the church

they were the fame, though in the mind of

a Sabellian they were very different. Hif-

toire de Manicheifme, vol. i. p. 539.

It is very poffible that Tertullian and

others might give the epithet of heretical

to the unitarian dodirine in this obnoxious

form only. For it is evident that he did

not confider the fimple unitarians as here-

tics, for he fays they were the major pars

credentium, the majority of the believers.

Marcellus is generally defcribed as being

what I call a philofophical unitarian, but

he is not faid to have been a Patripaffian.

According to Theodoret, he held that

** Chrift came as an extenfion of the Fa-

*' ther's divinity. This he called God the

*' logos ', but after all the oeconomy" (that

is, when the gofpel difpenfation fliall be

accomplifhed) " it will be again drawn into

** him, and centered in God, from whom
" it had been extended. He called the Holy

" Spirit



Chap. XVII. Unitarianifm. 389

** Spirit an extenfioii of an extenfion, and
" faldthat this was given to the apoftles*."

Berylius, one of the firfl who is noticed

as an unitarian, though celebrated for the

elegance of his writings, is not faid to have

been a Patripaffian. He only held that

" Chrift had no proper fubfiftence till he
*' came into this world, and had no divinity

** of his own, but only that of the Father

*' redding inhim-f-."

It is allowed by Tertullian, that the Pa^

tripaflians, as well as the orthodox, faid

that the Father himfelf was impaflible.

That was an univerfal maxim concerning

the divine nature -, but they faid that the

Father had co7npaJ]ion for the Son. Whe-
ther this compaffion was afcribed by them

* EkIoutiv OS nva Tvjf rs '^ccl^og SsoJiilof sp-natv tig Tov x?'5"0V

tXriXySsvaJ, tcai rxtflnv ^sov hoyov ma'^sffs . fji^ilot, ^e tyiv (TUix'Kcx.crav

cmovo(ji.iav 'maUv avaa-Ttatr'^rwai^ xai avraMvai lu^og tov Seov, £| H7[t^

slslaSij . TO 5k '7!savaym isvEv/xa nssa^iKiaaiv mg EKloareug ?<£ysi, HtX{

ravlriv Toig aTToroT^oig 'ma^oerxs^vai. Hasr. Fab, lib. 2. cap. io»

Opera, vol. 4. p. 224.

-f-
EMye KM yap tov Kv^m yi/juov Ijjaay jcf ^''"i t^i^ffix uTTorouriv

nffiotg i^Looi «£x7}j(7^aj, -27^11 in loig naQ vi*(ig iv^fji£iv * a>^' «3e S£o7n7a}

»5iav exsiv, /t*ovnv ^e 'uoI^ikyiv uTToraaiv xai SEo1)]7a £V tk7w iTTihf^n-'

(f<!i7a}( mhkwM^M. Hift. lib. 5. cap. 22. vol. i. p. 37 j.

Cc3 to
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to the Father himfelf, or only to the di-

vine ray, or logos, that was in ChriR, does

not appear. Perhaps it was the latter. On
this fubjedl Tcrtullian replies to them as

follows. *' Wherefore neither had the Fa-

" ther compaffion for the Son. For fo,

" thinking to avoid a diredl blafphemy,

*' they think it will be lefTened in this man-

" ner ; granting that the Father and Son

** are twoperfons, the Son fufFering,and the

" Father fympathizing with him. But in

" this they are foolifh ; for what is fympa-
*' thizingy but fufFering with another "*."

Notwithflanding this mode in which the

unitarian do6lrine was held by fome philo-

fophizing perfons, it appears that they were

confidered as being mere unitarians, as mucb
as the common people, to whom this mode

* Ergo nee compafTus eft pater filio ; fic enim direc-

tam blafphemiam in patrem veriti, diminui earn hoc modo
fperant, concedentcs jam patrem et filium duos efle; fi

filius quidem patitur, pater vero compatitur, Stulti in

hoc. Quid eft cnim compati, quam cum alio pati ? Porro,

fi impaflibilis pater, utique et incompaffibihs. Aut fi com-
pafHbilis utique paflibilis. Nihil ei vel hoc timore tuo

pr?eftas. Times dicere paffibilem, quern dicis compaffi-

bikai, Ad Praxsam, icCr. 29. p. 51 8.

of
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of explaining the dodlrine mufl have been

unintelligible ; and all the more diftin-

guifhed unitarians of that age, whether they

be faid to explain their fentiments in this

manner, or not, are reprefented as holding

the fame opinion, and the very fame that

was maintained by the Jews. Thus Sa-

bellius, Marcellus, and Photinus, are all

clafTed together by Chryfoftom^ ; and in-

flances frequently occur, in which all thefe

arc faid to hold the fame dodtrine with Ar-

temon, Theodotus, and Paulus Samofatenfis.

That Sabelllus in particular, though he is

generally reprefented as a Patrlpaffian, was

neverthelefs a proper unitarian, who be-

lieved Chrifl to have no proper divinity of

his ov/n, is evident from the arguments

with which his antagonifts prefs him.

—

Thus Epiphanius, in anfwer to the Sabel-

Hans, fays that " Jefus came the Son of God
** to the river Jordan -f-."

liivoi. In Heb. Opera, vol. lo. p. 1763.

+ A^X£<TH(nv aJloig SaCsMiayoij /WEV (/.(la rm oc>.7^uv /xafu^tuv

n (iafu^iix Tn lof?av8, ug v^ri uttov . viog ya^ tv lofS«vr) aM^ug '^ct-'

fayijgia;, Ancoratus, fecSt. 119. Opera, vol. 2. p. 121.

C c 4 Whatever
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Whatever Sabellianifm was, whether the

more fimple, or the more philofophical

kind of unitarlanifm, it appears to have been

very popular in Africa, and to have had

many adherents among the biihops of that

country. Athanafms makes heavy com-

plaints on this fubjedt, faying, as was

quoted before, that Sabellianifm prevailed

fo much there, that the Son of God was

hardly preached in the churches.

The controverfy with the philofophical

unitarians took a turn confiderably different

from that with the fimple unitarians, and

unfortunately led the orthodox into an em-

barraffment and inconfiftency, which be-

came very apparent when the Arian con-

troverfy arofe. And, indeed, the language

that had been adopted as proper for the

controverfy with the philofophical unita-

rians, appears to have contributed very much

to the rife of Arianifm. For as thefe learned

unitarians alferted that the Father, Son, and

Spirit (meaning the divinity belonging to

them) were the Jame^ their adverfaries had

incautioufly advanced, that they were effen-

tially different, and that the Father and Son

ba4



Chap. XVII. Unitarianifm. 39^

had even different natures. And fo far were

the orthodox, in this Hate of things, from

afl'erting, as they did at the council of

Nice, that the Son was confubjlantial with

the Father, that they were the lirft to

affert the diredt contrary, as they did in

the condemnation of Paulus Samofatenlis,

Thus Bafil fays, " that they who condemned
** him rejedled the word confubflantial *."

But this language was retradted when

Arius was to be condemned. So different

a thing was the orthodoxy of the different

periods. Optatus, and others, acknowledge

that the famous term co}iJiibfta?2tial, was

lirfl introduced in the Sabellian contro-

verfy, when it feems to have been ufed by

the Sabellians, and difclaimed by the or-

thodox, whofe object was to diilinguifli the

members of the trinity, which the Sabel-

lians were charged with confounding (Lib. i.

p. 8.) Origen, in anfwer to the Sabel-

T^cv Tvv M^iv wi; UK W(Trifj:.cv , £<paaav ya^ sksivoi t>iv t« Of^onata (pa-

yriv 'ssa^i^av svvoitxv aaicxg te x^ twv utt a^/Kj, ug n kala//,scic-Beicra]t

T»v aaiav wa^e%£iv tx 'cfMsa-ia tyiV 'i^poar^yo^iav TO(j ug a, 5j>?^r9?j,

Epifl. 300. Opera, vol. 3. p. 292.

lians^
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lians, {hows, that in feveral places the Fa-

ther and Chrifl are fpoken of as different

perfons, efpecially when the Father is faid

to ra'ife Chrift from the dead *. I have ob-

ferved that Origen exprefsly maintained

that the Son had an ejfence different from

that of the Father ; and he makes it an ob-

jedion to the unitarians, that they made

the effence of both to be the fame. '* Be-
*' caufe," fays he, ** Chrifl is called the true

** light, and in the epiftle of John God
«* is called light, fome think that the ef-

** fence of the Son does not differ from
*« that of the Father t."* On this account,

among others, the orthodoxy of Origen was

called in queftion by fome after the Arian

controverfy -, whereas it is very evident that

* Mela C£ T8]« m aloTrov sri rov o/4>o}^oyHv1a fxnhv ^uvaa-^cu 'moiuv

sav iM] T{ ^7\i7ty\ Tov rsuxlB^a 'moiavla }y TvryovJa oli o oe av 'adln^

tsoiBi Tccvla oiM3'.u; i^ viog ^oiBty rov veh^ov OTTsp TO (Tcoi^a ^^v nyyiys^-

HEvai, m 'zsal^og avlo ralo %af(ito/WEva, ov 'S!ponyH//,evug MkIeov syjfysf'-.

fievsci xp^^ov EK vBK^uv- Comment, vol. 2. p. p. 187.

f Ettej 5( ^coj avra^aTrXu; Evloco^a [xiv aulfi^^ ev h t>j KOiBoXuin

JH aula luavvs ETnroM MyElai Seoj 'ewcu (pag, //.ev rig oidai Hat

tvlEu^Ev KalaaKEva^s(x^ai n naia (x-ri ^EfiviEvai m via jov vsoHe^o^^

Ibid. p. 70.

both
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both his opinions, and his language, were

the very fame that were held by all the

orthodox of his own age; and Athanafius

and others made allowance for this, and

apologized for him, as they alfo did for

Dionyfius of Alexandria, who is often called

the Father of Arianifm.

Though the orthodox found it conve-

nient to change the ufe of this word con-

fubjlmit'tal when the circumftances of things

were changed, the unitarians did not ; and

therefore Marcellus and Euftathius of An-
tioch, his difciple, declared loudly for ir,

at the council of Nice, as Beaufobre ob-

ferves*.

There is another circumflance relating to

this controverfy that deferves to be particu-

larly noticed ^ as it alfo fhews what different

ideas, and what different language, men will

adopt in different fituations. As the philo-

fophical unitarians held that the Father, Son,

and Spirit (m.eaning the divinity belonging

to them) were the fame, and alledged in

* Hift. de Maniclieifme, vol. i. p. 542.

proof
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proof of this cur Saviour faying I and my

Father are one ; the orthodox, in anfwer to

them, fald that the one was in the neuter

gender, and therefore, that the unity be-

tween them was not an unity of ejfence, but

only of harniGny, and ajfeclion. Novatian

fays, that " becaufe Chrift fays they were

** one, in the neuter gender, let the heretics

** understand that it fignifies the concord

** of fociety, not unity of perfon*." This is

the very explanation of this text, that the

unitarians after the council of Nice always

gave, when the orthodox availed them-

felves of it, as a proof that the Father

and the Son were one in ejence, or were

confabjiantial to each other. Then nothing

could be faid too high of the divinity of

the Son. But Novatian, who lived before

the Arian controverfy, fays, " Mofl of the

** heretics, moved with the greatnefs and

* Qui potuilTet diccre, ego pater, fi patrerft fe efle ma-

jniniflct. Et quia dixit unum, intclligant haeretici quia

non dixit unus. Unum enim neutraliter pofitum focieta-

tis concordiam, non unitaij.jm perfonas, fonat. Cap. 27,

P'99-

^« truth
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<* truth of Chrifl's divinity, extend his

** honours beyond bounds, daring to call

" him not God the Son, but God the

*' Father himfelf *." Thus the great ob-

jedl of the orthodox in the fecond century,

was to make a God of Chrift, but a far in^

ferior God, and alfo a God of, or out ofGod

the Father, left he ihould be thought to

be another God, and independent of the Fa-

ther. On the other hand, the great objedl

cf the orthodoxy of a later period, was to

exalt the Son to a perfed: equality with the

Father, fo as to allow the Father no ad-

vantage but what was nominal^ or refped:ed

mere order. Hence the difference of the

language, and in the arguments of the two

different periods. While the unitarians

always confidered the Father as the only

true God, and Chrift a mere maji, the fer-

vant of God. And if the more philofo-

* Ut plerique liaereticorum, divlnitatis ipfius magnltu-

dine et verltate commoti, ultra modum extendentes ho-

nores ejus, aufi Tint non filium, fed ipfum deum patrem

prcmere vel putare. Cap. 23. p. 87.

phical
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phlcal among them afcribed any divinity to

him, it was only the divinity of the Father,

reliding in him, and acting by him, and that

for a time; it being withdraw^n from

1 again, when the purpofe of its emif-

,w had been anfwered.

CHAP.
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CHAPTER XVIII.

Ofthe Frincipks and Arguments ofthe ancient

Unitarians,

SHALL now proceed to give a difl:in<fl

view of the principles of the ancient uni-

tarians, and of the arguments by which they

defended them -, and I beg that my readers

would compare them with the arguments

of the trinitarians, of which an account has

been given already.

SECTION I.

Their Zeal for the Divine Unity, and their

Senfe of the Word Logos.
(^

ALL the denominations of unitarians,

comprizing both the vulgar and the

philofophical part of them, confidered them-

felves as advocates for the unity of God,

which they thought was infringed by their

opponents.
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opponents. Of this we have fufficient

evidence in every period of their hiftory

;

and thus much is acknowledged by all their

adverfaries. Whatever their miftakes were,

it was owned that they were led into them

by their dread of violating the firft, and the

greatefl of all the principles of religion,

viz. that of the proper unity of the divine

nature. Sufficient evidence of this hath

been given already 5 but to this view of

their arguments, I fhall prefix a few other

pafTages of the Fathers, which likewife

clearly prove it.

Origen evidently confidered the unita-

rians as perfons who really dreaded left, by

admitting Chrift to be God, they fhould

infringe upon the honour that was due to

the Father only. *' By thefe means," he

fays, '* may be explained that which greatly

** difturbs many perfons, who plead a prin-

'« ciple of piety, and who fear to make

*« two Gods*." He afterwards recurs to

the fame fubjed, and introduces it as an

* Kai TO CTO^Xs; (piAoSsaj mai Ey%o/x£vsj rapaaaov, Bv^aCoixevng

Svo avayo^svaai. Comment, in Johannem, Edit. Huctii,

vol. 2. p. 46.

2 objedion
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obje(5lion of perfons with whom he would

not trifle, and whom he was far from,

charging with hypocrify. " But fince,'*

fays he, ** it is probable that many may be

** offended, becaufe we fay that one is the

*• true God, namely, the Father, and be-

** fides this true God, there are many who
" are made gods by participation ; fearing

** that the glory of him, who exceeds all

** creatures, ihould be brought down to

** that of others, who obtained the appella-

** tion of Gods, &c.*" Origen, therefore,

muft have thought refpedfully of thofe

early unitarians, and have confidered them

as objeding to the dodrine of the divinity

of Chrift from the very beft principles.

Novatian fays, that ** when they," the

unitarians, '* obferve, that it is written there

** is but one God, they think that they

** can no otherwife maintain the truth of

'* this, thanbyafferting, either that Chrift is a

* Aax' ETTij E(«<^ 'sspocKQ-^iiV Tivag TOij si^y.isvoig svof (A.VJ aM'

Hliaiv v'tEf'^xovloi Sll-Tfv flicrwcraj toij >,oi7roig zv; Ssoj zspocrriyopiai

Ti/rxavxffz, &c. Comment, in Johannem, Edit. Huetii,

vol 2. p. 46.

Vol. Ill, D d '' mere
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.

'* mere man, or that he is God the Fa-

" ther *. Eufebius fays, that ** Marcellus

" wrote his book in order to affert the

" the unity of God -f
." He alfo fays, that

•' Marcellus gloried in acknowledging but
•* one God J." Athanafius fays, that *' the

" followers of Marcellus and Photinus de-

*' nied the pre-exiftence of Chrilt, and his

** divinity, and his everlafting kingdom,
** along with the Jews, on pretence of efta-

** blifliing a monarchy §." *' They fo cor-

*' rupt the faered faith of the gofpel," fays

Hilary, " that from a profeffion of re-

** verence towards God, they denied the

** nativity of his only begotten Son, faying,

* Quia cum animadverterent fcriptum efle quod unus

fit deus, non aliter putaverant iftam tenere fe pofle fenten-

tiam, nifi aut hominem tantum Chriftum, aut certe deum

patrem putarcnt elTe credendum. Cap. 30. p. 116.

f T«7o ^r.txi 'sst'Tcoi msvai^ Sia to eva yvufn^eiv Beov: Ec. Theol.

lib. I. pref. p. 57.

% AxKai Kai aeiJivvvilat avxuv sva Swv Ei^svai. Ibid. cap. 17;

p. 80.

§ Oi w^o MapEMs j^ $o7ejv8 ruv A/«yf07a7ia;7wv, o( 7r,v 'ss^oaia-

viov VTrap^iv t« x/"5'8, «ai rnv Bsolt^a, )y rnv.ale?^Evl-Sov aJla ^affi^uav

X'a, De Synodis Armeri. Opera, vol. i. p. 898.

" that
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*' that there is a protenfion, rather than

*' a defcent into man *." In this he al-

ludes to the principles of the philofo-

phical unitarians. Gregory Nazianzen, ad-

drefling the unitarians, calls them, by way

of ridicule, (pi>^aym^oi, <p\.-hoaa^yfii, as pretending'

to a great zeal for the honour of the

Father, as the unbegotten, and without

origin
-f*

-, and in another place he com-

plains, that ** the grcatefl: obftacle to the

'* reception of the truth, was the piety

" of his hearers +." He fays they had

zeal, but not according to knowledge, and

therefore would be puniflied with few

flripes §.

* Quidam ita evangellcae fidei corrumpunt facramen.

turn, ut Tub unius del pia tantum profeflione nativitatem

nnigcnili dei abnegent : ut protenfio fit poiius in honiinem

quam defcenfio. Lib. I. p. lo.

•} n^oiJEpo"o,aai cz c'nyov (pi^-aynvi^E cry kJ (pi7:avx^x,^. Or.

13. p. 209.

Tcv >ayov )l, ivTia^a^itiiov., n ruv aiiHovluv svT^Qua^ T<ilo «v7ay9a

)j s>i/<*'« KccOirstlai }y Kiv^uvo;. Or. i, p. 17.

§ Kaj riflo {li htyci) , tuv fji^lptulsfiuv }y s 'ssavlr] yjxKuv to TTakt;,

•( KVJ TYii ocM^sux; ^icc/jiocfavuinvy a>^(x ru ys 3i syXcxSeav Ta7o 'aaa--

XKV, zj ?n^ot' (ASV tx,sr.; om' s ko^ iTriyvwo-j;, tvxfi'^ saovlai tuv v

* D d 2 cfo^pa

/
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There is fomething particularly ftriking

in the account that Epiphanius gives of the

manner in which Sabellians would accoft

men of plain underftanding on the fubjedt

of the unity of God, and the ufual effedl of

fuch zeal and good fenfe. " Well, my
" friends/' fay they, '* have we one God, or

** three Gods ? and when a pious perfon,

** and one who is not fufficiently upon

*' his guard, hears this, he is immediately

** alarmed, and affents to his error, fo as

** to deny the Son, and the Holy Spirit*."

Cyril of Alexandria fays, that ** they

^* who acknowledged only one God, and

" who denied that he had generated a Son

*' out of hinifelf, pretended that it was from

** a principle of piety
"f-."

Beaufobre there-

c([io^Ba, kalaK^ivoiAEvuv, aSie '57o?i>iaj JiefO/wEvav, u; 01 oitx kukiov Kj

'asovnpiav, TS ^£(r7roliKii 9£^>i//ia?oj aTrcmTilov^sg. Oi". I. p. lo.-

* Ei7a olav <Tvvavlr\crucri Tiai twv a(pi>£r(xluv , n anipaiuvy rm (jvn

TO. ffafv Twv Seiwv 7f«f6JV yivoa-KuvlcoVj ty]v isveuaiv aJloig v(f>Y\yHvlai

Taulw . ri av tiTrufxiv^ u 8?oj, sva Seov e^o/aev, n Tfsif ^e«j ; olav 5e

aKHjYi £V £u7uxio£ia ccv, ^ fAYi Ta Tshsia Tng cxa-(pa.'Ksiag i'7nrafjt,£v(^y

apvufiiv©' TOV Seov, t^ supiaKHai apv^fitv^ to eivai viov ^ to ayiov

fssnu^a. Haer. 62. Opera, vol. 1. p. 514.

- •\ E/]a 11 (paitv «v, 01 ?o<5 wpof h/awv avlavirafitvoi Aoyoij, kJ

v7ro7r?<arlo(i£voi /t*£v tw fwef««v, Si« yc ra truvoiM^oytiv us em Seoj,
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therefore had reafon to acknowledge that

Sabellianifm was innocent in its origin, and

arofe from the fear of making more gods

than one *.

That the caufe of the unitarians was

confidered as the fame with that of the

Jews, the great advocates of the divine

unity appears from Chryfoftom, who,

fpeaking of the divinity of Chrift, as prov-

ed from the Old Teftament, fays, that ** if

'* any Jew, under the form of a chriftian,

** lift up his head (I mean Paul us Samofa-
** tenfis) the fame arguments may be ufecj

** againft him ;" and afterwards, *' what
'* was faid againft the Jews, may be faid to

** thofe who have the fame origin f'" M.
Caleca alfo makes Sabellianifm to be the

fame thing with Judaifm J.

ei; T£ K^ jMovoq ' aiMW olt >y ysysfvmsv e| socJIh tov mov. Contra

Julianum, lib. i. Juliani, Opera, vol. 2. p. 22.

* Hiftoirede Manicheifme, vol. i. p. 535.

-f El 5f sle^oi; yi;mv IsSieioj ovaKVTtlu 'zsa'hiv 'spoau'^ov xp'^"XV8

'mspipEpccv TlauXoi XafJi-oa-oilsiig, ^.tyoj, ^uvoSov fA.EV Kat ispos Tiilov teat

aTTO TYi; KMvvi >.£7£iV Aei h TO. ct^a aTTEp 'STfog la^aiHi etprilauy xai

rapog T«5 aTTO Tula eiTreiv. In Pf, 109. Opera, vol. 3. p. 323.

J Ou Tiilo AsyiJ, oil ztxIyi^ eri xxi yioj, km ayiov 'mvjixa ' tk-

I0 yap Isi^amovtn nai 5b|a t8 SaCe^wf. Combefis Audtuarium,

vol. 2. p- 203.

Pd3 My
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My readers will probably wifh to know
in what fenfe the ancient unitarians under-

flood the term logos, of which fo many dif-

ferent opinions have been entertained by

chriftians -, and on this head it is in my
' power to give them the moft complete fa-

dlo(\^ tisfadlion. The logos has been fo long con-
^ fidered by the generality of chriftians as {^j^

J, fi ' L nonymous to Chrijl, that they think any

^ other interpretation to be harfh and unna-

tural. Socinus himfelf, and many who are

now called Socinians, confidered it as mean-

^ r. \x\g the gofpel, or the word of God, in its

' moft literal fenfe. But all the ancient uni-

tarians, without exception, coniidered it as

iignifying that word of God by which the

world was made, viz. i\ie power of God, his

Jttrvc/r efl'ential operative attribute; and it will ap-

pear, that they were exceedingly furprifed

at hearing of any other interpretation of

it. Now, conlidering that the common
people, as well as the learned,; among the

unitarians, had this idea of it, it cannot

but be concluded to have been the proper

original fenfe of the term, becaufe it was fo

Vinderftop^ by thofe very perfons for whofe

2 ufe
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ufe the gofpel of John was written. This

is an article of fo much confequence, that

I fliall produce a confiderable number of

authorities for it^ difpofing of them pretty

nearly according to the age of the writers

from whom they are collected.

Hippolytus, writing againft Noetus,

fays, ** I (liall be told, you tell me fome-

** thing flrange, when you call the logos

** the Son *." In the larger expolition of

faith afcribed to Gregory Thaumaturgus,

it is faid, *' Some make the wifdom of

**<jod to refemble the wifdom of man,
** becaufe he is wife, and his word to be

** like that word which is uttered, or con-

** ceived, in the mind, without any hypo-
** flafist." " Some difciples of Paulus

* Aax' £pej yioi Tjj, kiva\) fioi <psp£i; T^oyov 'htym viov. Qpera,

p. 16.

t Non minus alleni funt, qui trinitatem non fecunduiT^

veritatem ex tribus perfonis confitentur, fed in unitate triplj-

catam fecundum compofitionem impie fingunt, et fapien-

tiam in deo exiftimant efle ficut in homine fapientiam hu-

manam, qua fapiens eft : et verbum finmile efle interpretan-

tur verbo quod ore profertur, vel mente concipitur, nuU^

bypoftafi. Opera, p. 16.

D d 4 " Samofa-
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** Samofatenfis," fays Athanafius, •' diftin-

** guifh the logos from the Son, faying,-

** that the Son is Ghrift, but the logos is

** another thing*." '* Paulus Samoiiiten-

** fis," fays Epiphanius, held that the logos

** of God, and his fpirit, was always in

'* God, as the logos of man is in man j and

** that the Son had no perfonal fubfiftence,

** which was alfo the dodrine of Sabellius,

** Novatus, Noetus, and others
-f-." Hi-

lary alfo fays that ** the word of God, ac-

«* cording to the heretics, was the power

"^ofGodt"
That this was the dodrine of Marcellus

and Photinus, we have the clearcft evidence,

* Tivxf T«v CLTTo TH 1,aixo<raliccSi olaipBilBg rov >.oyov arro ts ms,

^acTKno'i Tov [liv viovtwai tov %cirov, rov oz Xoyov aXKov sivai. Con-

tra Arianos, Or. 5. Opera, vol. i. p. 543.

•f Ev Sew ^£ «£< ov^a rev aula "hoyov^ km to 'ssvevf/a, «{/?«, ucTrtp sy

av^puTTH Hap^ia <5i(^ ^oy©" . (Mn £iv«i Sg tov vm th Beh svv^otoIoy^

a7^>^ci EV avifi) Sew . u<r7rip ctfJ-^htiHai Xa€s>^i@-, uai Naual<^,

mi NonI©-, mi «?v>.oi. Hasr. 65. Opera, vol, i. p. 608.

X Per quod etiam illud vitii adjungitur, utdeus verbura

tanquam pars aliqua virtutum dei, qyodam fe tra£tu conti-

ruationis cxtendens hominem ilium, qui a Maria cfle

f?epit babitaverit, et virtutibus divinae operationis inftru^ce-

rit ; animae tamen fuas motu naturaque viventem, !^ib.

JO. p. 258.

cfpecialiy
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efpecially from Eufebius, who wrote againft

the former of them. ** Marcellus,'* he

fays, ** believed Chrift to be the word of

** God, but a mere word, like that of man,

** and not a living and fubftantial fon *."

Again, he fays, ** Marcellus aflerts, that

** the logos is not ufed by way of figure,

*' though thofe who teach the contrary

** {hould burfl: with their lies, but fimply

** and truly logos/' or reafon
-f*.

** Mar-
** cellus held that the logos was always

** united to, and connected with the Fa-

** ther |." He held that the " logos was in

*' God, as his reafon ; that it was for a time

*' out of God, and returned into him at the

' day of judgment, and was then united to

" him as it had been before §." Chryfoftom

* f"i^Ol' yap, KM rcii av^^coTTSioo Xoyoi o/xotcv, 8%; Ss viev aM^a;

^cb-jIx km u^srjflx, Tov %pirov eivxi ouo>,oysiv s^sXei. Contra

Marcellum, lib. i. p. ig.

"|- Oy Kalaxpy^TMOii y\oyo; ovof/.xa^Ei; xff,v ^lap^ayciBV oi tiepol'i'

Ibid. lib. 2. p. 40.

X Tiilov auJov Xoyov txsiv £V lavla zviiiisvh KCCi (Tyvn/ijUfvoi/ aulo)

<pwiv. Ec. Thcol. lib, I. cap. 5. p. 63.

§ Tocravlx Macx?>.>,cj Tspi ts T^oyg etTmv, th sv t&j vEoj, waS'
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alfo fays, that ** Marcellus, Photinus, and
*' Sophronius, fay that the logos is an
" energy, and that this energy inhabits

•* him who was the fon of David, but is

«* not a fubfifting perfon*." Theophiiaa:

repeats this in almoil the fame words, fay-

ing, " Marcellus of Galatia, Photinus, and
*' Sophronius, faid that the logos was the

" energy of God, and not a perfonal fub-
** fiftence, and that it inhabited a defcen-

** dant of David -f-." Epiphanius fays, that

** Photinus afferted that the logos of God
*' was from the beginning, but that it was
*« not the Son of God+."

I fliall add a few other teftimonies from

later writers. Cyril of Alexandria,- writing

Ta Ses yeyovEvat woIe (pavtxi. rov ev auloi \oyov . xai 'sra^.iv evloi aula

fj.(la Tov KMpov thj xfitrEOJj • iv iilug nv ev t« Sew evu^sig av%^ ajTitp

Mai nsspolzpov w. Ec. TheoF. lib. i. cap. 8, p. 113.

* M-apKiTO^q Kai ^cSleivogy xcul XoJppoviOi, rov Xoyov tvtpfiiav eivai

paaiy Tuv ^£ Evepysiav ravlvv svoi)^<Tat tw ek crTtspixaHoi Aaf 5", 8x

scTjav svimoraJov. In Phil. 2. Opera, vol- 10. p. i239«

f Ma^«EMoj ra?ux7>if, fcai ^^coJsivog^ km Stjipfjvioj, z>.zyov rev

hoyov m 5c8 Evzpyeiav bvm^ an aiiav ewttotoIov ' raukv h Evomwak

rovEK a-TTs^fAaios Aa^,^. In Phil, 2. Opera, vol. 2. p. 591.

X Ka< aviog q>r.fx.i hvm rov Xcyov a'ii oc^x^^-. «'^' «% »"»»' ^Es 7EyEv«

i-n^Evov. Hasr. 71. p. 831.

again ft
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agalnft Theodorus, who is faid to have been

the proper father of Neflorianifm (which

differed very little from the unitarian doc-

trine) evidently fuppofes that this was the

received dodlrine of the unitarians, when

he fays, " It is falfe to fay that the word

*' of God has no fubftance. It is the

" eructation of a foolifli heart ; For he

«* himfelf faid to Mofes, I am that I am,

«« and therefore they who think fo we deem

** moft (lupid *." Again, replying to thofe

who faid that the logos is ijerl?u?n injitufn,

or the proper internal reafon of the Father,

** Why did not our Saviour fay, I and the

** word of my Father are one, and he that

** fees me, fees the word of the Father."

He adds, that " the logos, in the introduc-

** tion to the gofpel of John has the article

*' prefixed to it, which Ihews that it did

* Minime enim mentietur falfiflimum efle fermonem,

quod verbum quod ex deo apparuit, dicatur non habuifle

fubflantiam : eft enim ftultiflimi cordis erudtatio. Narji

ipfe dicebat Mofi ego fum qui fum : quomodo autem un-

quam hoc quod vcre eft, in fubflantia per fe non fervari

intelligitur ? et propterca eos qui fic fentiunt, merito ru-

diffimos cllc definimus. Opera, vol. 2. p. 687.
« not
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'* not mean reafon in general, but a parti

-

*' cular fpecific logos*." I do not think

it at all neceflary to reply to the reafaning

of Cyril in this place, I only quote him in

order to afcertain what it was that the uni-

tarians, his adverfaries, thought on the

fubjedt.

The emperor Julian gives his teflimony to

the unitarians having fuppofed that by lo-

gos was intended the power of God, " Some
** of the impious,'* meaning the chriftians,

he fays, '* fay that Jefus Chrift is one perfon,

** and he that is called the logos by John
** another t-" He likewlfe fays that '* John

*^ does not mention the name of Jefus, or

* Praeterea fi unigenitus cjei filius idcirco verbum eft

et vocatur, quoniam (ut ipfi dicunt) inHtum patris ver-

bum fufcipiens, ad illud formatur : cur non dixit ad

dlfcipulos, ego et verbum patris unum fumus : et, qui

nie videt, is etiam verbum patris videt ? Ideo videmus

fiiium hominis, articulo ad utrumque nomen praepofito,

falvatore noftro proferri, quando fe folum ab infinita ho-

minum multitudine velit fignificare. In John, cap. 4.

Opera, vol. r. p. 610.

+ Kat TOJ 5b«£{ TKTl TfflV ^U(T<TsQm «X^OV fXtV Inffnv iivai xp'^°^t •

ai^QV J^(
toy VTTO laavva ^Y\pur1oi/-iwv y^yov. Cyril. Contra

Jul. lib. 10. Opera, vol. ?, p. 333.
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** of Chrift, when he calls him God and

** logos*."

This ufe of the term logos or wordy is

common in the Old Teftament, as when

the Pfalmift: fays. By the word ofthe Lord

were the heavens 7/iade, &c. and Maca-

rius, having no view to this controverfy,

fays, *' The word of God is God, and the

'* word of the world fs the world," and

then fpeaks of the difference between the

word of God and the word of the world,

and between the children of God, and the

children of the world f.

In this fenfe, according to Eufebius, the

|ews always underftood the term logos. *' If

** any one," fays he, " fuppofe that the

" Son is a mere word—that it is quiefcent

** in the lather, when he is quiefcent, but
'* wa^ adtive when he made the vi^orld, re-

* 0;/J«/x8 5e aulov aJf Ino-sc, ^t Xf.'rov, ax^iq a Beov jcai ?<.oycv

tuTTOHahet. Cyril. Contra Jul. lib. 10. Opera, vol, 2. p. 327-

f O T« Bes 7,07©-, $£cj £ri . Kai o A07©- rs kocr/jLn Hoai/.©-

IT I
' "ETpWv)! ^B Ciafo^a Kai fy-sa-oln; Tulxavei, th re 7\.oyii ra Sea, >iai

T8 Xoys Ta «o<r/x8, Kai tuv rswuv ra Bbs, nai ruv te«vajv T3 xocr^ts
•

5*«r<?v ya^ yjvw.ud Tpjj j^icjj £»(«£ 70vw7ir, Opera, p. 223.

** fembling
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** fembling the logos of man, which is

** quiefcent when we are filent, but adive

** when we fpeak -, it is evident that he

** interprets as the Jews do, and according

•* to human reafon, and that he denies the

•* true Son of God *." He then adds what

was quoted in this volume, p. 13. concern-

ing the Jews acknowledging that God has

a logos, but no Son.

* O 3e -^iMv >.oyov tivai rov viov aitoy^a^t-Qavav^ xai ixovov >>oyov

iivai fxccfu^OfABVog, >cj 'S^oXX^tKtg tut aulo >£ym ug «5'ev elefov r)v o

%.oy(^, Bv^ov fxivcov iv Tco Jicry%a^ov7j rio isai^i^ ivi^ym tt iv ra

v/jielepco Trv kltaiv ^n/jua^yBiv ' cfAOtug lu n/Uf/s^w, ev o-iottucti fAiv vtcru-

Xa^ovlii £V Je (p^syyoixivot; sn^yisvli, orfkw ai ein ladaM'ji Tivi }y av-'

^PUTTim (TVvlptXOiV (p^OVYIfllxlly TOV $£ O.hYl'^Ug UlOV TH ^SH CtpViSfAtV®'*

Contra Marcdium, lib. i. p. 4.

SEC-
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SECTION II.

Arguments of the ancient Unitarians from

Reafon,

TJAVING ftated what the principles of

the ancient unitarians were, I {hall in

the next place, give a view of the arguments

by which they defended them ; and as feme

of thefe were drawn from the principles of

reafon, and others from the fcriptures, I

fhall mention the former in the firfl place.

But in this I need not inlift upon their

capital argument, viz. that the doctrine of

the divinity of Chrift and of the trinity, is

an infringement of the great do<5lrine of

natural and revealed religion, the unity of

God. This has appeared fufficiently al-

ready. Alfo many of their other arguments

have been mentioned in the replies of their

trinitarian adverfaries. I ihall, therefore,

only recite fuch others as have happened

to occur feparately.

That
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That the ancient unitarians were much
addicted to reofoning, and that they often

difputed with great acutenefs and fubtility,

fo as to puzzle their opponents, may be

inferred from what is faid of them by

Eufebius, viz. that ** they negleiled the

** fcriptures, and reafoned in fyllogifms *."

No doubt they did reafon, and probably

in the fyllogiftic form, as was the cuflom

with logicians, and I doubt not very clofely

and juftly; but it will be i^^w that they

were far from negle(fling the fcriptures.

According to the moft ancient dodtrine

of the generation of the Son, there was a

time when the Father was fimply cney and

had not generated this Son. Upon this

idea, Marcellus faid that, " if it be a per-

*• fedtion in the Father to have a Son, he

'* was imperfedl while he was without

** one
-f-."

* Oy Ti ai Ssiaj T^sytai y^apai ^rjlnvlsii aM cttciov crxufia cri/A-

>,oyia-iJ.ii ui TJiv T»j a^Eol-nlos eu^s&n a-vramv, ^iT^oTrevui acrKH'PiSg.,

Hift. lib. 8. cap. 28. p. 253.

.
"t"

El ya^ aei T£^£(CJ Beo^y xai rsa^iTiV avla ^in'Ofiig rs 'ssdls^ac

avlov maif -ij uaTsOV aJlcv aval rsocls^a in Tcufia uis, avaSa?\?i.{taUt

xj tavlov TH KcxM rnfiax£(, km ug euv enreiv, £| a owalcxi 'ssaln^

maiviH, Contra Marcelliim, lib. I. p. 22.

. .To
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To the dodrinc of divine generation in

general, the ohjcdidn v/as, that the divine

eilence mult then be corporeal. '* Mar-

cellus faid, that, if the Son be Oiproboley' or

producftion, ** from the Father, and he be

** his offspring, "like the offspring of other

" living creatures, both the being pro-

*' ducing, and the being produced, mud be

** corporeal *."

That the Son, who was generated from

the Father, was allowed by thofe who firfl

advanced that dodtrine to be inferior to the

Father, the rnoft: abundant proof has been

given. Afterwards all this was retraced.

But the unitarians retorted it upon them.

*' The enemies of truth," fays Chryfoflom,
** uro;e that, if the Son be equal to the

** Father, why did not the Father become
** incarnate ? As it was the Son who took

'* the form of a fervant, is it not plain that

" he is inferior. But if on this account

** he took human nature, the Spirit, who,

o<^oi'X ra TO) l^uuv yz-j\n\ixMa^ avaym crufxx slvm rov 's:poQocKAovlsi y^

Tov 'sspoQi^r.Yijxtvcv. Contra Marcelluin, lib. i. p. 22.

Vol. Ill, Ee *' they
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** they fay (though we do not acknowledge
** this) is inferior to the Son, fhould have

** been incarnate*."

The trinitarians, giving a reafon for the

myftery of the incarnation, held that the

divinity gave a value to the fufferings of the

human nature to which it was united. But

the unitarians urged the abfurdity of this ;

faying, according to Theodoret, ** If a man
" only fufFered, it was a man that faved

**ust." This is an argument to which

the orthodox have always made very lame

replies. They have never chofe to fay that

the deity of Chrift fuffered, or that it par-

took of the fufferings of the human na-

ture. Confequently, if it was only man

that fuffered, the fatisfadion made by that

fuffering could only be finite; and in fad:,

* Kai -yap km t«1o isi^iipi^Ha-iv oi lYiq aM^^M^ £%^f"«» >>tyovlsg j

oil El laoi nv Tu jsyEwnKoli, nvog sviKSv o 'ssaln^ hk av£\aQi da^Kot^

^ESi-e^Oi Y\v i Hcii fAv^ SI Jia TaJo t>jv nuisle^av VTri^u <pu<TiVy to 'bjvew

(wa, (paa-iv avloi th ws ET^ariov mm (« ya^ av YifMSn; £i7roifji.tv) ekeivo

trao}m%vM thu Ser. 51. Opera, vol. 5. p. 697.

f AfSpwTTc; «v vfuv 'ssaf>E(Xxs tw aulrj^iav. Dial. 3. Opera,

vol 4. p. ij6.

could
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could extend no farther than the fufFcrings

of any other man.

Novatian fays, in proof of the divinity

of Chrifl:, *' if he be only a man, why is he

every where invoked, fince it is the na-

" ture not of man, but of God, to be pre-

** fent in every place*?" But whatever

might be the cafe in the time of Novatian

(when what he fays could not be true of any

bcfides the trinitarians) this certainly was

not the pradtice even with them in the

time of Origen, who flourifhed not more

than twenty years before him. This has

been (liewn already, and therefore this uni-

verfal pradice might have been urged, and

probably was urged, by the ancient unita-

rians, as an argument in their favour. Ac-

cording to Origen, the cuftom of chriflians

was to pray to God through Chriilt. And

* Si homo tantummodo Chriftus ; quomodo abeft

ubique invocatus, cum haec hominis natura non fit, fed

dei, ut adeffe omni loco poflit ? Cap. 14. p. 45.

f O^WKSVoixev av tov 'ssoili^a rng aM^Bicxg^ ;t, tcv mov tyiv aAn-

S«av, ovla ^uo t>i vTrorocf^i nspcuyixalat,., £v ^e tm oz/iovoja, K^ rn crvpi.-

<pma^ >^ rn Tavlo%li m ^^M[Ji.c^o<;» Ad Celfum, lib. 8.

p. 3^6.

E e 2 Chrift
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Chrift was fuppofed to join in their prayers.

*' We are not to pray," fays he, " without

** our high-prieft *." In like manner, other

faints were fuppofed, in the time of Origen,

to bear their part in the prayers of the

churches to which they had belonged, long

before it was thought right to pray to

them, and this was the natural progrefs of

things with refpedt to Chrift.

It has been feen how flrenuoufly the

ancient unitarians infifted upon the anti^

Quity of their dodrine, and how far all the

learned trinitarians conceded to them, by

admitting that, in the time of the apoflles,

the doctrine of the divinity of Chrift was

not taught openly ; becaufe the world was

not then ready to receive it. It has alfo

been feen that Bafil was charged with in-

troducing novelty into his diocefe, efpe-

cially in his form of doxology to the Holy

Spirit ; from which it is evident, that the

unitarians of that age and country confi-

dered his dodlrine as having had fome other

origin than either the fcriptures, or chrif-

* Am« im x^S'i Ta «f%(ffewf. De Oiatione, p. 49.

tian
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tian antiquity j and one of them certainly

thought very juftly of it, when he faid to

Bafil, ** 1 know nothing of your foreign

*' philofophy*." In that country, the au-

thority of Gregory Thaumaturgus was very

great, and it was' appealed to both by Bafil

and his adverfaries, who were perhaps bet-

ter judges than himfelf, of what had been

the cuftom before hexame into the diocefe.

In a letter to his clergy, he fays, '-'- do not

*' defpife the hypoftafes, do not deny the

** name of Chrift, or pervert the fayings of
" Gregory f."

Gregory Nyffen fays, that he and his

friends were charged with innovation when

they taught the dodirine of three hypoflafes,

of one goodnefs, one power, and one divi-

nity +."

* Oy yap aumnfii ufxuv Tr.; af^hOKola (Totpia;. De Sp. S. cap.

17. Opera, vol. 2. p. 330.

\ Ta; UTToraarsi^ ixy\ a^sleils, to ovofji-a th %f ira ;W>i aTra^vnaBs^

ragrs T^Yiyo^m (pova^ fin 'tsa^i^nyziff^z. Epilt. 63. Opera, vol.

3. p. 98.

X Axh KaivolofjLiocJ yiy.iv '^i^poipi^iiaiv iilcoai to tyhMya ko^j r,y,uv

(TvJliBevlEg . Tf£i; vTroraasii; OfxoT^oyavluv, yiav ayx^olnia^ yixv ou-

vacfMiv >C; fjuav ^eoliila ?.£yBiv Ytfjiag ailiuvlM. De Triiiitate, vol.

2. p. 439.

E e 3 The
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The apoflles creed has been fhewn to

afford a ilrong argument for the antiquity

and purity of the ancient unitarian doc-

trine. This argument was urged by Pho-

tinus. who, according to Ruffinus, pleaded

that ** the apoflles creed, literally under-

** flood, was in his favour*.'* Marcellus,

in his epiflle, quotes the whole of the

apoflles creed, and affents to itf.

The orthodox ufed to alledge the rC'-

ceived mode of baptifm as a proof of the

divinity of Chrift ^ but we learn from Bafil,

that the unitarians replied, that ** baptiz-

** ing in the name of the Spirit was no
** proof of his godhead, becaufe mention is

** made of baptizing unto MofesJ.*'

* Fotinum vero haereticum fcio eatenus fcripfiflb, non

ut rationem ciiftorum audientibus explanaret, fed ut fim-

plicitur fideliterque di<fta, ad argumentum fui dogmatis

traheret. In Symbol, pref. p. 169.

+ Epiphanii, Opera, vol. i. p. 836.

X Am' x3e ii ^aTrlt^o/jLsQa^ ^ncny, u^ avlo, jjJ' »7w ^ikmov fxila

Ses relax^ou . xj ya^ , )^ sig tov Muanv t<v£j sCaTrJiffSuffav, ev tv

'VB(p£M '^ tv T)i SaXacrcDj. De Sp. S. cap. 14. Opera, vol. 2.

p. 3i8.'

SE Cr
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SECTION III.

Arguments of the ancient Unitarians frsni the

Scriptures.

'T^HE great ftrong liold of the unitarians

was the fcriptures, and the plain lite-

ral fcnfe of them. *' They bawl out", fays

Bafil, ** with their proofs from fcripture,

** and make no account of the unwritten

" traditions of the Fathers*." And Pho-

tlnus, in his difpute with Bafil, faid that

" he could prove his dodrine by a hundred

" paffages of fcripture
-f-."

The orthodox

in general, complained of the advantage

which the unitarians had in appealing to

the literal fenfe of the fcripture. ** If,"

fays Gregory Nyflen, *' a man rejfts in the

* Taj £« j'M Eyy^a^cov aTTo^Si^eig ETTLoomlai, tw ay^afov ruv

'S^alsfuv jj/zplu^ixv ccg nhvog a^iav aTroTcefiTto^zvoi. De Sp. S.

cap. 10- Opera, vol. -i. p. 313.

f£iv 76vv«5aj ETTvy^uhdlo, Epiphanius, Hilt, yo- vol. i.

p. 829.

Ec 4
** bare
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*' bare letter, fo far he judaizes in opinion,

** and has not learned that a chriftian is not

*' the difciple of the letter, but of the Spirit,

«* for the letter killeth, but the Spirit

** giveth life*."

It is to be obferved, that by JiiJaking,

was meant adopting the dodrine of the

fimple humanity of Chrifl. For the an-

cient unitarians were commonly compared

by the orthodox to Jews, and the Arians to

Gentiles, as worfliippers of two gods^ the

Arian logos not being of the fame fubftance

with the Father -, and therefore a maker of

the world, or a God, quite diftind from

him.

Gregory Nazianzen alfo reprefents the

heretics as drawing many to them by their

interpretation of the fcriptures f.

* OuK-dv, SI 4';^w Ti^apa/xsvet ru y^a/xfjt.ali, xj xoOa r^p to fu^o^

laoai^ei tyi yvcof/.Tn, kJ xttw 'S^STrai^evlai oli a%i y^afji-fxalo'; en %fi(r-

Jiav©- //.aS)i7nf, aMa 'ssvBV/xtxl©- . To ya§ y^a/yi.fxct, (pncriv, aTTtii-

7eiv£(, to ^i 'mvzvu.a ^aoTToiei. Contra Eunomium Oratio 16,

Opera vol. 2. p. 3 ji.

•f Tag 3e 'ssa^a rm ^auv y§a<pav^ viraaui^ ts iu avIiBsasig atg o(

T8 y^af/.fxix!oi it^oauX".^ :y rev vav rm yz'i^afXiJ.smj KT^mlovlsg rag

•TroT^Hg a^ElB^i^ovlai, >^ rm o^ov mg (x><n^£ixg ra^aaaHTi. (Dr. 36.

Opera, p. 577.

With
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With refped to the Old Teftament, it

was the general complaint of the orthodox

that the unitarians interpreted it as the Jews

did, and proved the dodrine of the unity

of God from it. I therefore do not need to

mention many of their arguments. Juflin

Martyr pretended to prove from the appear-

ance to Mofes in the buih, that it was not

Jehovah himfelf v/ho fpake to him, but

Chrifl. But Marcellus argues from the

fame thing, in favour of his dodrine, pro-

bably confidering the God that fpake from

the budi as the Supreme Being, who vi^as

felf-exiftent, and had no rival -, for Eufe-

bius fays, that ' Marcellus argued from
** / am that I am *."

Of the unitarians alledging, Deut. vi. 6.

Hear Ifrael the Lord thy God is one Lord^

and alfo, Ifa. xli. 4. I am the firji and I am

the lafly and bejides me there is no other (a text

almoft as celebrated as that of Mofes) I

could produce numberlefs inftances, and

they are both generally alledgcd at the fame

time. Marcellus, after quoting the latter,

* Ec. Theol. lib. 2. cap. 19. p. 130.

fays,



426 Principles and Arguments Book III.

fays, ** There is therefore no younger God,

" nor any other beiides the God who is the

*' laft, able to co-operate with God*."'

It has been feen, that the trinitarians en-

deavoured to prove the divinity of Chrifl

from the Old Teftament. On the other

hand, the unitarians were not wanting, on

their part, to prove his limple humanity

from it.

Theodotus urged, Deut. xviii. 13. A
prophet fiall the Lord thy God raife up unto

thee, of thy brethren like unto me -j-. And

certainly, if he was to be like Mofes, he

could not be God.

The unitarians argued from Pf. ex. fThou

art a priejl for ever after the order of Mel^

* Eyw ya^ ej/*{, (pYtai, Seoj lapcJlog, ^ syu (Jt-sla Taula, ^ 'SiXw

tfjtx Seoj E?EfO{ UK snv . s?£ Hv vscole^oi Tjj Seoj ffjv, lile aT^ci Tig/jLela

ravla Seoj wv, Sew (Tuve^yeiv ^vvctlog nv. Eufebius Contra Marcel-

lum, lib. 2. p. 41.

•]• Kat otoXjv Se cuflog Qso^olog (pmiy »cj voiio; 'srepi auia £^<i,

npo^nlnv m Tcov a^t'hipm vfiuv sye^ei kv^w; ug e/ixe ^ aula axaaSe.

Mwv(7>i5 Se hv avSfWTTOj . o'^ziK Sek EyEifo/aevoj, ^mi-, %proj nlog an

W Seoj aT^a av^puTTo; ' etteiJVi e^ av%v nv, >0) Muuavig MBpuTrcg w.

Epiphanius, Haer, 54. Opera, vol, 1, p. 464.

chlzedek)
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chizedekj that Chriji was inferior to Mcl-
chizedek*.

Theodotus argued from If. liii. in which

the Meffiah is foretold as to be a man ojjor^

rows, &c.
-f*.

It is remarkable that the wlfdom, of

which Solomon gives a figurative defcrip-

tion in the book of Proverbs, had been fo

long interpreted to mean Cbrijly that even

Marcellus allowed it, and made ufe of it

to prove, that Chrifl was a creature, as the

Arians did, and thought that it referred to

his human nature only J. A much better,

and a more natural, interpretation is, that it

has no reference to Chrifl at all.

* Kaj &)j Bivai thIov « fji.ovov ^uvufjuv Tiva, a>0\ct
^^ fxei^olecov t»

eKElVH TOilfWJ, JjjSfV EK ^ln T8 SlfH/tAEVa, (TU El lEpZUq Sig TOV MUVCC

HOila Ty)v Ta^iv Me^-x"^^'^^'^ - ^i eivoci, (pnaiv. avlov ill VTro^EErePov ta

MeX^kthSek. Epiphan. Haer. 55. p. 468.

+ E/?« auloi 'zsraXiv (pmt OeoSo?©-, qIi ^ 'E.a-aia; 'sje^i aula sipriy

oil aySfojwoj er(v, islug eiTtm, av^puir^ EiSojf (pE^Eiv (xocT^aKiav ' xj

ei^o/jiev aJlov ev 'SiMyn^ >y £V hixku^ei ^ Tjtifjuxcr%, xat hk E)\oyiaByj,

Ibid. Haer. 54. p. 466.

J To roiwv iu(paXaiOV thIi rng 'sx^oi/xicxg, s rriv a^xw xnf Seo-

^©-, wcTTTEp auloi vu/xa-aa-i, th a-oflnpog v(Ji.m isa^arr\'7ou ^aT^ofXEvov,

uupioi Exlios (AE, E(p-n, a>Xa tjjv ^eJIe^ocv Hoila, ffapKOi oiKOVOfxiav.

Eufeb. con. Marcellum, lib. 2. p. 45.

Dr,
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Dr. Lardnerdifcovers traces of Nazarsan,

or Sabcllian interpretations of fcripture in

Eufebius, which he accounts for by fup-

pofing, that they were borrowed from fome

Other writer, and inferted into his own
work, which, he fays, was a frequent me-

thod with chriftian commentators. He
gives the following inftances

:

** All the Father's grace was poured out

*' upon the beloved, for it was the Father

" that fpake in him." Again, upon Pf.

Ixxii. ** This righteoufnefs of the Father is

«« given to the king's fon, of the feed ofDa-
** vid, according to the flefh, in whom, as

*' in a temple, dwelled the word, and wif-

<* dom, and righteoufnefs of God."

Once more, referring to Ifaiah Ixi. i . and

Luke iv. 18. " fliewing," fays he, .**that

** his was not a bodily anointing, like that

*' of others, but that he was anointed with

*' the fpirit of the Father's deity, and there-

*« fore called CZ'r//?*." ^

rv yap o 's^cRw 7\a?.cjv ev via, Avlr) romv v th ^sralpcg ^MaiO(Tvvy] roi

KuluKWiv ua'TrBp i'«« ra ^ea >-070i, mi v coipicc, nai ^mouoawy). Ai-
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Well might Gregory NyfTen, and others,

complain of the advantage which the uni-

tarians derived from the literal iriterp re-

lation of the New Tejiament, which it is

hardly poffible to open without finding a

decilive argument againfl the trlnltarian

fyftem. I ihall give fome examples of the

arguments which the ancient unitarians

drew from it.

In proof of the proper unity of God,

Marcellus argued from Mark xii. 28. There

is one God^ and there is no other but he *.

The inferiority of the Son to the Father,

the unitarians proved, from a variety of cir-

cumftances, one of which was, Chrift being

called a fervant ; and they chofe to adhere

to that language in fpeaking of Chrifl, that

they might honour the Father. " On what

^aaKm, rco ^s 'Sjvev/J.xlt rv; 'sjo^^ihy); 9£o1)i]©- xsxf^'^l^^vov, y.cu Si*

Tislo xfi'i'(Jvavnyo(>EuiJ.Bvov. Creiiibility, vol. 8. p. 82.

* Am* fxsv ypa/XfycaHsui, Sia th vo^Mi Bso(7£^Eiciv /usuaBrMVM

d'OHUV, ETraiyav to ts 'EoSlvfog p^ov ipaivslai, anas iTpavT^., ?»£7wv, kU'

piog ^Ecg an eij srt ' km o^aa Ha>.coi BipnaBai 'sirsuo/xevov • btt a'hy\-

^Eiag yap ^miv. siTrag-, clt Big er.v Seoj km ax etiv a'KKog otT^w avl's . oi

?£ ta rvg nag ^ia^KY\g avx^vl^g Bi^T.vai /xurvotXi -Jla nai ouP.ipov ava-

myarcltiv Seov ^ahovlai vTroracrei uai d'w.ia/xBi p^w^i^oiusvov th 'sscdoog.

Eufeb. Ec. Theol. lib. 2. cap. 19. p. 131.

'* account,"
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'* account," fays Chryfoftom, *• do you call

*' Chrift a fervant ? That we may honour

"the Father. But the Son fays, that all

*' men may honour the Son, even as they
** honour the Father */'

The unitarians urged, that, as a fervant,

Chrift Vf2isfent by the Father, being fubjedl

to his orders. This, they alfo faid, was a

proof that Chrift was not omniprcfent. It

may be curious to fee what Chryfoftom

faid in anfwer to this argument. ** To be
" fent of God," fays he, " does not imply
*' removal from place to place, but the ma-
*• nifeftation of the (Economy. Concerning
*' John the Baptift, who was of the earth,

** and who appeared upon the earth, the

*' gofpel fays. There was a man fent from
" God f."

* Tivoj ?£ evmiv aJlov WTrspyov (pals ' iva riixn(Ta/x£v rov tffaie^a

,

1^ imi woj (pnaiv ; iva isayle^ ri//.»)(n rov viov Ka%g ri//,cca-i rov

malepa. In Pf. Opera, vol 3. p. 121.

•}- Oil TO aTTsra^Bai 'sja^a rov Ses, x tjjv a'^o roTtav £ig TOTTHi

nHaraaiv (nniAami a>0\ot, t)i5 omovofjuag t»v (poaiEpoomv. TLspi Iw«f-

V8 Ta ^aiflirou uyzi to tvciyyi>,iov m wna ynj moc,^ km wno 7015 ^«v£-

fw9£v7o?. EysvEJo av^pwTroj «!r£r«^|W£voj isa^a. Sfs, Scr. 5.

Opera, vol. 6. p. 59,

When
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When the unitarians were urged with'

the Father and the Son being faid to be one^

they faid that they were one by confcnt and

harmony, and proved it from Chrift's fay-

ing, that his difciples might be one with

them, as they two were one*.

The reward that was given to Chrift, on

account of his fervices and fufferings, was

alledged by the ancient unitarians as a proof

of his having been employed by God as his

fervant, and that he had no dignity before.

" The heretics," fays Chryfoilom, ** urge

** that Chrift was advanced on account of

*' his fufferings. But he replies, that men-
*' tion is made by John of his dignity before

*' his fuffering
-f-."

The unitarians likewife

* Qiiando igltur ad evertendam naturalem trinitatis

identitatcin, hunc locum in medium haeretipus affert,

quemadmodum dicens, nos non identitate abfoluta corpo-

rum, nee animarum alterius in alteram confufione unum

fumus ; fed afFe»5lu charitatis, animarumque ad fervanda

mandata dei confenfu ; fic et unum fiiius cum patre eft.

Cyril Alex, in Joan. lib. 11. p. 987.

f Aio «a( Seoj avlov vTrsfv^'uas ' 5ia to tso&og^ wj /aktSov ts

aula ovofAx imip 'ssav ovoiaoi. lv:x £v tco cvsi^xlt, Ino'a 'sr.xv yow

«fl^iJ/W, £7ra^av<«v, xou tTTtyum^ mi H»lax,^oviuv. O ^aj (pun. /xsla

<rov row^ov u^i}%) op«j, ^inaf, i*Bla to zsa^i /wicrScr fTafs tvv j/4«-

ffu:
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urged the Father raifing the Son from the

dead *.

The gofpels were thought to furnifli the

ilrongeft arguments for the fimple humanity

of ChrHl; and this was urged with the

more force, as it was acknowledged by the

orthodox, that the three firft gofpels did

not teach his divinity. But the ancient

unitarians brought as many arguments from

the gofpel of John, as from any of the

others.

We learn from Epiphanius, that Theo-

dotus urged, Luke i. 35. The fpirit of the

Lordj}jaII come upon thee-, arguing that he

did not enter into her, as the orthodox

fuppofed
-f-

', and, John viii. 40. Te

feek to kill me, a man who told you the

truth J. Auftln fays, that the Sabellians

CIV. E» Toivuv fxila rev rau^ov v-^cc%, ccg v/j.Eig ^ale, Jitf ti o ^aTtli'

ruj Iwaw/ij wfo Ts '«:a&sj, 'spo ts raupou £?v£7£v. Ser. 4. Opera,

vol. 6. p. 33.
* Am' ETmsri^ciXTiv 01 ai^eliKoi Myovleg, lox 'sscSmp eysipei rov vm.

Chryfoftom in Gal. i. Opera, vol. 10. p. 965.

•f EHa, ^ncTJ, ««j to svayfz'hm e^ji tji Mapia^ 'mvevfia Kupia

eTTBT^EVO-ilai £7rt a£, kcxi an eitts TsvsufA.oc. Hv^i^ ymailtxi £V aoi. Hapr.

54. Opera, vol. 1. p. 465.

X K«i 01 a<7C avla a-ura^Evls; ^Eo^oliexvoi, ij'*^'"' av^puTTov (pa(T-

Mvls; EiVM Tov xp^roVf Hou f« crTtEpyi-al^ cx.v'^pog yEyivy]ahai . Eila Et^

a^^a
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urged, John vii. 6. My doclrine is not

mine'*, Bi^fil's enemies quoted againil him

John vl, S7. [live by the Father
-f*.

Jt is remarkable enough, that both Chry-

foftom andTheophylad; blame Paulus Samo-^

fatenfis for making apaufe before the words.

Marvel not at //6/j, John v. 27. as if they would

conne(5t them with the account of God's

giving all judgment to the Son J. For all

aMfl! ispo(paau rrjg savin Tsa^^nlpoTng rauloc tavlo) BTti^a^^vav (Tvw\'

'yaysv . oil ^naiv, o xupiog £(p)7
' wv ob ^ytIslIs [xs aTronlsivat av^pcoTlovy oj

TTjv oM^siav ufj,iv 7\s>.aXvHoc . opa; (prniv^ cli av^puTrog eriv. Hasr.

54. Opera, vol. i. p. 463.

* Utique fi tua dodtrina non eft tua, O domlne, cujus eft

nifi alius fit cujus fit ? Quod dixilli, Sabelliani non intel-

ligunt : non enim trinitatem viderunt, fed fui cordis er-

rorem fecuti funt. Nos cultores trinitatis et unitatis patris

et filii et fpiritus fanfd, et unius dei, intelligimus cle doc-

trina Chrifti, quomodo non eft ejus. In John, Tr. 29.

cap. 7. Opera, vol. 9 p. 246.

f Ta ^£ ^riixcTla rvig ^siag y^a(pytg^ aTT?^ T^/xQavcfleg oi afuHSipLS-

vot KM ^icz^p£(povi£g TTpog 7y]v otKEiav (Tvvsi^na^iv £ig Ko^ai^iinv thj ^o^Y\g

'tH/xcvoysvHg naiv zr^ocr^so^Ttv^ iHcog £|e]«cro,wEV, xsfia to owaiov r\jj.iv

ava<nlii(T<70vl£g aula . hui tst^cJIov vi/aiv z^^oli^saBco to. syco ^u 5ia tcv

'SScSspa . tkIo yap sriv sv tuv (3eAwv tuv eij apavov 'SJef/.Tro/xivcov utt^

Tcov acTE^wv avlu mxp-AiJ^zvm. Epift. 141. Opera, vol. 3.

p. 166.

X X^>i Se 7(V'a)ir«£(v oli YiaWKog "Eafji-oaalsug ij/i^ov avBuTTov Sby-

fictli^cov Tov Kvcm slw; av£y»'w<r«£ thIo to x&jciov, kch t^acriav ed'a>i£v

Vol. III. F f

'

av%
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our printed bibles are now divided, as

Paulus ^mofatenlis and his followers had

pointed the paffage ; and the punctuation

received by Chryfoftom and Theophylact is

followed by no perfon.

Epiphanius fays that Theodotus argued

from Ads ii. 22. where Peter calls Chrift

a man approved ofGod*, And indeed it was

acknowledged by the orthodox, that, in all

the period to which the hiftory of Luke

extends, the apoflles did not openly preach

fuch ofFenfive doctrines as thofe of the pre-

exiftence and divinity of Chrift.

The unitarians found a variety of folid

arguments in the apofiolical epiftles. There

is hardly any text of which the trinitarians

avail themfelves more than Phil. ii. 6. Who
being in tJoeform of God, thought it 720 rob-

bery to be equal to God. But even this text

the ancient unitarians thought favourable

to themfelves. Epiphanius fays, the here-

avla KM Kpi(riv 'usasiv oji uiog av^puTTH e^iv . evlau^:x 5e n^wv, aTT

oKhng oipx^i avzyivaaKZTO^ ^ji.n ^aufJLal^niB tSu. In John. cap. 5.

vol. I. p. 632. See Chryfoftom, vol.8, p. 201.

cYiiA-uoii >^ Ti^aai it) UK eiTTov Secv aTTo^shiyiABvov. Haer. 54.

Opera, vol. i. p. 467.

tics
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tics avail themfelves of this text, *' as if it

** meant that Chrift would not by robbery

"make himfelf equal to God*." i.e. it

would have been robbery if he had done fo.

Chryfoftom alfo fays, that the Arians prove

that Chrifl is not God from this text, fay-

ing, that Chrifl being in the form of God,

did not feize upon an equality with God 3

Lardner obferves that Origen underftood

this text as cxpreffive of the humanity of

Chrifl:
:f

, and that it feems to have been fo

underftood in an epiftle from the churches

of Vienna and Lyons, they fuppoiing the

apoftle to have meant that to be equai^ or like

to God, Chrift did not think a thing to be

catched at §.

Theophylad:, commenting on Eph. iv. 6.'

0?je God^ and Father of ally ivho is above all,

* Oy ya^ httsv, hk tSsMts. ytna'^ai lao^ ^ew Si a^'TtayixH . a7^

*X, ^^TOO'/W-si' rr/Yiadlo sivai laa Sew. to ^zov tivoii (puaei^ oli riv. Aa-

coratus, fcdl. 45. Opera, vol. 2. p- 50.

-f-
A^.'Kx Tig ao(pog ccvluv }<.oyoi, xj [/.nv Tavocvliov ^smvai, <py\^i

.

S17TE yx^ oil ev f^opipn Sss i/9r«^%wv, «% npTraa-e to sivai laa ^eu .

x) juw El r,v Seof, 'sjui Ei%Ev apTcacxi. In Phil. 2. Opera, vol. 10.

p. 1240.

X Credibility, vol. 3. p. 399. § Ibid. vol. I. p. 339.

F f 2 and
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and through nil, and in you all, obferves that

the heretics thought that the prepofition ?j«

(through) was peculiar to the Son, and ^v (jn)

to the Spirit ; both implying inferiority ;

whereas he fays they are now both applied

to the Father*."

In Coll. i. 15. Chrift is called the firjl

born of every creature. On this Marcellus

faid, '* How could he who exifled always

•* be the firil-born of any things but the

*•'
firji neiD man, in whom God would that

•* all things (hould be collected 3 the holy

** fcriptures calling him the firfl-born of

** the creation f." Cyril of Alexandria,

alfo fays, ** They continually urge the more
** fimple with the vfotd firji-hornX.'*

T8 viw, }d T«v, £v, TO) 'msv/xoli, bi; I'hoLii'jiaiv hiaayacrav . mv ^s t«

isalpi evpitrxovlai 'mpoa-KBi/xevai . m aoa sXaTlaffBco^. Vol. 2. ?• 533*

t riwj yap ^uvalov, tov av cvla, 'mpuiolcKCV Eivai tjvoj, aTvAa tov

^eo; . thIov ai Stiai ypa^ai 'mpuloloHOV '!>sa(jy\g ovOfAcx^aai iSKTEag,

Eufeb- contra Marcellum, lib. 2. p.44'

% Semper infipienter dicunt nomen primogenitus fim-

plicioribus ohjicientes. De Trinitate, lib. 4. Opera, vol.

2. p.4i5"

I But



Chap. XVIII. of ancient Unitarians, 437

But the two decifive texts in proof of

the unity of God, and the proper humanity

of Chrid, in this epiille, are the following :

Eph. iv. 5. One LonU one faith, one haptifm,

one God and Father of all, who is alcove all,

and through all, and in you all; which was

urged, as Eufebius informs us, hy Marcel-

las*; and I Tim. ii. 5. ^/^^^'f ^"-f one God,

and one mediator between God and man, the

man Chriji Jcfus -,
which was pleaded

by the flimef. This was alfo alledged

by Photinus + .

* Yiai '^^r«^lv zivou rov '^sxis^x [«ai] tov viov STTih^M z!£i^U[XEVOi

sl'o ypa(p£i • aJlog ya^ c/zoAoyf Aeycdv, sv e^oj o ^alri^, aaya sv to)

'mal§i • ol h thIo ax aTtXai a^e aanoTrui et^me, ^^^ov [av] km ap

sle^a^ a^oroAWJij ^-zitrEwj . £ij ya^ o, eittuv, «y^iof, /xia: tsing., sv ^xtt-

Ec. Thcol. lib. 2. cap. 19. p. 131.

* Nvv aulov avKo(px^jl£i, wj i^iXov av'^^a'TCOv Uyovia sivai tov x^^^ov,

ispopavai; Kocla-^^su^ofxivog, ev te 015 Bipme, ^3 £v oij siii ETraysi au^tf

'ssspi au% y-tyo^v ' aJ^' 'srpcEifJi/^Ei'oj, B^ax^ci twv ayim ^po<pii]im

(p^ovlaag, a; ccTro^f^lov riva k\ T^ixv^xvicrocv ts a'n:oroh!i ^zoXoyitxv

£|ji78/z£vo«, EJ5 Seoj E^i, £'J ^ ^^^'''iJ ^^^ ''^ avSfWTrwv, «v%w7roj

I„(7v; ;iif(rcij. Eufeb. Con. Maicelluni, lib. i- p. 28.

t Hoc fi timemus, deleamus in apoftolo quod di(ftunx

eft : mediator dei et homiaum homo Chriftus Jefus, quia

ad authoritatem hxrefis fuse Photinus hoc utitur : et non

legatur a nobis, quia ab illo male intelligatur. Hil. Ad

Arianos, Opera, p. 392.
^

„
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If my readers only compare thefe unita-

rian interpretations of fcripture with thofe

made by the trinitarians, in a former part

of the work, he muft be fenfible, without

any afliftance from me, how infinitely more

natural thefe are than thofe. The wonder

is, that any other fenfe fhould ever have

been put upon them. The hiftory, how-

ever, that I have given of the rife of the

dodlrine of the trinity, folves this diffi-

culty, and fhows the neceffity the trini-

tarians were under of wrefting the fcrip-

tures fo miferably as they did.

Tloo^iv Je 'STpo^affi^ilai hsycov, oji i(pn 'atpi aula a7roro>.og, 6li

fiicrhi Ses >^ av^puTTcov xfiroj lws{' Epiphanius, Haer. 54.

Opera, vol. i. p. 467.

CHAP.
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CHAPTER XIX.

Of the Pradlice of the Unitarians with r^fpcEl

to Baptifm.

*^T^ H E form of baptifm, fuppofed to be

prefcribed in the gofpel of Matthew,

viz. in the name of the Father, the Son, and

the Holy Spirit, and the trine immerjion^

which was ufed along with it, contri-

buted very much to eflablifh the doftrine

of the trinity. It was natural enough, there-

fore, for tlie unitarians to oppofe this fuper-

flition by difcontinuing the practice; though

it is probable that the cuftom itfelf was an

innovation. That it was not in ufe from

the beginning, is pretty evident from there

being no trace of it in the New Teftament,

though we are not able to fay at what time

it began. However, that many perfons did

not baptize in this manner, before, as well

as after, the council of Nice, is evident from

^he decrees of that council, and other pro-

ceedings
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ceedings of a fimilar nature ; and this was

the foundation of the different treatment of

thofe who were called heretics, when they

returned into the bofom of the church.

For if they had been baptized in the ufual

form, their baptifm was deemed to be valid,

how heretical foever the church had been

in which they had received it; but if they

had not been baptized in that particular

form, it was decreed that they fhould be re-

baptized.

in what manner the unitarians, who dif-

approved of the common form, did baptize

their catechumens, does not clearly appear.

But it (hould feem that fome of them bap-

tized in the name ofChriJl only, and others

into the death of Chrijl, which they pro-

bably adopted from that expreffion of the

apoftle Paul. It appears from Bafil, that

** fome held that it was fufficient to

•* baptize in the name of Chrift*." And

the canons which are afcribed to the

apoilles ordered that ** if any bifhop did

** not ufe trine immerfion, but baptized

* n^cj Txj Myovlai s^a^nuv >o f^ovov to ug toy hv^iov (^aTrliffiMX.

Pe Sp. S. cap. 12. Opcriij vol. 2. p 3i5«
*' only
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''** only into the death of Chrift, he fhoulJ

** be depofed*;'

The Eunomlans, Theodoret fays, bap-

tized in this form, and alfo did not imrnerfe

the whole body, but only applied the water

to certain parts of it -j-.

According to Athanaiius, all the unita-

rians did not objed: to the common form of

baptifm ; for, he fays, both the Manicheans

and Paulus Samofatcnfis baptized in the

common form J. But they muft in general

have difliked that form; becaufe it was de-

creed at the council of Nice, that the Paalia-

nifts, returning to the church, fliould be

rebaptized §. Auflin alfo fays, that '* the

* Ej t»j sTTiaKOTTCi, yj 'ispeaCJlE^og fA.)t r^ia. ^aTliaf^ala ^ua; (xvyi-

xaSaifSic^co. Zonaras, p. 26. Canon 50.

-f
Mt: xfrivai >.c7wv T^ig ndlsiOUEtv rov ^aTrliio^iEvov.^ /.iyi ^e TTOiEtaBM

rnv Tvi r^ia^og ettikMciv . aX^ «^a| ^ocTili^Eiv eig rov Bccvdlov ts

Xfira . >c, /3a7r7j^ov7£j ^£ i-iEX^i twv re^vav ra u^alt ^euhvi^ roig ^s

a70\0ii (M§iOig Tn au/j-xlog ag svayEai 'sj^oacpE^Eiv to v^u^ aTtayo^Eua-

ffiv. Haer. Fab. lib. 4. Opera, vol.4, p. 356. Ed Halre.

:j: OvJu MaviXMOi xj <t>i:uyEg ;/' 01 ts 'EafMaalECt); f^abnlxi, rce

cvcijiicia ^£yovl£5? ^^^v nrlov Eiaiv uif>{liHoi. Contra Ariano?, Or.

3. Opera, vol. i. p. 413.

§ TlEpi Twv Tlav>^iavia-ctv!o:v eiJx 'mpoaipuyovluv m na^oUHx ehk^x,'

aia opog ekIe^eIm ava,Qix7tli^EQ^M avtag i^aTiuvi®-. Canon iq,

Zonaras, p- 64,

** Paulians
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*• Paalians were ordered to be rebaptized

" by the council of Nice -, from which," he

fays, *' it i^ evident, that they did not ob-

** ferve the rule of baptifm, which many
** heretics, though they left the catholic

" church, did *." Pope Innocent alfo

would not receive the Paulianilts without

baptizing, ** becaufe they did not baptize

** in the name of the Father, the Son, and

** the Spirit, as the Novatians did t."

* Iftos fane Paulianos baptizandos efle in ecclefia catho-

lica Nicaeno concilio conftitutum eft. Undecredendum eft

eos regulam baptifmatis non tencre, quam fecum multi

hasretici cum de catholica difcederent abftulcrunt, eamque

cuftodiunt. Catalogus Haer. Opera, vol. 6. p. 30.

i Unde praediclus papa Innocentius, cum de duabus

haereftbus Paulianiftis videlicet, et Novatianiftis commu-

niter difputaret, cur a Paulianiftis venientes baptizandos

efle decerncret, a Novatianis autem funditus prohiberet,

caufam his reddidit verbis, dicens : quia Paulianiftae, in-

quit, in nomine patris, et filii, et fpiritus fancti minim

e

baptizantur, nee apud iftos, videlicet Novatianos, de uni-

tate patris et filii, et fpiritus fandli quaeftio aliquando mo-

taeft. Damiani Epift. cap. 23. Bib. pat. App. p. 634.

Paulianiftae in nomine patris et filii et fpiritus fandi

minime baptizabant. At Novatiani iifdem nominibus

tremendis vinerandifque baptizant, nee apud ipfos de uni-

tate poteftatis divinae, hoc eft et patris, et filii, et fpiritus

fandti, aliquando quseftio commota eft. Epift. P. Inno-

centie ad Macedoniae Epifcopos, Apud Binnii Concilia,

vol, I. p. 620.

At
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At a council held at Carthage, in 419, the

Paulianiflis were ordered to be rebaptized*.

And at the council of Conftantinople, the

Montanifls, Eunomians, and Sabellians, were

all ordered, after much preparation, in which

exorcifm was not omitted, to be rebaptized

when they returned to the catholic churchf.

This feems to fliow, that the unitarians in

general, and alfo the moft zealous Arians,

refufed to make ufe of the common form of

baptifm ; and it is probable that they con-

tinued to do fo till a very late period, if,

indeed, they ever dropped it at all. For

Damafccnus, who wrote in the eighth cen-

* De Paulianiflis refugientibus ad ecclcfiam catholicam

definitio prolata eft rebaptizare omnino. Binnii Ccncilia,

vol. I. p. 726.

•f-
'Euvo/j.tavisi (MEvloi Tsj e;j fxiav xala^ucnv ^octtIi^o/xevh^-, km Mov-

lavtrag th; Bvlau^oc hsyofAVjug (!>^uyo'.;, Kai SaCsMiavsj raj fiio-

Tralo^iav ^i^a<Tmvlag^ koc: {Ib^o, riva xa^ETra -aroiavla;, Koa rag ix»iag

rssiTag ai^sa-eig (etteiSk 'sro^^oi Eicrtv BvlauBa^ jxaHTO. Si aTTo ms

Ta>.ixluv %wfaj epxo.uevoi) 'ssavla; t»j V7t avlm Bsxovlat; 'ST^oriSEcr-

Sa<, TM of9o3b|(a ag E^iAvivaj JE%o/>iE9a, km tviv 'SJ^iilvv npiE^av nsoiH-

4'c/itEv avlag (jlUx m Sfxtpva-av r^ilov sig to 7S^O(TU7tov km stg ra ula,

Kcu 'dlaq Kex!r]XHfiiv avlag-, km 'stoih/xsv xpovi^siv ug rw ZKuXviaiav-, km

aKpoa.cr'^xi rm y^xpx km tsIb ohjIh; •^aTrli^o'xsv. . . Canon 7.

Zonaras, p. 77.

tury,
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tury, fays, that " they who had not been

* baptized into the holy trinity, ought to

** be re-baptized*." It is to be hoped,

that the unitarians of the prefent age will

imitate their predecefibrs, by baptizing, as

the apoflles did, in the name of Chriji only,

without the invocation of the Father, Son,

and Holy Ghoft, or expreffing what they

apprehend to be the real meaning of that

phrafeology.

* At qui in fan£lam trlnitatem minime baptizati funt,

hi denuo baptizentur neceffe eft. Orthod. Fid. lib. 3.

cap. 10. p. 446.

END ©F THE THIRD VOLUME.
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