This is a reproduction of a library book that was digitized
by Google as part of an ongoing effort to preserve the
information in books and make it universally accessible.

Google books

https://books.google.com



https://books.google.com/books?id=Ltmf-rvYpfQC

Digitized by GOOS[Q



Digitized by GOOS[Q



Digitized by GOOS[Q



TT
215

. 847
1 %29




30%{

TESTIMONIES | \

OF THE \

ANTE-NICENE FATHERS |

!
TO

THE DIVINITY OF CHRIST. \

BY THE ‘

|
REVEREND EDWARD BURTON, B.D.

\
LATE STUDENT OF CHRIST CHURCH.

———

. . . \
SECOND EDITION WITH CONSIDERABLE ADDITIONS.

*I3ob, Muels uév &k matépoy els marépas BiaPePyxévas Ty ToatTyy Sidvoiay ‘\
&modesxviopey. Athanas. de Decret. Syn. Nic. §. 27. Vol. L. p. 233. ‘

OXFORD,
AT THE CLARENDON PRESS.

MDCCCXXIX.



Digitized by Google



INTRODUCTION.

THE object of the present work is to lay before
the reader a series of passages extracted from the
writings of those Fathers, who lived before the
Council of Nice, and which appear to support the
doctrine of the divinity of Jesus Christ. It might
seem hardly necessary to prove at much length, that
the belief of those early Christians was most likely
to be genuine and apostolical. That all corruptions
are of gradual and successive growth, may be said
to be a self-evident proposition: and that any doc-
trine is most likely to have been pure and genuine
at a period which was not far removed from its first
promulgation, is surely as plain and undeniable, as
that we are likely to find a stream more clear and
uncorrupt, the nearer we approach its source.

Let us compare Clement and Ignatius, who were
coritemporaries of the apostles, with ourselves. We
can only learn the sentiments of the apostles from
their writings. These have come down to us with
~ the errors and corruptions which the lapse of eight-
een centuries must unavoidably have introduced :
we read them with a previous knowledge of different

and opposite senses being deduced from the same
a2




iv INTRODUCTION.

passage : and the notions in which we have been
brought up, if not a spirit of party and of prejudice,
are likely to warp our judgments and influence our
interpretations. But Clement and Ignatius, if they
found things hard to be understood in the writings
of the apostles, could refer for a solution of the diffi-
culty either to the writers themselves, or to other
apostles who had known them familiarly, and who
had laboured together with them. There are some
points of doctrine, of which it seems impossible to
conceive, that Clement and Ignatius could be igno-
rant. To suppose that they did not know whether
Peter or Paul or John believed Jesus Christ to be
essentially God, or a mere mortal man, seems as im-
probable, nay, I would say, as impossible, as to sup-
pose that they did not know, whether these apostles
believed Jesus Christ to have been actually nailed to
the cross. If Clement and Ignatius did know what
was the belief of the apostles concerning the divinity
or humanity of Jesus, it necessarily follows that they
held the same belief themselves; and though the
writings which they have left are extremely few, it
is highly probable that some traces of their belief
upon this subject would appear in their own works:
at all events it becomes very important that their
writings should be examined, that we may see whe-
ther such traces exist or no.

If we carry the same train of reasoning into the
second century, we shall find a similar improbability,
that Justin or Irenseus, who had seen and heard the
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contemporaries of the apostles, should not know for
certain what was the apostolical doctrine concerning
the nature of Christ. It may be said, that the far-
ther we advance from the original source, the greater
chance there is of our meeting with accidental errors
and intentional corruptions. But this remark, though
often made, requires some restriction and qualifica-
tion. That a greater number of persons should be
followers of an error which had already existed, and
that heresies themselves should increase, was likely
to happen as the knowledge of Christianity extended:
but the very increase of Christianity made it more
and more difficult that all Christians should unite in
corrupting their common faith. As soon as the Epi-
stles and Gospels were translated into any one lan-
guage, an obstacle was presented to any general and
uniform departure from the doctrine of the apostles;
and every new nation converted to the Christian
faith would afford an additional security to the in-
tegrity and unity of that faith. If we suppose that
the great body of believers at any particular period,
at the time of the Council of Nice for instance, held
opinions concerning the divine and human natures
of Christ, which were totally different from those of
the apostles, we must suppose that the Christians of
different countries had either kept pace with each
other, and by mutual agreement made the same suc-
cessive alterations in their creeds, or that at one
particular time they all agreed by one sudden and

simultaneous act to alter the primitive belief. The
a3
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latter supposition is manifestly absurd. All corrup-
tions, as observed above, must be gradual and pro-
gressive : and if the apostles preached, and the early
Christians believed, as the Unitarians tell us, that
Jesus Christ was a mere man, the notion of his di-
vinity could not have been introduced and finally
established in the church without long controversy
and continued opposition. Historians would not
have been silent as to the progress of so great a
change, such a total revolution in the religious be-
lief of Christians. Volumes must have been written
in support of either doctrine: the writers of one age
would be found to differ from those who preceded
them ; and since we have works remaining of all
the three first centuries, we should find traces of all
those successive changes which must have existed
between the creed of the apostolical times and that
of the Council of Nice.

There is indeed another hypothesis, which might
have been rejected as absurd, if advocates had not
been found who actually advanced it. It has been
said, that the doctrine of the Council of Nice was
entirely a new doctrine, which had never been main-
tained before, but which was fabricated and pro-
mulgated by the unanimous collusion of the Fathers
assembled there. The existence of such a notion,
improbable and irrational as it may appear, makes
it desirable that an inquiry should be instituted
similar to that, which is the object of the present
work. Since we have writings of the three cen-
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turies which preceded the council of Nice, the ques-
tion whether an entirely new doctrine was invented
at that council becomes a question of fact; and the
difficulty of forcing this new doctrine upon the
whole Christian world may be illustrated by the
supposition of an imaginary case in our own times.
The period which had elapsed from the death of
our Saviour, to the assembling of the Council of Nice,
was about the same as that between the congress of
Vienna and the reign of Henry the Seventh in Eng-
land. Now let us suppose the ministers assembled at
Vienna to have published a new history of Europe,
in which it was asserted, that Henry the Seventh
obtained the throne of England, not by his victory
over Richard the Third, or by a kind of hereditary
claim, but by a divine right which was universally
recognised and never disputed in his own days.
There is surely no greater difference between such a
fable and the real history of Henry the Seventh’s
accession, than between the notion of Jesus being
very and eternal God, or a mere mortal man: and
if it would be impossible to make the people of
England receive the one as true, it would have
been equally impossible, in the other case, for the
whole Christian world to be induced to alter their
belief.

On every account therefore it is important to as-
certain the sentiments of the early Fathers. If the
doctrine of the real nature of Christ was corrupted

in the three first centuries, the writings of that pe-
a4
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riod must shew the progress of the corruption. If
no variation appears in the opinions of Christians
during that period, but the Fathers of the three first
centuries all deliver the same doctrine, we must
surely be anxious to know what that doctrine was.
For if it be true, as we have lately been told, « that
‘¢ the Fathers of the first three centuries were ge-
“ nerally Unitarians, and believers in the simple hu-
‘ manity of Jesus Christ *,” we must allow, that the
foundations of that faith which believes Jesus Christ
to be God, are shaken even to the ground. On the
other hand, if it should appear that all the Ante-
Nicene Fathers with one consent speak of Christ as
having existed from all eternity as very God, and
that he took our human nature into union with the
divine, we have surely good grounds for saying, that
there never was a time when this was not the doctrine
of the church, and that it was the true and genuine
doctrine which the apostles themselves preached.

Not only should we be led by reason and experi-
ence to appeal to the Fathers as the oldest testi-
mony, and therefore the most valuable, but we are
invited to the investigation by our opponents. They
assert, as was said above, that all the early Fathers
were Unitarians; so that we need not be’afraid of their
denying the fairness of our appeal, when they them-
selves quote the same authority, and uphold it as
favourable to their own cause.

s Lindsey's Apology, p. 23, 24. Belsham's Calm Inquiry,
P- 255.
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In making this appeal, the Arians and the So-
cinians have not acted with the same constancy
and uniformity. The Arians have invariably as-
serted, that the writings of the Ante-Nicene Fathers
were upon their side. This was the language held
by them at the council of Nice: and bishop Bull.
and Dr. Waterland, in the seventeenth and eight-
eenth centuries, had to refute the same assertion,
when advanced by their Arian opponents. But the
Socinians have not always been equally confident,
nor indeed consistent with themselves, in referring
to the early Fathers. It is impossible to read the
_ writings of the Socinians, from their great leader
down to our own times, without perceiving that they
have felt the difficulty of reconciling the Ante-Nicene
doctrines with their own. Gilbert Clerke mentions it
rather as a fact deserving of praise, that the Socinians
were the only persons who candidly acknowledged
that the early writers did not agree with themselves.
Socinus rather insinuates, than openly asserts, that
his own party did not profess an agreement in
doctrine with the Ante-Nicene Fathers: and he al-
lows that these early writers spoke of Jesus as the
Son of God, existing before the worlds, of the sub-
stance of the Father?, &c. It is notorious however,
that many of his own party did make this appeal.
Socinus himself wished to evade the difficulty by
acknowledging no authority but that of scripture,

b Respons. ad Vujeki. IL p. 617.
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and by attempting to identify the use which his
opponents made of the Fathers with the Romish
doctrine of tradition. Socinus however must have
known that his opponents never appealed to the
Fathers as to an authority which was to be added
to that of scripture: they appealed to them, as the
best interpreters of a doctrine which was preached
not long before their own days, and the true mean-
ing of which they were most likely to understand °.
Later Socinian writers have been more bold than
their leader in claiming the support of the early
Fathers. When the controversy was so rife in the
seventeenth century, it was confidently asserted that
up to the time of the council of Nice the Father
alone was believed to be God : and even those who
advanced so far as to preach the simple humanity
of Christ, maintained that this was the belief of the
Christian world before the doctrines were corrupted
by the Fathers assembled at Nice. It is well known,
that what is called the simple humanity of Christ
has been carried much farther by the later Socinians
than by those who preceded them: but it is singu-

¢ We may quote the authority
of Dr. Priestley upon this point :
“ It will be an unanswerable
‘¢ argument, a priori, against any
*¢ particular doctrine being con-
* tained in the scriptures, that
‘“ it was never understood to be
‘¢ 30 by-those persons for whose
‘“ immediate use the scriptures

* were written, and who must
* have been much better quali-
¢ fied to understand them, in
‘¢ that respect at least, than we
“can pretend to be at this
‘“ day.” Hist. of early Opin-
ions concerning Jesus Christ.
P XV,
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lar, that the confidence with which this party appeal -
to the Fathers has also increased ; and in the course

of this work I shall give extracts from writings of

our own days, in which it is plainly and expressly

said, that all the early Christians were Unitarians.

It is the object of the present work to inquire into

the ground of this assertion.

In the following pages no evidence is adduced
from any author who wrote after the time of the
Council of Nice. This council was held in the year
325; and it is well known, that the confession of
faith which was then drawn up, asserts unequivo-
cally that Jesus Christ was from all eternity God of
God, of one substance with God the Father. No
doubt was ever entertained as to this being the
doctrine, which was held by a large majority of the
Fathers assembled at that council : neither can there
be any doubt, but that this has been the professed
doctrine of the catholic church ever since that time.
There is therefore no necessity for our consulting
any Post-Nicene authorities, when we wish to ascer-
tain what were the sentiments of the primitive
church. 'What we have to inquire is, whether the
Fathers, who lived nearest to the apostolic times,
and whose works remain, believed that Jesus Christ
was God, or that he was merely a man. For every
candid person will surely allow, that notwithstanding
the positive and plain declarations of the Fathers as-
sembled at Nice, yet if the writers who preceded
them held a different doctrine, and did not believe
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in the consubstantiality of the Father and the Son, ‘
there would be great reason to suspect the sound-
ness of the articles subscribed at Nice.

With respect to the present work, it is not from
ostentation, but in justice to myself, that I state,
that I have carefully and attentively read through
the works of all the Fathers of the three first cen-
turies: or to speak more correctly, of those who
wrote before the assembling of the Council of Nice:
for some of the testimonies, which I adduce, are
taken from works written at the beginning of the
fourth century. I do not pretend to have quoted
all the passages which bear upon the particular doc-
trine that I am endeavouring to maintain. Those
who believe in the divinity of Christ will naturally
think, that any mention of Christ being born of a
Virgin, of his becoming man, of his creating all
things, of his having appeared to the patriarchs, &c.
&c. is a satisfactory proof that the writers, who
used such expressions, believed that Jesus Christ
was God, or at least that they could not agree with
modern Unitarians, who deny that any one of these
expressions can properly be applied to Christ. The
writings of the early Fathers are full of assertions
such as these: but I have omitted hundreds, per-
haps thousands of such instances, and have only
selected those passages, where the meaning of the
writer was conveyed in the strongest and plainest
terms.

It is perhaps useless to make protestations of
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candor and sincerity, or to say, that I have only
been guided by a love of truth. But if in any in-
stance a passage is translated unfairly, or an infer-
ence deduced from it which it will not bear, the
reader is furnished with the means of detecting and
exposing the error. The quotations are all given
in English, as literally as the idiom of our language
will permit, perhaps more literally than some per-
sons would have wished : and at the bottom of the
page the passage will be found in its original lan-
guage. In laying the quotations before the reader,
I have had two things principally in view : that ‘he
should be in possession of so much of the context
as will make the passage intelligible : and that he
should be able to see, whether the words which
bear upon the controverted point are translated
fairly. It will therefore often be found, that the
passage is given more at length in the translation,
than it is in the original: sometimes only a few
words are of importance for deciding the doctrine,
when several sentences are necessary for under-
standing the context. In those cases I have trans-
cribed only so much of the original passage as seems
to support the doctrine of Christ’s divinity.

Some remarks are necessarily interspersed, both
to make the passage intelligible to the reader, when
he has not the original work to consult, and to point
out the conclusion, which appears to follow natu-
rally and legitimately from the quotation: but I
_state expressly, that I do not profess to notice all
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the different interpretations, which have been given
to any passage, nor to answer the objections which
have been founded upon other expressions of the
same author. There is not much reading necessary
to know that we may find passages in the Fathers
and in the New Testament, which speak of Christ
as having a human nature, and being inferior to his
Father. But that person must have little know-
ledge and little judgment, who produces such pas-
sages as these in proof of the Unitarian doctrines.
The catholic church has always held that Christ had
a real human nature, and that as a Son, begotten by
God, he was so far inferior to the Father: but if the
church which believes this, believes also that Jesus
Christ is God, it is surely most unfair to argue, that
those passages which prove the humanity of Christ,
overturn the doctrines of the catholic church. Those
doctrines can only be overturned, when it is proved,
that the Fathers held notions concerning the human
nature of Christ, which are incompatible with what
the church believes of his divine nature. It is not
therefore my intention to examine those passages
which Unitarian writers have advanced, as main-
taining their own hypothesis, nor to point out the
false and unfair conclusions which they have drawn
from others. If it be proved satisfactorily, that the
Fathers believed in the eternity and consubstantial
divinity of the Son, the Unitarian notion of his mere
humanity is necessarily overthrown. For there is
this great difference between the creed of the Unita-
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-rians and that of the catholic church, so far as they
are affected by the testimonies of the Fathers: The
divinity of Christ, according to the catholic sense of
the doctrine, is not disproved by passages which
support his human nature ; but the simple humanity
of Christ is altogether overthrown by passages which
assert his divinity. .

The judgment of the Ante-Nicene Fathers has
often been appealed to, and testimonies from their
writings have often been alleged, in support of the
divinity of Christ. The Defence of the Nicene Faith
by Bishop Bull is a work, which must ever stand
preeminent in this department of theological learn-
ing, and which would almost discourage any other
person from presuming to combat in the same field.
But that great man seems to have had too vast a
mind, and too much overflowing with polemical
learning, to make his book a favourite study with
the general reader. The quotations, which he brings
from the Ante-Nicene Fathers in this and his other
works, will most of them be found in the following
pages.

The great work of Le Nourry ¢, beside being a
storehouse of critical information concerning the
works of the Fathers, contains many quotations
from them in proof of the divinity of Christ.

Dr. Waterland has :nade great use of the early
Fathers in many of his writings, and the unfounded

4 Apparatus ad Bibliothecam Maximam Veterum Patrum, &c.
Paris. 1703.
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assertions of Arians and Socinians are exposed by
copious references to the original works: but there
is no one treatise of Dr. W. in which the testimonies
of the Fathers are advanced in any systematic or
regular order. In the course of the following pages,
I have occasion frequently to notice how largely I
am indebted to him for his references and quota-
tions.

The work most nearly resembling the present is
that written by Burgh, and entitled, An Irquiry
into the Belief of the Christians of the first three
Centuries respecting the one Godhead of the Fa-
ther, Son, and Holy Ghost. It was the object of
this gentleman to present a series of testimonies
from the Ante-Nicene Fathers, arranged in chrono-
logical order: and, when we consider that he was a
layman who had not long directed his studies to
that line of reading, we must agree that the praise,
which was bestowed upon his book, was not un-
merited. But he has certainly not noticed all the
passages which might be adduced, and from not
having used the best editions, he has sometimes
made assertions, which are not borne out by the
original passage.

After having studied the Fathers themselves, I
consulted the above and other works, that I might
correct the errors and omissions which I had made.
The quotations are brought forward in chronological
order, that the reader may be able to judge whether
the later Fathers had departed in any way from the
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opinions of those who lived nearer to the apostolical
times. A short account is prefixed concerning the
life of each of the Fathers; for which I am chiefly
indebted to the elaborate work of Dr. Lardner; and
where chronologists differ, I have generally followed
that writer.

At the end of this Introduction there will be
found a list of the editions, which are referred to;
and in each case it was intended to select the

best.
et ——

This second edition will not be found to differ in
‘any material points from the first, except that it has
received some corrections and several additious,
which a continued perusal of the later Fathers and
of other writers has enabled me to make. The ar-
rangement has in no instance been altered, and the
Numbers prefixed to each quotation remain the
same, that references may be made without any dif-
ference to either edition. The new matter is inter-
spersed in various places throughout the work, and
occupies on the whole about forty pages.
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nice in 1734 with some fragments disco- b The date in the title- page of this edi-
vered at Turin by Pfaffius, and published tion is printed by mistake CIDIDOXCVI.
by him in 1715. But the genuineness of
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BARNABAS, A.D. 72.

'WE learn from the Acts of the Apostles, iv. 36.
that Barnabas was a Levite of the country of Cy-
prus, and that he travelled often in company with
St. Paul, and afterwards by himself. There is
nothing certain known as to the time or manner of
his death. Whether the Epistle, which bears his
name, was really written by him, has been disputed
among the learned. Pearson, Cave, Du Pin, Ham-
mond, Vossius, Bull, Wake, and Lardner, were in-
clined to think it genuine: Coteler, Tillemont, and
Jortin doubted about it; and Basnage pronounced
it spurious. Horsley gives it as his own opinion,
that “an inspired apostle could not be the writer of
« such a book.” But though we may reject the
Epistle, as not being the work of Barnabas, it seems
impossible to deny that it was written at an early
period. It is quoted in several places by Clement
of Alexandria, who himself wrote at the end of the
second century. He expressly ascribes it to * the
« apostle Barnabas,” and his quotations from it are
B
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all to be found in the work which has come down
to us. It must therefore have been written before
the end of the second century. Dr. Priestley him-
self quoted it among the writings of the apostolic
fathers : and though I place it as the earliest work,
from which this series of testimonies is taken, I do
not venture to decide the question, whether Barna-
bas was the real author or no. If he was not, the
Epistle should probably be ranked after those of
Clement and Ignatius; and the evidence adduced
from it belongs to the second century, not to the
first. Lardner, who believed it to be genuine, thought
that it was written about the year 71 or 72. The
whole of the Epistle has not come down to us in
Greek, the four first chapters and part of the fifth
being lost: but there is an old Latin translation,
which has preserved the whole of it.
1. Barnabe Epistola, c. 5. p. 60.

o and what is more, the Lord endured to
“ suffer for our souls, though he is the Lord of the
“ world : to whom God said before the constitution
«“ of the world, Let us make man®.”

It appears therefore, that the notion of Christ
being one of the persons to whom God said, Lef us
make man, is as old as the time in which this
Epistle was written: and in c. 6. p.19. the words
of Genesis are quoted as spoken by the Father to
the Son. The passage also asserts expressly the
preexistence of Christ, and the atonement made by

32 Et ad hoc Dominus susti-
nuit pati pro anima nostra, cum
sit orbis terrarum Dominus; cui
dixit die ante constitutionein se-
culi, Faciamus, &c. Instead of
die ante constitutionem seculi,

bishop Bull proposed reading
Deus ante, &c. which seems a
good conjecture. The sense is
the same in either reading, and
if Deus is not in the text, it
must be supplied.
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his sufferings; both of which doctrines have been
denied by modern Unitarians.

This being the first passage in which the words
of Gen. i. 26. are quoted, I may mention, that the
Arians perfectly agreed with the orthodox party in
their interpretation of them. Thus in the Creed
which was drawn up by the Arians at the council
of Sirmium, A.D. 351. we find this clause; « If
“ any one say that the Father did not speak the
* words, Let us make man, to his Son, but that he
¢ spoke them to himself, let him be anathemab?.”

2. Barnabe Epistola, c. 5. p.16.

The following passage also proves the preexist-
ence of Christ, and that he created the world. * For
¢ if he had not come in flesh, how could we men
¢ have been saved, when we looked at him ? for
* when men look at the sun, the work of his hands,
* which will cease to exist, they have not power to
“ face its raysc.” Itis to be observed that kis hands
can- only mean the hands of Christ: it was Christ
therefore who created the sun. Compare Gen. i. 16-
And GOD made two great lights, &c. Athanasius
says expressly, that Christ is the Maker and Lord of
the sun d.

8. Barnabe Epistola, c. 6. p. 19.

The following passage evidently implies the divi-
nity of Christ, and his union with the Father, inas-
much as it refers to him those words which Ezekiel

b EY 75 73, Honjowper dvfpamoy,
W) Tov mavépa wpds TV vidy Aéyew,
&AN' adriv mpos éavriv Aéyos T
Oclv elpprévas, dvdbeua €rro. Ath.
de Synodis, vol. I. p. 743.

¢ El okp py M0y & capii, wi
&y dodlfnpey dybpamos PAémavres ad-

Tov 3 876 Tov uéhhovrer oy elvau Ao,
Epyoy xepdy alrod tmdpyovra [Né-
wovteg ok laydovaw elg dxrivag adrid
avroplapicas.

40 Al Momryg ki Kdpiog. De
Incarn. 17. vol. L. p. 62.

B2



4 CLEMENS ROMANLUS, A.D. 96.

(xi. 19. and xxxvi. 26.) attributcs to God the Fa-
ther: “ Lo! saith the Lord, I will take away from
« them, i. e. from those whom the Spirit of the Lord
« foresaw, their stony hearts, and will give them
« hearts of flesh : because He was about to be ma-
“ nifested in the flesh, and to dwcll among us: for
 the dwelling-place of our heart, my brethren, is a
“ holy temple to the Lordc” Thus he who was
manifested in the flesh was the person who spoke
those words in Ezekicl ; and we lcarn from xi. 17.
that this was the Lord God.
4. Barnabe Epistola, c.7. p. 20.

 If then the Son of God, being Lord, and who is
“ to judge quick and dead, suftered, that his stripes
“ might give us life, we will believe that the Son of
“ God was incapable of suffering, except for our
“ sakes .” If Christ had been a mere man, it would
be absurd to say, that he was incapable of suffer-
tng : such an incapability could not be predicated of
any human being whatever. Sce Acts ii. 24.

CLEMENS Romantus, A.D. 96.

Clement is mentioned by St. Paul (Phil iv. 3.)
as one of his fellow-labourers, whose names are in
the book of life. He was undoubtedly hishop of
Rome; but there are difficulties in ascertaining the
order and date of his succession. Some writers place
him immediately after St. Peter: but Irenaeus & who
is the oldest authority, names as the three first bi-
shops, Linus, Anencletus, Clement. Many dates

€ *I3d, Aéyes Kipiog, ¢Eeris ToU-  vexpols, éxaber, Ba % Thyyh alrob
Toy K. To Aem——071 {puedrey &y gapi  Quomonioy quds, maTeloomer, oTs &
PavepoTabas, xai &y quiv katoxely. vl 1T Oedl ok FivaTo walbew,

VEl oy & vidg 70D @eot, v Ki- € uy Bix npuEg.
p1og, kai wé\dwv wplvey Lavras xai ® III. 3, 3. p. 176.
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have been assigned for the beginning of his bishopric:
some have put it as early as A.D. 61, others as late
as 93; and while some think that he sate till the
end of the first century, others contend that he re-
signed his see in 77. This variety of opinions, as to
the time of his being bishop, necessarily leads to un-
certainty as to the date of his Epistle to the Co-
rinthians. Archbishop Wake thought that it was
written between the years 64 and 70: but those
who think that he was not bishop till 93, must also
conceive that the Epistle was not written till after
that time. Lardner ascribes it to the year 96; and
I have adopted that date in preference to an earlier
one, that I might not seem to give to any of these
testimonies a greater antiquity, than what the most
scrupulous critic would be obliged to allow.

The Epistle was written in the name of the
church of Rome to the church of Corinth, on the oc-
casion of some jealousies and dissensions among the
Corinthian brethren: and the following testimony
to the writer of it is particularly valuable, as com-
ing from Irenzus, who had himself conversed with
persons who had seen the apostles.  After Anen-
“ cletus, Clement succeeded to the bishopric, who
“ had seen the apostles, and laboured with them ; and
“ who had the preaching of the apostles still sound-
“ ing in his ears, and their teaching before his eyes :
“ nor was he the only one; for many were still re-
“ maining, who had been taught By the apostles. No
“ small dissension having arisen among the brethren
« at Corinth in the time of Clemens, the church at
“ Rome sent a most seasonable letter to the Corin-
¢ thians, exhorting them to peace, and renewing
“ their faith, and reminding them of the doctrine

B3
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“ which it had lately received from the apostles b.”
There seems now to be no doubt whatever concern-
ing the authenticity of the Epistle. It was not
known to exist entire till the year 1628, when a
copy of it was sent by Cyril, patriarch of Alexandria,
and afterwards of Constantinople, as a present to
Charles the Firsti, from which manuscript it was
printed by Patrick Young in 1633.

There is also a second Epistle ascribed to Clement:
but since many persons have pronounced it to be
spurious, I give no quotations from it, though it
contains some express evidence of the divinity of
Christ. There seems no reason to think that Cle-
ment suffered martyrdom.

Dr. Whitby, in his “ Reply,” to Dr. Waterland &,
asserts of Clement of Rome, that “he constantly
s« separates Jesus Christ from that God whom he
« styles the true and only God, but never once calls
« him God.” I should wish the reader to bear this
observation in mind, and to pronounce upon the
truth of it after he has read the following quotations
from the Epistle.

5. Clementis 1°. Epistola, c. 2. p. 147-8.

The construction of Clement’s words in the se-
cond chapter obliges us to apply the term God to
Jesus Christ, who suffered upon the cross. The
first sentence of the chapter is this: « Ye have all
“ been humble-minded, arrogant in nothing, sub-

L

b Iren. IIL 3, 3. p. 176. ten. See the account in the

i This invaluable present con-
sisted of the Alexandrian ma-
nuscript of the Old and New
Testament, now in the British
Museum, at the end of which
the Epistle of Clement is writ-

first translation of this Epistle
made by William Burton in
1647.

k Page 11. See Waterland's
Works, vol. III. p. 225.
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“ jected rather than subjecting, giving rather than
“ receiving, being satisfied with the supplies sent
“ from God: and paying careful attention to His
 words, ye have fixed them deeply in your minds,
« and His sufferings were before your eyesl.” The
person, whose words and sufferings had made such
an impression upon them, is said to be God : and it
is equally evident that the sufferings were those of
Jesus Christ, who was therefore considered by Cle-
ment to be God. See N°. 39. and 44.
6. Clementis 1°. Epistola, c.16. p. 156.

The following passage may remind us of St. Paul’s
words in Phil. ii. 6, 7. “ For Christ belongs to the
“ humble-minded, who do not exalt themselves over
“ his flock. Our Lord Jesus Christ, the sceptre of
“ the majesty of God, did not come in the pomp of
“ splendour or of pride, although he might have
“ done so, but humble,” &c.™ This passage strongly
confirms the usual interpretation of Phil. ii. 7. that
the first humiliation of Christ consisted in his di-
vesting himself of his divine nature and assuming
the human. Clement expressly says, that Christ
might have come in pomp and splendour, which
power he could not have had, if he were a mere
man, and had no existence prior to his human birth.
Neither is it probable that Clement would have

! Mdyre ve éramevodpoveite, un-
3y dhafovevdpevoi——roig écpodloss
700 Ocol dprovperns, xai xpocéxorres
Tobg Myovs alrol imipuerds doTepyi-
opévor qre Tois oAby roK, Kal TE
xabipara aired Gy wpd ophaiuiy
Spdiv.

m TY oximrper T peyaiwavmg
70U Beol, 8 Kipiog npdy Xpiards 'In-

oo¥s, otk FABey & xéump dralevelas,
od¢ Oxepnpavias, xalwep Buvdue-
g &AAE Tamevodpovdy. Jerom
seems to have read ralxep zdyra
dwvdpevos, although he had power
to do all things, or was omnipo-
tent : for he translates it cum
posset omnia, (In Esaiam lii.)

B 4
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called a mere man the sceptre of the majesty of
God.

The passage may remind us of similar expressions
in the fathers: e. g. Justin Martyr®: “ God sent
“ him to them: and was it, as we might suppose of
“a man in regal power, to awe and to confound ?
“ by no means: but in gentleness and meckness.”
Ireneus©; “ For he might have come to us in his
“ own incorruptible glory, but we could not have
“ borne the greatness of his glory:” which words
may remind us of the passage already quoted from
Barnabas, at p. 3. N°. 2. and of a still stronger pas-
sage in Origen?: “ Who [the Word] being in the
¢ beginning with God became flesh, that he
“ might be comprehended by those who were not
¢ able to look at him, in that he was the Word, and
“ was with God, and was God.” And in another
place 9, ““ Coming down once to that which was not
“ able to look at the dazzling brightness of his divi-
“ nity, he became in a manner flesh.” Tertullian
says T, “ God could not have entered into conversa-
“ tion with men, unless he had assumed human feel-
“ ings and affections, by which he could temper the
“ greatness of his majesty, which would have been
“ intolerable to human weakness, with a humility
“ which might be unworthy of Him, but necessary
“ for man.” See also Arnobius, N°. 344. It will
perhaps be thought, that these later writers did not
carry the doctrine of Christ’s divinity at all higher

a Epistola ad Diognetum. 7. 9 1b. IV. 15. p.g11.
P g 5-p-5
p. 237. * Adv. Marcion IL. 27. p.
°IV. 38, 1. p. 284. 395.

P Cont. Cels. VI. 68. p. 684.
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than it was maintained by Barnabas and Clement in
the first century : to which I may add, that the fact
of it having been optional with Christ to appear in
the human or a superior nature, is as expressly
maintained in the Epistle to the Hebrews, ch. ii. 16,
17, 18. as in the passages above quoted from the fa-
thers. St. Paul certainly believed that Christ as-
sumed the human nature: vid. Heb. iv. 15: v. 2.
Phil. ii. 7. Rom. viii. 3.
7. Clementis 1*. Epistola, c. 22. p. 161.

The preexistence of Christ, and his identity with
the Jehovah of the Old Testament, is implied in the
manner in which Clement quotes Psalm xxxiv. 11.
‘Having given exhortations to moral conduct in the
different relations of life, he says, “ But it is faith in
¢¢ Christ which confirmeth all these things: for /e
¢ himself thus calleth us by the Holy Ghost, Come
“ ye children,” &c.* He then quotes the Psalm
from the 11th to the 19th verse.

It might perhaps be said, that the words in this
Psalm were spoken by David, and not by God. This
remark however does not affect the argument. Cle-
ment considered that they were spoken by God:
and since he says in this place that they were
spoken by Christ, it is evidert that in the opinion of
Clement it was indifferent whether he referred them
to Jehovah or to Christ. It may be mentioned that
Clement of Alexandria' makes a large extract from
this part of the Epistle, and he quotes the passage
before us thus: “But it is faith in Christ which
“ confirmeth all these ‘things. Come ye children,

% Tatra 3¢ mdyta BePaias 4 &  Kakeitas Npds, Aeite, K. 7. A
Xpiord ®lotic. Kai yap alroc Sie t Strom. IV. 16, p. 612.
pioTY YxP P
ToU wvelpatos T dylov oltes mpeo-
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« saith the Lord, kearken unto me,” &c. The ex-
tract is not given literally: but it is plain that
Clement of Alexandria, as well as his namesake of
Rome, made God the speaker of the words in Psalm
xxxiv.; and we have an equal testimony to the
divinity of Christ, whether we refer the term Lord,
which is used by Clement of Alexandria, to Jehovah
or to Christ. If he meant Jehovah, he clearly under-
stood Christ to be one with Jehovah: because the
passage before him, which he was quoting from
Clement of Rome, attributes the words to Christ.
If he meant Christ by the word Lord, he held the
preexistence of Christ, and made him the source of
inspiration to the Psalmist.
8. Clementis 1*. Epistola, c. 32. p.166.

That Christ had another nature beside the hu-
man, is also clearly implied by the expression, that
« Christ came of Abraham according to the flesh .
It is needless to adduce similar passages from St.
Paul’s Epistles, such as Rom. i. 8. ix. 5. &c. &c. in
all of which, the words according to the flesh must
be taken to imply a descent from some other source
which is not carnal.

9. Clementis 1*. Epistola, c. 36. p. 168.

‘We may observe also, that Clement says of Christ
— Who being the brightness of His majesty is so
“ much higher than the angels, as he hath by in-
“ heritance obtained a more excellent name*:” which
words are evidently taken from Heb. i. 8, 4.; and
confirm the remark of Eusebius?, that the style and

u 'E§ adreb § Kipuog ‘Inaois 70 dyyédwy, Sop Yiagopdrepor tvopa xe-
Katd odpKa. KAnpovopnKey.

X *0s dy amavyacua T peya- ¥y H. E. ITL 38.
Awathng alrol TogouTy pelfwy doTiy
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expression of the two Epistles closely resemble each
other, so that some personé had imagined that Cle-
ment translated the Epistle to the Hebrews into
Greek, it having been originally written by St. Paul
in Hebrew. Whether the words, “ being the bright-
“ ness of His majesty,” are equivalent to an assertion
of the divinity of Christ, has been often discussed by
the commentators upon the Epistle to the Hebrews:
but we cannot fail to observe, that Clement also
agrees with that Epistle in saying, that Christ was
higher than the angels: so that we may collect from
all these passages, that Christ had an existence prior
to his human birth, that it was one of celestial
splendour, that he was higher than angels: and if
all this did not amount to a declaration of his divi-
nity, we have seen that Clement actually calls him
God. ‘
Eusebius, or rather an older writer quoted by him,
in his Ecclesiastical History 2, says that Justin, Mil-
tiades, Tatian, and Clement, all called Christ God.
Dr. Routh, in his Reliquiz Sacra ?, is inclined to
understand this of Clement of Rome rather than of
Clement of Alexandria. Eusebius certainly says,
that the above writers were older than the time of
Victor: and, as Dr. Routh justly observes, Clement
of Alexandria could not well be called older than
the time of Victor, who was chosen to the see of
Rome, A. D. 185. But the order, in which the
names are given, seems rather to point out Clement
of Alexandria. Had his namesake of Rome been
intended, he should have been placed first, as being
much the most ancient: and though Clement of

z V. 28, a 1L p. 21.
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Alexandria survived Victor, yet he most probably
published his earlier works before the year in which
Victor succeeded Eleutherus in the bishopric of
Rome.

HerMmas, A.D. 100.

The book ascribed to Hermas, entitled tke Shep-
herd, has been rejected by most critics as a spurious
work. But we may say of it, as we did of the
Epistle of Barnabas, that though it may not have
been really written by Hermas, yet it must have
been written in the second century. We have in
fact older testimony in favour of the Shepherd of
Hermas than of the Epistle of Barnabas; for it is
quoted by Irenzeus, who wrote before Clement of
Alexandria. The latter writer cites several passages
from this work, ascribing it by name to Hermas: so
that we cannot well suppose it to have been written
later than the middle of the second century. If it
was really composed by the person whose name it
bears, it was probably written at the end of the first
century, and this is the date which Lardner assigns
toit. The learned have also disputed, whether the
supposed author of this book was the Hermas men-
tioned by St. Paul, Rom. xvi. 14. Origen ® thought
that he was. Mosheim adopts the opinion of Mura-
tori, that the Shepherd was written in the second
century by Hermas, who was brother to Pius bishop
of Rome°. :

“ The Shepherd of Hermas was written in Greek :

b In Rom. L. X. vol. IV. p. Matth. vol. III. p. 872.
683. Among the testimonies ¢ Eccles. Hist. vol. I. p. 113.
which Coteler has quoted from Mosheim refers to Muratori
Origen, in favour of Hermas, he Antiq. Italic. medii wvi, tom. 3.
has omitted one which may be diss. 43. p. 853.
found in his Commentary upon
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“ but we have now only an ancient Latin version,
“ beside some fragments of the Greek preserved in
“ the ancient Greek authors who have quoted him.:
“ It consists of three books. In the first are four
¢ Visions ; in the second, twelve Commands; in the
“ third, ten Similitudesd” The language of this
book is so mystical and figurative, that I shall only
bring one testimony from it, the literal meaning of
which it seems impossible to misunderstand.
10. Herme Pastor, 1. 111. Simil. 9. §. 12. p. 118.
“ The Son of God is more ancient than any cre-
‘¢ ated thing, so that he was present in counsel with
“ his Father at the creation®.” This passage not
only maintains the preexistence of Christ, but assigns
to him an uncreated nature: for had he been him-
self created, he would not have been older than all
creation, but the oldest created thing: and the ex-
pression would have been similar to what is said of
the church in this same work, that “it was created
“ the first of all things!” The passage may remind
us of that expression of St. Paul, in which he calls
Christ mpwrdrokos mdays kricews, the Jirst-born, or first-
begotten of every creature. Col.i.15. Had St. Paul
said mparos, the first, it might have been implied that
Christ was himself created: but he uses a word
which, while it signifies the nature of the relation
between the Son and the Father, puts the Son above
every creature, not only in degree, but in kind: he
was begotten before any thing was created. Thus
Justin Martyr expressly calls him * the first-begot-
4 Lardoer, vol. II. p. 52. condendam creaturam.
¢ Filius quidem Dei omni ! Omnium prima creata est.

creatura antigquior est, ita ut in L. Vis, 2. §. ult. p. 78.
consilio Patri suo adfuerit ad
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“ ten of God, and before all created things®:” and
again, “ he was begotten of the Father, and was
“ with the Father before any thing was created ».”
Origen makes God say of the Son, “ I have begotten
“ thee before every reasonable creaturei;” and in
another place he says, “the image of the invisible
“ God, begotten before every creature, is incapable of
“ death*;” a position which would not be true, if Christ
were created!. The Arians do not appear at first to
have quoted this text, when they wished to prove
that Christ was a creafure, xrizua: for Eusebius,
who denied this, notices all the passages of scripture
which might seem to support the doctrine, but takes
no notice of this™. It seems, however, that they
afterwards quoted the text in support of their own
doctrine®. See Waterland’s Works, vol. 8. p. 35.

IeNaTIUS, A. D. 107.
Ignatius was bishop of Antioch. Theodoret ° says
that he was appointed by St. Peter, and the Apo-

& Mpwréroxoy To0 Beol, xai =pd
wdvroy 1éy xkricpdrtev. Dial. cum
Tra’pb. 100. p. 195.

Tobto 76 7§ ovms &md 760 wa-
Tpds mpoPAnbey yérmpa wpd wdvrey
Tdy wompdTey qwpy TP wmatpi.
Dial. cum Tryph. 62. p. 159.

1 ps wdang Myudis raews eyév-
wod ge. In Psalm. cx. 3. vol.
1L. p. 787.

K *AvemiBextos ydp % elkdy Tob
Ocol ToD dipdTov WpoTiTOKOs EdoNG
xtlcews Bavdrov. In Joan. tom.
XXVIIIL 14. vol. IV. p. 392.

! Athanasius marks this dis-
tinction very plainly when he
says, speaking of the text, Col.

L 16, 17. & alt§ dkrloby 4
xdyvra, kal alrds doTi ®ps Edvrar—
of 2éyes B¢ 371 mpo mdvray IkTigby,
GAN OTs mps wdvTav dovlt TG yely
d&ktigbas, éni wdvrov keitai® To ¢,
éoTi mpd wdvrav, mivy T uiF dp-
wirze. Expos. Fid. 2. vol. 1. p.
100-1. Epiphanius has also
the same sentiment:—uy ow-
nppévos 75 KTicEl, dAAL wpb KTiTews
yeyenmuévos. o y&p elme, mpwri-
KTIGT05, ANk wWpwTéToxog. Heer.
LXXVIIL 17. vol. L. p. 1049.

m Socrates, I1. 21. p. 107.

o Athanas. Orat. 1I. cont.
Arian. 63. p. 530-1.

° Dial. L.
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stolical Constitutions? say that it was by St. Paul.
However this may have been, it seems certain that
he succeeded Euodius in the see of Antioch, and
probably about the year 69 or 70: according to
which date he might easily have conversed with the
apostles, as Chrysostom expressly says that he did 4.
Some writers have repeated the foolish story of
his having been the child whom our Saviour took in
his arms, Matt. xviii. 2. and of his receiving the
name of Zheopkorus from this circumstance. That
he had this title is true, but Pearson® has unan-
swerably proved that the story is a fiction.

~ He was sent from Antioch to Rome, to be exposed
to wild beasts in the amphitheatre : and if we could
ascertain the precise year of his martyrdom, we
should also fix the date of his Epistles; for they
were all written while he was on his journey to
Rome. Some writers have assigned this event to
the year 107%: while others have thought that it
did not take place till116'. His Epistles are seven
in number, addressed to the churches of Ephesus,
Magnesia, Tralles, Rome, Philadelphia, and Smyrna,
and to his fellow-martyr Polycarp. The genuine-
ness of these Epistles has been called in question;
but if ever there was a work, which from exhaust-
ing the subject and compelling conviction might be
pronounced unanswerable and unanswered, it is the
Vindication of these Epistles by bishop Pearson ®.
The same opinion has been entertained by I. Vossius,

P VII. 46. Lardner.

9 Tom. I. Hom. 42. in Ignat.  * Pearson, Lloyd, Pagi, Le
p- 562. Clerc, Fabricius.

T Vindic. Ignat. pars IL 12. U Vindicie Epistolarum 8.
(p. 411. ed. Coteler.) Ignatii, 1672.

s Du Pin, Tillemont, Cave,
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Usher, Hammond, Petavius, Grotius, Bull, Cave,
Wake, Cotelerius, Grabe, Du Pin, Tillemont, Le
Clerc, Mosheim, Lardner, Horsley, &c. &c. These
are great nmames, the authority of which can hardly
be set aside by that of Salmasius, Blondel, and Dal-
leus, who have rejected the Epistles, although we
may add Dr. Priestley to the number, who has told
us that “ the genuineness of them is generally given
“ up by the learned.” This presumptuous falsehood
is chastised, as it deserved, by Horsley*, to whom
the reader is referred for an account of the larger or
interpolated edition of Ignatius, which was published
for the first time in 1557, and of the shorter or
genuine edition, which was published by I. Vossius
in 1646. It may be added, that though Dr. Priestley
made this unwarrantable assertion, he allowed that
the proofs of our Lord’s divinity which Horsley ad-
duced from Ignatius, were true according to our
present copies.

11. Ignatii Epist. ad Eph. c.1. vol. II. p. 11.

The first Epistle of Ignatius is addressed to the
Ephesians, and the title of it contains the following
words: ¢ Ignatius—to the church at Ephesus—
* which was preordained before the worlds——accord-
“ing to the will of the Father and of Jesus Christ
“our GodY” The same expression of * Jesus
 Christ our God” occurs in the title of the Epistle
of Ignatius to the Romans, p. 25.

The Epistle begins thus: « I approve in God of
¢ the much beloved name which ye have justly ob-
“ tained, by faith and love in Jesus Christ our Sa-
“ viour. Being imitators of God, having animated

x Works, IV. p. 133.

¥ &y Oehipats Tob watpis, kai 'Ingot Xpiowet 708 Oedl .
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“ yourselves by the blood of God, ye have performed
« perfectly the congenial work2” In this passage
the term blood obliges us to refer the annexed term
God to Jesus Christ, who shed his blood for us.
The blood of God is certainly a very strong expres-
sion: but it was not unusual with the Fathers; and
seems to afford an additional confirmation of the
received reading in Acts xx. 28. feed the church
of God, which He hath purchased with His own
blood. :

Instead of Beot, God, in Acts xx. 28. some MSS.
and other authorities read Kupiov, Lord, and Kupiov
xai Ocot, Lord and God: for the reading éxxiyoiay
Xpioros, church of Christ, being supported by no
Greek MS. whatever, does not deserve to be con-
sidered. Of the two other readings, the only one
which requires us to weigh the evidence is that of
Kupiov, Lord : for divinity will be equally attributed
to Christ, whether St. Paul called him God, or Lord
and God.

Of the two readings, God and Lord, it may be
observed, that the Vatican MS. which is perhaps of
the highest authority and antiquity of all, has Beo,
God. The MS. was examined in this passage for
the London edition of Griesbach’s New Testament
published in 1818, and is found to contain this read-
ing?; of which the Unitarian translators appear not

* "Axodefduerss &y Be§ 70 wohv-  without any verb to complete
a dr aov tvopa § xéxtnafe dioes  the sense. But it may be read
dxale, xats wlovy xkai dydop & in conjunction with the title,
*Inoet Xpiord 2§ cwriips npdy - lyvdriog =15 daxnola —xuiper,
pyral g Ocdt, dvalumupicarres  dmodefdpevo k. T. A, I have put
& afuats Ocl, 0 qvyyenxiy &pyor  a stop after cwrips fudy, which
Tehelwg dampricare. Commenta- seems to make the construction
tors have observed that the first plainer.
word &zedefdpuers; stands alone  * See Monitum ante Praef. p.ii.

C
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to have been aware, who say in p. 831. of their Im-
proved Version, “ that the received text reads God
“ upon the authority of no MS. of note or value®.”
This is also the reading of the oldest MSS. of the Sy-
riac version ¢, which is supposed to have been made
early in the second century, if not at the end of the
first. Thus, though the authority for Kupiov, Lord, is
also very respectable, the oldest MS. and the oldest
version support the reading of 8¢, God : to which it
may be added, that the expression, ckurch of God,
occurs in not fewer than eleven passages of St. Paul’s
Epistles; whereas the phrase, church of the Lord,
occurs nowkhere in the New Testament.

It comes more within the object of the present
work to shew what is the authority for either read-
ing, according to the quotations which the Ante-
Nicene Fathers have made of this passage. The

usual statement 1is, that

b Griesbach, as is well known,
sums up the evidence decidedly
against the reading of et : but
it must be remembered, that he
names many MSS. in his pre-
face, of which he had no colla-
tions or very imperfect ones:
and though he states that no
good MS. reads O, it is pro-
bable that he must have quali-
fied this assertion, if he had
been better acquainted with
some of his MSS. Thus he was
ignorant of the fact, mentioned
above, that the Vatican MS.
reads ©e«t. He also takes no
notice of the Florentine MSS.
numbered by himself 84 and 89.
Dr. Elmsley examined these at
Florence, and both of them read
Oet. Griesbach considers the

Ignatius and Tertullian

former to be of the tenth cen-
tury, the latter of the eleventh.
Dr. E. also examined those num-
bered 87 and 88, and found
them to read Kuplw kai Gect. A
MS. in the library at Christ
Church, which was considered
by archbishop Wake to be 700
years old, reads xwpiov xai fec?,
and another which appears also
to be of the eleventh century,
reads Geot.

< 1 assert this on the author-
ity of professor Lee, who has
not yet published an account of
his collations of Syriac MSS. :
but he has stated it in some re-
marks, which may be seen in
Dr. Wait’s translation of Hug's
Introduction, vol. L. p. 370.
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support the received reading—the church of God,
and that Irenzus quotes it the church of the Lord®.
But the truth is, that Irenzeus is the only one of the
Fathers of the three first centuries who quotes the
passage at length, and he certainly quotes it tke
church of the Lordc. We must remember however
that the original Greek of Irenaeus is lost, and all
that remains is a Latin translation, which, although
very ancient, is not sufficiently accurate for us to
trust to it in the question of a various reading. For
in some places, where fragments of the Greek have
been preserved, we can prove that the translator
confounded the terms Lord and God, God and
Christ, &c. &c. and substituted one for the other.
Thus at p. 296, we read in the Greek, “the art and
“ wisdom of God :” but in the Latin, *“the wisdom
 of the Lord.” At p. 2948, the Greek has * the
“ body and blood of tke Lord:” but the Latin
reads, “the body and blood of Ckrist.” At p.3h,
Irenaeus speaks of “ blasphemy against Ckrist:” but
his translator renders it “ blasphemy against God.”
The translator being proved to have made these
substitutions, we cannot make much use of his au-
thority in deciding the proper reading of Acts xx.
28. and I cannot help quoting another passage from
Irenaus, which shews what his own opinion was
concerning the divinity of that Person, who redeemed
us by his blood. He says', “ Remember then that
 you have been redeemed by the flesh of our Lord,

4 Horne's Introduction, II. ¢ IIL 14, 2, p. 201.
p- 336. The editors of the fV.3,a.
Improved Version say, that * the 8 V. 2,3.

“ word Lord is supported by b ]. procem.
¢ citations from the early eccle- P V. 14. 4.p. 311.
« siastical writers.”

c2
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“ and restored by his blood, and kolding the head
« from whick all the body of the church knit toge-
“ ther increaseth, (Col. ii. 19.) both confess him to
“ be God, and firmly acknowledge his human na-
“ turek.”

There is however one passage quoted from a Post-
Nicene Father, which, though it does not properly
come within the scope of this work, may be noticed
here, because, if the quotation were admitted, we
could scarcely entertain a doubt, but that the ex-
pression blood of God was nowhere to be found in
the scriptures. In a note to the Improved Version
it is said, that « the expression the blood of God is
« rejected with horror by Athanasius, as an inven-
“ tion of the Arians:” and we may understand the
author of this note better by referring to Mr. Bel-
sham’s « Calm Inquiry,” published in 1817. At
p- 141 of that work he has the following passage :
¢« Qur scriptures, says Athanasius, nowhere mention
“ the blood of God. Such impudent expressions are
“ only used by Arians:” and in the note he gives
the original thus; * Oudapod 3 afua Ocoi xal Huds
“ zapadedinact ai ypapai ’Apeiaviy Ta ToialTa ToApTpaTA.
¢ Athanas. cont. Apollin. apud Wetstein. in loc.”
This seems very strong and very decisive. But Mr.
Belsham had better have looked into the works of
Athanasius, than have copied from Wetstein. It is
true that Wetstein, in his edition of the New Testa-
ment, does give the quotation in these words: but it
is also true, that they are not the words of Athana-
sius. Wetstein inserted «xaf %uds from his own head,
and left out the words d/a sapxig, upon which the

k Et Deum confitens, et hominem ejus firmiter excipiens.
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whole meaning of the passage turns. In the Greek
of Athanasius! it is thus; Oudapst 3% alua Geoi diya
yapxbg wapadeddkaciv ai ypapai, § Oedv diya gapkds malbovra
Kai dvacrdvra’ ';Apetav&'w Ta Toiavta ToAmpara: which
means in English, (Mr. Belsham will pardon my
- translating it,) « The scriptures nowkere speak of
“ the blood of God without flesh:” i. e. without
adding something which implies the incarnation of
God; “ nor of God suffering and rising again
s without flesh : they are Arians who venture to
 use such expressions.” Mr. Belsham was proba-
bly not aware, that this work of Athanasius was
written against the Apollinarian heretics, who,
though proceeding from different principles, arrived
at the same erroneous conclusion with the Patripas-
sians: they held, that Christ did not take a real
body composed of flesh and blood, but that his body
was uncreated and heavenly. Hence some of them
believed with the Marcionites, Manicheans, &c. that
Christ suffered in appearance only: but others af-
firmed, that the body, which suffered, was divine; or
in other words, that it was the Deity which suffered
in Christ. Athanasius asserts in this book, that the
scriptures never speak of Jesus suffering as God,
but in his Auman nature; or, as he says in the pas-
sage misquoted by Mr. Belsham, that * the scrip-
“ tures never speak of the blood of God without
“ mentioning or implying his flesh™:” and my read-

! Contra Apol. IL. 14. p.
I.
= Thus Irenzus says, that
it was neither a mere man
“ who saves us, nor yet without
* flesh.”—neque homo tantum
erit qui salvat nos, neque sine

carne. IIL 2o, 4. p. 214. and

again, that *“ we are not to think
“ him merelya man, nor yet sus-
< pect him from hisname Emma-
« nuel to be God without flesh,"
uti non — nude solummodo
eum hominem intelligeremus ;

c3
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ers will hardly believe, that in the very next sen-
tence he goes on to say—* but the holy scriptures
« speaking of God in the flesh, and of the flesh of
“ God when he became man, do mention the blood
« and sufferings and resurrection of the body of
“ God :? ai 3¢ aysas ypaai év capki Oect Kkai capxos Oecd
avbpirmov yevopévov alpa Kkai wdbog Kai AvATTAgHw KVpUTTOVGS
gopare; Ocov.  So much for the accuracy of Mr. Bel-
sham’s quotation, and for the assertion of the Uni-
tarian translators, that the expression « the blood of
“ God is. rejected with horror by Athanasius®!” to
which I may add, that this passage of Athanasius
makes directly against the Unitarians: for since
that Father tells us, that the scriptures do speak of
the blood of God, we ask, where else do they speak
of it, except in Acts xx. 28? and what is more to
the point, Athanasius himself quotes the passage
from Acts xx. 28. more than once, and expressly
reads the church of God°.

neque rursus per nomen Emma-  patres nonnulli, et inter hos vel

nuel sine carne eum Deum sus-
picaremur. IIL. 21, 4. p. 217.

» That Mr. Belsham bor-
rowed his false quotation from
Wetstein is quite evident: but
I am sorry to add that Gries-
bach, who ought to have known
better, has been guilty of the
same mistatement. After men-
tioning the Fathers who sup-
port the reading alua @eit, he
adds, Sed nec defuerunt, qui
tales formulas vituperarent et
scripturam sic nunquam locu-
tam esse contenderent: and
afterwards he says more dis-
tinctly, Tantum vero abfuit, ut
hoc telo adversarios suos confi-
cerent, ut potius antiquiores

ipse Athanasius c. Apollinar. in
sacris literis aiua @cl legi nega-
rent. We can hardly acquit
Griesbach of a wilful mistate-
ment in extending the remark
from Athanasius to others of
the Fathers. He clearly had not
examined the passage in Atha-
nasius ; and he did not specify
any other writer, because he
was unable.

° In Epist. ad Serap. I. 6.
vol. I. p. 653. the Benedictine
edition has 6«t, one MS. reads
xvglov, and three read Xpiorob.
There seems to be an allusion
to this text in his Commentary
upon Psalm xcix. 3. pire In
KUpiog adTds daTiv § Ocdg nuiv, where
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I cannot help also noticing an’ inconsistency in
Mr. Belsham’s mode of argument. In the passage
before us he wishes us to read the church of tke
Lord; and by the Lord he means us to understand
Jesus Christ. But it is singular that at Col. iii. 13.
he wishes to read, not as Christ has forgiven us,
but as the Lord has forgiven us, and there he in-
terprets the Lord to mean God: so that at Acts
xx. 28. he tries to evade an argument for the di-
vinity of Christ by understanding the Lord to mean
Christ; and at Col. iii. 18. he evades a similar ar-
gument by understanding tke Lord to medn God'!

We will now try the accuracy of another assertion
of the Unitarian translators, that the expression
“ the blood of God is not quoted by the earliest
“ ecclesiastical writers.” We have already seen that
Ignatius uses this expression in his Epistle to the
Ephesians: and in his Epistle to the Romans he
says, “ I long for the bread of God, heavenly bread,
* the bread of life, which is the flesh of Jesus Christ,
¢ the Son of God P, who was born in later times of
¢ the seed of David; and I long for the cup of God,
“ his blood 9.”

he observes, ofvo, Pmaiy, & xipiog
é 7§ Diy aluari wdoay Avrpwod-
pevog T Py, alris doTiv & kal Tov
Nuerépov mermudras Snpaovpyds. vol.
- L p. 1177. Ib the treatise as-
cribed to Athanasius, de com-
muni Essentia Patris et Filii, all
the MSS. read &xAnclay 70
Oci. vol. II. p.4. The em-
peror Jovian seems to allude to
this text, and to confirm the
received reading, when he says,
in a letter to Athanasius, éxdv:6:
volrvy el 75 dylag dxxhyaiag, kal
woipauve v 10 Oeol Aady. Op.

Ath. vol. L. p. 779. Epiphanius
quotes éxxAnaiay 70U Geol, and he
adduces the passage in support
of the divinity of Christ. Her.
LXXIV. 6. vol. L p. 89s.

P I believe the true transla-
tion to be—** Jesus Christ, the
* Son, who is God, who was
“ horn,” &c. but since the words
will bear the other construction,
I do not wish to quote them as
proving the divinity of Christ.

9 “Aproy et 0éAw, dprov olpd-
viov, &proy Loie, & domi adpf *Inaod
Xpiorot, ToU vish ToU Oedd ToU yevo-

c4
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There is a remarkable passage in Justin Martyr,
which may be quoted in this place. Like the rest
of the Fathers he refers Gen. xlix. 11. to Christ,
which in the Septuagint version is thus: xAwe &
olve Ty aTOAY avTel, kai & aipats aTauAS TYY ®epiBeAny
avrei® upon which Justin observes, * The words
“ blood of the grape are used purposely to express,
¢ that Christ has blood, not from the seed of man,
“ but from the power of God. For in the same
“ manner that man does not produce the blood of
« the vine, but God; so also this passage foretold,
“ that the blood of Christ was not to be of human
“ origin, but from the power of God: and this pro-
« phecy shews, that Christ is not a man, begotten of
“ men according to the common law of men*.” Eu-
sebius, speaking of the same text, says, that men
« are redeemed by the blood of the grape, which
 has God dwelling in it, and is spiritual ®.”

Clement of Alexandria speaks of * the power of
“ God the Father and tke blood of God the Sont.”

~ Tertullian says; “I well know, we are not our
“ own, but bought with a price: and what sort of
“« price? the blood of God".” It is this passage,

wérov &y Satépp ik cxéppartes Aapid
Kai wopa Ocol 8érw 70 alpa altdd.
It might be said however that
-abrov refers to 'Inood Xpiosev. C. 7.
p- 29.

T T 8 alpa 1; oTaguiis el-
®ely 1oy Ayoy, Bid 15 T dedi-
Awxer, 11 alpa pév Exe & Xpordg
ook ¢ arBpdrwv axépares, AN &
T ToU Oeol Jurdpews. ‘Ov yap
Tpémoy 1o 775 duwérov alua olk dv-
bpwmos éyévmaer, aMAE Ocls, Drwg
xal 7 100 Xpiorol alpa ook €€ ar-
Opumelov  pévovg é'ﬂo@uf, aAr’  éx

Bcol dwvdpew; mpoeuiuaer. ‘H 3
wpopmrein alry dmodamrie, $1s odx
éoriv § Xpiords &rBpumos &€ avlpdxar
Katd 70 kavoy Ta@y avbpixay yey-
0e/s. Dial. cum Tryph. 54. p.
149—50.

* Dem. Evang. VIII. p. 380.

b Avvdpes Ot matpis kai alpars
Ol mailds. Quis Dives Salve-
tur? c. 34. p. 954.

v Quod scian, non sumus
nostri, sed pretio empti: et quali
pretio ? sanguine Dei. Ad Uxo-
rem, II. 3. p. 168.
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which has caused Tertullian to be named as reading
the church of God in Acts xx. 28. but his words
bear such a direct reference to another text, 1 Cor.
vi. 19, 20, that we cannot say, whether he had the
words of St. Paul to the Ephesians also in his mind.

Origen upon those words of Psalm Ixxi. 19. « Thy
“ righteousness also, O God, is very high, who hast
“ done great things,” &c. remarks, “ having given
« peace by His blood to the things in heaven and
“in earth*.” The pronoun His can only refer to
God, who had done great things: but we may ob-
serve, that Origen’s commentary is a manifest allu-
sion to Col. i. 20. “ Aaving made peace through the
“ blood of his cross, by him to reconcile all things
“ unto himself: by him, whether they be things in
“ earth, or things in heaven :” in which passage it
is difficult to decide the person to'whom eipnvoxorioas
having made peace, and airoi his are to be re-
ferred.

Origen, like other commentators, considered the
Song of Solomon to refer to the union of Christ and
his church; and upon those words, v. 10. « My be-
« loved is white and ruddy,” he says, referring them
to Christ; * white, because he was very God: and
“ ruddy, on account of the blood which was shed
“ for the church7.” This passage might seem par-
ticularly to contain an allusion to Acts xx. 28. on
account of the church being mentioned in connexion
with the blood of God.

Dionysius of Alexandria says, “ The holy blood of
“ our God Jesus Christ is not corruptible, nor the

X dppoxoicas J& 18 alpates Y Aewxds, Cmeidy & Oedg &A?Ouo'j'
atrel 7 & olpanis kal & &x) s wubpeg 8 ik Tb alua T Twép i
1L p. 760. ixkrqaias xvoév, 1L p. 98
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“ blood of a mortal man like ourselves, but of very
“ God*” Epiphanius (if the treatise be genuine)
speaks of the church, onérs atpar: SovAg Pupwpév,
aAAx afuats Beixi odpayifopéwy. Serm. in Fest. Palm.
vol. I1. p. 254.

Having already mentioned the assertion of the
Unitarian translators, that « the blood of God is not
“ quoted by the earliest ecclesiastical writers,” I
leave the reader to draw his inference as to the ac-
curacy of the remark ; and I only observe, that these
passages alone might seem sufficient to prove, that
the Ante-Nicene Fathers believed in the divinity of
Christ. That they believed him, who shed Ais blood
on the cross, to be God in some sense or other, can-
not be denied : it is for our opponents to prove, that
they did not believe him to be verily and essentially
God.

12. Ignatii Epist. ad Epk. c. 7. p. 18.

In the same Epistle, having warned the Ephe-
sians to beware of those who taught false doctrines,
and whom he considered almost incurable, he says,
“ There is one Physician, fleshly and spiritual, made
“ and not made, God born in the flesh, true life in
« death, both of Mary and of God, first capable of
¢ suffering, and then incapable ®.” There is little to

IGNATIUS, A.D.107.

z o0 phaprdv 18 alua 7 dyiov
wo% Oeot nudv 'Inoed Xpiorod, obre
dvlpdmov xall npds Omrel, AN
Ot dAnfivet. c. Paul. Samos.
Queest. IV. p. 237.

3 El; latpés domwv gaprixds T kal

wveuparTinis, yoryrds kal dyénreg,
& aapxl yeviperas Ocis, &v bavdTy
Yo aAnbory, kal & Maplas kal
Ocol, mpiTor wabyrds xal Tére dxa-
64;. The commentators are in
doubt whether to read yomris and

dryéryrog o yeryros and dyéyros
in this place. There is no doubt,
that after the council of Nice
the difference between these two
expressions wus carefully ob-
served; but earlier writers some-
times confounded them. The
difference seems to have been
that yenyris and dyérmro; meant
begotten and not begotten, yerm-
73 and dyémros meant made or
created, and not made or not
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7

observe upon these words, which expressly assert
the two natures of Christ, except that they may
remind us of the passage in John i. 14. « The Word

« was made flesh, and dwelt among us :”

and they

may also seem to support the received reading in
1 Tim. iii. 16. God was manifest in the flesh, which
I shall have occasion to notice more at length in a

future page.

created. See Damascen. I. g.
Epiphan. Heer. LXIV. 8. vol. I.
P- 532. We should therefore
say of the Son, that he was yer-
s Not yerqris, i. e. he was
begotten of the Father, not made
or created: and that he was
&yéwmros but not Zyéwyres. In
classical writers we meet with
no such distinction. We might
notice Owycwh; and Omroyerys in
two consecutive lines of Sopho-
cles, (Antig. 834-5,) where the
metre evidently decides the
omission or insertion of the ».
Cicero also in translating a pas-
sage from the Phadrus of Plato,
dpxh B dyévrov, renders it, prin-
cipii autem nulla est origo, and
exedy d¢ &yémrly éomi, quod si
nunquam oritur. (Tusc. Disp.
I. 23.) In the same manner
ecclesiastical writers sometimes
confounded the terms : thus
the Son was said to be 2yé-
wyros, by which it was not meant
that he was not begotten, but
that he was not created: and
Origen was greatly censured
for calling the Son yemd; Ocds:
though he certainly did not
mean, that he was a created
God ; for in one of his works
(c. Cels. VL. 17. p. 643.) he
expressly calls him ayévyroy, un-

created. The fact is, that Ori-
gen, like the writers before and
after him, used the terms with~
out reflection, and it is probable
that Ignatius did so in this place,
where he wished to mark the
antithesis of the two natures in
Christ, according to one of which
he might be said to be made,
like any other man, but accord-
ing to his divine nature, he was,
like God, uncreated. Athana-
sius asserts that the Arians first
insisted upon the exclusive ap-
plication of &yévmro; to God the
Father, meaning thereby to in-
clude the Son among yeryrd. If
this be true, it would account
for the confusion of terms in
the writers who went before
him. De Decret. Syn. Nic.§. 28.
vol. L p.233. cf. Orat. I. contra
Arianos, 31. p. 435. 32. p. 437-
De Synodis 46. p. 760. See
Bull, Defens. Fid. Nic. II. 2.
6. and 9. 9. Huet. Origeni-
ana, IL. Quest. 2. §. 23. Sui-
cer in voc. dyémros and yewyrds.
Waterland, IV. p. 239, 260.

and particularly Petavius de
Trin. 1. V. ¢. 1. Instead of &
capkl yeviuevos Ocls in the above
quotation, Athanasius, Theodo-
ret, and Gelasius read & dv-

Opdmp Oeds.
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13. Ignatii Epist. ad Eph. c.18. p. 15.
After quoting from St.Paul, (1 Cor. i. 20.) « Where
“is the wise, where is the disputer ? where is the
“ boasting of those who are called intelligent ?” he
adds, “ for our God Jesus Christ was conceived by
« Mary, according to the dispensation of God, of the
“ seed indeed of David, but of the Holy Ghost ®.”
14. Ignatii Epist. ad Eph. c.19. p. 16.
In the next chapter he alludes to the star, which
guided the wise men to Bethlehem, and mentions
some extraordinary circumstances, which he con-
ceived either figuratively or literally to have at-
tended its appearance: “ Then,” he says, “all magic
“ art was destroyed, and every bond of iniquity was
“ abolished ; ignorance was put away, the old king-
“ dom was destroyed, when God was manifested
‘“ humanly for the newness of eternal life ¢.”
15. Ignatit Epist. ad Magnes. c. 6. p.19.
The preexistence of Christ in union with the Fa-
ther is asserted in the following passage, where,
speaking of Christ, Ignatius adds, «“ who was with
‘ the Father before the worlds, and appeared at the
“end 9 4
16. Ignatii Epist. ad Trall. c. 7. p. 23.
Having warned the people of Tralles to beware of
heretics, Ignatius has these words, « Keep yourselves
“ then from such men: and you will do this, if ye
« are not puffed up, and if ye do not separate from
“ God Jesus Christ ©.”
b ‘O wdp Oedg qpuiy 'Ingots & pérev €ls kawimyra didiw futs.
Xpw'r?;; éxvoopifn Ux6 Mapiag xat’ d o wpo alivey mapa waTp
ikovopiay O, & améppatos mév Ty, Kai &y Téhes ipdyr.

Aafid, xveluaros 8¢ dylov. € Kkal oo dywploTtoi Oedd
¢ — Beil drbpwmives Ppaveso- 'Inoi Xpiwrot. 1 have tried to
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17. Ignatii Epist. ad Rom. c.3. p. 26-7.

The title of the Epistle to the Romans has been
alluded to.above at p. 16." In the third chapter he
exhorts the Romans to pray for him, that he might
be a Christian, not outwardly only; but inwardly ;
“ That I may not only be called a Christian, but
« really proved to be so; for if I am proved, I may
t easily have the name, and may be faithful even
“ when I make no appearance to the world ; nothing
“ that is seen is eternal : for the things which are
« seen are for a season only, but those which are not
““ seen are eternalf: for our God Jesus Christ is
“ rather seen by hig existence in the Father 8.” This
passage is somewhat obscure and difficult to be trans-
lated, but the meaning of Ignatius seems to have
been this. Having said, that whatever is visible to
the eye is not eternal, he was aware that it might
be said, that Jesus Christ, since he became visible to
us in the flesh, is not eternal. He therefore guards
against such an inference by saying, that though
Jesus Christ had been really and actually seen in
his human nature, yet the only way in which we
can fitly contemplate him is as existing in the Fa-
ther : and thus his former remark holds good. Jesus
Christ was seen in the flesh, for a season only: but
as existing in the Father, and partaking of His
godhead, he cannot be seen, and is eternal. In
whatever manner we translate the sentence, Igna-
tius expressly says, that Christ is God, and that he
is in the Father.
translate the last words literally : § otdey paimdpevoy aldwa T& yip
otherwise the God Jesus Christ, ¢awdpera mplaxaspa” Té& 5é i) Bhe-
or our God Jesus Christ, would wépeva aldwar & yap Ocds Hpiy

sound better in English. *Ingobs Xpiosds &v watpi Oy pEMhoy
f See 2 Cor. iv. 18. palveras.
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18. Ignatii Epist. ad Rom. c.6. p. 28-9.

Being now on his journey to Rome, whither he
was going that he might be exposed to wild beasts
in the Amphitheatre, he tells his brethren at Rome
not to make any interest for his life ; he was willing
to die: “Suffer me to catch the pure light ; when I
“ am arrived thither, I shall be a man of God : per-
“ mit me to imitate the suffering of my God®.” It
need not be observed that he alludes to the suffer-
ings of God the Son.

19. Ignatii Epist. ad Smyra. c.1. p. 33.

This Epistle begins with an express declaration
of the divinity of Christ. < I glorify Jesus Christ,
« the God who hath endued you with such wisdom .”

20. Ignatii Epist. ad Smyrn. c. 10. p. 37.

“ As to Philo, and Rheus, and Agathopus, who
‘ have followed me in preaching the word of God,
“ ye have done well in receiving them as ministers
¢ of Christ [our] God k.”

21. Ignatii Epist. ad Polycarp. c.3. p. 40.

It is unquestionable that Ignatius .refers the fol-
lowing expressions to Christ: “ Wait for him who
* is beyond all time, eternal, invisible ; who for our
< sakes became visible; who was not tangible ; who
“ was incapable of suffering, and for our sakes suf-
¢ fered ; who endured in various ways for usl.” It
is equally certain, that these expressions maintain
the eternity of Christ as well retrospectively as pro-
spectively, and the union of the two natures in him.

b dmrpbdaté por pupnriy elvas U T Smépxaspov mposdina, Tov
wdlovg ToU Geot wov. dypovoy, Thy &bpavov, T O s
U Addlw 'Inooty Xpiordy Tdv Spatdy, Tdv dfmdgmror, Tov dmalby,
Ocdv Tdv olrwg Spds aodloavra. 7w 8" Muds malbyriv, Tov KaTE ThYTAR

K —— xahi; émovjoare imodefd-  Tplmov B fudis Smouelarra.
wevos dg Biaxdvovg Xpiaov Geod.
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Irenzus seems to have imitated this, when he says
of Christ, “ He is in all respects also a man, the
“ creature of God ; and therefore, summing up man-
“ kind in himself, the invisible became visible, the
* incomprehensible became comprehensible, the im-
¢ passible became passible, and the Word became
“ man ™ :” and in another place, “ The Word, natu-
s rally invisible, who became palpable and visible
“ amongst men, and descended even to death ».”
Ignatii Epist. ad Polycarp. c. ult. p. 42.

He ends the Epistle to Polycarp with praying for

his health “ in our God Jesus Christ °.”
—————

Having now finished the quotations from what
are called the apostolic Fathers, I cannot help bring-
ing forward two assertions which have been made
within the last half century by two writers of con-
siderable note among the Unitarians. Lindsey, in
p. 158. of his Apology, uses these words: * Those
« very early Fathers, Irenzus and Justin Martyr,
“ although free from any thing bordering on such
¢ extravagancies, [those of the Docetz,] did never-
“ theless contribute to bring into Christianity the
, « Platonic doctrine of @ second God, which they
“ had learnt before their conversion to the faith.”
The passage is rather oddly worded ; but the mean-
ing of it is plain, that Justin (for he wrote before
Irenzus) was the first of the Fathers who speaks of

™ In omnibus autem est et
homo, plasmatio Dei; et ho-
minem ergo in semetipsum re-
capitulans est, invisibilis visibi-
lis factus, et incomprehensibilis
factus comprehensibilis, et im-
passibilis passibilis, et Verbum
homo. III. 16. 6. p. 206.

» Et hujus Verbum, natura-
liter quidem invisibilem, palpa-
bilem et visibilem in hominibus
factum, et usque ad mortem
descendisse. IV. 24. 2. p. 260.

° *E}jiclas Suds dix warrd; &
Ocf uiv "Inaet Xpiar§ elyopa.
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Christ as God. Dr. Priestley P expresses himself more
plainly, and says, that “ we find nothing like di-
¢ vinity ascribed to Jesus Christ before Justin
« Martyr.”

I do not wish to enter into any examination of
these sentiments. I have laid before the reader, and
I trust not unfairly, the words of those writers who
lived before the time of Justin Martyr; and the
~ reader will decide whether Mr. Lindsey and Dr.
Priestley have given a true account of the doctrine
of the apostolic Fathers. But there is another as-
sertion of Dr. Priestley, which may be refuted more
precisely. He says, « that Justin Martyr is the first
¢« writer who mentions the miraculous conception 9.”
The reader is referred to the words of Ignatius,
given at N°. 12. and 13. which shew that this
writer believed Mary to have been a virgin: and
in another place * Ignatius says, that “the virgi-
“ nity of Mary was unknown to the prince of
“ this world.” He also alludes to the star which
appeared at the birth of Christ, which shews that
he believed the beginning of St. Matthew’s Gospel
to be genuine. '

JusTIN MaARTYR. A.D. 150.

Justin Martyr was born in Flavia Neapolis, the
place which was anciently called Sychem, in Sa-
maria ; and, according to Fabricius, his birth took
place about the year 89, though others place it
later. After having studied philosophy in various

? History of Corruptions, vol. « of Christ.” History of early
I. p. 32. He says of the Epistle Opinions, L. p.93.
of Clement, that * it contains 9 History of early Opinions,

*“ no such doctrine as those of vol.IV. p. 107.
‘ the divinity or preexistence * Ep. ad Eph. c. 19. p. 16.
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schools, he was converted to Christianity, as some #
think, about the year 133. The principal works of
his, which have come down to us, are two Apolo-
gies, or Defences of Christianity, presented to Ro-
man emperors ; and a Dialogue, or Disputation, with
Trypho, a Jew. The first Apology is supposed by
some critics to have been presented to the emperor
Antoninus Pius in the year 140, but others® bring
it down to 150. After this, he went again to Asia,
where he held his disputation with Trypho the Jew :
and different dates have been assigned for the publi-
cation of this Dialogue. Scaliger * thought that it
was written in the reign of Hadrian; but it is the
opinion of Pearson, Du Pin, and almost every other
critic, that it was published in the reign of Antoni-
nus Pijus, some * ascribing it to the year 140, others ¥
to 155. Coming to Rome a second time, he presented
his second Apology to the emperor M. Aur. Antoni-
nus, probably about the year 162. That he died a
martyr for the Christian faith, is an undoubted fact,
as is shewn by the name which he always bears. His
death is supposed by some ? to have happened in
164, by others ® in 168. Epiphanius is undoubtedly
wrong, who says that he died at the age of 30, in
the reign of Hadrian ®.

These dates, though they differ so much from
one another, sufficiently confirm the assertion of
Methodius ¢ and Eusebius 4, that Justin was not far

s Tillemont. Cave. 2 Tillemont.

t Tillemont. Grabe. b This is demonstrated by Pe-

u Animadv. in Chron. Eus. tavius in a learned and valuable
p- 229. note upon Epiph. Heer. XLVI.

x Pagi. Basnage. vol. IL. p. 81.

¥ Massuet. ¢ Photius, Cod. 234.

z Cave. Fabricius. dH. E.IL 13.

D
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removed from the apostolic times. His first work
was written in the former part of the second cen-
tury, when many persons must have been alive who
had seen the apostles ¢; at all events the interval was
not so great, as to allow the probability of his intro-
ducing any new doctrines of his own. We have
seen that Mr Lindscy accused him of having done
so, by “bringing into Christianity the Platonic doc-
“ trine of a second God.” Had we found no traces
of Jesus being called God either in the New Testa-
ment, or in the works of the apostolic Fathers, it
would have been difficult, perhaps impossible, to re-
fute this assertion. As it is, the truth or falsehood
of it will appear by an examination of the writings
of those who preceded him; and Mr. Lindsey him-
self must be cited as a witness to the fact, that Jus-
tin Martyr at least speaks of Christ as God. Dr.
Priestley indeed saysf, “ We can hardly doubt
« (whether Justin confesses it or not) that the doc-
« trine of the simple humanity of Christ must have
 been the prevailing one in his time.” Now, with
Dr. Priestley’s permission, I would observe, that
what he seems to treat as an unimportant point, viz.
whether Justin asserts it or mot, is a point of the
greatest importance ; or rather it is the only means
which we have of judging of the accuracy of his
statement. For his assertion reduces him to this al-
ternative. If the simple humanity of Christ was
the prevailing doctrine of Justin’s days, the works of
Justin must contain that doctrine. If he admits

€ Quadratus, who wrote about H. E. IV. 3.
A.D. 124, said that persons f History of early Opinions,
were alive even in his days who III. p. 287.
had been cured by Christ, Eus.



JUSTIN MARTYR, A.D. 150. 35

that they do not, but contends that Justin did not
speak the sentiments of his contemporaries, I then
ask, how are we to know what was the doctrine of
those days, when no other works of the first forty
years of the second century have come down to us,
except those of Justin Martyr? It must therefore be
important to decide the fact, whether Justin did or
did not believe in the simple humanity of Christ:
and the following quotations may perhaps assist us
in coming to a conclusion.

We may also remember the assertion of Eusebius,
which has been before alluded to, that Justin, Mil-
tiades, &c. all spoke of Christ as God: so that Eu-
sebius at least was not of the same opinion as Dr.
Priestley. But one of the most daring assertions ever
uttered is made by Dr. Priestley in another place &,
‘where, speaking of the miraculous conception, he
_ represents Justin Martyr as saying to a Jew, « that
“ he was at full liberty to think as he should see
“ reason to do on that subject; and that he might
“be as good a Christian as the Ebionites were be-
“ fore him, though he should believe no more of the
“ miraculous conception than they had done.” This
is an entire invention. Justin, throughout.his Dia-
logue with Trypho, never makes any concession of
the kind : on the contrary, he frequently insists on
the miraculous conception as a necessary article of
belief. References to the passages may be found in
the note .

The reader is also referred to Dr. Waterland for

¢ History of early Opinions, p. 163. c. 75.-p. 172. c. 76.
IV. p. 13. ’ p- 173. ¢. 84. p. 181. c. 100.
" Dial. cum Tryph. c. 43. p. 195.
p- 139, &c. c. 63. p. 160. c. 66.
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an able exposition of the doctrine of Justin Martyr
concerning the divinity of Christ. III. p. 249. &c.
23. Justin. Apol. 12. c. 63. p. 81.

This first quotation is taken from the Apology or
Defence which, as stated above, Justin Martyr pre-
sented in the year 140, or 150, to the emperor An-
toninus Pius, and, in fact, to the senate and people
of Rome.

Like many other of the Fathers, he conceived
that it was Christ who talked with Moses out of
the bush; and he condemns the Jews for confound-
ing God the Father with His Son. “ The Jews, who
* think that it was always God the Father who
¢ spoke to Moses, (whereas he who spoke to him
“ was the Son of God, who is also called an Angel,
“ and an Apostle,) are justly convicted both by the
s prophetical spirit X, and by Christ himself, for
« knowing neither the Father nor the Son. For
« they, who say that the Son is the Father, are con-
« victed of neither knowing the Father, nor of un-
« derstanding that the God of the universe has a
“ Son: who, being the first-born Word of God, is
“also God. And formerly he appeared to Moses
“ and to the other prophets in the form of fire and
“ an incorporeal image: and now in the time of

“ your empire, becoming

i Alryg ydp dmayyilhe Soa BeT
puclivas, kai dmooTéhetas pnvi-
owr doa dyyéMreras. Justin. ib.
When he says that Christ is
called an Angel, he alludes to
Exod. iii. 2. Isaiah ix. 6. (ac-
cording to the Septuagint,) lxiii.
9. Mal. iii. 1. As to his being
called an Apostle, he must al-
lude to Heb. iii. 1. which is the

man by a virgin, accord-

only place in the scriptures in
which Christ is called an Apo-
stle; though the promise of the
Shiloh, or the Sent, must have
made the Jews acquainted with
this as one of the titles of the
Messiah.

¥ In allusion to Isaiah i. 3.
and Matt. xi. 27. as he himself
tells us.
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“ing to the Father’s will, he endured to be de-
« spised and to suffer for the salvation of those who
“ believe in him 1.”

We need not enter into the inquiry, whether Jus-
tin was right in considering it to have been Christ
who spoke to Moses. The change of person from
the Angel of the Lord to the Lord himself in this
place, and in Gen. xix. and elsewhere, shews that
something more was intended, than an ordinary re-
velation by one of the ministering and created spi-
rits. The explanation given by Justin Martyr and
the other Fathers may perhaps be the true one:
but it is sufficient for our purpose that they held
such a notion ; which they could not have done, if
they believed in the simple humanity of Christ.
Could Christ have said, I am the God of Abra-
ham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob,
if he had not been very God, one with the Father?
Or could he have spoken to Moses at all, if he had
no existence previous to his bhirth at Bethlehem?
Justin believed that it was Christ who spoke these
words: he therefore believed that Christ was the
Jehovah of the Old Testament ; and as he says ex-
pressly in the passage quoted above, being the first-
born Word of God, ke is also God.

Having stated that all the early Fathers agreed

Uodaios oby fynodpevos dei Tov
watépa Tdy Aoy Aehadnkévas TF
Mugel, 76 Aadjoavros adrd Gvrog
vieU ToU Oeol——DBikalwg EAéyyov-
Tas Kkal Sk TOU mpopuyTined myespa-
Tog, Kak O abrel b XpioToD, dg
oire Tiv Tmavépa obre Tiv vidy Eyvo-
gy, o ykp Tov iy wavépa Pd-
aKovTes elvas ENéyxovTas pire Thy
warépa émiatdpevas, wib It éorly
vids 7§ warpl Tdv Ihay ywdarovres

% Kxai Adyog BpwToTOKOG v 1ol Oedd
kel @eds Tmdpyes. xai mpovepoy dice
THg ToU wupls pmopdis Kai  elkdvog
gawpdtov 7§ Mwoer xai Tois érépoig
wpoiass epdvn” sy T &y KXpdvoig
s perépas dpxis dds wapfé-
vov dvbpurmog yevépevas, Katd T ToU
watpic PoNyy, tmep cwriplas Tdy
mieTelovray atrd xal efovBevnbiva
Kai walbeiy tmépeey.
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with Justin Martyr in referring these manifestations
of Jehovah in the Old Testament to God the Son,
I must interrupt the series of quotations for a short
time in order to prove this point: but the instances
being so many, I shall only mention a few of them,
marking the passages in the Old Testament, and
giving references to the works of the Fathers, in
which these interpretations may be found.

It was Christ who talked with Adam, Gen. iii. 8,9.
where the person is said to be the Lord God, v.
Theophil. in Autol. IL. 22. Tertull. adv. Prax. c. 16.
p-509. Irenzus, 1V. 10. p. 239.

It was Christ who spoke to Noah, Gen. vi. 13.
Irenzus, IV. 10.

It was Christ who went down to confound the
tongues at Babel, Gen. xi. 5. where it is said that it
was the Lord. Justin. M. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 127.
p- 220. Tertull. adv. Prax. c. 16. p. 509. Novatian.
c. 25. p. 723.

It was Christ who « appeared to Abram, and
« said unto him, I am the Almighty God.” Gen.
xvii. 1. Justin. M. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 127. p. 220.
Clem. Alex. Pad. 1. 7. p.131.

It was Christ who appeared to Abraham in the
plains of Mamre, Gen. xviii. 1. where he is called tke
Lord, and the Judge of all the earth, ver. 25. Jus-
tin. M. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 56. p.152. Clem. Alex.
P=d. 1. 7. p.1381. Tertull. adv. Marc. III. 9. p. 402.
Origen. in Gen. Hom. IV. 3.

It was Christ who rained fire upon Sodom, Gen.
xix. 24. The Fathers particularly mention the ex-
pression, “ then the Lord rained upon Sodom and
“ upon Gomorrah brimstone and fire from the Lord.”
Justin. M. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 56. p. 152: c. 127.
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p- 221. Irenzus, III. 6. p.180. Tertull. adv. Prax.
18, 16. p. 507, 509.

It was Christ who tempted Abraham, Gen. xxii.
Origen. in Gen. Hom. VIII. 8. Cyp. Test. II. 5.
p- 286.

It was Christ who appeared to Jacob, Gen. xxviii.
13. where the person calls himself « the Lord God
“ of Abrakam, and the God of Isaac.” Justin. M.
Dial. cum Tryph. c. 58. p. 156. Clem. Alex. Pzd.
I.7. p.131.

It was Christ who spoke to Jacob in a dream,
Gen. xxxi. 11, 18. where he calls himself tke God
of Bethel. (see Gen. xxviii. 13, 19.) Justin. M. Dial.
cum Tryph. c. 58. p. 155. Cyp. Test. II. 5. Nova-
tian. c. 27. p. 725.

It was Christ who wrestled with Jacob, Gen. xxxii.
24. where it is expressly said that he was God, ver.
28, 30. Justin. M. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 58. p. 155,
156. c. 125. p.218. Irenzus, p. 239. Clem. Alex.
Pad. I. 7. p. 182. Concil. Antioch. (Reliq. Sacr. II.
p- 470.)

It was Christ who appeared to Jacob, Gen. xxxv.
1, 9. Justin. M. Dial. cam Tryph. c. 58. p.155.
where he says, ¢ he i3 called God, and is God, and
« will be™.” Cyp. Test. II. 6.

It was Christ who appeared to Moses in the bush,
Exod. iii. 2. where the person calls himself * tke
“ God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the
“ God of Jacob:” and at ver. 14. «“ I am that 1
« am.” Justin. M. Apol. I. 62. p. 80. Dial. cum Tryph.
c. 60. p.157. Irenzus, IV. 10, 12. Clem. Alex. Co-
hort. ad Gent. p. 7. Tertull. adv. Jud. c. 9. p. 194.

m Qed¢ kaheitas, Kai Ocls daTi, xal éaTai.
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It was Christ who said to Moses, (Exod. xx. 2.)
« I am the Lord thy God, which have brought
« thee out of the land of Egypt.” Clem. Alex. Pad.
I.7.p.131.

It was Christ who spoke to Moses, Levit. vi. 1.
and consequently who delivered the whole of the
law. Origen. in Levit. Hom. IV. init.

It was Christ who appeared to Joshua near Je-
richo, Josh. v. 18. Justin. M. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 62.
p. 159-60.

These instances might be multiplied so as to make
a volume; but enough perhaps has been said to shew,
that all the Fathers agreed in entertaining the same
opinion™. I again repeat, that I am not concerned
to inquire into the soundness of this opinion: but
the Fathers, who held it, could not have believed
that Christ was a mere man, nor even an angel:
they assert over and over again, that the person who
appeared to the patriarchs could not be an angel,
because he is called God and Jehovah: and they as
expressly assert, that he who revealed himself as
‘God and Jehovah, was not the Father, but the Son.
See Bull, Defens. Sect.IV.3. and Waterland’s Works,
II. p.20. I may add, that the Arians openly pro-
fessed their belief that it was Christ, ¢ to whom the
« Father said, Let us make man, &c. who was seen
“ by the patriarchs face to face, who gave the law,
“ and spake by the prophets, &c.” Eusebius, who
has been suspected of Arianism, devotes the fifth
book of his Demonstratio Evangelica to establishing
this point. See also the same work, I. 5. p. 11.

n St. Paul himself seems to ° Athanas. de Synodis, vol. 1.
give some countenance to this p.740. See also p.743.
doctrine, 1 Cor. x. 9.
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We will now return to the testimonies from Justin
Martyr. .

24. Justin. Dial. cum Trypk. c. 34. p. 130.

One of Justin’s longest works is a Dialogue or
Disputation which he held at Ephesus with a Jew,
named Trypho, in the year 140 or 155. After hav-
ing shewn that the Jews misinterpreted many pas-
sages of scripture, he brings forward the 72d Psalm,
beginning with « Give the king thy judgments.”
His words are, “ Where it is said, O God, give thy
« judgment to the king, since Solomon was a king,
“ you think that the Psalm was spoken in honour
“ of him; whereas the words of the Psalm expressly
¢ declare that it is spoken in honour of the eternal
“« King, that is, Christ: for Christ is declared to be
“ a King, and a Priest, and God, and Lord, and
« Angel, and Man, and Chief-captain, and a Stone,
“ and a Child born; and first made capable of suf-
« fering, then returning into heaven, and again
¢ coming hither with glory, and in possession of the
“ eternal kingdom, as I prove from all the scrip-
“ tures?.” He then quotes the whole Psalm; and
baving finished it, he shews that though Solomon
was & great king, there are many expressions in the
Psalm which did not apply to Solomon, and were
never fulfilled in him.

All Christian writers, ancient and modern, have
agreed in interpreting this prophetical Psalm of the
reign of the Messiah: but what we have chiefly to

P Tav Nyay 700 YalMa orpdryyes, xai Mo, xal wasdiov
dadiidy kqpuoaiviwy s Tiv aldvw  yevdperor, Kal mabytds yeviuerog
BagiMéa, Tovréoriv els Tiv XpioTdy, mpdTov, et €ls olpavdy dvepxipevas,
‘elpigas. & ykp Xpiords Pacirels, xal wdhw waparywiperos petd Sifng,
“Kad lepebs, xai Oeds, xai Kipiog, xal kal albviay vy Bacirelay Expy xe-
Byyenss, xad Gvlpumos, xal dpyi-  ipukTa.
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observe in the comment of Justin Martyr is, that he
not only calls Christ the efernal King, but he ex-
pressly calls him God; and when he speaks of his
ascension into heaven, he not merely says that he
went thither, but that he refurned thither, as in
John vi. 62. thereby clearly asserting the preexist-
ence of Christ.

25. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 35. p. 132.

Trypho having objected the corrupt practices of
some who called themselves Christians, Justin ac-
knowledges, that there were persons whose doctrine
and practice were wholly contrary to the religion
which they professed: but he adds, that such per-
sons were not owned or received by sound Chris-
tians. “ We hold no communion with them, know-
“ ing them to be impious, and irreligious, and un-
“ just, and lawless; and instead of worshipping
« Jesus, they confess him only in named.” Justin
Martyr therefore, and all true Christians, worship-
ped Christ: and yet Mr. Lindsey argues at some
length’, that Christ is not to be worshipped; and
at p. 141-2. he says, “ the opinion and practice of
% the ancient Christians before the council of Nice
“ has been often shewn from their writings;” by
which he must mean, that it has been often shewn,
that the Christians before the council of Nice did
not worship Christ. Justin Martyr, as appears from
the present quotation, does mot support Mr. Lind-
sey’s assertion; and at p.160. after quoting great
part of the 45th Psalm, he draws this conclusion
from it; “ Now that he, who is testified of by the

4 Y0y oldevi xowvovoDuey, of yrapi~  Kal dvrl vo¥ Tiv 'Ingody oéBe, -
Yorves dBéovg wal doeBels xal &b~  pats pdvey Spodoyeiv.
Kous Kal &vopevs alrols Umdpxortas, * Apol. p. 136, &c.
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¢ doer of these things, is fo be worshipped, and is
¢ God and Christ, the words of this Psalm plainly
¢ shew®” And at p.165. «“ Do you think that any
¢ other person is mentioned in the scriptures, who
*¢ is to be worshipped, and is Lord and God, except
“ Him who is the Creator of the world, and Christ,
¢ who has been proved by so many texts to have
¢ taken a human nature *?” See also N°. 29. Such
were the sentiments of Justin Martyr concerning
the worship of Christ. In a future page we shall
see what were the doctrines of other of the Fathers
upon this point. See N°. 73.

26. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 36. p.133.

Justin begins a new line of argument with these
words: “ You must allow me in the first place to
¢« quote such prophecies as I please, to prove that
¢ Christ is called God, and Lord of Hosts?, and
¢ figuratively Jacob by the Holy Ghost*.” He then
adduces the whole of the 24th Psalm, and makes
this comment upon it; ¢« That Solomon is not the
“ Lord of Hosts has been proved: but when our
¢ Christ rose from the dead, and ascended into

® “Ori oy Kal wpockuyyTs éoTs
kai Oeds kai Xpiatds ind 700 TabTa
oo avTos wapTUpoUmeras, Kal of Ad-
oyos obvos Diappidny onpaivevas. Dial.
cum Tryph. c. 63.

t Mij T dAhoy Tk mpoakuvyTd,
xai Kdpioy, kai ©ety Aeyipevoy &
Tals ypagais voeite elvas, mAyy Tob
ToUT0 Womjoaytos TS WRY, Kal ToU
Xpiozod, % Nk 7By Togodrwy Ypa-
pav amedelyfy Spiv &vBpamos yevi-
wevos; Dial. c. 68.

¢ I may here mention the in-
genious remark of Athanasius,
that the second and third Per-
sons of the Trinity are each of

them called Lord of Hosts
in the New Testament, which
he proves thus: Isaiah speaks
of the Lord of Hosts sending
him to the people of Israel;
(vi. 1, 3, 8, 9.) St. John says
that the glory which Isaiah saw
was that of Christ; (xii. 41.)
St. Paul says that it was the
Holy Ghost, who spoke to Isaiah.
(Acts xxviii.25.) Ath. De Incarn.
10. vol. I. p. 878.

x els ¢nfdesbiv 8r1 xal Belg
kad Kipiog 7av Buvdpewy & Xpiorig
xkad 'laxdB kaheiras & wapafory
w0 7oV diylov wvedpatos.
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 heaven, those whom God has appointed officers
“in heaven are commanded to open the gates of
“ heaven, that he who is the King of Glory may
 enter in, and, having ascended, may sit down at
“ the right hand of the Father, until He make his
“ enemies his footstool. For when the officers in
 heaven saw him bearing an uncomely and undig-
« nified and inglorious form, they did not recognise
% him, and asked, Who is this, the King of Glory?
“ and the Holy Ghost answers them, either in the
« person of the Father or in his own, T%e Lord of
« Hosts himself, he is the King of Gloryy.” The
answer is also attributed to the Holy Ghost by Epi-
phanius z, but he supposed the question, Who is
this King of Glory? to relate to his descent upon
earth. Eusebius supposes the words to have been
spoken by the angels, when Christ ascended®. In
another work, which has been ascribed to Epipha-
nius, the passage is applied to the descent of Christ
into hell®. Justin calls Christ the Lord of hosts
in another place ¢, where he says, “ Let us Gentiles
% join in glorifying God, for He has visited us also:
“let us glorify Him by the King of Glory, by the
¢ Lord of Hosts.” I should not perhaps have ven-
tured to apply these expressions to Christ, if Justin

Y *AAME & npérepos Xpiarig re &k
yexpiy Gvéory Kai &véBawvey els T

pa T dyioy 3 &xd mpocdxov ToD ma-
Tpds, 9 &md 7ol Biov, Kipiog k. 7. A,

obpavoy, kehevovras of dv Tois oSpaveis
Tayfévres imd Tob Ocol dpyories
avoifas Tés miNag Tay oSpardy, Ha
elzéMy oitos 35 dami Basihels T
%Eqe, Kxai dvaPis kabloy k.7, A
——émeidy yap of &v obpary dpyov-
Tes dbpuv dedh kad dripov T eldog
xal adofoy Exovra alriv, o yvepi-
Corveg altiv, émunbdreyre, Tl k. 7. AL
xai dmoxplvetas abrols TO wrev-

This passage is again applied to
Christ at p. 181-2.

* Physiol. vol. II. p. 190.

2 Dem. Evang. VI. 2. p. 260.

b In Sepulchrum Christi, vol.
1L p. 272.

< Dial. cum Tryph. 29. p. 126.
Aofdowpmey abrly Si Tob Baciiéws
s ddkng, Bk oD avplov TEy duvd-
mewy,
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had not so applied them in the passage quoted above;
and at p. 182. he says that this Psalm and other pas-
sages of the scriptures declare him to be the Lord
of Hosts. Compare Hippolytus, Ne. 155.

The next passage which he quotes is Psalm xlvii.
from ver. 5. to the end, “ God is gone up with a
« shout,” &c. He makes no comment upon these
words; but we may observe, that no passage in the
whole of the Old Testament contains more express
mention of God, the Lord of heaven and earth, than
this Psalm: and Justin applies it to Christ.

The next quotation is the 99th Psalm, « The
« Lord reigneth,” &c. which he prefaces by saying,
“ The Holy Ghost also reproaches you in the 98th
“ (99) Psalm, and shews that he, whom you will
“ not have for your King, is King and Lord even of
“ Samuel, and Aaron, and Moses, and all other per-
“ sons whatever 4.”

27. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 48. p. 143.

We may now give the sentiments of Justin Mar-
tyr in the words of Trypho. The Jew, after some
time, addresses him thus: “I have heard your opin-
“ jon upon these matters; resume the argument
« therefore where you left it off, and finish it; for it
““ seems to me to be extraordinary, and one that
“ cannot be demonstrated at all. For as to what
“ you say, that this Christ had a previous existence,
“ being God before the worlds, that he then endured
“ even to become a man, and to be born, and that
“ he is not man, born of man, this appears to me
“ not only extraordinary, but absurd ¢.”

4 Kail &v &verprootd éydlo Yalpd  povih xal Tob "Aapdy kel Maiodws
Sveidifes Spdc To mvelpa TO Gyt Kai TEY GANwy mdvray dEAGS e

~ - 3
xal ToUToy by pY Oéhers Baaihéa ei-  ppiea. P. 134.
~ > 4
vau, Bagiréa kai Kipiov xai 7ob Za- © TS qkp Aéyey o€ mpoUmdpy e
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I need not state the manner in which Justin re-
conciles this seeming contradiction: but his own
opinion concerning the divine nature of Christ is
very strongly expressed ; when, after confessing that
some, who called themselves Christians, held Christ
to be a mere man, he says, “ With whom I do not
« agree, nor would I agree, even if the majority of
« those who now think with me were to say sof:
« for we are commanded by Christ himself not to
« follow the doctrines of men, but those which are
« preached by the blessed prophets, and taught by
 himselfs.” Justin therefore considered that the
prophecies in the Old Testament, and the gospels

in the New, plainly spoke of Christ as God M.

At the end of the 54th chapter, he again very
strongly asserts, “ that Christ was not a mere man
“ born in the ordinary way of meni.”

28. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 61. p. 157.

«“ I will give you another proof from the scrip-
“ tures, that in the beginning, before all creatures,

Ocly tvra mps aldvay TolToy TIV
Xpioriv, fra kal yermbivas dvbpw-
®ov yevdpevoy Umopeivas, Kai G5 otk
&r8parmog £ dvbpdmov, of pivey wa-
pa’.?)ofov Soxel  pos evai, dAAE Kal
parpiy.

f Dr. Priestley’s version of
this passage is very ungramma-
tical—*¢ with them I do not
« agree, nor should I do so,
¢ though ever so many, being
“ of the same opinion, should
 urge it upon me.” (History
of early Opinions, 1II. p. 279.)
But when he says that nearly the
most literal rendering of the pas-
sage is, * Neither do I agree
* with the majority of Chris-
* tians, who may have objected

‘ to my opinion,” (p. 283.) we
cannot acquit him of untairness
as well as inaccuracy.

8 Kai ydp eloi Tives and 103 que-
Tépov yévavg pchvyotvres altov Xpi-
oty elvas, Gvbpwmov B¢ & drbpdmuy
yeviperoy Gropaipera ols o auv-
Tifepas, o’ dv mAeiTTO TaUTd pos
dfdcarres eimuer' dmedy otk dv-
bpumeioic  Bddywaos Kexerelopeba
ir’' altol 7@ Xporol welfeabas,
Ghhd Tois ik Thy pakapley mpodm-
Tdy Kkyprxfeics kai & alrov Bi-
Saybeias. P. 144-5.

b This passage is vindicated
by Bull. Judicium, c. 7.

i o1 ook EoTiv & Xpioris
drbpermeg & arBpdmey, katd To Kui-
vov oy dvBpiray yevmbels. P. 150.
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“ God begat a certain reasonable power of himself,
“ which is also called by the Holy Ghost the Glory
“ of the Lord, and sometimes Sor, sometimes Wis-
« dom, sometimes an Angel, sometimes God, some-
« times Lord and Word*.”> He then quotes Prov.
viii. 22. to the end, which many of the Fathers have
considered to be spoken of Christ!. He also alleges
Gen. i. 26. iii. 22. Joshua v. 13—135. as all of them
shewing the preexistence of Christ in the Godhead.

29. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 68. p. 166.

The next passage is important, as shewing the
opinion which the Jews entertained concerning their
Messiah. Justin’s words are these: *“ As to the
“ scriptures which we quote to them, (the Jews,)
* which expressly prove that Christ was to suffer
“ and to be worshipped, and that he is God, they
““ are compelled to allow that these were spoken
 concerning Christ, but they have the presumption
“ to say that this (Jesus) is not the Christ: but they
* acknowledge that he was to come, and to suffer,
“and to be a King, and to be worshipped as
¢ God m.”

kK Mapripioy 3¢ xal &aho uiv
axo Ty ypapiv ddow, rs dpxwy
;s whvTWY TAY KTICpHATEY § Ol
yeyévmpe Svapy Twee ¢ éavrd
Noyiciy, s kad Ysfa Kupiov imd
To0 myeluatos ToU ayiw Kaheitas
Ke T AL

! ««The Jews of old, and the
¢¢ Christian church from the be-
¢ ginning, understood that pas-
‘* sage of a Person, the substan-
“ tial Wisdom of God, (either
¢ the Word, or the Holy Spirit,
“ but generally the former.)
¢ And this was no matter of
*¢ dispute between the catholics

“and Arians formerly.” Wa-
terland, III. p. 144-5. See
Irenaus, IV. 20, 3. Clem. Alex.
Strom. VII. 2. p. 832. Tertull.
c. Hermog. c.18: c. Prax.c. 6.
Origen. in Johan. I. 11, 17. Cy-
prian. Test. 1I. 1. Epiphanius
1s, I believe, the earliest writer
who remarks, that this passage
is not quoted in the New Tes-
tament as referring to Christ.
Her. LXIX. 20, 21, 24.vol. L.
P- 743 745, 748. Auncor. 42,
43. vol. IL. p. 48.

m A ¥ dy Aéywpey altois ypa-
Pas, ab Bappiby vy Xporiy Kai
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According to the opinion of the Jews therefore,
who ought to be the best interpreters of their own
prophecies, the human nature, and the humble con-
dition of Jesus, were not the obstacles to their be-
lieving him to be the Messiah: and it was their
belief, as it is that of Christians, that the Messiah,
who was to come, was God. Dr. Priestley was
therefore entirely at variance with Justin Martyr
when he said, that « the Jews expected that their
¢ Messiah would be a mere man, and even be born
“ as other men are®” If Justin reported the opin-
ion of the Jews fairly, their expectations concerning
the Messiah were directly opposite to these: and a
remarkable expression of Philo Judeus may be
quoted in this place, who, when he is speaking of
the repugnance felt by the Jews to pay divine ho-
nours to Caligula, observes, that « they would more
“ easily believe that God would change into man,
“ than a man into God °.” Origen however certainly
says, that all the Jews did not expect their Messiah
to come as God, or Son of God?. We may observe
also, that in this and other places already quoted,
(see N°. 25. p. 42.) Justin expressly says, that
Christ is Zo be worshipped as God; and yet he as
plainly says in many places, that there is only one
God.

Justin’s arguments in this chapter arose from the

mabyrdy Kai mpookuwqriy Kkal Oedy » History of early Opinions,
dwodeixviovoy——ravras els Xp- L. p. 23.

ordy pév  elpiolas  dvarykaliueros ° @drrov yap dv el dvbpwmoy
awrlbevras, TobToy B¢ Y elva Tiv  Bedv, 3 els Bedy dvBpwoy peraBaheiy.
Xpiordy soNudos Aéyes dhedoesfas  De Virtut. vol. II. p. 562.

3 xal ®walbely, kal Paciheloas, xa) P Cont, Celsum I. 49. p. 366.
wpooxumrly yeovicbas ey fweho- and IV, 2. p. 503.

yolow. ’
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following remark of Trypho, who said to him, “ You
“ are attempting to demonstrate a thing which is
“ incredible and almost impossible, that God sub-
“ mitted to be born and to become man4.” Justin
however acknowledges the proposition, and proceeds
to demonstrate it.

30. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 71. p. 169.

In the 71st chapter of this Disputation, Justin
accuses the Jews of having expunged from the Sep-
tuagint version of the Scriptures “ many passages
“ which expressly shewed that this Jesus, who was
¢ crucified, was spoken of as God and man, and cru-
« cified and deadr.” Being asked by Trypho to
name these passages, he quotes one from the book
of Ezra, which is not in our copies®: he also names
Jerem. xi. 19. which he says that the Jews had ex-
punged: and he accuses them of mutilating Psalm
xcvi. 10. To consider whether these charges were
just or no, might lead us into an inquiry foreign
from our present subject. I have quoted the pas-
sage to shew, that in Justin’s opinion the scriptures
spoke of Christ as God and man.

81. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 113. p. 206.

Having remarked some points of resemblance be-
tween Joshua and Jesus, he mentions the following :
¢ In the same manner that he, and not Moses, led
« the people into the Holy Land, and as he divided
“ it by lot to those who entered in with him, so also
« will Jesus Christ turn back the dispersion of the

9 "Amicroy xai ddvatoy axedov  aitisé aravpebels, T Ock, xai dy-
wpaype emiyespels wodexvvas, Xny Opwmos, Kkai oTavpoUmevos, xai dwo-
Oeds iméperve yermPivau, xai drBpn-  Oriokwy xexmprypméros dmodelorvras.
®og yevéahau. * Lactantius quotes this pas-

" Kai $71 moAAes ypadpds Téheav  sage as from the book of Ezra,
mepiei Aoy e &v Bapiidpy odre; Inst. IV. 18. p. 324.

E
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“ people, and portion out the good land to each;
“ but not in the same way: for he (Joshua) gave
 them a temporary inheritance, as not being Christ,
“ who is God, nor the Son of God: but He, after
¢ the blessed resurrection, will give to us the ever-
« lasting possession '.”

32. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c.115. p. 208.

In this place also he speaks of “ Christ the Son of
¢ the Father, our Priest and God";” and since the
context is not necessary to make the words intelli-
gible, I need not transcribe it.

33. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 125. p. 218.

Justin derives the word Israel from Isra, which
signifies @ conqueror, and e/, strength, < Which it
« was foretold that Christ would fulfil, when he be-
“ came man, by the mystery of Jacob’s wrestling
“ with one who was visible, inasmuch as he served
¢ his father’s counsel ; but was God, inasmuch as he
« was His Son, begotten before the whole creation*.”
The true etymology of Israel seems to be that
pointed out in Gen. xxxii. 28. and which is noticed
by Clement of Alexandria, Strom. I. 5. p. 334.

84. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c.126. p. 219.

The next passage requires to be given more at
length. He says to Trypho, « If you had known
“ who this is, who is called the Angel of great

t Oikére B¢ xatd Tabta & méy
ykp mpioxaspor Edexev adroig Ty
xAypovolay, are of Xpiotis & Oeds
dy, otde vibs Gedl & B¢ peta T
dylay avdoracw aldvier yuiy Ty
xatdoyecw ddaei.

u ToU wueTéz0v lepéan, Kal
Ocot, kal Xpirtol, viel T waTpls
Téy SAaw.

X “Oxep xai dix 760 pvoTpiov
45 wdng Ny exdhaioey lakoP pers
10 pavcuévov wév, & TOU TR TOU
watpds Povhy Smypeteiv, Gedt B¢, éx
T elvas Tévoy TpwrToTOKOY TEY SAWY
KTicpdTaY, éxexpodriTerto oiTas Kl
arframos yevduerss 6 Xpiotes worg-
cew.
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« Counselv, and by Ezekiel a man, and by Daniel
“ the Son of man, and by Isaiah a child, and by
“ many Christ, and God who is to be worshipped,
“ and David, and Christ, and a stone, and by Solo-
* mon Wisdom, and Joseph and Judah and a star
“ by Moses, and by Zechariah the East, and by
« Isaiah subject to suffering, and Jacob, and Israel,
“ and a staff, and a flower, and the head stone of
“ the corner, and the Son of God,—I say, if you
“ had known this, you would not have spoken blas-
¢ phemies against him who is already come, and has
* been born and suffered, and ascended into heaven;
“ who will also come again, and then your twelve
« tribes will mourn. For if you had understood
“ what the prophets have said, you would not have

v Instead of ¢ Wonderful,
¢ Counsellor, the mighty God,”
which we read from the He-
brew at Isaiah ix. 6. the Sep-
tuagint translation substituted
Angel of great -Counsel, peydhns
BovAijs &yyehos: and since most
of the Fathers followed the Sep-
tuagint, we do not find this text
quoted in proof of the divinity
of Christ so often as we might
expect. Irenzus however quotes
it literally, Consiliarius, Deus
fortis, IV. 33, 11. p. 273. and
in IIL 19, 2. p. 212. mirabilis
Consiliarius et Deus fortis. Clem.
Alex. also quotes it avpSovAcs,
Beds dwvaaric but the words e-
ydMys BouAijs &yyenos precede the
other, so that his copies seem
to have united the two readings :
Pad. I. 5. p. 112. Tertullian
read Magni Consilii Angelus, de
Carne Christi, c. 14. p. 319. but
Dionysius of Alexandria says,
that Isaiah foretold the mighty

God, God a child, and a Virgin,
&e. Bedv ioyvpiv, Ocdy masdioy, k. 7. A
which seems to be an allusion
to this text, p. 207-8. and in
another place, @edg iorxupls, éfov-
ciacTys, dpxwy elpivns, waTyp ToU
pérovrog aldves, p. 238. Atha-
nasius certainly unites both
readings, meydhns BovAijs &yyedos,
@cls layupds, ebavriaatis, Tathp Tob
wmé\hovrog aldveg. In Mat. X1. 27.
vol. L. p. 10%. and . B. &. Oav-
paatis, aipmBovhes, Oceds Ioxupis,
x. 7. A. De Incarn. 22. p. 889.
So also Eusebius, u. B. &. dpyav
elpivng, BOeds loxupds, éfovriactys,
waryp «. . A. Dem. Evang. V.
10. p. 236 : and, at p. 336, he
observes that the LXX read
pey. B. dyyerss, but that some
copies have favuactis, evpBovia,
Bcis laxupss, ekovaiaaTig, dpywy el-
pivng, warnp ToU méAAevros alivos.
This remark is confirmed by a-
collation of existing MSS.

E 2
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“ denied him to be God, Son of the only unbegotten
“ and ineffable God*” He then quotes Exodus
vi. 2. Gen. xxxii. 24, 80. xviii. 2,13, 16,17. Numb.
xi. 23. Deut. xxxi. 2, 8. as all making mention of
Christ, and identifying him with God.

85. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 127. p. 220.

He continues the same subject in the following
chapter, and lays it down as a general rule, that
wherever in the Old Testament God is said to have
appeared, or to have conversed with any man, as in
Gen. xvii. 22. xi. 5. and vii. 16. we are not to un-
derstand that God the Father, who is invisible, came
down to earth, but we are to interpret all these ex-
pressions of “him who being also God is His Son
« according to His will, and an Angel, inasmuch as
“ he ministers to His purpose; whom He also willed
“ to become man and be born of a Virgin; who also
“ once became fire in the conversation held with
“ Moses out of the bush. For unless we put this
“ interpretation upon the scriptures, there will be
 times when the Father and Lord of the universe
“ was not in heaven, as it is said by Moses, The
« Lord rained upon Sodom and upon Gomorrah
« brimstone and fire from the Lord out of heaven,
“ Gen. xix. 24. Now that Christ is Lord, and
 substantially God the Son of God, and in times
“ past appeared potentially as a man, and an angel,
“ and in fiery glory, as he appeared in the bush, and

* Tl ¥ daviv olvog b xal dyye-  xai dvaBdvra els Tov obpardy ———m
Mg peydhng Bovdfo———nai Ocds dxei el veixate T& elpmuéva iwd
TpoTKUITIg——KéKAYTaI, Kai Uidg TEY WpoTy, olx dv dnpreiche ad-
Ocdl, el yvixeite, oix dv éBracdn-  Tov vas Oedy, ol pivov xai dyer-
peire els adtov 70 xal mapayerd-  vitov xal affitov Ocol vidy.
pevay, xai yevmbévra, kai xabivra,
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“ at the judgment of Sodom, has been proved by
“ many arguments®.”
86. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 129. p. 222.
He again notices the text, Gen. xix. 24. and
argues from it thus: « When it is said, The Lord
“ rained fire from the Lord out of heaven, the
“ sacred text speaks of two in number, one who was
“ on earth, who, he says, came down to see the cry
«“ of Sodom; and the other, who was in heaven;
« who is also Lord of the Lord that was upon earth,
¢ inasmuch as He is Father and God, and the cause
“ of existence to him who is himself mighty and
. ¢ Lord and God®.” We must remember that when
we read  the Lord rained fire from the Lord,”
Jehovah is the Hebrew word in each case; and
Justin, like the other Fathers, supposes that the
Jehovah mentioned in the beginning of the verse
was Christ. Justin uses the same expression of the
Father and the Son heing two in number, or nu-
merically, at p. 152, 221. His meaning was, that
they are two distinct persons, and not two modes or
energies of the same being.
87. Justin. Epist. ad Diognetum. c.7. p. 237.
Diognetus had asked Justin to solve some doubts
and difficulties which he entertained concerning
Christianity. In compliance with his request, Justin

A AN dxeivoy Tdv Katd PovAyy
Ty exelvov xal Oedy tyra vity adol,
kal dyyehov & ToU Cmvperely T3
yrdpy adrars by xai dvfpamoy yern-
Givas Qs ¢ wapbivov BeBovAyras.
% xai wTp more yéyove K. T. A
Kal &5 Kopiog v & Xpiorog xai Oedg
Ocot vidg Imdpyar, xal Swvdue Ppau-
vopevos mporepoy d drip, kal dryye-
Aog, kal &y wupos Boby —— dwodé-

Beiras &y moMAais Tors elpmuéroig.
b o Grras dpiBud paypies
§ Myog 8 mpodixds” Tiv iy émi s
Irra, % ¢mos xaraPeBnxévas ey
v Kpavyny Zodipwen' Tov 3¢ &y Toig

 obpaveis Smdpyovra O Kal Tob ém)

yic Kuplov Kipids dariv, &5 matyp
xe} Oeds, aiTid; Te alrd Tob elvas
xal Sward xal Kuply xai Ocp.

ES3



54 JUSTIN MARTYR, A.D. 150.

wrote this letter ©: and speaking of the special re-
velation of His will, which God had made to Chris-
tians, he says, ¢ This is no earthly invention which
¢ has been handed down to them, neither is it a
“ mortal notion which they are bent upon observing
“ so carefully, nor have they a system of human
“ mysteries committed to them : but the omnipotent
“ and all-creative and invisible God hath Himself
“ from heaven established the truth amongst men,
“and the holy and incomprehensible word, and
“ rooted it in their hearts: not, as you might sup-
“ pose, by sending to men any of His servants, either
“an angel, or a prince, or one of those who ad-
 minister the affairs of earth, or one of those who
“ have the management of heavenly things intrusted
“ to them, but the Framer and Creator of the universe
“ himself, by whom He created the heavens, by
“ whom He shut up the sea in its own boundsd.”
We have here an express declaration that Jesus
Christ was the Framer and Creator of the world.
God created them by Jesus Christ, as is said in the
Epistle to the Hebrews, i. 2. and if the words quoted
above are not sufficiently strong to exclude the idea
of God having employed any subordinate agent, we
find in the very next chapter the expression of «“ God

¢ I should mention, that some ¢ &N’ aiTis § Tavrexpdrap
persons have doubted the au- xal wasroxriorns xai déparo; Oeds
thenticity of it, though few the aitd; an’ odparidy Tiy dAjbeiay kal
antiquity.  Tillemont thought 7oy Adyoy v dysev xai dmepivénrov dy-

it was older than Justin, and
written before A.D. 70; Bara-
tier ascribed it to Clemens Ro-
manus; Whiston to Timothy.
See Fabricius Bibl. Gr. V. p. 58.
Jortin's remarks on E. H. vol. 1.
P- 342, &c. Gallandius in Bi-
blioth. ascribes it to Apollos,

Opdmosg &viSpuran, kal dyxatearipite
Tl kapdlais abtiy: of, xabdzep dv
Ti5 elkdaeey, avlpdmag Smnpéryy Tivee
wéppag, B Gyyehor, —— &N al-
Tov 1o TexviTny Kal Sypaovpydy TEY
Dwr, § robs olpareds Exmicer, § Ty
Ociracaay Blog Sposg dvéxheiger.
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“ the Lord and Creator of the universe, who made
“ all things and arranged them in ordere.” Thus,
according to Justin’s own words, God created the
world by His Son; and His Son, by whom He created
them, was God. :

This passage suggests two remarks: 1. It con-
firms our translation of Hebrews i. 2. « by whom
“also He made the worlds” ¥ of xai Tods aiivas
émoincev. The Improved Version translates this,
“ for whom also he constituted the ages,” which
perhaps does not convey any very distinct idea: and
Mr. Belsham, ¢ with a view to whom he even con-
« stituted the former dispensationsf” Justin, it ap-
pears, did not understand the passage thus: and

~
(3

when he says o
k. 7. A. he clearly meant that Christ was the instru-
mental and not the firal cause. Irenzus had the
same notion, who says of Christ, per quem consti-
tuit omnia s : and Clement of Alexandria, § t& wdvra
dednusodpynras ™ 5 and Tertullian, “ tradidit omnia Filio
« Creator que per eum condiditl” We may add,
that in John i. 3. and Col. i. 16. both the Improved
Version and Mr. Belsham translate the preposition
i by and not for. In 1 Cor. viii. 6. the Improved
Version translates it by, and Mr. Belsham through :

\ > \ £ . < \ 4
TOVUG OUPGMUQ‘ €EKTIOEY, go TNV 0a/\a0'0'av,

€ ‘O deamiTyg Kai Snpsovpyds TEY
rwy Ocls, 6 monjoas TE WhvTa Kal
ket Tafw daxplvas. p.238.

f The creation of the worlds
would appear to be expressed
still more plainly in Heb. xi. 3.
wioves vooipey karnpriclas Tods ai-
Gvag piuats Ocd, els 75 py & pai-
vopévoy T& Phemipeva  yeyovéva.
But Mr. Belsham translates the
passage thus, * By faith we un-
‘ derstand that the ages were

« arranged by the power of God,
“¢ that so what is now seen did
“ not arise from things which
«¢ before appeared :” and he ex-
plains the meaning to be, “ By
¢ faith we learn that the moral
¢ dispensations of God to man-
¢ kind have a supernatural ori-
« gin.” ‘

g IV. 20. 4. p. 254-

h Cohort. ad Gent. p. 7.

i Adv. Marc. IV. 25. p. 440.

E 4
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and I may add, that in 1 Cor. xv. 21. where Mr. B.
lays such stress on Jesus being called a mere man,
his own reasoning would totally fail, if 32 did not
signify the instrumental cause. With respect to
Heb. i. 2. Mr. Belsham follows Grotius, who says,
that 3’ o} is sometimes the same as 3 &. It would
be satisfactory to have some instances of it. He re-
fers us to Thucyd. VI. 7. ¥’ olwep mdvra éxivdivevor,
« for whose sake they put every thing to hazard.”
The reference is wrong, for the words occur in the
57th chapter, and nothing can be more absurd or
mistaken than Mr. Belsham’s translation of them.
They refer to the person who was suspected by
Harmodius and Aristogiton to have betrayed the
conspiracy to Hippias: ¢ they wished therefore first
“ to avenge themselves upon the man who had in-
« jured them, xai 3/ oiwep mdvra éxsdivevov, and through
« whose treachery the whole plot was in danger of
« failing.” He refers also to 1 Cor. xiv. 19. where
he translates diz voog, “ with a view to be understood :”
but unless wos means in this place the understand-
ing of the person who hears the words, which it
evidently does not, this interpretation is absurd : it
means the mind or understanding of the speaker :
and Mr. Belsham may learn the use of the prepo-
sition dix by observing, that Marcion, who altered
this passage, as he did many others, read it thus,—
bérw wévre Adyovs TP vl pov Aaiioas dix Tov vopov. Epi-
phanius did not censure him for altering d:& 7ob vods
pov to 76 woi pov, for he knew the expressions to be
equivalent, and he only reproves him for adding the
words Jix Tov wipov®. Schleusner, to whom Mr. B.

k Epiphan. Her. XLIL vol. L p. 361-2.
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refers, gives propter as one of the meanings of dx
with a genitive: but it is plain from his examples,
that he meant to use propfer as denoting the in-
strumental, not the final cause. Mr. Belsham’s trans-
lation of 3/ o0 will appear still more extraordinary,
if we turn to another passage in this same Epistle to
the Hebrews, ii. 10. "Expexe yap avrg, 3/ O 1& mdvra
Here we have both con-
structions of the preposition da, and we can hardly
think that St. Paul considered them as identical:
nor did Mr. Belsham think them so in this place,
where he translates 3’ of by whom, though in the
former passage he contends that it ought to be ren-
dered for whose sake. So also in Rom. xi. 36. where
we read "Ors & avrod kai 3 avrob Kai eis avroy Ta Xavra,
Mr. B. translates, For of him and through him and
to him are all things. It appears therefore that
wherever the expression is applied to God the Fa-
ther, he considers 3 to mean the tnstrumental
cause; but when it is applied to the Son, he under-
stands it as sometimes denoting the final cause, and
sometimes the instrumental.

The instrumentality of the Son, in creating the
world, has been expressed so clearly by many of the
Fathers, beside the passages quoted above, that it
seems quite useless to torture the words of the apo-
stle to the Hebrews: thus Athenagoras says, =pos
avrol kai O avred mdvra &yévero, évds GvTos To WaTpos Kai
ob viob. p.287. Hippolytus says, 8. o) & zmdvra éxoinae,

\ Y T N\ ’
Kas 8‘ oV T& TAVTA

! Philo Judeeus may shew us
how the prepositions were used
In his time: ®pds Ty Tavog yéveawr
®oMA% Bei quverbeiv: 75 b’ of, 70 &E
o, 75 3 of, T O’ 8. xal doTi piv
75 i’ of, 75 aimir €€ of B¢ % Oay

8 of 3¢ T dpyakeior B § B¢, 7
altia. De Cherubim. vol. L.
p. 161-2. Eusebius, when illus-
trating John i. 3, says 9 Auk xpo-
Beais 5 tmmperidy ampabve. Ec-
cles. Theol. IL. 14. p. 122.
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which according to Mr. Belsham would mean, ¢ that
“ all things were made for the sake of Christ,” a
position which perhaps he would not be willing to
allow. The council of Antioch, speaking of the Word,
say, &’ of 6 warvp wdvra wemoinkey, ovy, ws & dpydvv, ¥’
ws & émioriuns avwmoorarov ™, which cannot have any
possible meaning, if we adopt either the grammar or
the doctrine of Mr. Belsham. Origen quotes Col. i.
16. 37 of éxriohy Ta wdvra év Tois olpavoic Kai éxi T ¥is,
eire épara, x. 7. A". where St. Paul wrote & avrg
éxtioty; and Origen’s substitution of 3’ o for & @
shews the meaning which he attached to the words.
We may therefore conclude that St. Paul, unless all
the Ante-Nicene Fathers misunderstood him, meant
to say, that the Father and the Son together were en-
gaged in creating the world: and yet we find God
saying in Isaiah xliv. 24. I am the Lord that maketh
all things ; that stretcheth forth the heavens alone,
that spreadeth abroad the earth by myself: a de-
claration which can only be reconciled with the
other, by supposing that the Father and the Son are
one.

2. The second remark which I have to make is,
that Justin Martyr expressly calls the Son dyuiovpyos
rév orav, Creator of the universe ; which is satisfac-
tory, because a Socinian writer ° has asserted, that
“ the titles of rod wavros moryrys, and Tév GAwy dymsovpyds,
“ were such as the writers of the second century
« always distinguished the Father from the Son by.”
This is an unfounded statement. Many of the Ante-
Nicene Fathers, beside Justin Martyr, have applied

m Reliq. Sacr. IL. p. 469. ° Dr. Whitby. See Water-
® In Jerem. Hom. XV. c. 6. land, II. p. 290.
111 p. 236.
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this very title to the Son. Thus Irenzus calls our
Saviour, “the only-begotten Son of God, Maker of
«all thingsP?,” and “ Maker of the world 9;” and
« the Word of God, Framer and Creator and Maker
« of all things'; and he speaks “ of the Son creat-
“ings” Clement of Alexandria speaks of * the
“ Son in the Father, the Creator *;” and says, that
s the Son has boldness of speech, because he is God
“ and Creator " :” and again, *“Such is the Word—
« the Creator of the world and of man *.” At p. 593.
he calls him “God the Creator?;” and at p.654.
« the Word, the cause of Creation2” Hippolytus
calls him “the Creator of the universe 8, and *the
« Maker of all things ®.” Gregory of Neocasarea
calls him “ the Creator and Governor of all things ©.”
Lastly, Dionysius of Alexandria styles him ¢ the

P Ty Gel poveyersqy wdvraw
marrpv. L. 9. 2. . 44.

9 Kéopov moyriy. ib.

T Téy T8y mdvToy KTICTYY Kai
dnsoupyy Kal moTvy Adyov Tob
O, 1. 15. 5. p.79. The term
xmiomy, which is here applied to
Christ, is used by Athanasius
to express the person who
creates matter out of nothing,
in opposition to zexyitns, or the
person who only employs pre-
existent matter. De Incarn. 2.
vol. L. p. 49.

3 Tob viob Sypsovpyotvrog. IV. 38.
3. p- 285.

¢ Anpaovpydy viey &y watpl, Ped.
1. 8. p. 142. see also N°, 69.

u wxajinaig B¢, I Ocos xai
dnusovpyds. Peed. L. 11. p. 156.

X Togobres 6 Adyog 6 wov
Koapov Kb Tou Gybpdmov Snpiovpyds.
Ped. 111 c. ult. p. 310.

4 7§ Snpvpy§ Ocd, 7§
KkaMéoayTs Wuds, Kai eayyehoa-
wévp év adpars. Strom. IV, 8.

Z ‘O Adyos, dnmsovpylas airiog.
Strom. V. 3.

20 Tdy Shav Byuovpyds. c. Be-
ron. et Hel. vol. L. p. 230.

b Téy xdyvraw xtiemv. In Theo-
phan. 2. vol. L. p. 262.

¢ T wdvrav Snpsovpyd xai xve
Bepriry. Orat. Panegyr. in Orig.
c. 4. This is the only quota-
tion which I shall make from
this Father, it being very doubt-
ful whether the other works
ascribed to him are genuine.
He flourished about the year
240 ; and this quotation alone
would make it highly improba-
ble that he called Jesus Christ
a creature, mude, as Mr. Lind-
sey tells us that he did not he-
sitate to do. (Apology, p. 204.)
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“ uncreated and Creator 4,” and “ Creator together
“ with his Father®.”

I have perhaps brought more instances than what
were necessary to prove the doctrine of the Fathers
upon this point; but since Mr. Belsham f and the
modern Unitarians assert so positively, that the scrip-
tures say nothing about the world being created by
Christ, it becomes important to see what was the
interpretation given to scripture by those writers,
who were more likely than ourselves to preserve
the doctrine of the apostles. But after all, if we
may take Dr. Priestley as speaking the acknow-
ledged sentiments of Unitarians, it is in vain to
argue with them upon this point from the writings
of the Fathers, or even of the New Testament : for
he says, “ I do not see that we are under any obliga-
“ tion to believe it (the doctrine of Christ having
“ made the world) merely because it was an opinion
“ held by an apostle 8.” Surely Dr. Priestley, when
he wrote this sentence, was well convinced that there
was an apostle who had maintained such a doctrine.
I would also remind the followers of Dr. Priestley,
that the Arians applied the title of Creator to Christ
as unequivocally as their opponents. The Arians, it
is true, believed Christ to be a creature ; but then
they always added that he was not like the other
creatures : thus in their longer Confession of faith
they say, “ We conceive him to have been made, not
“ in the same manner with the creatures or produc-

d To dxmicroy xai dypiovpydy. f Calm Inquiry, p. 177, &c.
P. 212, ¢ History of early Opinions,
e Zudquovpydy 73 matpl. P, L p.63.

244
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« tions which were made by him : for it is impious
“ and far removed from the ecclesiastical faith to
“ compare the Creator with the works created by
“ himb” At the beginning of this Confession they
applied the same term «xriorys, Creator, to God the
Father. .

38. Justin. Epist. ad Diognet. c.11. p. 240.

Justin’s words are equally strong for the eternal
duration of the Son, when he speaks of him in this
same Epistle, as “ he who was from the beginning
“ who existeth for ever, in these latter days ac-
« counted a Son'.”

TaTiaN. A.D. 165.

This writer was a native of Assyria, and is said
to have been converted to Christianity by reading
the books of the Old Testament ; but the precise
time of his conversion is not known. Irenaus, who
was his contemporary, says X, that he had been a
disciple of Justin Martyr, and that during Justin’s
life his opinions were perfectly sound; but after the
death of that martyr, (which happened about the
year 168,) he adopted many strange and heretical
opinions. The same is said by Epiphanius!. The
sect of the Encratites claimed him as one of their
principal supporters ™ ; and he is supposed to have
adopted in part the heresies of Marcion and Valen-

b Oy, éuolug adrdy Tois 3 adrol L OBrog & &% dpxis, 6 kawds Ppa-
yevouévaig KTicpady ¥ movipags ye-  velg———obTog § del, aipepoy vidg Ao-
qeiobas yooluer &oeBés ydp xai quabels. The text is deficient in
75 éxxMaiacTids wlovews &AAI-  this place.

Tpiov, T Tov KFioTRY Toig 3 alrod k], 28. p. 107.
KexTiapévois Snpiovpyipnacs sapaBd- ! Her. XLVI. vol. L. p. 391.
Aew. Ath. de Synodis. vol. I. = Epiphan. L. c.

P-741.
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tinus®. This however does not affect the authority
of the only work which has come down to us from
him, and which was certainly written before he had
any heretical opinions®: to which I may add, that
the heresies which he adopted were the very oppo-
site of those which maintain the simple humanity of
Jesus. He in fact became heretical, by carrying the
notion of Christ’s divinity too far, and not allowing
him to have had a human nature P,

The work which has survived is an Oration di-
rected against the superstitions of the heathen, and,
according to Lardner, was written about the year
165. Eusebius informsd us that he wrote many
books, but all the rest are lost: he also says, that
Tatian spoke of Christ as God. V. 28.

39. Tatian. Orat. c. Grecos. c. 13. p. 255.

The opinion, which Tatian held concerning the
divine nature of Christ, could not be more plainly
expressed than by his calling the Spirit “the min-
« ister of God who suffered*:” in which passage
God must be referred to Christ, who suffered in
his human nature. _

40. Tatian. Orat. c. Grecos. c. 21. p. 262.

Nor is the following passage less express ;—“ We
“ are not talking foolishly, nor do we relate idle
s tales, when we declare that God was born in the
« form of man?®.”

ATHENAGORAS. A.D. 170.
Little is known of this Father, except that he was

" Theodoret. Her. Fab. L 9 1V, 29.

20. vol. IV. p. 208. Y Tov didiovey Tob wmemorBiTog
° Eusebius, in his Chronicle, @eob.

says, that his heresy began * 0P y&p pwpalvouey, odde Ajpovs

about the year 172. amayyé\hopev, @elv év  dvbpdmov
? Vid. Theodoret. ut supra.  popdi yeyoédvas xarayyéAhorres.
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converted to Christianity by reading the scriptures,
and that he flourished under the reigns of Hadrian
and Antoninus Pius. He is also said to have been
the master of Clement of Alexandria.

Only one of his works has come down to us, an
Apology, or Defence of Christianity, which, in the
opinion of some critics, was presented to M. Aur.
Antoninus and L. Aur. Commodus; while others
think that it was presented to M. Antoninus and
L. Verus. These two opinions naturally cause a
difference as to its probable date. Some assign it
to the year 166 ; others, with whom Lardner agrees,
to 177 or 178. There is no writer in the second
century, who has left such express declarations of a
belief in a Trinity, as Athenagoras: but at present I
shall only quote from him one passage, which speaks
of the divinity of the Son.

41. Athenag. Legat. pro Christianis. c.30. p.308.

Having before noticed the charge brought against
the Christians of being atheists, Athenagoras uses
these remarkable words ; “ That we are not atheists,
“ since we consider as God the Creator of this uni-
« verse, and the Word, which is of Him, has been
« proved, if not suitably to the subject, at least to
“ the utmost of my power.” By every rule of
grammar and of sense we must refer the word e,
God, both to the Creator of the universe and to the
Word. Athenagoras says, that Christians believed
in both, but he speaks of them in the singular num-
ber, as God.

MeLiTo. A.D.175.
Melito was bishop of Sardes in Asia, and pre-

t g piv dy otk doply Ebeot, mavid, xal Tov wap' avred Adyey
Octy dyovres TV WOMTNY Tolde TOU EMfAeyTas.
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sented an Apology to the emperor M. Antoninus.
Cave considers him to have flourished about the
year 170, Lardner in 177. A catalogue of his works
may be seen in Eusebius®: but nothing has come
down to us except a few fragments, which are col-
lected by Dr. Routh in his Reliquiz Sacre. These
fragments will perhaps be thought to confirm the
impression which they had produced upon the mind
of Eusebius*, who asks, “ Who is ignorant of the
* books of Irenaus and Melito, which declare Christ
“ to be God and man ?”

Jerom as well as Eusebius mention a book to
have been written by him, which was entitled, ITepi
&owpdrov Becv.  We might naturally have considered
this work to have treated of the incarnation of
Christ ; but some writers have charged Melito with
heresy in the composition of this book, supposing
him to have maintained the notion that God had a
body such as we have. Coteler 7, Grabe %, and Beau-
sobre ® are of this opinion, whose authority I do not
venture to question : but it may be mentioned, that
Anastasius Sinaita, a writer of the sixth century, has
given an extract from a work of Melito, called ITep
capkdcews Xpiorot, which contains, as will be seen,
the most unequivocal assertions of the divinity of
Christ. The writers above named did not however
think that the work entitled Ilepi évowpdrov Beot, and
that Ilepi ocapracews Xpiorod, were the same.

42. Melito ex Apol. (Rel. Sacr. vol. 1. p. 112.)

“ We are not worshippers of senseless stones, but
“ of the only God, who was before all things, and is

u IV, 26. x V. 28. 2 Hist. de Manichée. vol. I..
¥ Clem. Hom. XVIL p.738. p. 474.
= Annotata in Bull. Def. II. 5.
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“ above all things: and also of his Christ, who was
« verily God, the Word, before the worlds®.” It
may be said, that I have not translated these words
fairly, and that 8eii Adyov means the word of God,
and not God the Word. It is however only neces-
sary to read the Fathers, to be convinced that these
words can have but one meaning, which is to give
the appellation of God to the Word. We find in a
multiplicity of instances @eds Adyos, 75 Bed Adyw, Tov
Beov Adyor, where there is no room for a difference of
interpretation: and though I would not contend
that et Adyov cannot signify the word of God, it is
surely not too much to say, that the position of the
Greek words, standing as they do without any ar-
ticle, requires us to translate them as I have done.
I consider them as equivalent to God who was the
Word, or the Word who was God, for the idiom
of our language compels us to add something to the
simplicity of the Greek ; and, according to our form
of expression, they contain a plainer and fuller asser-
tion of Christ’s divinity than the more usual expres-
sion, which calls Christ the Word of God.

It has often been shewn, that the Logos, or
Word, was understood by the Jews and Gentiles, as
well as by Christians, to mean, not something created
by God, and distinct from Him, but a coexistent and
consubstantial emanation from the Deity ¢; so that

b Otk dopév Mlov oiBeulay al-
alnow dxdvrey Bepamevral, A
vev Oedt, Tob mpo wavTey Kal éx)
wdvrav' xal érs 1o XpioTed alrod,
Irrug Ocol Adyov xpd uldver, doper
Opmoxevral.

¢ Philo Judeeus often speaks
of the Logos, or Word, per-

forming those acts of interpo-
sition In human affairs, which
in the Old Testament are as-
cribed to God. This is ob-
served by bishop Bull, Defeps.
L. 1. 16, &c.: and many In-
stances are given by Townsend
in his Arrangement of the New

F
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when Christ was called ke Word of God, the ex-
pression conveyed a more intelligible notion of his
divinity in those early times than it does now. The
Christians of those days had as full a notion of
Christ being God, when they called him ¢ Adyos 7ob
Ocot, the Word of God, as when they called him 5
8cis Adyos, God the Word, or the Word who was
God : but it is perhaps more satisfactory to us, as
it is certainly more intelligible, to find the Fathers
constantly applying to Jesus Christ the above ex-
pression ¢ Qess Acyos, God the Word, which it may
be remembered is precisely what we read in the
Gospel itself, where St. John says, the Word was
God.

I have only one more remark to make upon the
words of Melito, which is, that he expressly says
.that the Christians worshipped Christ, and yet he
says that they worshipped only one God: which
two assertions can only be reconciled by our con-
cluding, that the unity of that Godhead which they
worshipped, comprehended the Son as well as the
Father.

43. Melito ex 1. de Incarn. Christi. (Rel. Sacr.
vol. I. p. 115.)

Whatever doubts may be entertained concerning
the proper translation of the last passage, there can
be no question whatever as to the doctrine which is
contained in the example now to be produced. “To
« those persons, who have any sense, there is no ne-
« cessity to prove, from the actions performed by

Testament, L p. 170. Tertullian creation of the world to a Lo-
also tells the heathen, that their gos. Apol. ¢. 21. p. 19. See
philosophers had ascribed the Lactantius, Instit. IV. 9.
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¢ Christ after his baptism, that he had a real and
“ not apparent soul and body, a human nature such
¢ as oursd. For the actions performed by Christ after
* his baptism, and particularly the miracles, shewed
« and demonstrated to the world his divinity which
« was hidden in the flesh. For he, being at once
« perfect God and man, has demonstrated his two
‘ substances to us; his divinity, by the miracles
* worked in the three years which followed his bap-
¢ tism ; and his humanity, in the thirty years which
¢ preceded his baptism: during which period, owing
 to the imperfection which he had from the flesh,
« the signs of his divinity were hidden, although he
« was very God existing before the worlds ¢.”
44. Melito ex l. de Passione. (Rel. Sacr. vol. 1.
p. 116.)

The same conclusion may be drawn from another
expression of Melito, where he says, that « God suf-
« fered by the right hand of Israel’.” These words
can only allude to the sufferings, which Jesus Christ
experienced from the children of Israel. The man-
ner in which they are quoted by Anastasius shews
that Melito was speaking of Christ, and they there-
fore prove to us that Melito considered Christ to be
God.

MELITO, A.D. 175.

4 This work was written
against Marcion, who believed
that Christ had only an appa-
rent body.

¢ T ydp weres T8 BdnTioua O%d
Xpiovoi wpaxfévra, kal pdriora
T& onpeia, TY alTod Kexpuuuévny
& aapxi Oedryra Enhaby, xal dmi-
oroivte 7§ Kéopup. Oeds yap dy
ol Te Kk dvBpwmos Téhesog § abrig,
Tas S0 adrot obolas émicTdoato

v T piy Belryra alrod dik
Tay aqpueloy & T Tpietla T perd
78 Pdiwniopa, Ty 3¢ dvlpunityra
abrol, v Tois TpidkovTa Ypdvers Toi
%p0 700 Baxtlopares & os Bk T8
drehés 70 katd adpka dmexpiPy T
onpeia T alrol GedTyTost Kailmep
Oels &hnbing wpozidviog imdpxwy.

f'0 Beds wémolbev imd Beblag
*Tapanilrides.
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IRENZEUS. A.D. 185.

- Irenzus is supposed to have been a native of
Asia; and he himself tells us #, that in his younger
days he had seen Polycarp, who had been appointed
to the bishopric of Smyrna by the apostles, and who
had conversed with many persons who had seen
Christ". Polycarp suffered martyrdom about the year
166. It is probable therefore that Irenzus was born
about the year 140, though some writers place his
birth many years earlier. We are not informed what
was the cause which brought him from Asia into
Gaul ; but we know that when Pothinus, bishop of
Lyons, was martyred in the year 177, Irenaus was
chosen to succeed him. The latest date assigned to
his death is the year 202; and there is no reason to
think that he suffered martyrdom. '

Some of his writings are mentioned by Eusebius',
but the only one which has come down to us is his
Work against Heresies, in five books. It was writ-
ten in Greek, but we have only a translation in ra-
ther barbarous Latin, which is supposed to be as old
as the second century. In a few places fragments
of the original Greek have been preserved. Some
writers have supposed that these five books against
Heresies were written in the year 176 ; others bring
down the composition of them to 192.

Irenzus having seen Polycarp, who was an im-

g 1II. 3. 4. p. 176. Fragm. 8. and he must have been so, if
P- 339- he was appointed by the apo-
b Jt was the opinion of Usher, stles, i. e. by some one or more
that Polycarp was the angel or of the apostles who then sur-
bishop of the church of Smyrna, vived.
addressed in the Revelations ii. i V. 20.
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mediate disciple of St. John, and having left a work
of such extent, and full of such varied information
on doctrinal points, it becomes of great importance
that we should ascertain his real sentiments concern-
ing our Lord’s divinity. The testimonies produced
from him are consequently more numerous than
those cited from any of the preceding Fathers. Eu-
sebius, as already quoted, mentioned Irenzus among
the writers who spoke of Christ as God : but a So-
cinian writer* asserts positively, that “ he was cer-
« tainly ignorant of the two natures in Christ.” The
truth or falsehood of this assertion may be tried by
the following quotations.

In many passages of his work, Irenzus has shewn
that it was customary in his day, as it had been
before, to draw up short creeds or confessions of
faith. He mentions that they were recited at bap-
tism: and though in some he only expresses the be-
lief in God the Father, maker of heaven and earth,
it is plain from other instances, that these creeds
also contained the name of the Son and the Holy
Ghost.

Thus he speaks of people being driven from the
truth “ who do not hold firm the belief in one God
“ the Father Almighty, and in one Lord Jesus Christ
“ the Son of God!:” and having mentioned “ the
“ invariable rule of truth which a person received
“ at baptism ™,” and ¢ the certain truth which was

¥ Lindsey, Apology, p. 204. 7as. L 3, 6. p. 18.
note. m ‘0O iy Kaviya T dinfelag

i Tobs py Opalay Ty wl-  dehi &y lavt§ katéywy, O Bid Tob
oty e da Octy sarépa mavroxpd- Pamriopatos enpe . ... L 9, 4.

-30pas, Kai €lg &va Kipioy "Inaoby Xpi- . 46.
ooy For uldy 10U Ocol Biavrdaaor-

F3
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« preached by the church®,” he goes on to say,
% The church, although dispersed through the whole
« world, even to the ends of the earth, has received
“ from the apostles ° and their disciples the belief in
“ one God, the Father Almighty, who made the
 heaven and the earth, and the sea, and all things
“ therein ; and in Christ Jesus, the Son of God, who
“ was incarnate for our salvation; and in the Holy
“ Ghost, who proclaimed by the prophets the incar-
“ nation ?, and the coming, and the birth from a
“ virgin, and the suffering, and the resurrection
* from the dead, and the incarnate ascension into
“ heaven of the beloved Christ Jesus our Lord, and
“ his coming from heaven in the glory of the Fa-

o BeBalay Ty tmo T dxxhnefag
impugaopéiry  aribear. 1. 9, §.

. 47.
P Dr. Priestley (History of
early Opinions, I. p. 306.)
translates this— the churches
planted by the apostles, which is
amanifest inaccuracy, and would
mislead the English reader, who
might not think that Ireneus
asserted this creed to have been
handed down from the apostles.

P I have translated oixevopiag
incarnation, which is the sense
in which all the Fathers used
the word. This is fully proved
by Bull, (Defens. IV. 3, 13.
and Animadv. in G. Clerke,)
also by Waterland, (IIL. p. 296,
&c.) St. Paul himself may have
led the way to this meuning
of the term by his use of it
in Ephes. i. 10. If any per-
son should still doubt, I would
refer him to the examples col-
lected in Suicer's Thesaurus.

Of four meanings, which fhe
gives to the word, he states the
third to be Ipsa Christi dvar-
Opdwyaig, sive nature humane
assumptio : after which he says
—1v. tandem olxovopia non tan-
tum incarnationis, sed etiam to-
tius redemptionis mysterium, et
passionis Christi sacramentum
denotat. 1 would rather have
put the fourth signification be-
fore the third: oixcrenla seems
very naturally to mean totius
redemptionis mysterium, i. e. the
whole economy or scheme pur-
sued by God in perfecting our
redemption : and of this the in-
carnation of his Son formed a
part. The word will generally
be trauslated incarnation in the
following pages. See N°. 161.
The Benedictine editor of Atha-
nasius has strangely misunder-
stood and mistranslated the
words xat’ olxorepiar in vol. I. p.

247. §. 6.
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‘¢ ther that to Christ Jesus, our Lord and God
« and Saviour and King, according to the pleasure
“ of the invisible Father, every knee may bow 9,”
&c.

In another place he speaks of ‘ holding the rule
¢ of the truth, which is, that there is one God, Al-
“ mighty, who created all things by his Word *.” At
p. 176. he speaks of the faith which Clement of
Rome held, as taught by the apostles, a belief in
“ one God, Almighty, maker of heaven and earth—
“ who was the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.”
In the next chapter he speaks of distant nations
« carefully observing .the old tradition, believing in
‘“ one God, maker of heaven and earth, and of all
“ things therein, by Christ Jesus, the Son of God:
“ who, from his great love toward his creation, sub-
“ mitted to be born of a virgin, himself by himself
“ uniting man to God, and suffered under Pontius
 Pilate, and rose again, and was received into

¢ glory, who is to come

9 'H wiv dxxinola, xaizep xal
g ¢ olkovpérmg €ug mepdTar THG
Pis Bieomappérn, wapk 3¢ Tdv dmo-
aréhay, xai 1oy exelvwy palbyrdy
sapadafioa Ty & &a Oy xa-
Tépa wavroxpdropa, Td wemoimita
Tov olpardy, kal TV v, Kal Tig
bardocas, kal wdvra t& & alrilg
xiztiv Kal el¢ Ha Xpiordy "Inaody,
Ty vily 70 Oeol, T capkwbévia
imep ¢ Nperépas awrnplagt xal elg
Mivebua dyiov, 78 3 Ty TpopyTy
kexqpuxds g olxovoulas, xai Tog
edaes, xal Ty éx zaplévov yérm-
@iy, kai 75 wdbos, xal Ty Eyepowy
ix vexpdy, xal Ty &oapxor elg Todg
opavols dvddmby T fryamyuévey
Xpiorol "Inood 70U Kuplov nuiy, xai
™ & Ty opaviy &v 1Y by U

in glory, the Saviour of

waTPds Tapovolay altdl, éx) 1o dva~
xeparmbdoacbas 74 xdvra, ki dya-
oricas wdcay cdpa wdan dvépw-
woryroq, ha Xpior§ 'Inood 7§ Ku-
ply nudv, xal OcP, xai cutip, Ko
Baaikei, kata Ty ebdoxlay Tob xa-
Tpog ToU dopdrov, ®EY Y xdudy
éxovpaviuy. x. 7. M. P. 48.

r Cum teneamus autem nos
regulam veritatis, id est, quia
sit unus Deus Omnipotens, qui
omnia condidit per Verbum
suum. I. 22. p. ¢8.

. annuntiantem unum
Deum Omnipotentem, factorem
cceli et terre——Patrem Do-
mini nostri Jesu Christi. 1L 3.

3.

F 4
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¢ those who are saved, and the Judge of those who
¢ are judged,” &c. In another place he speaks of
the true belief being “ in one God Almighty, of
“ whom are all things, and in the Son of God, Jesus
¢ Christ our Lord, by whom are all things®: and
“ his incarnation, by which the Son of God became
‘ man and in the Holy Ghost,” &c. This he
calls “ true knowledge, the doctrine of the apostles,
“and the original form of the church throughout
“ the world x.”

After reading these different passages, there can
surely be no doubt but that in the days of Irenzus,
and, according to him, from the time of the apo-
stles, the creeds contained the same doctrine with
that which we call the Apostles’ Creed, a belief in
God the Father Almighty, in Jesus Christ His Son
our Lord, and in the Holy Ghost. We may also
compare the creeds of Irenzus with that of Hippo-
lytus, who was one of his hearers, and in his work
against Noetus has the following passage: « We
“truly acknowledge one God; we acknowledge
“ Christ; we acknowledge the Son, who suffered,
¢ &c. who died, &c. and rose on the third day, and
# is on the right hand of the Father, and cometh to

L4

in unum Deum cre- vator eorum qui salvantur, et
dentes fabricatorem cceli et ter- Judex eorum qui judicantur.
re, et omnium que in eis sunt, IIL 4, 2. p. 178.

per Christum Jesum Dei Fi- v See 1 Cor. viii. 6.

lium : qui propter eminentissi-
mam erga figmentum suum di-
lectionem, eam que esset ex
Virgine generationem sustinuit,
ipse per se hominem adunans
Deo, et passus sub Pontio Pi-
lato, et resurgens, et in claritate
receptus, in gloria venturus Sal-

X El; éva Oelv wayroxpdropa, ¢E
ol 1& wdvra, wloTig dNdkAnpos® Kad
el Tiv vidy ToU Ol 'Iyoely Xpi-
otdy, 1o Kdpiov sudy, 3 of 74
wdvra, Kai Ta¢ olkovolas alret, &'
dy &yBparmog dyévero § vidg ToU Oeol,
zeapory Pefalas xai els ¢ Mretua
700 @ecl—— 1V, 33, 7. p. 272,
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“ judge the quick and deady.” This is an evident
allusion to some settled and prescribed form =

The Unitarians, we know, object to the use of
the Apostles’ Creed; but I would ask them, does
this creed go further in asserting our Lord’s divi-
nity than the creeds of Irenzeus? Do not the creeds
of Irenaeus expressly say that Jesus Christ was born
of a Virgin®*? And do not the Unitarians them-
selves conceive that this miraculous birth proves him
to be more than man? I ask them lastly, Will the
Unitarians join in reciting the creeds of Irenzus?
if they do, they confess that Jesus Christ is more
than man: if they will not, how can they say that

Y Kal quels &a Ocv odapey
a8, odapey Xpiatdy' oidapey Tov
vily wabivra, kals; éxaldey, &miba-
yovra kald anélavey, kai dvacrdvra
75 Tpiry qpépg, kai Gyra & Bekla Tob
Marpis, kai épysuevoy xpivas Givvag
xai vexpots. 1. vol. IL. p. 6.

2 The reader may also com-
pare the creeds given by Ter-
tullian, N°. 133. and by Ori-
gen, N°. 259. )

a2 We could hardly suppose
Dr. Priestley to be serious when
‘he says of this expression,* Even
« this might not be intended to
¢¢ describe the birth of Christ in
¢<¢ guch a manner as to exclude
< those who thought it natural,
¢ g0 much as to assert that he
«¢ was really and properly born,
¢ in opposition to those Gnos-
¢ tics who said that he was not
« properly born, as he took no-
¢¢ thing from his mother.” (His-
tory of early*Opinions, 1. p.
310.) It would seem as if
Irenzus had purposely written
to refute this assertion: for,

after having proved that Jesus
was born of a Virgin, he pro-
ceeds (III. 22.) to consider an-
other opinion, of those who say,
¢ that he took nothing from the
“ Virgin,” wndév elqpévas dx g
wapbévov. If the miraculous con-
ception of Christ was not an ar-
ticle of belief in the days of Ire-
nzus, as Dr. P. would insinuate,
that Father could not have
chosen any form of words more
likely to mislead his readers.
In another place Dr. P. would
persuade us, that what Ireneus
says of the miraculous concep-
tion was inserted by himself,
and that it did not form a part
of the creed then used. (IV. p.
91.) This is entirely an as-
sumption, and totally inconsist-
ent with the words of Ireneeus.
The twenty-first chapter of the
third book of Irenzus is exclu-
sively occupied in proving that
Jesus was born of a Virgin, and
not begotten by Joseph.
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the Fathers of the three first centuries were Unita-
rians ?

It is not the object of the present work to shew
that baptism in the name of the Father, the Son,
and the Holy Ghost, or a profession of faith in the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, necessarily
implies the divinity of the second and third Persons
as well as of the first. This subject has often been
handled by the ablest writers; and the point has
been proved irresistibly by bishop Bull® and Dr.
Waterland®. I do not presume to attempt to add
any thing to their demonstrations; but, confining
myself to the testimony which Irenaus bears to our
Lord’s divinity, I have laid before the reader the
creeds which he gives as universally professed in his
time: and I must observe particularly, that he ex-
pressly calls Jesus Christ our Lord and God and Sa-
viour and King.

In many other places Irenzus calls Christ God,
without ever hinting that he used the term in an
inferior or figurative sense : and whenever the reader
finds our Saviour called God in the quotations made
from this Father, I should wish him also to bear in
mind the following passages, in which Ireneus ex-
plicitly asserts his belief in only one God. * Neither
“ would his disciples give to any other person the
“ name of God, or call him Lord, except him, who
« was truly God and Lord of alld.” ¢ Neither the
« prophets nor apostles have named any other God,

b Judicium Ecclesie Catho- quemdam Deum nominarent,
licee. aut Dominum vecarent, preter

< Eighth Sermon, I1I.p.172. eum, qui vere esset Deus et
&e. Dominus omnium. IIL 3, 1. p.
4 Neque discipuli ejus alium 179,
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«“ or called any one else Lord, except the true and
«“ only God®” ¢ Neither the Lord, nor the Holy
“ Ghost, nor the apostles, would ever have given to
¢ him, who was not God, the name of God defini-
“ tively and absolutely, if he had not been really
“ God!” * He who has any one superior to him-
« self, and is under the power of another, can nei-
¢ ther be called God nor mighty King 8.”

I would ask, after these express declarations, how
could Irenaus possibly give to Christ the title of
God, unless he thought Him substantially and es-
sentially united to Him, whom he acknowledges as
the only God? I would observe also, that Ireneseus
expressly says, what indeed appears a self-evident
truth, that ¢ what is begotten by God is God!.”
We may conceive God to create substances wholly
heterogeneous from Himself: but Irenzus could not
conceive God to beget a Son, however incomprehen-
sible the mode of generation may be, unless that
Son is also God. We should bear this in mind,
when in the creeds quoted above, or in any other
part of his writings, Ireneus speaks of Christ as the
Son of God. He thought that such an expression
necessarily implied the divinity of the Son.

46. Irenei 1. 2.c.13. {.8. p. 132.

Speaking of the absurd doctrines of some of the

¢ Nunquam neque prophete,
neque apostoli alium Deum no-
mipaverunt, vel Dominum ap-

llaverunt, preeter verum et so-
um Deum. III. 8. p. 182.

f Neque igitur Dominus, ne-
que Spiritus Sanctus, neque
apostoli eum, qui non esset
Deus, definitive et absolute
Deum nominassent aliquando,

nisi esset vere Deus. IIL 6. p.
180.

& Qui super se habet aliquem
superiorem, et sub alterius po-
testate est, hic neque Deus, ne-
que magnus Rex dici potest.
IV. 3, 5. p. 329.

B T} ix @cst yorrmbey Oels drruy.
L 8. p. 41.
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Gnostics, he says, that yet ‘they are more decent
« than those who transfer the generation of the
« word which men produce to the eternal Word of
“ God, making a beginning and creation of the pro-
“ duction, as they do of a word of their own. But,
« if so, in what will the Word of God, or rather God
¢ Himself, since He is the Word, differ from the
“ word of men, if he is generated in the same order
“ and process?” This is evidently directed against
‘those persons who believed Christ not to be a sub-
stantially existing person, but a mere quality or
emanation of the Father.
47. Ireneil.2.c.25. . 3. p.153. -

Having observed that we must not expect to dis-
cover the causes of all things, since man must ever
remain inferior to his Maker both in nature and in
knowledge, he breaks out into this remarkable testi-
mony to the divinity of Christ : “ For thou art not
< uncreated, O man, nor didst thou always exist to-
« gether with God, like His own Word : but through
“ His great goodness thou now receivest the begin-
“ ning of thy creation, and learnest gradually from
« His Word the ordinances of God, who made theek.”
The quotation which precedes this, shews, that when
Irenzus called Christ the Word of God, he did not
understand him to be merely an operation of the

i Decentiora autem magis ordinationem et emissionem ge-

quam hi, qui generationem pro-
lJativi hominum verbi transfe-
runt in Dei sternum Verbum,
et prolationis initium donantes
et genesin, quemadmodum et
suo verbo. Et in quo distabit
Dei Verbum, immo magis ipse
Deus, cum sit Verbum, a verbo
hominum, si eandem habuerit

nerationis ?

k Non enim infectus es, O
homo, neque semper coexiste-
bas Deo, sicut proprium ejus
Verbum : sed propter eminen-
tem bonitatem ejus, nunc ini-
tiam facture accipiens sensim
discis a Verbo dispositiones Dei,
qui te fecit.
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mind or will of God, but he conceived him to have
a personal and substantial existence. In the present
passage he shews what sort of existence that was,
viz. an eternal coexistence with God. The next
quotation asserts the same thing.

48. Ireneil. 2. c.30. . ult. p. 163.

“ The Son, who always coexisted with the Father,
“in times past and from the beginning, always re-
“ veals the Father both to angels and archangels,
“ and to principalities and powers, and to all to
“ whom he wishes to reveal.” See also N°. 57.

© 49. Ireneil. 3. c.6. {.1. p.180.

In this chapter Irenzus argues, that whenever
the scriptures speak of God without any qualifying
or restrictive epithet, they mean the one true God,
and that they speak in this manner only of God the
Father and God the Son, who are therefore the only
one true God. His words are these ;—* Neither the
“ Lord therefore, nor the Holy Ghost, nor the apo-
“ stles, would ever have given to him who was not
“ God, the name of God definitively and absolutely,
“unless he were truly God: neither would they
“ have called any one Lord in his own person, ex-
“cept him who is Lord over all, God the Father,
“and His Son, who has received from his Father
“ authority over every creature, as the Psalmist says,
“cx. 1. The Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou at
“my right hand, until I make thine enemies thy
“ footstool. For he represents the Father speaking
“to the Son; who has given him the Gentiles for
* his inheritance, and subjected all his enemies unto
“ him. Since therefore the Father is truly Lord,

! Semper autem coexistens semper revelat Patrem et an-
Filius Patri olim et ab initio gelis &c. &c.
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 and the Son truly Lord, the Holy Ghost has suit-
“ ably marked them with the appellation of Lord.
“ And again, in the overthrowing of Sedom, the
“ scripture says, (Gen. xix. 24.) 4nd the Lord
“ rained upon Sodom and wpon Gomorrah fire and
“ brimstone from the Lord out of heaven. For it
“ gignifies in this place, that the Son, who had also
“ been conversing with Abraham, had received
“ power from the Father to judge the people of
“ Sodom on account of their iniquity. That is a
“ similar expression, Thy throne, O God, is for
“ever : the sceptre of thy kingdom is a right
« sceptre. Thou hast loved righteousness, and
« hated wickedness ; therefore God, thy God, hath
“ anointed thee ™. For the Spirit has marked each
“ with the appellation of God, both him who is
“ anointed, i. e. the Son, and Him who anoints, i. e.
“ the Father. And again, God standeth in the con-
“ gregation of the gods; He judgeth' among the
“ gods®. This is spoken of the Father and the Son,
‘“and of those who have received adoption; and
“ these are the church. For this is the congrega-
“ tion of God, which God, i. e. the Son himself, has
« gathered together by himself. Of whom the Psalm-
“ ist says in another place, 1.1. The God of gods,
“the Lord hath spoken, and called the earth.
“ What God? He of whom it is said, God shall
“ manifestly come, our God, and shall not keep si-
« lence, (ver.3.) i.e. the Son, who came manifestly
“ amongst men, who says, I have appeared openly
« unto them whick seek me not°. But of what God
“ [does the Psalmist speak,] to whom he says, I

m Psalm xlv. 6. o Psalm Ixxxii. 1. ° Isaiah lxv, 1.
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« have said, Ye are gods, and all sons of the Most
“ High? Ixxxii. 6. to those who have received the
« grace of adoption, by which we cry, Abba, Fa-
“ ther . No other person therefore, as I said be-
“ fore, receives the name of God, or appellation of
“ Lord, except He who is God and Lord of all,
“ (who also said to Moses, I am that I am : and
“ thus shalt thou say to the children of Israel, 1
“ AM hath sent me unto you 9,) and His Son Jesus
¢ Christ, our Lord, who makes those who believe
“in his name to be sons of God: and in another
« place the Son speaks to Moses, saying, 1 am come
“ down to deliver this people~ : for it is he himself
“ who descended and ascended for the salvation of
“men. It is by the Son therefore who is in the
¢ Father, and has the Father in himself, that he
 who is truly God has been manifested unto us, the
 Father bearing testimony to the Son, and the Son
“ announcing the Father®.”

P Rom. viii. 15.

9 Exod. iii. 14.

* Ib. 8.

s Neque igitur Dominus, ne-
que Spiritus Sanctus, neque
apostoli eum, qui non esset
Deus, definitive et absolute
Deum nominassent aliquando,
nisi esset vere Deus: neque
Dominum appellassent aliquem
ex sua persona, nisi qui domi-
natur omnium, Deum Patrem,
et Filium ejus, qui dominium
accepit a Patre suo omnis con-
ditionis, quemadmodum habet
illud, Dizi¢t Dominus &c.
Patrem enim Filio colloquutum
ostendit, qui dedit ei heredita-
tem &c.——Vere igitur cum
Pater sit Dominus, et Filius

vere sit Dominus, merito Spi-
ritus Sanctus Domini appella-
tione signavit eos. Simi-
liter habet illud, Sedes tua,
Deus &c. Utrosque enim Dei
appellatione signavit Spiritus, et
eum, qui ungitur, Filium, et
eum qui ungit, id est, Patrem.
Et iterum, Deus stetit &c. De
Patre, et Filio, et de his qui
adoptionem perceperunt, dicit :
Hi autem sunt ecclesia. Hec
enim est synagoga Dei, quam
Deus, hoc est, Filius ipse per
semetipsum collegit. -De quo
iterum dixit, Deus deorum &c.
Quis Deus ? de quo dixit, Deus
manifeste veniet, Deus noster, et
non silebit : hoc est Filius, qui
secundum manifestationem ho-
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These words, which I have been obliged to give
at length, require no comment. Not only do they
expressly and literally make the Son to be one with
the Father; but the whole course of the argument,
of which they form a part, requires us to consider
the Son as God, not officially or ministerially, but in
his own nature, as being the one only God.

50. Irenil. 3.c.8. (. 2. p.183.

It seems impossible that Irenzus could have be-
lieved Jesus Christ to have been created by God.
The object of this chapter is to prove that no other
God is mentioned in scripture, but the one true
only God : « Nor can any of those things which have
“ been made, and are in subjection, be compared to
“ the Word of God, by whom all things were made,

¢ who is our Lord Jesus

minibus advenit, qui dicit, Pa-
lam apparui &c. Quorum au-
tem deorum ? quibus dicit, Ego
dizi &c. Nemo igitur alius,
quemadmodum preedixi, Deus
nominatur, aut Dominus ap-
pellatur, nisi qui est omnium
Deus et Dominus, qui et Moysi
dixit, Ego sum qui sum. Et sic
dices filiis Israel, Qui est, misit
me ad vos : et hujus Filius Je-
sus Christus Dominus noster,
qui filios Dei facit credentes in
nomen suum. Et iterum lo-
quente Filio ad Moysen, De-
scendi, inquit, eripere populum
hunc. 1Ipse est enim qui de-
scendit et ascendit propter sa-
lutem hominum. Per Filium
itaque, qui est in Patre, et ha-
bet in se Patrem, is, Qui est,
manifestatus est Deus, Patre tes-
timonium perhibente Filio, et
Filio annuntiante Patrem. The
words, qui est, manifestatus est

Christ. For that angels,

Deus, are evidently a trans-
lation of & & wepavépuras Belg,
where ¢ dv is used in reference
to those words in Exodus iii.
14. which we translate I AM,
and which the Latins rendered
Qui est. Thus Tertullian men-
tions Qui est among the titles
of the Father, which are given
also to the Son. (adv. Prax. c. 17.
p-510.) The Greek expression
é dv is the same as Qui est, and
can hardly be translated : thus
Clem. Alex. speaks of Christ as
é & 1§ bri dv, Very God in very
God. (Cohort. p.7.) Athanasius
uses it in a still more peculiar
manner, § d¢ Qe oy éoTi, Kai ob
ovrleros Bid kal & TodTou Adyos &y
éomi, k. 7. A, Orat. c. Gent. 41.
vol. I. p. 40. A consideration of
this peculiar use of the words
é &v may explain the apparent
solecism in Rev.i. 4. 4md 7o0 &
dv kal § Ty xai & épxbmevs.
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“ or archangels, or thrones, or dominations, were ap-
“ pointed by Him, who is God over all, and made
“ by His Word, John has thus told us; for after he
“ had said of the Word of God, that he was in the
“ Father, he added, A% things were made by him,
“ and without him was not any thing made'.”
Before we finish this quotation I must observe,
that Irenaus evidently understood John i. 3. of the
creation of all things by Jesus Christ. The Unita-
rian translators say, that this was not the meaning
of St. John; that yivepas, as used in the New Testa-
ment, never signifies to be created ; and that the pas-
sage merely means, that all things in the Christian
dispensation were done by Christ. Irenzus consi-
dered the passage as equivalent to that in Col. i. 16.
which is also said by the Unitarians to have no re-
ference to the creation, but fo that great change
which was introduced into the moral world by the
Gospel. We may remember, that Irenzus himself
wrote in Greek: and the account which has been
given of his life would make it almost impossible
that he should so grossly have mistaken the mean-
ing of St.John. I may add, that all the Ante-
Nicene Fathers interpret the words of St. John in
the same sense as Irenzus. See N°. 229. We can-
not wonder that the Unitarians should endeavour to
explain away such texts as John i. 3. Col. i. 16.

t Sed nec quidquam ex his
que constituta sunt, et in sub-

qui super ommes est Deus et
constituta sunt et facta per Ver-

jectione sunt, comparabitur Ver-
bo Dei, per quem facta sunt
omnia, qui est Dominus noster
Jesus Christus. Quoniam enim
sive angeli, sive archangeli, sive
throni, sive dominationes, ab eo

bum ejus, Joannes quidem sic
significavit. Cum enim dixisset
de Verbo Dei, quoniam erat in
Patre, adjecit, Omnia per eum
Sacta sunt, et sine eo factum est
nihil.

G
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Heb. i. 2. That a created being should himself
create matter out of nothing, or even be employed
as an instrument to do so, seems to our understand-
ings impossible : if therefore the scriptures positively
affirm that the world was created by Christ, his
divinity follows of course. The argument is well
treated by Athanasius, Orat. II. c. Arian. 20-2.
vol. I. p. 487, &c.

This Father continues, after some other observa-
tions ;—¢ But whatever has had a beginning, and
“ may admit dissolution, and is subject, and stands
“ in need of him who made it, must necessarily be
¢ called by a different term even by those who have
“ only moderate sense in perceiving such things: so
¢ that he who made all things can alone properly
“ be called, together with the Word, God and Lord:
 but things which are made cannot partake of the
“ same term, nor properly bear that appellation,
“ which belongs to the Creator .”

That Christ was not created, has been already
proved from Irenaeus at N°. 46, 47. pp. 75, 76. and yet
Dr. Priestley makes the strange assertion, that « it
“ had been the custom of the orthodox to speak of
“ the generation of the Son from the Father, as if
“¢ it had been a proper creatior, and as if the Son
“ had stood in the very same relation to the Father,
« with that in which other creatures stood to him=*.”

" Quzcunque autem initium
sumpserunt, et dissolutionem
‘possunt percipere, et subjecta
‘sunt, et indigent ejus qui se
fecit, necesse est omnimodo ut
differens  vocabulum habeant
apud eos etiam, qui vel modi-
“cum sensum in discernendo ta-
lia habent: ita ut is quidem,

qui omnia fecerit, cum Verbo
suo juste dicatur Deus et Do-
minus solus; que autem facta
sunt, non jam ejusdem vocabuli
participabilia esse, neque juste
id vocabulum- sumere debere,
quod est Creatoris.

x History of early Opinions,
IV. p. 175. ) :
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51. Ireneil.3.c.9.§.2. p.184.

Speaking of the offerings of the Magi, he says,
“ They shewed by the gifts which they presented,
“ who it was that was worshipped : myrrk, to shew
“ that it was he who died and was buried for man-
« kind ; gold, to shew that he was a King, of whose
« kingdom there ts no end; (Luke i. 33.) but in-
 cense, that he was God, who in Judah was well
“ known, (Psalm Ixxvi. 1.) and manifest to those
“ who did not seek himy.” (Isaiah Ixv. 1.) Similar
interpretations of these three offerings may be found
in other of the Fathers. Clement of Alexandria
says, that « gold was brought to him when he was
‘ born, as a symbol of a kingdom=z” Origen ob-
serves, that  they brought gifts, which, if I may so
¢ say, they offered symbolically to one compounded
“ of God and a mortal man; gold, as to a king;
“ myrrh, as to one who was to die; and incense, as
“ toagod®” Peter of Alexandria says, that « they
« presented gold and frankincense and myrrh, as to
“ a King and God and Man".”

52. Ireneil. 3. c.9. (. ult. p.185.

Irenaeus having spoken of the descent of the Holy
Ghost upon Jesus at his baptism, quotes Isaiah xi. 1.
and Ixi. 1; upon which quotations he remarks, « In-

¥ Per ea quee obtulerunt mu-
nera ostendisse, quis erat qui
adorabatur: myrrham quidem,
quod ipse erat, qui pro mortali
humano genere moreretur et
sepeliretur : aurum vero, quo-
niam Rex &c. thus vero, quo-
niam Deus, qui et notus in Ju-
deea &c.

* Xpuady abr yevybévr: Bazi-
Aelag ovpPohoy mposexdpicar of Md-
7u. Pad. 1I. 8. p. 206.

A Béporres pev ddpa, & (W crag
dvopdow) owlétw Tvi éx Oedl Kal
&vfpdmav Owmred mpoaiveyxay, olu-
Boha pev, w5 Pacihel Tiv ypuooy, o
3¢ tebmbopdrp THv oulpray, ds 3¢
O¢f Tov MBavwtev. Contra Cels.
I. 6o. p. 375.

b Mpogpéporres adr§ kaipdrata
Kai mpemwdioTata ddpa, xpuoly Kai
MBavoy kal culpvay, w5 Bagihel kai
Ocp xal avbpimp. Can. XIII,
(Rel. Sacr. IIL. p. 341.)

G2
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« asmuch as the Word of God was man, of the root
« of Jesse, and son of Abraham, in this respect the
« Spirit of God rested upon him, and he was anointed
“ to preach the Gospel to the humble. But inas-
“ much as he was God, he did no? judge after the
« sight of his eyes, neither reprove after the hear-
“ ing of his ears: (Isaiah xi. 8.) for he needed not
“ that any should testify of man: for he knew
« what was in man°.” (John ii. 25.)
53. Ireneil.3.c.1l1. §.8.p.191.

The following passage can only be explained on
the hypothesis of the preexistence of Christ: « The
« Word of God conversed with the patriarchs before
* Moses in his divine and glorious character: to
“ those under the law, he fulfilled the office of a
¢ priest: and after this, becoming man, he sent the
« gift of the Holy Ghost into all the earth, covering
 us with his own wings 4.”

* 53. Irenil. 3. c.12. §.9. p. 197.

Having quoted the passage in the Acts, ix. 20.
where it is said that St.Paul after his conversion
preached Christ in the synagogues, that ke is the
Son of God, Irenzus observes: * This is the mys-
“ tery, which he says was made known to him by
 revelation, that he who suffered under Pontius Pi-
“ late, the same is Lord of all, and King, and God,

¢ Nam secundum id quod
Verbum Dei homo erat, ex ra-
dice Jesse, et filius Abrabe, se-
cundum hoc requiescebat Spiri-
tus Dei super eum, et ungeba-
tur ad evangelizandum humili-
bus. Secundum autem quod
Deus erat, non secundum glo-
riam judicabat, neque secundum
loquelam arguebat : non enim

opus &c.

4 Kai adrdg 3¢ § Adyos 7o¥ @cod
Tols pér wpd Muioéng marpdpxass
xkatd 70 Ocikty xai &dufoy duires
Toig 3¢ & T vipp iepaTicyy
vy dréveper perd 3¢ ratta dr-
Opwmog yevdpevog Ty Swpedey Tob drylov
Mredpatos el wdoay dEénepbe Ty
Vv, oxewdlov Yuds Tai éavrod
xrépubor.
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* and Judge ¢.” Irepaeus appears to refer to Eph. i.
9. iii. 3. and other places.
54. Ireneil. 3. c.13. §.1. p. 200.

“ And again, in the Epistle to the Corinthians,
“ when he had mentioned all who saw God after
 his resurrection, he added, Tkerefore, whether
“it were I or they, so we preach, and so ye
“ believed ; (1 Cor. xv. 11.) declaring, that there
“ was one and the same preaching of all those who
“ saw God after his resurrection from the dead f.”
It is needless to observe, that God means Jesus
Christ.

55. Ireneil. 3. c.16. §. 2. p. 204.

The Gnostic heretics made Jesus and Christ two
distinct persons. According to some of them, Jesus
was the son of Joseph and Mary, a mere man, born
in the ordinary way, upon whom Christ descended.
It was not therefore Christ who suffered, but merely
the man Jesus, who was as it were the receptacle of
Christ. Ireneeus refutes this notion in the present
chapter, and shews that Jesus Christ, who was born
and crucified, was truly God and man.

Among other arguments he quotes the words of
St. Matthew, i. 18. Now the birth of Christ was on
this wege, and observes, that if Matthew had said,
the birth of Jesus, the Gnostics might have claimed
this passage as supporting their opinion : but since

¢ Tovrlors 75 pvaripior, o Aye
xatd dwoxddvwy dyvwpiobas abt§,
In & xafdy ¢z} Movrlw Midroy,
olrog xbpiog Tiv wdvrav, Kai Paci-
Aels, xai Oedg, xal kpiTig doTiv.

f Et rursus in ea Epistola
que est ad Corinthios, cum pree-

dixisset omnes qui Deum post
resurrectionem viderunt, intulit,
Sive autem &c. unam et eandem
predicationem confitens om-
nium eorum qui Deum vide-
runt post resurrectionem a mor-
tuis.
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the Evangelist speaks of Christe being born and
descended from Abraham, the union of the divine
and human natures is proved: to which he adds,
“ and lest we should chance to think him a mere
* man, he is called Emmanuel, God with us?®.”

These Gnostics did not in fact deny the divinity
of Christ : they denied the union of the divine and
human natures in one person. It was their con-
viction of the divinity of Christ, which made them
decide that he could not become a man, as they
knew Jesus to have been: they had therefore re-
course to the absurd doctrine, which Irenzus here
refutes. He goes on to shew, that St. Paul expressly
mentioned the two natures of Christ: he quotes
Rom. i. 8, 4. and then the controverted text, Rom.
ix. 5. « Whose are the fathers, and of whom as
« concerning the flesh Christ came,who is over all,
“ God blessed for ever.” o

These words, as they are quoted by Irenzeus, and
as they are translated in our English Bibles, un-
equivocally assert that Christ is God: but since the
Unitarians have tried to elude the force of this evi-
dence, it will be necessary to examine, as briefly as
we can, their statements and their reasoning.

In the Improved Version the passage is trans-
lated thus:—and of whom by natural descent Christ
came. God who is over all be blessed for ever.

& It appears that the copies ening his "argument. Not. in

of St.Matthew which Irenzus
used had only Christ in this
place, and not Jesus Christ:
for had he found the word Jesus
also, he would certainly bave
brought it forward as strength-

Ed. Bened. The Vulgate also
reads only Christ.

h quoniam’hic est Em-
manuel, ne forte tantum eum
hominem putaremus.
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I shall not inquire into the propriety of the words
by natural descent, nor consider whether the inter-
nal evidence does mnot require that the sentence
should be read without this division: but I shall
confine myself to shewing, what properly belongs to
the present work, that this mode of construction
was entirely unknown to the Ante-Nicene Fathers.
It was in fact never heard of till the time of Eras-
mus : he is the first writer I can meet with, who
suggested such a punctuation; and though the Uni-
tarians refer to him as their authority, Erasmus
does not say that he thought this mode of con-
struction right. The note to the Improved Version
adds, “ In this sense it is probable that the early
 Christian writers understood the words, who do
“not apply them to Christ.” Mr. Lindsey saysi,
and Mr. Belsham ¥ means to assert the same, (for he
quotes his words without qualifying or correcting
them,) “that this clause was read so as not to
“ appear to belong to Christ, at least for the first
“ three centuries:” and Jones! observes, “ had the
“ original stood as it now does, the early Fathers
“ would have cited this clause in proof of the divi-
« nity of Christ. But neither Justin (I believe) nor
¢« Irenseeus nor Tertullian has quoted it with this
¢ view m.”

This is coming to the point. We are here invited
to meet our opponents on the ground which we have

i Sequel. p. 204. « Christ was God over all blessed
k Translation of St. Paul's < for ever.” (History of early
Epistles. Opinions, IT. p. 425.) 1t would

! Analysis of the Epistle to
. the Romans.

m  Dr. Priestley only says,
¢ Paul is supposed to say, that

have been more ingenuous, if he
had stated his own sentiments
concerning this text.

G 4
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marked out for ourselves; their statements are po-
sitive and precise: and I shall proceed without
further comment to shew, in what manner and in
what sense the passage was quoted by the Ante-Ni-
cene Fathers.

In the first place it is difficult to understand, with
what fair intention the name of Justin Martyr is
mentioned : for since ke rerer quotes the passage
at all, we can of course infer nothing as to the sense
in which he understood it. I should be willing to
believe that Mr. Jones meant to say, that if Justin
Martyr had known of a text, which contained such
a direct assertion of the divinity of Christ, he could
hardly have failed to quote it. But to this I should
answer, 1. that this is to assume that the divinity of
Christ was considered by Justin to be a contro-
vertible point: and 2. the works which remain to us
of Justin are addressed partly to the heathen, and
partly to a Jew; neither of whom would have ac-
knowledged the authority of St.Paul, if Justin had
quoted this passage. ’

We have already seen, that Irenzus quotes the
text as expressly asserting the divine and human
natures of Christ. The Latin translation of Ire-
naus, which alone remains, and which reads, ex
quibus Christus secundum carnem, qui est Deus
super omnes benedictus in secula, cannot of course
admit of the punctuation and division which the
Unitarians propose : to which I would add, that
Irenzus is to be cited, not only as giving his own
opinion, but as the witness to a fact. He must often
have read the passage himself; he must often have
heard it read : it is perhaps not assuming too much
to say, that he may have heard it read by Polycarp
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himself, the immediate disciple of St. John. He
must therefore have known the manner in which it
was customary to read the sentence in the churches;
and we have seen that he reads it, not so as to make
the doxology at the end a separate and independent
clause; but so as to affirm that Christ, who came of
the Jews according to the flesh, was also God over
all, blessed for ever. We may conclude therefore,
that the text was always read in this way in the
churches which Irenaeus frequented.

Tertullian, the third of the Ante-Nicene Fathers
mentioned by Mr. Jones, is the next in order of time
whose writings we are to examine. He quotes the
passage in two places. The first is where he is
answering those persons, who accused the Christians
of acknowledging more Gods than one: he shews
from the Old Testament, that the term God is ap-
plied to more persons than to the Father, and then
says, “ Not that we ever name with our mouth two
“ Gods or two Lords, although the Father is God,
“ and the Son is God, and the Holy Ghost is God,
“ and each is God ;—and if the Father and the Son
“are to he mentioned together, for sake of dis-
“ tinction we call the Father God, and Jesus Christ
“ Ldtd: but yet, speaking of Christ singly, I can
“ call him God, as Paul did, of whom is Christ, who,
“ he says, is God over all, blessed for ever®” The

" Duos tamen Deos et duos
Dominos nunquam ex ore nostro
proferimus ; non quasi non et
Pater Deus, et Filius Deus, et
Spiritus Sanctus Deus, et Deus
unusquisque sed apostolum
sequar, ut si pariter nominandi
fuerint Pater et Filius, Deum

Patrem appellem, et Jesum
Christum Dominum nominem.
Solum autem Christum potero
Deum dicere, sicut idem apo-
stolus, Ex quibus Christus, qui
est, inquit, Deus super omnia
benedictus in evum omne. adv.
Prax. c. 13. p. 507.
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next place is in the same treatise, c. 15. where he
introduces the text with these remarkable words :
“ Paul also himself has called Christ God, W kose
“are the fathers, and of whom according to the
« flesh Christ came, who ts over all, God blessed
« for evero.”

I might perhaps be satisfied with having shewn
the falsehood of the statement, that Irenzus and
Tertullian do not quote the passage in proof of the
divinity of Christ. But since Mr. Lindsey and Mr.
Belsham extend the same remark to all the writers
of the three first centuries, we must carry the in-
vestigation further.

The next writer in point of time who quotes the
passage, is Hippolytus, who flourished about the
year 220. He wrote a work against Noétus, who
adopted what is called the Patripassian heresy: i. e.
he believed that Christ was actually God the Fa-
ther, and that the Father appeared upon earth, and
died on the cross. One of the means which he used
to support this doctrine, was to cite all the texts
which spoke of Christ as God: and after quoting
many, he says, “ Christ was God, and suffered for
“ our sakes, being himself the Father, that he might
“save us. We cannot come to any other conclu-
“ sion ; for the apostle acknowledges one God, when
“ he says, Whose are the fathers, of whom as con-
« cerning the flesh Christ came, who is over all,
“ God blessed for ever?.” Thus Noétus evidently

© Christum autem et ipse P Xpatds yap v Oeds, xal iza-
(Paulus) Deum cognominavit, oxer ¥ fuds atros dv Matyp, Ha
Quorum patres, et er quibus xai cicas nuds duwbi. “Anro ¥,
Christus secundum carnem, qui dmow, o dwdueba Aéyew, xai yap
est super omnia Deus benedictus & dwigrohe; é&va Oeiv dushoyel, Aé-
in evum. qov, &y oi watépes, ¢ dv & Xpatdg
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understood the passage as asserting the divinity of
Christd. But it may be objected that Noétus was a
heretic. We will therefore see what notice Hippo-
lytus takes of this quotation. We need not follow
him in his refutation of Noétus; but he begins the
6th chapter thus: « As to the apostle saying, Whose
“ are the fathers, &c. he declares the mystery of
“ the truth properly and plainly. He who is over
« all is God : for he thus says boldly, A% things are
« delivered unto me of the Father, (Matt. xi. 27.)
« He that is God over all is blessed ; and becoming
“ man is God for ever".”

Origen is the next writer, and nothing can be
more decisive than his testimony in favour of the
received interpretation; (in Rom. vii. 13. vol. 4.
p- 612.) but I forbear to dwell upon it, because
wherever the original Greek of Origen is lost, there
is too much reason to suspect that additions and
interpolations have been made by his translator
Rufinus. There can be no doubt however that
Origen noticed the passage, because he was writing
a laboured commentary upon the whole Epistle: and
though Rufinus may have added to the original, he
would hardly have altered the whole tenor and spirit
of it.

75 KaTd odpKa, & Ov Iml mdvrow
Ocls Croynrds elg Tobg aifvas. C.
Noét. ¢. 2. 1L p. 7.

9 Epiphanius also observes,
that the followers of Noétus
quoted this text, Her. LVII.
vol. L. p. 481; and he could not
himself have adopted the punc-
tuation proposed by Erasmus,
since in another place he finishes
it with éxi xdvrav Beds, Omitting

the remaining words. p. 487.

T 40 3¢ Aéyer 5 gmiaTono;, dv ol
watépes, K. T. b KaADg dmyeiTas xal
Aapwpis T Tig dAvfelag pvoTipior®
owrog & dv ¢xi mdytay Ocdq doTiv,
Moyes o2p oftw’ perd wapinoias,
xdvra po wapadédoras ixd Tob Ma-
Tpds & Sy &mi mdyray Ocis eoroynTls
yeybvrras, xal dvlpuwos yevdperos
Bl datv el Tods aldvag. C. O.
p- 10.
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Cyprian, who wrote between the years 247 and
258, quotes the passage in his work entitled Zesti-
monies against the Jews. The second book is al-
most entirely composed of texts, with little of Cy-
prian’s own, except the short heads or titles to each
chapter. The subject of the 6th chapter is Quod
Deus Christus, That Christ is God: and after
many other quotations, he says, without any further
observation, “ Also Paul to the Romans, I could
“ wish, &c. whose are the futhers, and of whom
“ as concerning the flesh Christ came, who is over
“ all, God blessed for ever.” p. 286.

Novatian, who was accounted a heretic, but who
had no heretical opinions concerning Christ, quotes
the passage twice in his work upon the Trinity,
which is supposed to have been written soon after
the year 257. In c. 18. he is shewing, by a reference
to many texts, that * the substances both of God
“ and man were united in Christ*;” and after quot-
ing this of St. Paul, without any comment, he con-
cludes that ¢ Christ is God.” In c. 30. he argues,
as Hippolytus did, against those who would not see
that the Father is God and the Son God, yet there
are not two Gods, but only one; and among many
other texts which prove the divine and human na-
ture of Christ, he quotes without any comment the
one now before us.

Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria, died in the year
264, and his works which remain to us were com-
posed not long before. He may be supposed to
allude to this passage, when speaking of Christ he

se—utramque istam substantiam in unam nativitatis Christi
feederasse concordiam. p. 715.
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twice calls him “ God over allt” for in no other
place of the New Testament do these words occur.

The last instance which I shall bring is a quota-
tion of the passage in a letter written by the council
of Antioch in the year 269. This council was con-
vened against the heresy of Paul of Samosata; and
the Fathers in their letter assert that the Son of
God is essentially and substantially God.  They
prove this by many texts, and among the rest by
this of St. Paul . :

I would now ask, what grounds can Mr. Belsham
or any other person have for saying, * that this text
“ was read so as not to appear to belong to Christ,
« at least for the first three centuries?” If it is ever
quoted by the Ante-Nicene Fathers so as to support
this assertion, I am not aware of the passage: I have
looked carefully for it through all their writings, and
I wish the reader to decide, whether there is any
trace, even the remotest suspicion, of any of these
Fathers having understood the passage in any other
way, except as plainly declaring that Christ is
God =.

I am sorry that Mr. Belsham should repeat the

t ‘0 dv émi mdvrwv Oeds. p. 246.
and 248.

u Reliq. Sacr. II. p. 467.

x The passage is quoted by
the following Post-Nicene Fa-
thers. Athanas. Orat. 1V. c.
Arian. 1. vol. I. p. 617. Ep. II.
ad Serap. 2. p. 684. Epist. ad
Epict. 10. p. go8. Cont. Apol.
I. 10. p. 930. In a doubtful
work, vol. IL. p. 16. in another,
p. 215. In the Homily in Na-
tivitatem Christi, falsely ascribed
to Athanasius, vol. IL p. 413.

In the fourth Dialogue de Tri-
nitate, Ath. vol 1I p.531. Epi-
phanius, Her. LVIL. vol. I. p.
487. Her. LXXIV. 6. p. 894.
Her. LXXVL. p. 977-8. Theo-
doret’s quotation of the passage
makes the Unitarian punctuation
impossible: he stops at @e,
and says, xal é& 7§ & wmpeodwy
Toy Svo plaewy TS idepopoy eater
¢ 'lodaiuwy pdv katdk cdpra yeye-
vapévoy, Kai mdvtoy O Ocdy g Oedv,
kai elg Tobg aldvag ebhoynriv. Har,
Fab. V. 14. vol. IV. p. 287.
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exploded and refuted story of the word God being
wanting in the copies of Cyprian, Hilary, and Chrys-
ostom, in their quotations of this text. This is not
true; at least if any MSS. of these authors do omit
the word, it must be by accident, because they all
introduce the passage where they are expressly ar-
guing that Christ is God.

Mr. Belsham, in his own translation of St. Paul’s
Epistles, adopts another method of evading this plain
text. He alters ¢ & into &v 6, and translates it,
“ whose is the God over all, blessed for ever.” I am
not concerned with this alteration any further than
to notice, what indeed the reader will have seen,
that none of the Ante-Nicene Fathers countenance
this transposition. It is in fact arbitrary, unauthor-
ized, and presumptuous; and our astonishment at
finding it in Mr. Belsham’s translation will be in-
creased, when we read in a work, published by him-
self only five years before, this very strong argument
against admitting it; “ This conjecture, ingenious
“ and even probable as it is, not being supported by
“ a single MS. version or authority, cannot be ad-
« mitted into the texty:” and yet he has himself
admitted it! and being aware that the conjunction
and after the word fathers seemed to denote the
last clause of the sentence, whereas his own trans-
position has added another clause, he omits the con-
Jjunction altogether !

In the Improved Version it is also stated, that
‘ the early Christian writers pronounce it to be
“ rashness and impiety to say that Christ was God
* over all.” This statement is probably borrowed

¥ Calm Inquiry, p. 143.
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from Wetstein, who brings a great many quotations
from the Fathers, in which it is said, that Christ is
not & ém wavrav Ococ, the God over all. If we ex-
amine these quotations, it appears that they all refer
to the Sabellian controversy, and that those persons,
who had called Christ ¢ ém wdvrav Geos, intended by
the expression that he was God the Father. This
of course was denied by the orthodox party, who
contended, that Christ was not over all in this sense,
for the Father is necessarily excluded from being
subject to his Son, as is said by St. Paul, 1 Cor.
xv. 27. In this sense, and in this sense only, was
it allowed and even asserted by the catholics, that
Christ was not ¢ éxi wdvrav Qeds. The early writers
made a distinction between émi wdvrav Gcog, and 6 éxi
wdvrav Geds. The former is the expression used by
St. Paul; and we find Athanasius, who was not con-
cerned with the Sabellian controversy, expressly call-
ing Christ, “ the Saviour and mighty God over all*.”
“ The Word of God, who is over all3.” ¢« God of
“ God, and over all blessed for ever®:” and these ex-
pressions of Athanasius are more remarkable, because
in other places he applies the same to God the Fa-
therc. Eusebius, who has been suspected of Arian-
ism, represents the Christian martyrs in Phrygia as
calling upon Christ the God over all4: and he him-

* T éxi mdviov cutipa xai OY- d Ty i wdstwy Octv Xpiasdy

vatoy @etv Myov. De Incarn. §5. émBowpérers. E. H. VIIL 11,
Vol. L. p. 9s. Jortin would read —Oelv «ai

<« o Aoyor elvas Tob @Oedb T  Xpiorér. (Remarks on Eccl.-Hist.

¢xi mérreov tvra. AdEpisc. Egypt. vol. IIL. p. 174.) Dr. Clarke

15. p- 285. thinks the words 3y ¢xi wdvror

b Kai éx Ol Oel; domi, xal éxi  Oebv an interpolation ; (Script.

whvray eAoynuévos el Tobs alavas. Doctrine of the Trinity ;) and

Or. L. c. Arian. 10. p. 414. they are omitted in a MS. at
¢ Vol. L. p. 305. 696. Florence.
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self speaks of the Son of God as éxi wao: Xpiorov Beod
dvapw xai Beoi copiave. But when writing against
Marcellus, a Sabellian, he says that Christ is not rov
émi wdvroy Beovf, and he says expressly that the Sa-
bellians taught that “the God who is over all, the
¢« Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, was born of the
« Virgin8.” I would observe, that our Saviour says,
speaking of himself, He that cometh from above is
above all, ¢ dwlev pyopevos éwdvw wavrav érriv. John
iii. 31.
56. Irencil. 3. c. 16. §. 7. p. 206.

In the same chapter he says of Christ, < He fulfils
¢ the rich and vast will of his Father, he himself
“ being the Saviour of those who are saved, and the
« Lord of those who are under his dominion, and
« the God of the things which are made, and the
“ only-begotten of the Father, and Christ who was
¢ foretold, and the Word of God, who became in-
 carnate, when the fulness of time arrived, in which
¢ the Son of God was to become the Son of man?.” .

57. Irenil. 8. c. 18. §. 1. p. 209.

« Having clearly proved that the Word which in
< the beginning was with God, by whom all things
“ were made, who also was always present with
“ mankind, in these last days, according to the time
« prefixed by the Father, was united unto his own
“ creation, and became man capable of suffering: it

¢ Demonst. Evang. V. 1. p. Dominus eorum qui sunt sub

2132, domivnio, et Deus eorum que
fP. 8. constituta sunt, et unigenitus
% De Eccles. Theol. II. 1. p. Patris, et Christus qui predica-

104: 4. p. 107. tus est, et Verbum Dei, incar-

b Diviti enim et multz volun- natus cum advenisset plenitudo
tati Patris deservit, cum sit ipse temporis, in quo Filium hominis
Sulvator eorum qui salvantur, et fieri oportebat Filium Dei.
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< follows, that all contradiction is excluded of those
« who say, if Christ was born at that time, there-
« fore he did not exist before. For we have proved,
“ that the Son of God did not then begin to be, hav-
“ ing always existed with his Father; but when he
“ became incarnate, and was made man, he summed
“ up in himself the whole human race, giving us
“ salvation i,” &c.
58. Ireneil.-3.c.18.§.7.p.211.

He here continues the demonstration of Jesus
Christ being God and man, and uses these remark-
able words; * Jesus therefore, as we have said be-
“ fore, united man with God. For if it had not
* been a man who conquered the adversary of man,
“ the enemy would not have been rightly conquered.
“ And again, if it had not been God who gave sal-
“ vation, we should not have had it securely. And
“ if man had not been united to God, he could not
“ have partaken of immortality. For it was neces-
« sary that the mediator between God and man, by
“ his own relationship to both, should bring both to
¢ friendship and unanimity ; that he should present
“ man to God, and make God known to menk.”

i Ostenso manifeste, quod in
principio Verbun existens apud
Deum, per quem omnia facta
sunt, qui et semper aderat ge-
neri humano, hunc in novissi-
mis temporibus, secundum pre-
finitum tempus a Patre, unitum
suo plasmati, passibilem homi-
nem factum, exclusa est omnis
contradictio dicentium, Si ergo
tunc natus est, non erat ergo
ante Christus. Ostendimus enim
quia non tunc ceepit Filius Dei,
existens semper apud Patrem ;

sed quando incarnatus est, et
homo factus, longam hominum
expositionem in seipso recapitu-
lavit, in compendio nobis sa-
lutem prestans, &c. Recapitu-
lavit is probably the translation
of avexeparasdoare, the meaning
of which verb is, to bring many
things under one head. Irenmus
frequently applies it to Christ,
who represented the whole hu-
man race. V. 1 Cor. xv. 22.

K “Hywger olv, kabBds mpoécpaper,
Ty &vfpumoy 7§ Oed. El qdp py

H
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Irenzus, with many other Fathers, whose names
may be seen in the note, understood Christ to be
a mediator, because he partook of both natures, the
divine and the human.

59. Ireneil. 8.c.19.§. 2. p.212.

In this chapter also having said, that those who
believed Christ to be a mere man had no chance of
eternal life! ; he observes, that no one of all the sons
of Adam is called in the scriptures God or Lord,
and adds, that Jesus * above all men that ever lived
«is called God and Lord and Eternal King, and
“ only-begotten, and the Incarnate Word, both by
« all the Prophets and the Apostles, and by the
« Holy Spirit himself. But the scriptures would
¢ not have testified this of him, if he had been merely
“ a man, like all other men. But that he had in
¢ himself above all men that exalted birth, which is
“ of the most high Father, and that he had also
« that exalted birth which is of a Virgin, both these
« points the divine scriptures testify of him: and
“ that he was a man, with no form nor comeliness,
“ subject to suffering, sitting upon the foal of an

The same is said by Clem. Alex.
Ped. III. 1. p. 251. Tertull. de
Resur. Carnis, 51. p. 357. No-
vatian. XVIII. Lactant. Instit.

&vbpumes dvlionoe Tov dvrimadey ToT
dvbpdmov, ok dv Tikailuvs vikibn 6
&xbpis. Tdrw 7€, € py 6 Oels Bu-
/ \ ’ A * r
pioaze Tvy cwrnpiay, i dv BeBalu;

Eoyoper abtiv. Kai € py cumpydby
8 dvbpamos 7§ O, ok dv Hivwiby
petacyely 15 dpfapoius. “Edes yip
Ty pecity Bl Te wai dvbpdmay,
Bid 5 WBixg mpdg éxatépovs oixesdTy-
705, €ls uiizy kai dpivaiay Tobs dp-
potépovs guvayayeiv' Kkai Ol pev
wapagticas Tov avbpumay, &rbdmaig
3 yraploas i Bedv. This may be
compared with the quotation
from Hippolytus at N° 175,
and from Cyprian at N°. 283.

IV. 13. p. 303. Athanasius,
cont. Apol. L 11. vol. L. p. 931.
Epiphan. Ancor. 44. vol. IL. p.
49-
I §. 1. Qui nude tantum ho-
minem eum dicunt ex Joseph
generatum ignorantes au-
tem eum, qui ex Virgine est,
Emmanuel, privantur munere
ejus, quod est vita mterna——

$. 1.
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“ ass ; that he had vinegar and gall to drink; that
“ he was despised by the people, and condescended
¢ even to death; and that he is the holy Lord, and
« wonderful Counsellor, and beautiful in appear-
“ ance, and the mighty God, coming on the clouds
“ to judge all men—all these things the scriptures
¢ prophesied concerning him ™.” Dr. Priestley endea-
vours to prove, that the Gnostics were the only
persons who were considered as heretics for two or
three centuries after Christ": and he says of Ire-
naeus, that though he mentions the Ebionites, he
takes no notice at all of any Gentile Unitarians. The
object of this remark is to persuade us that Irenzus
did not consider the Unitarian doctrines as heretical:
and yet we find Iren=zus saying, as quoted above,
that those who believed Christ to be a mere man
had no chance of eternal life. Surely this is the
Unitarian doctrine, and Irenseus as surely consi-
dered it to be heretical. It is plain also from his
words at N°. 57, that he looked upon those persons
as heretics, who denied the preexistence of Christ,
which is also a doctrine of the modern Unitarians.
60. Ireneil. 3. c. 20. §. ult. p. 214.
“ Again, it was foretold that it was neither to be

™ Quoniam autem ipse pro- clara autem functus est et ea,

prie przter omnes qui fuerunt
tunc homines, Deus, et Domi-
nus, et Rex eternus, et Unige-
nitus, et Verbum incarnatum
predicatur et a prophetis omni-
bus, et Apostolis, et ab ipso
Spiritu, adest videre, &c.—Hzzc
autem non testificarentur Scrip-
turee de eo, si similiter ut omnes
homo tantum fuisset. Sed quo-
niam preclaram preter omnes
babuit in se eam, que est ab
altissimo Patre, genituram, pre-

que est ex Virgine, generatione,
utraque Scripture divine de eo
testificantur: et quoniam homo
indecorus et passibilis, et super
pullum, &c. &c.—et quoniam
Dominus Sanctus, et mirabi-
lis Consiliarius, et decorus spe-
cie, et Deus fortis, super nubes
veniens universorum Judex, om-
nia de eo Scripture propheta-
bant.

n History of early Opinions,
I. p. 237, and 274, &ec.
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“ a mere man who saves us, nor yet without flesh,
« (Isaiah Ixiii. 9.) and that he should begin to be a
“ real, visible man, although he was the Word giving
« salvation, (ib. xxxiii. 20.) and that he was not
“ merely a man who died for us——and that the
« Son of God, who is God, was to come from that
¢ part which is to the south-west of the inheritance
¢ of Judah; and that he who was of Bethlehem,
¢ where the Lord was born, should send forth his
« praise into all the world, as the prophet Habakkuk
“ says, (ch. iii. 3, 4.) manifestly shewing that he was
¢ God, and that his advent was in Bethlehem, and
¢ from mount Ephrem, which is to the south-west
« of the inheritance, and that he was man®.” Ire-
nzus had evidently a different version of some of
these texts, but this does not affect the truth of the
doctrine which he supposed to be deduced from
them.
61. Ireneil. 3. c.21. p.215.

The divine and human nature of Christ are fur-
ther proved in this chapter by reference to the
prophetic declaration of the Lord to Ahaz; * God
« therefore became man, and the Lord himself saved

° Rursus quoniam neque ho-
mo tantum erit, qui salvat nos,
neque sine carne, (sine carne
enim Angeli sunt) predicavit
enim, dicens, Neque Senior, ne-
que Angelus, sed ipse Dominus
salvabit eos, quoniam diligit ecs,
et parcet eis, ipse liberabit eos:
(Esai. Ixiii. g.) et quoniam hic
ipse homo verus visibilis inci-
piet esse, cum sit Verbum sa-
lutare, rursus Esaias ait, Ecce,
Sion civitas, salutare nostrum
oculi tui videbunt : (xxxiii. 20.)

et quoniam non solum homo
erat, qui moriebatur pro nobis,
Esaias ait, Et quoniam ex
ea parte, que est sccundum
Africum hezreditatis Jude, ve-
niet Filius Dei, qui Deus est—
sicut ait Habacuc Propheta,
Deus ab Africo veniet et Sanc-
tus de monte Effrem, &c. mani-
feste significans, quoniam Deus,
et quoniam in Bethleem ad-
ventus ejus, et ex monte Effrem,
qui est secundum Africum he-
reditatis, et quoniam homo.
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« us, giving us the sign of the Virgin?:” and in {. 4.
« By the words now quoted, (Isaiah vii. 10.) the
“ Holy Ghost has accurately signified his birth,
¢ which is of a Virgin, and his substance, that he is
¢ God : (for the name Emmanuel signifies this:) and
“ he shews that he was a man, by saying, butter
« and honey shall he eat, and by calling him «
« child, and, before he knew to choose good and
¢ evil: for all these things are tokens of a human
« child. But that ke shall not consent to tniquity
« that he may choose the good, this is peculiar to
“ God; that by his eating butter and honey we
* might not suppose him to be a mere man, nor
 yet from the name Emmanuel suspect him to be
“ God without flesh 9.”
62. Irenil. 4.c.5. . 2. p.232.

The object of this chapter, as of the fourth book
in general, is to prove that there is only one true
God, in opposition to the Valentinians, who held
that the God of the Old Testament, the Creator of
heaven and earth, was not the same as the Father
of Christ. He shews, that the Law and the Prophets
spoke only of one true God, who was also preached
by Jesus Christ and his Apostles, and he concludes;;
“ He therefore who was worshipped by the Prophets,

P ‘0 Oci; by dvbpwmes dyévero,
Kai abrdg 6 Kipios érwaey quds, dovg
T3 T waphévov ayueior.

1 Diligenter igitur significavit
Spiritus Sanctus per ea que di-
cta sunt generationem ejus, quae
est ex Virgine, et substantiam,
quoniam Deus: (Emmanuel
enim nomen hoc significat,) et
manifestat quoniam homo, in eo
quod dicit, Butyrum et mel man-
ducabit : et in eo quod infantem

nominat e, et priusquam co-
gnoscat bonum et malum: hazc
enim omnia signa sunt hominis
infantis. Quod autem non con-
sentiet nequitice, ut eligat bonum,
propriumn hoc est Dei, uti non
per hoc, quod manducabit buty-
rum et mel, nude solummodo
eum hominem intelligeremus,
neque rursus per nomen Em-
manuel sine carne eum Deum
suspicaremur.

HS3
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« the living God, He is the God of the living, and
« His Word, who also spake with Moses, who also
« refuted the Sadducees——Christ therefore with
« the Father is the God of the living, who spake
“ with Moses, and was revealed to the patriarchsr.”

The testimony here borne to the divinity of
Christ is so much the stronger, because Irenzus is
contending that there is only one God mentioned in
the Old Testament: and since he here argues that
Christ is the God who is spoken of in the Old
Testament, it follows, that he must have believed
him to be of one substance with the Father, very
and eternal God.

63. Ireneil. 4.c.6.{.7.p.234-5.

Valentinus and the Gnostics did not deny that
Christ was God, but they said that he was not the
same with the God of the Old Testament. Irenzus
shews that the God, whom Christ preached, was the
same with the God of the Old Testament, who
created heaven and earth: hence he argues, from
the confession of the Gnostics themselves, that
Christ, since he was God, must be the same with
the God of the Old Testament. * He was one and
“ the same, the Father having subjected all things
* unto him, and he has received testimony from all,
“ that he is truly man and truly God, from the Fa-
¢ ther, from the Spirit, from angels, from creation
« itself, from men, and from apostate spirits, and
“ from devils, and from the enemy, and lastly from
« death itselfs.”

* Qui igitur a Prophetis ado-
rabatur Deus vivus, hic est vivo-
rum Deus, et Verbum ejus, qui
et loquutus est Moysi, qui et
Sadducxos redarguit Ipse

igitur Christus cum Patre vivo-
rum est Deus, qui loquutus est
Moysi, qui et Patribus mani-
festatus est.

* Non ergo alius erat qui
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64. Ireneil.4.c.11.\.4. p.240.

In continuation of the same subject, he says, « If
¢ therefore the very same God is come, who was
“ foretold by the prophets, our Lord Jesus Christ,
“and his coming has given a fuller grace and a
« greater distribution of gifts to those who received
“ him, it is plain that it is the very same Father
“ who was announced by the prophets; and the Son,
“ when he came, did not spread the knowledge of
“ another Father, but of the same who was spoken
“ of from the beginning®,” &c. &c. He argues from
the mutual testimony which the prophets in the Old
Testament, and Jesus Christ in the New, bore to
each other. All that the prophets foretold was ful-
filled in Jesus : whatever Jesus said of God his Fa-
ther, agrees with what is said of God in the Old
Testament. Jesus did not therefore reveal another
God ; nor are there more Gods than one,- but the
Father and the Son, who are together one and the
same God." :

65. Irenil. 4. c.20. §.4. p.254. -

It is the object of this chapter to prove that there
is only one God, viz. He, who made the world; and
he says, ¢ There is therefore one God, who made
« and arranged all things by His Word and Wisdom:
“ but this is the Creator, who also gave this world
“ to the human race; who in His exceeding great-
“ ness was unknown to all those who were made by
“ Him But according to His love is known

cognoscebatur, et alius qui di- Deus, a Patre, a Spiritu, &c. &c.
cebat, Nemo cognoscit Patrem, t Si ergo idem ipse adest, qui
sed unus et idem, omnia sub- pradicatus est a Prophetis, Deus
Jiciente ei Patre, et ab omnibus Dominus noster Jesus Christus,
accipiens testimonium, quoniam et adventus ejus pleniorem, &c.
vere homo, et quoniam vere &c.

H 4
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“ always by him, through whom He ordained all
“ things. But this is His Word, our Lord Jesus
« Christ, who in these last days was made man
“ among men, that he might join the end to the
“ beginning, i. e. man to God. And therefore the
« prophets, receiving the gift of prophecy from the
« same Word, foretold his coming according to the
« flesh, by whom the conjoining and communion of
“ God and man was made according to the Will of
« the Father, the Word of God foretelling from the
“ beginning, that God should be seen by men, and
¢ should live with them upon earth, and should con-
 verse with them, and be present with His creation,
“ saving it, and capable of being perceived by it,
“ and freeing us from the hands of all who hate
“usy” &c.

In this passage the following points are asserted :
that he who came to save us, who was seen on earth
and conversed with man, was the same who inspired
the prophets; that by him God ordained all things,
and that he was himself God and man.

66. Irenceil.4.c.38.§.1. p.284.
¢ For this reason also our Lord in the latter times,

v Unus igitur Deus, qui Ver-
bo et Sapientia fecit et aptavit
omnia: hic est autem Demiur-
gus, qui et mundum hunc attri-
buit bumano generi, qui secun-
dum magnitudinem quidem ig-
notus est omnibus his, qui ab
eo facti sunt secundum
autem dilectionem cognoscitur
semper per eum, per quem con-
stituit omnia. Est autem hic
Verbum ejus, Dominus noster
Jesus Christus, qui novissimis
temporibus homo in hominibus
factus est, ut finem conjungeret

principio, id est, hominem Deo.
Et propterea Prophetz ab eo-
dem Verbo propheticum acci-
pientes charisma pradicaverunt
ejus secundum carnem adven-
tum, per quem commixtio et
communio Dei et bominis se-
cundum placitum Patris facta
est, ab initio preenuntiante Ver-
bo Dei, quoniam videbitur Deus
ab hominibus, et conversabitur
cum eis super terram, et collo-
queretur, et adfuturus esset suo
plasmati, salvans illud, et per-
ceptibilis ab eo, &ec.
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‘ having summed up every thing in himself, came
“ unto us, not as he might have come, but as we
 were able to behold him ; for he might have come
“to us in his incorruptible glory: but we could
‘“ never have borne the greatness of his glory *.”
Compare N°. 6. p. 7.

67. Irenwil.5.c.17. §.3. p.314.

The following words belong to a different argu-
ment, but they require no introductory remarks to
make them plain. ¢ Jesus therefore by remitting
“sins cured men, and manifestly shewed himself
“ who he was: for if no one can remit sins except
“ God alone, but the Lord remitted these and cured
“ men, it is plain that he was the Word of God,
“ being made the Son of man, receiving from the
« Father the power of the remission of sins, that he
“ was man, and that he was God; that like as he
¢ suffered with us as man, he had compassion upon
“ us as God v.”

68. Ireneil.5.c.19.§.1. p.316.

The expression of Irenzus, that the Virgin Mary
“ received the glad tidings by the word of the angel,
“ that she should conceive God z,” is a very strong
proof of the doctrine which we are maintaining, and

X Aix ToUTo xal ¢ Kipig nudyv

est remittere peccata, nisi solus
&’ doydrov 1OV Kaupdy avaxeda-

Deus, remittebat autem hec

Auwoduevos els altiv Ta wdvra,
F0e wpis Npas, oy b5 alTds OU-
yato, AN &g yueis abTov Deiv dv-
vépeba: abris pév yp dv 1 dpfsp-
T abrob 8ify wpos quds IABeiv 00-
yato' &I\ yueis cidemdmore TO pé-
oyefos 75 3ifng adrdb  Baardlew
wovrdpeba.

¥ Peccata igitur remittens ho-
minem quidem curavit, semet-
ipsum autem manifeste ostendit
quis esset.  Si enim nemo pot-

Dominus, et curabat homines :
manifestum, quoniam ipse erat
Verbum Dei, Filius hominis
factus, a Patre potestatem re-
missionis peccatorum accipiens,
quoniam homo, et quoniam
Deus ; ut quomodo homo com-
passus est nobis, tamquam Deus
misereatur nostri, &c.

* Per angelicum sermonem
evangelizata est, ut portaret
Deum.
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reminds us of the epithet of @eorikos, Mother of
God, which many of the Fathers have applied to
the Virgin Mary.

Socrates indeed tells us ®, that Nestorius publicly
condemned the use of this word, as involving an
. impossibility, that God should be born of a human
being like Mary. Nestorius was accused of sepa-
rating the nature of Christ into two distinct per-
sons, as if one person had performed the actions
suitable to the divine nature, and a different person
had suffered, &c. as man : and it might be supposed,
that he objected to the term Mother of God, he-
cause he believed Jesus Christ to be a mere man.
He was in fact charged with this heresy by his ene-
mies?: but Socrates, who was contemporary with
Nestorius, tells us, that the charge was false, and
that Nestorius did not believe Jesus to have been a
mere man ; and that it was only the words Mother
of God, to which he objected. 'We must remember
also, that the dispute about this term was not heard
of till the fifth century, when, as Socrates tells us,
the prohibition issued by Nestorius was received
with the greatest alarm by the clergy and laity,
“ who had been taught from ancient times to con-
« sider Christ as God, and by no means to separate
“ him as a man, on account of his incarnation, from
“ the Godhead ¢.”

_ ®*H. E. VIL 32.

b The same charge is made
by Tillemont, Mem. tom. L
p- 123 : but Jortin appears to
be correct in saying, “In the
* Nestorian controversy, the
‘ contending parties seem to
* have been all of one opinion
‘“ as to the doctrine of the Tri-
‘“ nity, in opposition to the

‘ Arians, and to have held the
‘ consubstantiality, coeternity,
* and natural coequality of the
*¢ three divine Persons or Hy-

_ postases.” Remarks, vol. IV.

p- 278.

€ "Hoay yip wdras 8481x0¢rre;
Oeoh'ym 7o Xpiordy, kai pr&aua;
iy 75 abeorlas, S5 .
xwplGew & ¢ Oeoﬂrroq P. 380
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It has been asserted, that the title of Georoxos, or
Mother of God, was not given to the Virgin till
the time of the third council of Ephesus, A.D.
4301: but this is a mistake. The Fathers convened
at that council, who approved of the use of the term,
expressly said, that the holy Fathers before them did
not hesitate to use it®. Evagrius, who agrees with
Socrates in relating the controversy, saysf, that the
word had been used by many celebrated Fathers;
and John bishop of Antioch, who wrote to Nesto-
rius upon the subject, asserts the same thing 8. So-
crates expressly names Eusebius and Origen as hav-
ing used the term: and accordingly we find it in
the Life of* Constantine " and in the treatise against
Marcellusi, written by Eusebius; and in Origen’s
Commentaries upon Deut. xxii. 23% and upon
Luke!. Socrates says, that it was used by Origen
in the first volume of his Commentary upon the
Epistle to the Romans: but the Latin translation
of this Commentary by Rufinus, which is all that

4 See Pref. Benedict. in Ori-
gen. IL p. ii.

¢ Cyril, bishop of Alexandria,
who presided at the council, has
these words : "0 8¢ kai 4 Geo-
Tixog Pavy Kai airois yéyove auvifyg
Tois wpd My dyloss matpdaw, of
ka} én’ 6p85 Ouvpudlorras wioves, kal
elg debpo wEas T dvk mEcav, &g
émog elmely, THY I’ odpavdv, deiv iy
d)vzﬂ&g anogivas. Ep. ad Regin.

I 2.

8 Tom. I. Concil. Hard. col.
1329. Theodoret’s words are
particularly strong: =@y mdAas
xai wpbwaras g 4pBodifov mirTews
Knpikey KaTe Ty ER0TTONKYY Tapd-
Boow @eerinoy ddafdvray dvoudler,

kal moTedey Ty ToU kuplov pnTépa.
Her. Fab. IV. 12. vol. IV. p.
245.

b TI1. 43. °

i IL 1. p. 32.

k IL p. 391.

! The word does not appear
in the Benedictine edition of
1740, but the fragment which
is published there, III. p. 979~
80. is also published by Gallan-
dus, IV. Append. p. 87; and
after the words olupava 7§ vig
¢Pbéyyeras we are to supply %
*EModBer dvallay éavriy Tig map-
ovalas s Georikov Aéyovoa, Gomep
Kai & *lodvws T35 wpos Tov XpioTdy
TAPATTLTEDS Ko T Ao
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remains, does not contain any indication of the
word ™. ‘ ,

We have another instance of it being used in the
time of Constantine by Alexander bishop of Alexan-
dria, in a letter which he wrote to his namesake of
Constantinople .

In the Disputation between Archelaus and Ma-
nes °, which was held about the year 277, we find
the words Maria Dei Genitrice; and since the
work, now extant, is merely a translation from the
Greek, we may suppose that the word Georokov ex-
isted there. Beausobre P would have us believe that
Archelaus did not really use this expression, and
that it is an interpolation : but he assign$ no reason.
beyond his own opinion; and upon questions of
opinion Beausobre is a dangerous guide.

Dionysius, who was bishop of Alexandria from
247 to 264, in a work which he wrote a short time
before his death, applies this title to the Virgin se-
veral times 9; and in one place he calls her literally
9 prrp Tov Oeot, p. 265,

But Origen, as we have seen, had already used
the term: and even before the time of Origen, there
is reason to think that it had been adopted by Hip-
polytus, who flourished about the year 220 ®.

™ It bas been thought that it which we have only a Latin
existed there in I. 5. (IV. p. translation, speaks of Deum
466.) paritura Maria. De Trin. et Sp.

® Theodoret. I. 4. p. 20. Sancto. vol. L. p. 974.

© Published by Dr. Routh in ¢ It is in a fragment pre-
the Reliquie Sacr. IV.p. 219. served by G. Syncellus, Chro-

? Hist. de Manichée, vol. I. nogr. p.21g. Part of this frag-

p- 111 ment is given in the edition of
9 P. 211, 238, 240, 245, 261, Hippolytus referred to in this
264, 274. : work, I. p. 272 ; but not the

* So Athanasius, in a work of latter part of it, which contains
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It is not improbable, that the original Greek of
Irenzeus contained this word : and the passage quoted
above, of which we have now only a Latin transla-
tion, may have been otros xai adry dia Tob dyyeAnod
Adyou ednyyérby g Beorokos oloa.

We may observe also, that Ignatius, who lived so
much earlier than any of these writers, made use of
an expression equally strong; “ Our God Jesus Christ
“ was conceived by Maryt:” and Tertullian says,
that “ God suffers himself to be born in his mothers
“ womb v.”

Thus we may trace the same idea, though not
perhaps the same words, in regular succession,
through the following writers; Ignatius, Irenzeus,
Tertullian, Hippolytus, Origen, Dionysius of Alex-
andria, Archelaus, Alexander of Alexandria, Euse-
bius: and of these we may observe, that Dionysius
was pupil of Origen, as Origen was of Hippolytus,
and Hippolytus of Irenzus; so that we might na-
turally expect to meet with similar expressions in
their writings *.

The term Beorixos, or Mother of God, could only
have been used by those who believed in the highest
sense of the doctrine that Jesus Christ was God.
That God should have been born of a woman, seems

x Between the time of the
council of Nice and the coun-
cil of Ephesus, other Fathers

the word ©eoréxo;. It may be
seen in Reliquiee Sacre, IIL. p.
215. In vol. II. of Hippoly-

tus, p 32. there is another frag-
ment, in Latin, which contains
the word Deipara.

L0 ydp Oeds nuiv 'Iyodds 8
Xpiowis éxvoposifn imé Mapias. ad
Eph. §.18. p. 15.

v Nasci se Deus in utero pa-
titur matris. De Patientia c. 3.

p- 140.

used the term ®Oecorixos. e. g
Athanas. Orat. IIL. c. Arian. 14.
vol. I p. 563. ib. 29. p. 579. ib.
33. p. 583. Orat. IV. 32. p.
642. De Incarn. 8. p. 875.22.p.
889. Cont. Apol. I 4. P- 924.
12,13.p.932. In Psalm Ixxxiv.

1. p. 1151,
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so incomprehensible to our limited faculties, that
some other form of conveying the same sentiment
would have been chosen, if the early Fathers had
not believed that Jesus was verily and substantially
God. But being convinced of this doctrine, they
felt no offence at the word: they did not seek to
explain the mystery, but, finding it in the revealed
word of God, they expressed it by a term which im-
plied the mystery in its most inexplicable form, and
left no room for their own belief to be called in
question.

I may close this discussion by observing, that the
expression itself is almost literally to be found in
the words of Elizabeth to Mary, (Luke i. 43.)
« Whence is this to me, that the mother of my
« Lord should come to me?” The meaning which
Elizabeth attached to the word Lord may be seen
by comparing verses 25 and 45 of this chapter?7.

Having finished the quotations from Irenzus, I
may observe, that Dr. Priestley seems entirely to
have forgotten the writings of this Father, when he
says, that Justin Martyr is the first Christian writer
who adopted the doctrine of the permanent per-
sonality of the Logos?: by which he means, that
till that time the Logos was understood to mean
merely the word or power of God. But Irenszus
evidently interpreted the beginning of St. John’s
Gospel in the same manner that we do: he repeat-
edly speaks of Jesus as the Logos; which proves

¥y Athanasius appears to have rikov Mapiag, éoxiprnoer & dryar-
understood the words of Eliza- Adoe. §. 36. vol. 1. p. 824.
beth in this sense, when he says z History of early Opinions,
in the Life of Antony, kal 6 'Iv- II. p. 46. and in many other

dywyg, yevopévs puvis mapi w5 Geo-  places.
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that he believed in the personality of the Logos;
and though the writings of Irenseus are of a later
date than those of Justin Martyr, yet his acquaint-
ance with Polycarp, the disciple of St. John, makes
it almost certain that the apostle used the term
Logos in this sense.

CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS. A.D. 194.

The name of this Father, written at length, was

Titus Flavius Clemens. It is disputed whether he
was a native of Alexandria or of Athens; but his
long residence in the former city has given him the
name, by which he is distinguished from Clement of
Rome. From an expression in Eusebius®?, he ap-
pears to have been converted at an early age from
heathenism. He became president of the Cateche-
tical School of Alexandria about the year 190 ; and
one of his hearers there was the celebrated Origen.
" Du Pin thinks that he did not die before the year .
220. :
The works which have come to us entire, or
nearly so, as written by him, are, an Exhortation to
the Gentiles; the Pedagogus, or Instructor, in
three books; and eight books of Stromata, or Mis-
cellanies. There is also a short treatise, which seems
unquestionably to be his, entitled, What rich man
can be saved ? Dodwell thought that all his works
were written between the years 193 and 195.

69. Clementis Cokort. ad Gentes, c. 1. p. 6, 7.

The object of this work of Clement is nearly
explained in the title. He wrote it, that he might
persuade the different nations of the world to be-

2 Preep. Evang. II. 2. p. 61.
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lieve the Gospel: and he accordingly gives in this
treatise a summary of all that Christians believed
concerning the Founder of their religion. Not far
from the beginning of the work he has these words:
% The Word therefore, that is, Christ, is the cause
“ of our original being, for he was in God; and he
« is also the cause of our well-being ; since this same
“ Word, who is alone both God and man, hath ap-
¢ peared unto men as the cause of all good things to
“us: by whom we are instructed in living well, and
 conducted to eternal life. For, according to the
“ inspired apostle of our Lord, (Tit. ii.11.) T%e grace
“ of God that bringeth salvation to all men® hath
“ appeared, teaching us that, denying ungodliness
« and worldly lusts, we should live soberly, right-
« eously, and godly, in this present world ; looking
« for that blessed hope, and the glorious appearing
“ of the great God and our Saviour Jesus Christ.
« This is the new song ¢, the appearance, which has
“ now shone forth among us, of the Word who was
“in the beginning, and preexisted; the Saviour,
“ who was before, hath appeared lately: he hath ap-
¢ peared, who is in Him who isd, because he is the
“ Word who was with God: the Teacher hath ap-
¢ peared, by whom all things were made ; the Word,
“ who also in the beginning gave life when he form-
“ ed us, as the Creator, hath taught us to live well,
“ appearing as a Teacher, that he might afterwards
“ give us eternal life, as God ©.”

® I have coupled waow &vfys- to listen to the songs of Sion.
@oig With goripies in the transla- 4 See p. 8o. note.
tion, rather than with émepiivy. € Ofres (L. afriog) yoly & Adyog
¢ He had before alluded to 6 Xpirtis kai Tob elvau wdlas NAAS,
the fabulous songs of Orpheus, T vap & Oef xai ToU € elvair v
Amphion, &c. and invited men 3% ¢xepdry avbpdmass atris dreg &
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I have translated this passage at length, not only
as containing such plain and repeated attestations of
the divinity of Christ, but on account of the quota-
tion from Titus ii. 13. It has often been said, that
in these words of St. Paul, Jesus Christ is called tke
great God as well as our Saviour, though other in-
terpreters refer the expression of the great God to
God the Father. The passage is, « looking for the
« glorious appearing of the great God and our
« Saviour Jesus Christ;” wmpoadeyiumevos Ty émipdveiay
s ddfne Tob peydrov Oeol Kai cwriipos qpav Ingos Xpi-
orev. In our authorized version, the words certainly
- do not necessarily imply that our Saviour Jesus
Christ is the great God; but if we were to trans-
late them, as we are equally authorized in doingf,
« the glorious appearing of our great God and
« Saviour Jesus Christ,” it would be obvious to
every reader, that the expression great God re-
ferred to Jesus Christ 8.

It is surely not too much to say, that the reason
for which Clement quotes the passage, as well as his
commentary upon it, leads us to infer, that he gave
this interpretation to the apostle’s words. He says
expressly, that our Saviour, who has appeared, is

Adyoss, & pives apdo, Oels e xal
GrBparmos, dudyroy Wiy aiTing drya-
66y xap’ of 70 & Ly ixdidaoxipe-
vor els &idiov Loy mapamepmipeba.
Katd yap i Besméciov éxeivor ob
Kuplov *Amdarohoy, 9 xdpis T Oedd
K. T. A 70078 doTi T dopa T
Koy, 1 émpdvea N wv Exndpba-
oa & nuiv 100 & dpxd dvres Kai
®podyrog Adyov dmepdom 8¢ Evayyo
& mposdy Swrip® émedpdm é & 7§ v
Sy, S7¢ & Adyos, o v pds Tov Oedy’

Addokare ixepdvy, § T4 wdvra
dednpiopynras Adyos, 6 Kai 75 v
& Gpxi perd T xANEoas ®apd-
axov, o dnpioupyds, T €& Civ 8-
dafer, émupareis &g Siddaxare, ba
78 &el Ly Uorepoy dg Beds xopmyiay.

f Dr. Clarke allowed that this
construction is grammatical.
Scripture Doctrine, p. 88. N©.

541.

¢ See Waterland, III. p. 128,
&e.

I
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God: so that if he did not actually understand
St. Paul to call Jesus Christ the great God, he at
least calls him so himself.

Many scholars and biblical critics have contended,
that the words of St. Paul ought to be translated as
here proposed : and if we follow the rule which they
have given", that « when two or more personal nouns
« of the same gender, number, and case, are con-
“ nected by the conjunction and, if the first has the
 definite article, and the second, third, &c. have
“ noti, they all relate to the same person :” we shall
be authorized in translating the following passages
of the New Testament so as to present the strongest
demonstration of the divinity of Christ.

Eph. v. 5. in the kingdom of Christ, who is also
God k.

2 Thess. i. 12. according to the grace of our God
and Lord Jesus Christ . a

1 Tim. v. 21. before the God and Lord Jesus
Christ ™.

2 Pet. i. 1. through the righteousness of our God
and Saviour Jesus Christ °.

h Horne's Introduction, II.
P-509- .

i This distinction, concerning
the repetition of the definite
article, may be illustrated by a
reference to 1 Thess. ii. 11.
alrd; d¢ & Oedg xul TaTHp NUEY Kal
¢ Kopiog npudy "Inaovs Xpiords xatev-
Gvas x. 7. A,

k 'Ey 1§ Bagirelg 1 Xpiorod
xai Besv. The Homily in Nativ.
Christi, falsely ascribed to Atha-
nasius, gives a various reading
not noticed by Griesbach, Bas-
Aela Kupiov kai ©eot, and the text

is quoted to prove that Christ
is God. vol. IL. p. 413-4.

! Katd ™y xdpw 7o0 Occd yudv
xai Kvplo "Incov Xpiazov.

™ *Evémiov Tob Geob kal Kuplov
*Ingot Xpirrob.

B By dixasoovvy Tob Ot nudv
xai qwripes *Inaod Xpiorov. Gries-
bach gives some various read-
ings in this passage; but he does
not mention that of the Synop-
sis Scripture, ascribed to Atha-
nasius, & dixaseatvy Tob xkuplov ypudv
*Iyae Xpiowov. vol. IL. p. 129.
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Jude 4. and denying our only Master, God and
Lord, Jesus Christ°.

I would observe also, that the text, Titus ii. 13.
is very like to 2 Tim. iv. 1. where we read, « I
« charge thee therefore before God and the Lord
“ Jesus Christ, who shall judge the quick and dead
“ at his appearing®;” or, as we might translate it,
« before the God and Lord Jesus Christ,” &c.
In this text the word appearing evidently belongs
to Christ, and so we contend that it does in Titus ii.
13. and in each case the appearing is coupled with
the mention of God and Jesus Christ, The word
énipdvein, appearing, is used five times in the New
Testament. At 2 Tim. i. 10. it means the appear-
ance of Christ in the flesh: but in all the other
instances it means his second appearance to judge

® Kal vov uovey degmimyy BGedv
xad Kdpioy qudy "Inaoly Xpioviv dp-
vadueras, where the propriety of
applying these epithets to Jesus
Christ, and not to God the Fa-
ther, may be confirmed by refer-
ring to the Second Epistle of St.
Peter, which, as is well known,
closely resembles the Epistle of
St. Jude; and in the parallel
e of St. Peter's Epistle,

ii. 1. we find = dyopdcavra ai-
vobg deamiryy &pvaduevos, where
there can be no doubt that
Seamiryy relates to Christ. Atha-
nasius certainly referred decnéryy
Ocdv to Christ, when he spoke
of the Jews iy deamémyy kai Octy
Gpradpera, mpookAivavres éavrolg
73 BapafBgE. In Psalm Ixxvii. g.
vol. I. p. 1141, If the treatise
de Commnuni Essentia Patris, Filii
et Spiritus Sancti be genuine,
Athanasius expressly quotes the

text to prove that the Son is
called the great God. vol. II.
p-16. It is quoted with the
same intent in the Homily in
Nativitatem Christi, which has
also been ascribed, but without
reason, to Athanasius. Ib. p.413.
Epiphanius quotes the text a-
mong many others which prove
the divinity of Christ, Heer.
LXXIV.6. vol.I. p.894. Theo-
doret also evidently referred the
words great God to Christ, Her.
Fab. V. 22. vol. IV. p. 298—
300. Eusebius might be thought
to allude to this text, when he
speaks of the émgavelas Tob swry-
pos quav lyadt Xporod 7ol Oed.
Preep. Evang. II. s. p. 69.

P evdmiov ToU Oeol Kkai ToU
Kuplov *Ingot Xpiarol 708 péMhovrog
kplvew Cdvrag Kad vexpods Katd ™
émpdveaay adrod.

12
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the world, and is always applied to Jesus Christ,
never to God the Father.

The words in Titus ii. 13. are only quoted by one
of the Ante-Nicene Fathers beside Clement of Alex-
andria: and the first passage rather contains an
allusion to them than an express quotation. Hip-
polytus, in his book de Antichristo (c. 64.) says,
“ What is left, but the appearing of our Lord and
s Saviour Jesus Christ who is God from heavend?”
According to the argument of the Unitarians, we
should refer the word Lord here not to Jesus Christ,
but to God the Father ; which seems absurd, because
God is mentioned afterwards. If therefore Hippo-
lytus meant the word Lord to refer to Christ, it is
probable that in Titus ii. 13. where the construction
is similar, he would have referred the words great
God to Christ; and this probability is increased by
his expressly applying the title of God to Christ in
this place. In the last chapter of the same work he
quotes the text thus: *looking for that blessed hope
« and the appearing of our God and Saviour, at which
‘“ he will raise up those of us which are holy, and
« will rejoice with them, glorifying the Father r;”
in which passage he seems undoubtedly to have in-
tended the coming of the Son and not of the Father.
At p. 261. he begins a homily with these words,
« All the creations of our God and Saviour are good
“and very good®” The Unitarians would trans-

9 T mepihelmeras, GAN' 4 3 dmi-  dylovg qudy oty abrais edpparbice-
¢dveia T Kuplov kal cwrijpos qudv o, Sofdlov Marépa. p. 33.
Inget Xpiorol voi Oeod &’ olpa- 3 Mdvra péy xard, «ai xald
viv; vol. L p. 31. May 7é w0 Oedl kai cwripos Ny
T Mpoodexspevos Ty paxaplay  Impuovpyfuara. In Theophan. I.
Oalda Kal émipdyvesay 105 Beol kal  p. 261,
cwripss uav, & § dvacricas Todg
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late, ¢ All the creations of God and our Saviour,” &c.
and according to the analogy of construction in Titus
ii. 13. they must refer the term Saviour to Christ :
so that if Hippolytus did not here call our Saviour
God, he must at least have ascribed to him dvusovp-
Yipara, or works of creation, together with God the
Father. It would perhaps not be going too far to
say, that, except in passages which affect a point of
doctrine, no person would think of opposing the con-
struction which I am supporting. Who for instance
would hesitate to apply the whole of the following
sentence to one and the same person, Tov cwripa xai
Kipiov fpudy Inaoiv Xpiotov Tov Bedv * or T kata Tov cw-
Tipa Kkai kvpiov ypdv 1. X, Tov viov Tov Oeot oikovopiay V.

Dr. Routh, in his Reliquize Sacre, (vol. II. p. 26.)
has advanced many convincing arguments for the
construction here maintained.

70. Clementis Cokort. ad Gentes. c.1. p. 8.

Shortly afterwards he quotes Phil. ii. 6. “who
« being in the form of God thought it not robbery
“to be equal with God,” and instead of adding
simply, as St. Paul does, but made himself of no
reputation, or divested himself, (which would be a
better translation of the original,) he says, “ but the
“ compassionate God divested himself*;” by which
words it is plain that Clement applied to God what
is said of Christ, or in other words he considered
Christ to be God.

Since the words in Phil. ii. 5-11. have been ex-
plained away by the Unitarians, who contend that
there is nothing in the passage which shews the

t Euseb, Prep. Evang. L. 1. X 'Exévwaer B¢ éavrov § puhaixtip-
P-4 pay Oedg.

¢ Ib. 3. p. 6.
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divinity or preexistence of Christ, I shall bring to-
gether some of the passages in the works of the
Ante-Nicene Fathers, where allusion is made to this
text: and I shall undertake to prove the following
points :

That they understood the whole passage to speak
of two humiliations of Christ; the first, when he
divested himself of his divinity and assumed the
human nature ; the second, when being in our hu-
man nature he became obedient to death.

This is the general meaning of the whole passage.
With respect to the several parts of it, I shall
endeavour to shew,

1. That being in the form of God means, that
he was essentially and substantially God.

2. That ke thought it not robbery to be equal
with God means, that he did not tenaciously adhere
to his equality with God : and equality means here
a real equality, not a resemblance.

8. That ke made himself of no reputation means,
that to outward appearance he emptied or divested
himself of his Godhead.

4. That the two clauses, ke fook upon him the
Jorm of a servant, and was made in the likeness of
men, should be taken together, as explaining each
other. They should be translated, ke Zook upon
him the form of w servant, being made in the like-
ness of men: i.e. the form of a servant, which he
assumed, means our human nature.

5. That the exaltation, which followed his humi-
liation, was merely his returning to the glory which
he had before.

In shewing that the Ante-Nicene Fathers attached
this meaning to each of the respective clauses, I shall
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do little more than bring quotations from their writ-
ings to establish each point separately. The quota-
tions will be arranged chronologically according to
the time in which each writer lived; which will
enable us to see whether the Fathers differed from
one another in their interpretations of this passage,
or whether they all agreed in viewing it in the
same light. ’

1. The words being in the form of God, as
applied to Christ, mean that he was essentially and
substantially God.

This we have already seen to be asserted by Cle-
ment of Alexandria, when he says, in allusion to
this text, that ¢ the compassionate God divested
“ himself.”

In another place he says, speaking of Christ,
¢ OQur Instructor is like to God his Father, whose
“ Son he is, without sin, irreprehensible, and with-
“ out passion in his soul : God in the form of man,
 undefiled, ministering to his Father's will, God
¢ the Word, who is in the Father, who is on the
“ right hand of the Father, and in jform also
« God?Y.”

Tertullian argues, that the form of a servant must
mean that -Christ was really a man, because being
in the form of God means that he was really God.
He is arguing here against the Marcionites, who
allowed the divinity of Christ, but denied the reality
of his human body. ¢ The Marcionites think that
“ the apostle supports their opinion about the sub-

Y *Edixer & Naldaywyds uiv 7§ pars Bidxoves, Adyos Ocdg, 6 & 15
Hatpl air 7§ Ocf, dnép éovw  Matp, § éx Bebidy vob Mavpls, oiv
vidg dvapdpryvos, dvemlnymros, xal Kal T§ oyjuars Oeds. Pad. L. 2.
dxabig Ty Juxiy: el &y dvbpdmav  p. Q.
oxiuats, dxparves, waTpikg Beli-
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« stance of Christ, that there was merely an appear-
« ance of flesh in Christ, when he says, that being in
« the form of God, he thought it not robbery to be
“ equal with God, but exhausted himself, taking
« the form of a servant, not the reality: and in the
« likeness of man, not in man : and being found a
“ man in figure, not in substance, i.e. not in flesh :
« as if figure and likeness and form were not also
« parts of substance. But it is well that elsewhere
« (Col. i. 15.) he calls Christ the image of the invi-
« sible God : and does he here also place him as iz
“ the form of God? In the same manner Christ will
“ not be really God, if he was not really man, when
“ in the form of man. For reality must be excluded
“in each place, if the form and likeness and figure
“ are to be ascribed to a mere appearance. But if
“ he was declared to be in the form and image, as
“ being the Son of the Father, who is really God, he
“ was also really found to be a man, in the image
“ and form of man, as being the Son of man; for he
“ used the word found intentionally, i.e. most as-
“ suredly a man: for that which is found, is proved
“to be. So also he was found to be God by his
“ power, as by his flesh to be man =.”

That Marcion himself

7 [t is not necessary to tran-
scribe this long passage in the
original. The reader will re-
member that Tertullian is not
here proving the divinity of
Christ but his humanity, and
the argument will be equally
valid if we reverse it. In the
language of Tertullian, if Christ
were really and truly man, when
in the form of man, he was also

interpreted this text of

really and truly God, when in
the form of God. adv. Marc.
V. 20. p. 486. Athanasius uses
the same argument (c. Apol.II.
1. vol. I. p. 940.) domep 9 popdm
700 Oeol 10 FAGpupa TG TOU Asyov
Bedryros voeitas, olTwg Kai g popd
Tob Bovdov, 9 veepd s dobpdmev
ovoTdoews Pigig, oy TR dpyaviy
KQTRGTATE GuokryeiTal.
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God descending from His divine nature, is evident
also from the following remark of Tertullian. Mar-
cion believed in two Gods, one of whom was supe-
rior to the other: and Tertullian says to him, « If
“ God, and indeed the higher God, lowered the
« greatness of His majesty by such humility, that
« he became subject to death, even the death of the
“ cross*® ?

Hippolytus observes; ¢ After that the only-be-
« gotten Word of God, who is God of God, divested
“ himself according to the scriptures, lowering him-
« self voluntarily to what he was not, and clothed
“ himself with this inglorious flesh ——%”

Origen, after having noticed and admired the an-
swer of Abraham to his son, “ God will provide
« himself a lamb for a burnt-gffering,” thus con-
tinues, “ For the Lord himself provided a lamb for
“ himself in Christ and He himself humbled
“ himself even unto death;” where it is plain that
Origen considered the person who humbled himself
to be the same person who is called God by Abra-
ham.

In another place he says; * If any one therefore
¢ despising the humility of Christ, who for our sakes
“ when he was God became man, and Aumbled him-
«“ self even unto deathd,” &c. &c.

2 Si enim Deus, et quidem
sublimior, tanta humilitate fasti-
gium maujestatis sue stravit, ut
etiam morti subjiceret, et morti
crucis . ib. II. 27. p. 395.

b *Exedy & povoyerys 1ob et
Adyos, Beds tmdpywv éx Oecd, xe-
Kkévwkey éavtoy Kavd TS ypads,
kabelg é0enovrig éavriv els Smep oix
W, kad Ty Edofov Tavriy odpra

Wpzéoyero——E Com. in. Gen
IL p. 29.

¢ Ipse namque sibi Dominus
ovem providebat in Christo——
et ipse se humiliavit usque ad
mortem. in Gen. Hom. VIIL.
§. 6. p. 82.

4 Si quis igitur Christi bumi-
litate contempta, qui propter
nos cum Deus esset homo factus
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Speaking of the Transfiguration, he says; “ You
 will ask whether, when he was transfigured before
 those who were taken up by him to the high
“ mountain, he was seen by them in the form of
“ God in which he existed before: since to those
“ who were below he had the form of a servant,
“ but to those who followed him after six days to
“ the high mountain, he had not that, but tke form
“of God*.”

Novatian quotes the whole passage, and has a
dissertation upon it: and at those words, being in
the form of God, he says, “ If Christ were merely a
“ man in the likeness of God, he would not have
“ been spoken of as in the form of God: for we
“ know that man is made after the likeness, not
« after the form of God And he was truly said
“ to be in the form of God, since he himself is over
« all things, and has divine power over every crea-
“ ture, and is God like his Father, though he ob-
¢ tained this from his Father, that he should be God
“and Lord of all, and God after the form of God
“ the Father, begotten and produced by Him f.”

Jorma Dei relatus fuisset: ho-

est, et humiliavit se usque ad
minem enim scimus ad imagi-

mortem in Jud. Hom. III.

§. 1. p. 464.

€ Zyrioes 3¢ el Sre petemoppiiln
éumpoaler Ty Ux' alrod dvayfév-
Ty elg 70 IfmAdy Gpog, dpby abrols
& popdii Ocdt, § imiipye wdhasr dg
Toi pév xdrw Exov Ty BodAov pop~
Py, Tois 8 dxodvBicacy alrd
per € Apépas elg T DAy Fpog,
ok exelmp, AN Ty ToU Oedv. In
Matt. tom. XIL §. 37. pag.
558. .

! Si homo tantummodo Chri-
stus, in.imagine Dei, non in

nem, non ad formam Dei factum
Et merito in forma pro-
nuntiatus est Dei, dum et ipse
super omnia, et omnis creature
divinam obtinens potestatem, et
Deus est exemplo Patris; hoc
ipsum tamen a Patre proprio
consecutus, ut omnium et Deus
esset, et Dominus esset, et Deus
ad formam Dei patris ex ipso
genitus atque prolatus. De Tri-
nitate, c. 17. p. 717-
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Dionysius of Alexandria says; “ But the form of
“ God is His Word, and Wisdom is acknowledged
“ to be the Son of God, and God himself, being al-
“ ways one person and one substantial person8.”

In another place he says; « He that endured the
“ cross thought it not robbery to be equal with God,
“ who is the Word of the Father, and our Lord
“ God, the Lord of hosts, who was lifted up upon
“ the cross®.”

This same Father has a long dissertation upon
the whole passage, which will be given more at
length, when we come to quote from him. He
says at p. 254, “ By Christ being in the form of
“ God, is meant that the Father is in His Son Christ
« the Word, and Christ in the Fatheri.” At p. 260.
“ God disfigured himself, and heard the prayer of
« His suppliants, and He bowed the heavens and
« came down (Psalm xviii. 9.) to free us, being free,
« as God, and Lord of glory, Jesus Christ k.”

The letter of the council of Antioch (which was
held A.D. 269.) contains the following passage :
“ The same God and man Jesus Christ was foretold
“ in the Law and the Prophets, and is believed in
« the whole church under heaven to be God who
« divested himself from being equal with God'.”

8 ‘H 3¢ 70 Ocol poppn & Adyos
abTol, kai gopia vids Ocot, xai Oedg
altés dpordynras, & wploamoy Oy
ael, kai wia ixéaraci; wpoodmov.
p- 209.

b Oty dpmayuiy yjoate o €l-
vas loa e & aravpey imopeivag &
éoTwv alrel wdv Tob maTpdg Adyes,
xal vids, quiv 3¢ Oeds Kpug, & éxi
avavpel wlels Kipiog auBad.
p- 229.

| e w3 6 Mlahp & 7§ vig
alret Xpior§ Adyp, xai & Xpordg
& = Tarp, 6 & popd Oeot Imdp~
xov.
k ‘Bavriy yap 6 Ocis dvaduvae,
Kai émjxouae T Cejoews TaV IxeTdy
abrol” Kai éxhwver olpareds, Kal
xatéBy, feréabas nuss, énedbepog
dv, g Ocdg, xai Kipiog s Bbwg,
*Inaots Xpioris.

1 'O aires Oeds xai drfpumes
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2. I have not met with the phrase oy dpmayusy
#yeizbes in the writings of any of the Fathers of the
three first centuries. But in the letter written by
the churches of Vienna and Lyons, in which they
recount their sufferings and persecution ™, there is a
passage which may explain the sense in which they
understood the words. Speaking of their brethren,
who had been persecuted, and who though they had
not actually died were called martyrs, they say of
them, ¢« They were so entirely imitators of Christ,
“ who being in the form of God thought it not

« robbery to be equal with God, that though they -

“ had attained to that glory, (of martyrdom,) and
“ not once or twice only but several times had borne
“ witness, (xaprvproarres,) yet did not call themselves
* martyrs, nor suffer us to address them under that
“ name.” Now since these men were literally mar-
tyrs or witnesses, but gave up their right to such a
title; and in doing so considered themselves to be
imitators of Christ, who thought it not robbery, &c.
they must have conceived that Christ gave up his
right to something, or laid aside something, which
he was actually in possession of. This was his being
in the form of God, or being equal with God. 1
therefore understand the words ke thought it not
robbery, &c. to mean, he was not ostentatious of
this equality, he acted as if he had it not, he laid it
aside. We may perhaps trace the same idea in
those words of our Saviour, He that findeth his life
shall lose it. (Matt. x. 39.) A person, who finds a

*Incovs Xpioris mpoedmredere év viug  eivas loa Oej. Rel. Sacr. II.
xal wpogritaus, kai & i éxxmaly P, 473.

75 bmd Tov Wparly wday FewmioTevTas m Euseb. V. 1. &c. Rel. Sacr.
Ol piv kevéeas éavtiv dwo voi L p. 292,
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treasure, eagerly catches at it, apmayuiv yryeivas oV
fycavpdr -but our Saviour is evidently speaking of a
person who clings tenaciously to his life, preferring
it even to the gospel. The expression is perhaps
taken from those places in the Old Testament, where
a man’s life is said to be given for a prey: e. g.
Jer. xxxviii. 2. xxxix. 18. xlv. 5. The Septuagint
translates els evpyua.

We cannot learn much from the translation of the
words by the Latin Fathers: for they generally ren-
der them literally as we do. Tertullian has non ra-
pinam existimavit esse se equalem Deo®, and
pariari Deo°. CyprianP? and Novatian 9 both read,
Non rapinam arbitratus est esse se equalem Deo.
But Rufinus, in his translation of Origen’s Com-
mentary on the Epistle to the Romans, says?®, that
the words mean, nor sibi magni aliquid deputat
quod ipse quidem equalis Deo, et unum cum Patre
est: i. e. he did not think it any great thing that he
was equal with God. I conceive this to be the true
meaning of the words, which had acquired a sort of
proverbial use among ancient writers®. Christ being

o Adv. Prax. c. 7. p. 504.

© Adv. Marc. V. 20. p. 486.
et de Resurrect. Carnis. c. 6.
P- 329.

P Test. IL. 13. p. 290.

1 De Trinitate, c. 17. p. 717.

* V.a. Vol.IV. p. 553.

s “Aprayua i8 oftener used
than dpmayudy in this phrase,
and it has been contended that
dpwaywiy yeicfas has not the
same meaning as dpraypa fyei-
ofai. But it is not probable
that St. Paul would have ob-
served this distinction, and ‘we
may compare his expression

with the following: “Apsayua
73 fmbey émariaato % 'Apadun. Ar-
sace eagerly caught at what was
said. Heliod. Athiop. VIIL. 7.
Tl Odvaroy Epmaypa Oéumeror T
Tiy Jvaaefiy poxfnplas, thinking
death a great prize on account
of the savageness of their wicked
enemies. Euseb. H. E. VIII. 12.
olur Gpmaryud s THy émdvodor mom-
aduevos, thinking their return
home a great prize. ib. de vita
Const. II. 31. Alian uses a si-
milar phrase, éyo uiv yap Ty odv
abtois &xpaymostvy Kkai Tov T
novyias &ura xai dpsdoaips éxi-
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by nature equal with the Father did not think highly
of this, as he would have done, if he had been raised
to such equality from an inferior state, but he even
laid it asidet: ke divested himself of it; which is
the proper translation of the word éxéwocer, and is
an allusion to the pleroma or divine fulness which
St. Paul mentions, Eph.i. 23. Col. i. 19. ii. 9. I shall
therefore proceed to the third point, which was pro-
posed to be proved: for Christ’s divesting himself
was a consequence of his not thinking it robbery,
i.e. not thinking it any great thing ¢o be equal with
God: and if we can ascertain what the Fathers
understood by his divesting himself, it will also ex-
plain what they understood by ke thought it not
robbery to be equal with God.

3. Irenzeus says, that the apostles of the Gentiles
had to teach that there was one God, *“ and that
« His Word, who by nature was invisible, became
“ palpable and visible among men, and kumbled
« hsmself unto death, even the death of the cross".”

dpausy, I should think myself
very lucky if I could share their
ease and tranquillity. V. H. I1I.
17. Josephus has the expression,
Ty ixeciay dpwdoavres, eagerly
catching at this entreaty. B.J.
ii. 18, 10. We may also com-

re the following expression
n Latin :—non enim aut gravi-
tati senatus congruebat omnia
simul deferre, aut bono principi
raptum ire tot simul dignitates.
A good prince ought not to shew
a great eagerness lo emjoy so
many dignities at once. Lam-
prid. Al. Sev. 1. In all these
places we may perceive the
same sense which Rufinus ex-

presses by magni aliquid depu-
tare.

¢t The Pseudo-Athanasius ex-
plains the phrase thus : § vid 7ed
Oeol xai Oeis Povinbels xaraSiras
éxl T i xal vapxuﬂﬁvm, otk dgpo-
Bibn xa.fa,gﬁm: o0 &praro., o
7&,; elxer JE dpxayic v Oéoryra,
wzep Tig Exes mpiypa dp-xwy-q;,
Kai poPeitas dmoréoas atrd. I con-
ceive this writer to have been
certainly mistaken in his allu-
sion to the word dpxayuiv, but
his commentary shews that the
preexistence of Christ, as God,
was supposed to be declared in
this passage.

v Et hujus Verbum, naturali-
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Origen observes, * That which came down among
“ men was in the form of God, and out of benevo-
“ lence divested himself, that he might be compre-
 hended by men: but the change was not to him
“ from good to evil, for ke did no sin; nor from
 honour to dishonour, for he did not know sin ; nor
“ from happiness did he come to unhappiness: but
« he humbled himself, and yet was no less happy,
« even when he humbled himself for the benefit of
“ mankind. But he who healed the wounds of
 our souls by God the Word that was in him, he
 was incapable of receiving any harm. But if the
« Word, the immortal God, by taking a mortal body
« and soul, seems to Celsus to be changed and trans-
¢ formed, let him know, that the Word continued
« substantially the Word, nor does it suffer any of
“ the things which the body and soul suffer; but
“ coming down once to that which was not able to
“look at the dazzling brightness of his divinity,
“ becomes in a manner flesh, speaking corporeally,
* until he, who receives him as such, being shortly
¢« exalted by the Word, is able to contemplate his
“ own, and if I may so say, his primary form=.”

ter quidem invisibilem, palpabi-
lem et visibilem in hominibus
factum, et usque ad mortem de-
scendisse, mortem autem crucis.
IV. 24. 2. p. 260.

x T} 3¢ xataBePyxds els avbps-
®ovg &v popdi Oeol Imiipye’ Kai dide
Pirarbporsiay éavidy dkbwoey, Ba
xopmbivas iw dobpdmey Sumby. of
dimov 8 ¢ dryalob elg kakdy yéyover
attd peraboNy, duapriay yip olk
emofpaer' odd ek xahdd els alayply,
ob yiop Eyvw dpapriar oode éf eddau-
povias Tnbev els kaxodaspoviav® GAN'

éavriy wév drazmehuwoey, addey § Yr-
Tov paxdpiog Y, xad Ire ouppepdy-
Tog T yéves Nudy davrdy Lramelvov.
8 3% mpatuara Tdv Juydy
Wiy Oepameboy ik 7B & alrd
Adyow Oeol, alrds wdowng xaxfag
dmapddextos Yo+ €l B Kal oGua Ory-
7oy Keed Yy dvBpumivgy dvaraBoy
¢ dldvatos @eds Adyos doxed TH
Kérop dAAdTreabas kal peramrds-
reobas, pardavézw 3vi & Adyos 7f
obolg wévay Abyos otdev pév mdayes
8y wdaxes T aapa, § 5 Yvgi gvy-
xataPalvey ¥ &b’ dre 1§ py dvva-
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Dionysius of Alexandria says to the heretic Paul
of Samosata; “ How can you say that Christ is
“ merely a conspicuous man, and not very God,
“ worshipped by every creature together with the
« Father and the Holy Ghost, who became incarnate
“ of the blessed Virgin Mary the mother of God?
« for he submitted for our sakes to be born of a
“ woman : whence also he submitted to suffering
« for our sakes, having divested himself, and hum-
« bled himself unto death, even the death of the
“ cross, being equal with Gody.” After which he
says, “ He thought it not robbery to be equal with
“ God, means—that he was not like those who by
¢ virtue and labour, and trouble and contests, take
« the kingdom of God by force: it was not thus that
« the very Christ Jesus, who was not made perfect
“ by the exercises of virtue, gained his equality with
“ God: but His glory covered the heavens, and
“ the earth was full of His praise, and His bright-
“ ness was as the light: (Hab. iii. 3, 4.) and he him-
¢ self who truly existed eternally in the Father bears
« witness, saying, I am the light of the world :
“ (John viii. 12.) i. e. Lord of the world, having in
“ himself the Father and the quickening and Holy
« Spirit. He divested himself: he was not

wévp alrol Ths pappapryds Kai Ty
Aapmpirra T BesTyros BAéme,
oovel aipf ylvetas, copatikids Aa-
Aovperes, €ug & TowtToy alTiy wapa-
debdperos kata Ppaxd txi Tob Ad-
v petewpoperos Sumby adrol xal
T (V' obTwg dvepdaw) pevyoupé-
wyy wepdrp Bedaaafa. c. Cels. IV,
§. 15. p.510. s

¥ N&g ob Aéyes avbpumor kaz-
efaiperor Tov Xpiotdy, kal o0 Ocdy

ra hrfiviv, xal wpeakurelpevoy
wapk wdon; kricews oy Tatpi xai
dyly TNveduari, v capkabévra
T4 dyiag xapbivev, Kkai Oeotixov
Mayiag; ¥ fuds yap xatetéfato
/ ).« \
yeréalas éx quvads v xai 78
4 €\ € ~ 7, ’
wdbos imép yuiv xatedéfato, Kevir-
Tag éavtoy, Kal Tawewdras éws fa-
z ’ A ~ ¥ -~
vdTov, Burdtov 3¢ aTavpol, ica Oeod
ixdpyes (1. ixdgyam.) p. 210-11.
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 contained in us by leaving the Father: God for-
“bid! but I will quote to you the words of God
“ himself, which say, I and the Father will come
“ and make our abode with him, (John xiv. 23.)
“ that Dbelieveth on me. Christ Jesus, who
« divested himself, having in himself the Head,
“ which is the Father, for the head of Christ is
“ God, (1Cor. xi. 3.) hath shewed strength with
 his arm, and exalted the humble, (Luke i. 51.)
« that the Highest might be contained in them, and
“ might dwell in us on account of his mercy and
“ goodness wherewith he loved us. This is the
“ divesture of the right hand of the Most High. So
“ that the divesture does not imply his change : God
“ forbid ! but a renovation to us by his divesture,
“ which he who divested himself gave to us. The
“ Holy Spirit which was poured out on all flesh
“ remains full : as does the holy and vivifying blood,
“ which was shed from the depth of the divine side:
« Jesus Christ who divested himself continues full,
“ who poured out the incorruptible blood: he con-
 tinues to live, who poured out his blood which
« gives us life .”

z P. 254. Oby, dpmayuwdy k.7 A
ToUTo Aéyes, 371 of xalbdwep of ¥’
dpetis Kai wovwy Kal GAhlewy Kkai
dydvay dpwdlovar iy Basirelay Ted
Oesv——oby, ofTag & dv Xpiards
*Inaols, o0 wovess dperis Teheiwbelg
képdave 75 has loa Ocf. AN
exdAnpey K. T. Ao Kai paprvpel ab-
T & ahnba kel Imdpxay & TP
®atpl, Aywy, &yd elps T8 Ppiis vob
xéapov* & eoTi Seamarg ToU Koapmov,
éxov & éavt§ TOY WaTipE Kai To
fwomudy xai Kipioy Thvelpa AN’
éavtly dkévwgey——p. 255. 00 M-
wdy 1oy xatépa, Exwpiln & quiv py

Yévoito' AN alTdd Tob Oeot aor
Tupacticw Guviy, Myovaay, i éya
xal ¢ matyp éAevaopueda x. 7. A,
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*Inools, Exay & davt§ THY Keparyy
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Ocls, émoinoe Kpitog k. T. A v yw-
0% & adveis & tuares, kai évai-
oy & quiv Jix Ty abred dikar-
Opwniay kai dyabityra, Gy gydmyoey
npdss abry 9 kévwaus Tig Sebids Tob
tiagTor® dore oly 4 kévwaig ob Tpo-
TN abTP anpaives, py yévoite, AN
Wiy Gvaxaiapay Bik T Kevdaens
alTob, N éxapicato Nuir & kevdoag

K




130 CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS, A.D. 194.

Peter of Alexandria says, “ The Word was made
“ flesh by the Will of God, and being found in
« fushion as a man was not bereft of his divinity.
“ For this was not done that he who was rich, by
“ becoming poor, might give up his power and
“ glory; but that he might submit to death for us
“ sinners *.” )

After these quotations, I cannot help noticing the
following assertion of Dr. Priestley, who tells us,
« That Christ emptied himself of his former glory
« and power, and did not sustain the world during
« his abode on earth, is quite a moderu opinion;
“ and on that account only can never be received as
« the original and genuine doctrine of Christianity b.”
It would be charitable to think that Dr. Priestley
had never studied the early Fathers; but his own
repeated assertions forbid us to justify his mistate-
ments on these grounds.

4. We might think that Tatian alluded to this
text, and conceived the form of a servant to mean
the form of man, when he says, as quoted at p. 62.
that “ God was born in the form of man.”

Clement of Alexandria says, “ The Word him-
« self is a mystery revealed, God in man, and man
“ God but since the flesh is a servant, as Paul
“ bears witness, how can any one with reason adorn
“ a servant 2 For that the flesh is in the form of a

éavrdy  dxyedpery 10 Ihvelpa 78
yiov €xi miTaY TdpKa péves TAYpES,
kal éxyebey 7o dyiov Kai fwomosow
aipa éx Babovs T Beicis mhevpde®
péves mhipng 6 kevdaag éavtiy "lyaots
Xpioros éxxéas 1o dbaprov K. 7. A

8 @eMiuats Ol & Adyos adpl
yeviperog, kai axiuats ebpefels dg
@vbpumog, obx dmeheiply 95 Oedry-

Tog. ol¢ yap fva T Suvdpews alTib
7 3Eng Tenelag dmoaTy FTwyevoas
wholaiog Oy ToUTo dyéveTo” GAN Tva
xal Ty Odvatoy imép wpay TOV
duaprardy dvadéfyras. Rel. Sacr.
I11. p. 344.

b History of early Opinions,
L p. 59.
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« servant, the apostle tells us, speaking of the Lord,
“ that ke divested himself, taking the form of a
« servant: he calls the outward man a servant, be-
¢« fore that the Lord became a servant, and bore our
“ flesh : but God hath himself freed the flesh, having
« suffered with it: he hath rescued it from corrup-
« tion, and the deadly and bitter slavery, and clothed
“ it with immortality ©.”

Hippolytus makes the river Jordan say, in answer
to the question, What ailed thee, O Jordan, that
thou wast driven back? “ We saw the Creator of
s all things in the form of a servant, and not know-
“ ing the mystery of the incarnation, we are driven
“ back through fear 9.” Hippolytus is treating of
the baptism of Christ in the river Jordan.

In another place he says, that David « wrote pro-
¢ phetical Psalms upon the true Christ our God, and
¢« evidently declared all the things which happened
“ to him in his suffering from the Jews, how that
« Christ humbled himself and put on the form of
“ the servant Adam*,” &c. And again, after quoting

“ Adyog yikp abrds puaripor du-
pari, Ocis &y dvbpdny, xal & dy-
Oparmog Oeds® Soryg B¢ olavg
TVs oapxis, kalfds xal § MaTheg pap-
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Admiopa wepilels, Ty dbavacia.
Peed. IIL 1. p. 251.
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phan. c. 2. L. p. 262.
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the 69th and other Psalms as spoken in the person
of Christ, he says, ¢ Christ uttered all these prayers
¢ incarnately as man, being very God. But, as I
« said before, it was the form of the servant, which
“ said and suffered these thingsf.”

Origen quotes the text, Phil. ii. 6, 7, and observes,
« He took the form of a servant, and though he was
“ of an invisible nature, as being equal to the Fa-
 ther, he yet took a visible appearance, and was
“ found in appearance as @ man®8.” And in another
place he says, « To come, when applied to him,
“ does not mean to change his place, but that he
« appeared, who before was not seen: for being in-
“ visible, by being the image of the invisible God,
« by taking the form of a servant, and being born,
« the Word was seen as flesh, that by appearing
“ thus he might lead us by this perception to see
- <« also his glory, the glory of the only-begotten of
“ the Father"” And again, « The scriptures some-
 times call him @ servant, and sometimes Son : a
“ servant, on account of the form of a servant, and
« as of the seed of David; but Son of God, on ac-
“ count of his first-born essence '.”

~ \
f Tabra d¢ mdvia Xpioris clko- dopatos, TH elvas elxdy Qo dopdiTov,

yopixis g &vBpamog glxeto, Ocss dy
danbivds. "AAN d¢ Pphdcag eimov,
popdy Tl Selaov v Talta Adywoa
xal wdoyovaa. ib. c. 4. p. 3.

& Formam namque servi ac-
cepit, et cum ipse invisibilis sit
pature, utpote equalis Patri,
habitum tamen visibilem susce-
pit, et repertus est habitu ut
bhomo. In Gen. Hom IV. §. 5.

. 72.

b Ty yap éMeiv altov of Témov
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Psalm cxviii. 27. p. 795.

i Al aylas mpogmreias Gwov pév
dobAoy, Gmov B¢ vity alTov dvaryoped-
oves® BsTAov iy, Sik 1Yy Sovhou mop-
¢y, K@l vov ék omépuatos Aafid
vioy d¢ Oeol, KaTE THY WpWTITOKOY
abred Swvduw. In Joan. X. §. 4.
p. 165.



CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS, A.D. 194. 133

Novatian’s words are perhaps the most express:
“ He was content to take the form of a servant, i. e.
“ to become man and the substance of flesh and
“ body at which time also he divested himself,
* while he did not refuse to take the human weak-
‘“ ness of our nature. But if he had been merely
“ born as a man, he would not by that have divested
 or emptied himself: for @ man, when he is born,
“ is increased, not diminished. For when he begins
“ to be that which he could not have had when he
“ was not, he is not made empty, but is rather in-
“ creased and enriched. But if Christ is made empty,
“ by being born, by taking the form of a servant,
“ how is he merely a man? of whom it would be
* more correct to say, that he became rich when he
“ was born, not that he became empty ¥.”

5. The following passages may explain what St.
Paul meant, when he said of Christ, that «“ God
« hath highly exalted him.” (Phil. ii. 9.)

Hippolytus says, “ The expression grown wupl,
“ signifies the progress of the glory naturally inhe-
“ rent in him, and its return to what it was from

k Ut formam servi susciperet
contentus fuit, hoc est, homi-
nem illum fieri et substantiam
carnis et corporis——quo tem-
pore se etiam exinanivit, dum
humanam conditionis fragilita-
tem suscipere non recusavit.
Quoniam si homo tantummodo
natus fuisset, per hoc exinanitus
non esset : homo enim nascens
augetur, non exinanitur: nam
dum incipit esse quod, cum
non esset, habere non potuit,
ut diximus, non exinanitur, sed
potius augetur atque ditatur.

Ac si Christus exinanitur in eo
quod nascitur, formam servi ac-
cipiendo, quomodo homo tan-
tummodo est? de quo verius
dictum fuisset locupletatum il-
lum esse tunc quum nasceretur,
non exinanitum. De Trinitate,
c.17.p.717.

! Instead of ¢ Joseph is a
“ fruitful bough,” which we
read at Gen. xlix. 22. Hippoly-
tus translates, Joseph is a son
grown up, which he applies to
Christ. He follows the LXX.

K3
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“ the beginning For after that the only-begotten
«“ Word of God, who is God of God, divested him-
« self according to the scriptures, lowering himself
“ voluntarily to what he was not, and clothed him-
« self with this inglorious flesh, he is afterwards said
“ to be kighly exalted, and receives the name which
“ 48 above every name, according to St. Paul’s words,
« as if on account of his human nature he had it
“ not, and almost like a tavour. But in real truth
“ it was not a gift, as of things which originally did
“ not naturally belong to him; very far from it: it
“ should rather be considered a returning and recur-
“ rence to what belonged to him originally and sub-
“ stantially, and so as not to be lost. Therefore he
“ said, when he had incarnately submitted to the
“ meanness of the human nature, Father, glorify
“ me with the glory which I had, &c. (John xvii. 5.)
¢ for he was always in divine glory, existing toge-
“ ther with his own Father before all age and time
“ and the foundation of the world =.”

Origen uses the same language in commenting
upon John xiii. 31. «“ Now ¢s the Son of man glori-
« fied, and God is glorified in him.” His words
are, *“ The glory, which followed death for man’s
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« sake, did not belong to the only-begotten Word,
“who by nature cannot die, nor to Wisdom and
* Truth, and all the other divine attributes which
“ are in Jesus; but to the man, who was also Son
“ of man, born of the seed of David according to
«“ the flesh——It was the same, I imagine, whom
“ God hath highly exalted when he became obe-
« dient unto death, even the death of the cross.
“ For the Word, who in the beginning was God
« with God, does not admit of higher exaltation :
“ but the higher exaltation of the Son of man, which
“ happened to him when he glorified God in his
“ death, was not by his being different from the
“ Word, but the same with it; for if ke that is
« joined to the Lord is one Spirit, so that it can
“ no longer be said of such an one and of the Spirit,
 that they are two; how should we not much ra-
“ ther say, that the human nature of Jesus became
“ one with the Word, when the Word, wko thought
“ it not robbery to be equal with God, was highly
“ exalted, and yet remained in his own exaltation,
“ or rather was restored to it, when he was once
“ more with God the Word, who ts God and
“man"?” His words are equally plain and more

® Iy 5 8 wiv imép doBpdmay
Odvatoy 3ska o0 70T puy weduxizos
dmobrioxew Ty povoyevets Adyov, xal
coplas, xai dhnbeias, xal tca dAra
elvas Aéyeras iy &y 7§ 'Inaol feiw-
Tépav, AN 70D dofpdmov, 5 Ty Kai
vids 00 drbpdmov, yevduevos ¢k amép-
paros Aafid 10 xavd cdpxa=—
Tobroy ¥ oluas Kal § Oels imeptifuae
yevipevoy Emixooy K. T. A, & ydp Ad-
05 & dpxF mpds T Oedv Oels, otk
ImBéyetas 73 Smeprpabivas. ‘H B¢
txepiduaic o0 v 0¥ dvbpdmov

yevouévy atrd Bofdoavrs Tov Ocdy
& 7§ éavret Qavdry, alTy Ty py-
kérs Erepov abrdy elvas ToU Adyov,
&AA& Ty alToY AUTH ————mis olyi
uarkoy 10 dvbpdmivey T Inood
pnerd ToU Adyov Aéyoiper yeyovévas
b, Smeprwpévoy pey ToU my dp-
mayudy ymocapéov T evas loa
Ocg, uévorrog d¢ & 1§ Bip te, §
kal dmoxalbictauévov éx’ attd Tob
Adyov, Sre mdrw v mpos Tov Oedy,
Oes Adyos dv xai dvBpumes; In
Joan. XXXII. §. 17. p. 446.
K 4
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concise when he says, that “ He divested himself,
“ coming down hither, and having divested himself,
“ he received again those things from which he
« divested himself, having divested himself volun-
“ tarily °.”

Novatian writes thus: * He received a name whick
“ is above every mame, which we understand to be
“ no other than the name of God. For since it be-
“ longs to God alone to be above all things, it follows,
“ that that name is above every thing, which belongs
“ to Him who is above all things, i.e. God For
« if Christ were not also God, every knee would not
« bow at his name, of things in heaven, and things
“in earth, and under the earth, visible and invi-
“ sible; nor would every created thing be subject
 or inferior to a man, since they would have re-
“ membered that he before had been a man. Where-
« fore since Christ is said to be in the form of God,
“ and is proved fo have divested himself, so as to
“ be born according to the flesh, and is declared to
“ have received that name from the Father whick
“is above every name and all this is asserted
“ to contribute fo the glory of God the Father, it
« follows, that he is not only man, because ke be-
“ came obedient to his Father, even to the death of
“ the cross; but from these very circumstances,
 which declare the divinity of Christ, he is proved
“ to be the Lord Christ Jesus and God ».”

° Kevdoas éavrdy énduBave wd-
My Tabra &P’ By éxévaoer iavtiv,
éxav kevéaag éavrev. Hom. 1. in
Jerem. p. 129.

P Accepit enim nomen quod
est super omne nomen, quod uti-
que non aliud intelligimus esse,

quam nomen Dei. Nam quum
Dei sit solius esse super omnia,
consequens est, ut nomen illud
sit super omne, quod est ejus, qui
super omnia est, Dei. Neque
enim si non et Deus esset Chri-
stus, omne se in nomine ejus ge-
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Methodius gives his interpretation of the text
thus: “The Son of God came from the fulness of
“ the Godhead into life: for being divested, and
“ having taken the form of a servant, he was again
« fully restored to his own perfection and rank. For
“ being diminished in himself, and dissolved in his
“ own parts, he was again restored from his own
“ diminution and his own parts to his own fulness
“ and magnitude, never having been diminished so
“ as not to be perfect 4.”

These are some of the passages in which the
Ante-Nicene Fathers allude to the text, Phil. ii. 6.
&cr: and when the reader has compared them to-
gether, I would ask the simple question, whether
he thinks that the Fathers agreed with the Unita-
rians in saying, that ¢ this text admits of a fair
“ interpretation consistent with the proper humanity

nu flecteret, calestium, terre-
strium et infernorum, nec visi-
bilia aut invisibilia, aut rerum
omnium omnis creatura homini
esset subjecta sive substrata,
quée se ante hominen esse me-
minisset. Ex quo dum in for-
ma Dei esse Christus dicitur, et
dum in npativitatem secundum
carnem se erxinanisse monstra-
tur, et dum id accepisse nomen
a Patre quod sit super omne no-
men exprimitur,——et hoc ip-
sum in gloriam Dei Patris suc-
currere asseritur, consequenter
non ex ille tantum homo est,
quia obediens Patri factus est
usque ad mortem, mortem au-
tem crucis, sed ex his etiam re-
bus superioribus  divinitatem
Christi sonantibus, Dowminus
Christus Jesus et Deus mon-

stratur. ¢. 17. p. 717.

q €l Tov vioy ToU Oeol, ane
70D wAnpdpatos i BedryTog €ls Tov
Blov éqnubiTos. xevaleis yp Kal
THv pepduy T Sovdey mpocAaBuv,
els Ty lavtdd TeresTNTR WdAY
avenhnpiln xai 1y ablav alrig
vap & éavt§ appulels, Kkai &
Tois €avrel pépeai dvaivbeis, éx
TG €aUTol CpIKpITNTOG KAl TEY éav-
TOU mepay €ls TV GURTAfpWaIY B~
My Ty éavtol kal TO péyebos xat-
oy, olbémote Tob TéNeios elvas pew
6els. Sympos. p. 115.

' Of the Post-Nicene Fathers,
who have noticed this text at
any length, see Athanasius, Orat.
L c. Arian. g4o. vol. I. p. 444-
Epiphan. Ancor. 45. vol. IL.
p. 50. Euseb. de Eccles. Theo-

log. I. p. 94.
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« of Jesus Christ*?” The Unitarians understand the
text to mean—that Jesus Christ being endued with
the power of working miracles, so as to resemble
God, did not lay claim to this power as his own by
right, nor ostentatiously display it for his own ad-
vantage ; but voluntarily submitted to the labours
and the indignities and the punishment of a slave.
He appeared like any other mortal, and at length
was crucified; wherefore God has made him supe-
rior to all former prophets, that all mankind of every
conditien and degree should be taught by Jesus
Christ the worship of the true God *.

Whether this was the sense in which the Fathers
understood the passage, the quotations given above
may serve to shew. The great difference between
the two interpretations is this: The Unitarians un-
derstand the whole passage to relate to the conduct
of Christ while he was upon earth: we conceive
that it speaks of two humiliations: one, when the
Son of God left the bosom of his Father, to take
upon him our human nature; the second, when,
being found in fashion as a man, he submitted to
die upon the cross. In addition to the former quo-
tations, I may adduce Cyprian as conceiving this to
be the general meaning of the passage, when he

* Belsham’s Calm Inquiry,

. 93.

t Improved Version of the
New Testament. Belsham's
Calm Inquiry, and his Trans-
lation of St. Paul's Epistles.
Mr. Belsham’s translation of the
words ovy, dpmarypdy wylocase ¥
evas Yoa Oe§ is unquestionably
wrong. He renders them,—
did not peremptorily lay claim
to this resemblance of God. But

the article =3 prefixed to el
Tra @c shews that this equality
was something which he al-
ready actually possessed, not
something to which he only
made a claim. The Improved
Persion is not chargeable with
this error. The phrase may be
compared with that of Ongen,
&vbpwmos yeyovids obx AwéBare T
elvas Kipiog 6 Oeds. See N©. 231.
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brings it as one of the testimonies to prove  that
¢ Christ was to come humble at his first advent®;”
and at N°. 284. there will be found another quota-
tion from Cyprian, which, if it does not expressly
allude to the present text, at least contains the same
doctrine which we are endeavouring to deduce from
it. Clement of Rome also, the fellow-labourer of
St. Paul, who is mentioned under that title in this
very Epistle to the Philippians, might be thought
to have had the apostle’s words in view, when he
said, as quoted at N°. 6. « Christ belongs to the
¢ humble minded, who do not exalt themselves over
“ his flock. Our Lord Jesus Christ, the Sceptre of
 the majesty of God, did not come in the pomp of
- ¢« splendour or of pride, although he might have
‘ done so, but humble.”

I cannot conclude this long discussion better, than
by giving the meaning of the passage in the words
of Milton, who as an Arian would certainly not have
been overzealous to support the divinity of Christ.

Because thou hast, though thron’d in highest bliss
Egual to God, and equally enjoying
Godlike fruition, quitted all, to save
A world from utter loss; and hast been found
By merit more than birthright Son of God,
because in thee
Love hath abounded more than glory abounds;
Therefore thy humiliation shall exalt
With thee thy manhood also to this throne.

All knees to thee shall bow, of them that bide
In heaven, or earth, or under earth in hell.
P. L. I1I. 805.

o Testimon. IL 13. Quod bumilis in primo adventu suo veni-
ret. p. 289.
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71. Clementis Cokort. ad Gent. c.1. p.9.

Speaking of John the Baptist, he says, ¢ Jobn the
“ herald of the Word—exhorted them to prepare
“ for the coming of God the Christ *.” This asser-
tion of the divinity of Christ is very plain, since it
evidently refers to the words spoken by John in the
wilderness: and it also enables us to illustrate two
passages in the New Testament, Matt. iii. 3. and
xi. 10. ‘
- Matthew iii. 3. as well as Mark i. 3. and Luke
iii. 4. quote Isaiah xl1. 8. thus, < Prepare ye the way
“ of the Lord, make his paths straight” In the
Hebrew it is, “ Prepare ye the way of the Lord,
“ make straight in the desert a highway for our
“ God.” St. Luke also gives the remainder of the
quotation, « and all flesh shall see the salvation of
“ God,” which, though different from the Hebrew,
agrees with the Septuagint. In these words of
Isaiah it is God, Jehovah, for whom a way is to be
prepared : but the evangelists make John to have
fulfilled the prophecy, when he came to prepare the
way for Jesus Christ. It follows therefore, as Cle-
ment says expressly in the present quotation, that
Christ is God.
- «The other passage is Matt. xi. 10. “ Behold, 1
« send my messenger before thy face, whick shall
“ prepare thy way before thee.” This is a quota-
tion from Malachi iii. 1. which Clement may also
have had in view, when he said, that ¢ John ex-
“ horted them to prepare for the coming of God the
“ Christ.” In Malachi it is, « I will send my mes-

X O wiy 'lodwmg & xjp T8 yiveobas elg et Tb XpioTol wapov-
Adyov Talty wy wapexdhes éxojwors  olay.
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« senger, and he shall prepare the way before
“me:” i. e. the messenger was to prepare the way
before God: for it is God, Jehovah, who speaks.
(ver. 6.) All the three evangelists agree in saying
——wkho shall prepare thy way before thee, i. e.
before Christ; so that the evangelists considered
Christ to be the same with God. Commentators
have been perplexed to account for the difference
between the original prophecy, as delivered by Ma-
lachi, and the words given by the three evangelists :
but there seems no occasion for our trying to re-
concile them. The evangelists probably quoted from
memory in this case, as they certainly did some-
times: and if they had no other notion of Christ,
but that he was God, it would be indifferent to
them whether they represented God as saying, be-
Jore me, as speaking of himself, or before thee, as
speaking of Christ. They did not intend to make
any alteration in the words, and they knew that
they were making no alteration in the sense. Thus
the evangelists, as well as Clement, tell us, that -
the person, before whom John was sent to prepare
a way, was God, our Saviour Jesus Christ.
72. Clementis Cokort. ad Gent. c. 9. p. T2.

Having mentioned some of the exhortations in
the New Testament, by which Christ and his apo-
stles invited men to receive the Gospel, he adds
these remarkable words; “ Are you so secure, or
+““ rather so incredulous, and will you not be per-
“ suaded either by the Lord himself, or by Paul,
“ even when ke entreats you for Christ's sake, and
“ taste and see that Christ is God Y?” This testi-

Y —— pire att§ weilopevas % twép Xpiorob despuévy, yeloeabe, xai
Kupiw, pwijre t§ TMairp, xai 7atta  ibere 310 Xpioris 6 Beds;
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mony is valuable, not only as giving the sentiments
of Clement himeelf concerning the divinity of Christ,
but as conveying to us the important fact, that in
his opinion St. Paul openly exhorted men to believe
in Christ as God.

The latter words are an evident allusion to Psalm
xxxiv. 8. O taste and see that the Lord is good ;
nyeboagBe kai ideve Gri ypnavds 6 Kipios: which passage
is referred to in 1 Peter ii. 3. and we must not sup-
pose that, in Clement’s quotation, Xpioros, Christ,
is put for ypnoros, good, by mistake. In two other
places ?, Clement quotes the same words, and in
each he says, taste and see that the Lord is Christ.
The early Christians were fond of this play upon
the words, and of remarking, that Christus (Christ)
and Chrestus (good or meek) so nearly resembled
each other. Justin Martyr says, “ As far as appears
“ from the name which is objected against us, we
“ are most meek :” (xpnovoraroi®:) and again, « we
« are accused of being Christians : but it is not right
“ that what is meek should be hated".” Tertullian
alludes to the resemblance thus: ¢ The word Ckris-
“ tian is derived from anointing : but when you
‘¢ pronounce the word improperly, it is derived from
« suavity or benignityc.” Theophilus makes use of
a different resemblance, and says 4, « I acknowledge
« that I am a Christian, and I bear this name which
“ is beloved by God, hoping to be serviceable (elypy-
“ oros) to God.” It is probable, that Ckristus and
Chrestus differed very little from each other as pro-

* Peed. L. 6. p. 124. Strom. ¢ Apol. c. 3. p. 4. see Lac-

V. 10. p. 685. tant. IV, 7. p. 287.
& Apol. L. 4. p. 45. 4 Ad Autol. [. 1. p. 338. and
b b, still more at length p. 345.
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nounced by the ancients; and Suetonius certainly
speaks of Chrestus when he meant to name our Sa-
viour®.

78. Clementis Cokort. ad Gent. c. 10. p. 84.

Equally, or even more forcible, is the following
exhortation; *“ Believe, O man, in him who is man
“ and God : believe, O man, in him who suffered,
“ and is worshipped, the living God: believe, ye
 that are enslaved, in him who was dead: all ye
“ men believe in him, who alone of all men is
“ Godf;” of which words it is only necessary to re-
mark, that they exclude every other interpretation
or inference, but that which makes Jesus Christ to
be verily and substantially God: he who was man,
who suffered and died, is to be worshipped as the
living God.

In the next quotation Clement again speaks of
Christ as being worshipped : and at p. 311. he ad-
dresses a prayer to the Word, as to Gods. At
p. 851. he says, “ We are commanded, that we
“ ought to worship and honour him, convinced that
¢ he is the Word and Saviour and Governor, and
“ by him the Father,"” &c. When we find Clement
thus expressly asserting that Christ is to be wor-
shipped, we should remember, that in many places
he protests against all creature-worship. At p. 59.

¢ Claud. c. 25. A Disserta-
tion upon the words Christus
and Chrestus was published by
Michael Rossal. See also Hu-
etius Demonstr. Evang. Prop.
IIL. §. 20. Kortholt. in Pagano
Obtrectatore, p. 713.

f Nllorevaoy, dvbpume, dyvfpimy
xal Oy wiotevaoy, Gvbpuxe, 75
zabivri, xal wpooxkvwvpiry O

Lavei. moteloare, ol Bothas, 1§
vexp§® wdvres dvBpamos, moTeSTaTe
wovg 75 wdyvwy dylpdmuy Ocj.

& Ped. III. c. ult.

h TéBeiv B¢ deiv dyxenevdpeba xad
Tikdy Tov atTv, Kai Adyov ceTipd
Te alrly xal yyeudva elvas wachiv-
re, xai 8 adrot Tiv Iatépam—

Strom. VIL 7.
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after condemning the idolatry of the heathen, he
says, I long for the Lord of the spirits, I seek after
¢« the Lord of the fire, the Creator of the world, God
“ who gave to the sun its light, not after the works
“of Godi.” At p.809. he says, that « the first
“ commandment taught the Jews to abstain from
“« the idolatry of created things, placing all their
“ hope in Him who was truly God:” and that the
second commandment taught them “ not to give the
“ name of God to things that were created k.” If
Clement really held these sentiments, how could he
worship Christ, and yet believe him to have been a
man created by God ?

We have already seen, p. 65, that Melito also
spoke of Christ as an object of worship. Tertullian
must also have held the same doctrine, when he
says, “ This patience of the body recommends us
“ when we are praying, strengthens us when we
« are deprecating; it opens the ears of Christ our
“ Godl” In another place he says, * The kingdom
“ and name of Christ is extended every where, is
‘ believed every where, is had in reverence by all
“ the nations enumerated above, reigns every where,
“ is worshipped every where™.” Origen observes,
that the cave was still shewn at Bethlehem, ¢ in
* which Jesus was born, who is worshipped and ad-

tiones aflirmat, hec aures Chri-
sti Dei aperit. De Patientia c.

13. p. 147.

T Tov Kpiov 1oy wvevpdroy .03
o 7é €pya 10U Bect. Cohort.
ad Gent. c. 6.

k apiaTivras THg THY ye-
Ty eldwhohatpiug unde émi-
pépesy T8 peyaneiov xpdvos Tob Becd,
Frep doTi o Svopa—im T& yeyTa
xal pdraia. Strom. VI. 16.

! Heec patientia corporis pre-
cationes commendat, depreca-

m Christi regnum et nomen
ubique porrigitur, ubique credi-
tur, ab ommnibus gentibus supra
enumeratis colitur, ubique re-
gnat, ubique adoratur. adv. Ju-
deos, c. 7. p. 189.
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“ mired by the Christians®.” He also asserts, that
“ the Christians abhor worshipping any thing else
“ than God who is over all, and the firsthorn of
“ every creature, who is His Word and God°:”
and again, “ Christ is to be worshipped on account
“ of the Word of God that is in himPr.” Cyprian
tells us, that ¢ God the Father has commanded that
“ His Son should be worshipped .” Dionysius of
Alexandria uses the very strong expressions, that
 Christ is to be worshipped by every creature with
“ the Father and the Holy Spirit*:” and “ that the
“ multitude of the blessed spirits above worship
« Christ®.” Lastly, Arnobius informs us of the
fact, that Christ “ was worshipped with daily sup-
« plications 4,” and *“ worshipped in the highest de-

({1 gree ﬂ.”

" 'Ey 7§ omplaly Tolre & imd
XpioTiaviy ®poowvverpevos kal Bav-
paliperos yeyévmras "Inaos. Cont.
Cels. 1. 51. p. 367.

© —— dkTpemopévay d)No Ti aé-
Bew maps Tov émi wdas Oewv, xal
Ty TparréToxoy whans Kricews Adyoy
alri kai Gedv. Contra Cels. VII,
c. ult. p, 744.

P ‘0 Xpiords mpoaxuryris die 7y
& alrd Adyoy ©eit. In Ps. xcix.
5. p. 780. Notwithstanding
these expressions, Dr. Priestley
tells us, that ¢ Origen, in a
¢ large treatise on the subject
 of prayer, urges very forcibly
« the propriety of praying to
“ the Father only, and not to
¢ Christ :” from which he ar-
gues, that *in his time peti-
¢ tions to Christ were unknown
“in the public assemblies of
¢ Christians.” (Historyof early
Opinions, 1. p. 37. see also III.
p- 419) This negative argu-

ment is surely overthrown by
the positive evidence of Origen
himself. See also another pas-
sage from Origen at N*. 205.

49 Pater Deus precepit Filium
suum adorari. De bono Pati-
entiz, p. 255.

¥ TWHOTKUYOUUEV0y Tapd wd-
ons kticews ov Matpl, xai doyly
mvedpari, Po211.

8 Tiw 8 Aye, o wmpookuvel 3
18y dvw dyloy wvedpatey wAnbls.
P. 244.

t He represents the heathens
objecting to the Christians—
¢ et Deum fuisse contenditis,
« et superesse adhuc creditis, et
¢ quotidianis supplicationibus
< adoratis.” L. p. 20.

v Inficiaturos arbitramini nos
esse, quam maxime illum a no-
bis coli, et preesidem nostri cor-
poris nuncupari? L p. 24. We
may add the words of Athana-
sius, in a work written before

L
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These are some of the places in which the Ante-
Nicene Fathers speak of religious worship being
paid to Christ: and they surely are sufficient to de-
cide the fact of such worship being paid, however
some persons may question the propriety of paying
it. We are at present concerned in investigating
the fact: and we shall perhaps pause before we ac-
cuse all the Fathers of the three first centuries, of
either not understanding the first principles of their
religion, or wilfully perverting them. Though Eu-
sebius wrote rather later than the period, which I
" have prescribed for this work, his testimony is valu-
able, as that of a man who was suspected of Arian-
ism; and he says, “ that all nations had become dis-
« ciples of Christ, who is God, the Word, and ac-
“ knowledge that they worship him as God *:” and
again, “ wherefore we have learnt to honour, and re-
“ verence, and worship him alone, as Lord, and Sa-
« viour, and God7.” Dr. Priestley urges it as a very
strong argument against the divinity of Christ, that he
was not worshipped by the early Christians ; whereas
they must have worshipped him, if they had believed
him to be God2. If the examples given above have
any weight, we may turn Dr. Priestley’s argument
against himself, and conclude, that the early Chris-
tians did believe Christ to be God, because they paid

the Arian controversy arose,
probably about the year 319 :
v wev Tay elldhor Segidaipoviay
xatahpmdvovosy of &vfpwmos, émi B
Tor Xpio Ty kavapedyouas, xal Bedv
altiv wpookuvotvres, De Incarn.
46. vol. L. p. 88; and again, %
3¢ &gnredalor dotavpwpmévey, ToUTow
wpoakuvebos Xpiasly, Ocdv alriy dpo-

Aoyoivres. 1b. 53. p. 93-4.

X Ofrives Oclv Adyoy trra o¥
Xpioror pwepabnnires, dg Oedy mpoo=
Kxuveiy alToy dpohoyotyras. Demonst.
Evang. VIIL 1. p. 377.

Y A Kal Tiudv kai aéfey xal
HpoTKVVEDV pivoy alTdy, ola Kipioy Kad
Twtipa xal Ocdy, pepabixaper. De
Eccles. Theol. L. 10. p. 69.

= History of early Opinions,
L p. 40, &e.
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him religious worship. If the testimonies of the
Fathers upon this point are not thought sufficient,
we have the evidence even of a heathen, that the
Christians worshipped Jesus Christ. I allude to Lu-
cian, who lived in the second century, about the time
of Clement of Alexandria: and he says of the Chris-
tians, that they ¢ denied the gods of the Greeks,
“ and worshipped their crucified teacher, and lived
‘ according to his laws®.” Porphyry also, who was
such a violent opponent of Christianity, at the end
of the third century, in a work which is now lost,
quoted some oracles which had spoken favourably
of Christ, and makes this remark upon one of them;
“ Here it was said that he was a very religious man,
“and that his soul, like that of other persons, be-
“ came immortal after his death : and this the Chris-
“ tians in their folly worship®.” We may form our
own opinions concerning these oracles, which were
received as genuine by Porphyry: but that the
Christians of his day were conceived by him to wor-
ship Christ, is a fact which cannot be denied.

74. Clementis Cokort. ad Gent. c. 10. p. 86.

Having appealed to the astonishing progress which
the gospel had then made in the world, as a proof
of its divine origin, he says, “ For the Lord could
“ not have accomplished so vast a work in so short
“ a time without divine Providence the Lord,
“ who in person was depised, though in reality
« worshipped ; he who was truly a Purifier, a Sa-

2 'Exeddy dnaf wapaPdvres of Pisas. De Morte Peregini.
Xpiotiavoi Beods ey Tovg ‘EAnvixols b .. % céBay dwiotyras Tols
dxapricavtas, Tiv b dvackohomi- Xpomavels. Apud Eus. Dem.
ouévoy xeivoy gopioTiy abriv xpor-  Evang. 111 6. p. 134.

KWarTs, kol katdk Todg éxevob vépoug
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« viour, and Placable¢; the divine Word, who was
« truly and most manifestly God, who was equal to
¢ the Lord of the universe, because he was His Son,
“ and the Word was in God 4.” The expression of
Christ being fruly God, dvru¢ Bess, is the more re-
markable, because it is one which Clement in seve-
ral places¢ applies to God the Father, styling him
the only real God, p.o'vo; ovrws Oeds.
75. . Clementis Pedagog. 1. I. c. 5. p. 112.

The object of this chapter is to shew, that God
considers us all as children, both in providing for us,
and in teaching us. Clement also produces those
passages in which Jesus himself is called a child,
particularly that of Isaiah ix. 6. where the child that
was to be born is said to be Wonderful, Counsellor,
the mighty God, the everlasting Father: after
which magnificent prophecy, Clement very justly
exclaims, “ O the mighty God! O the perfect
¢ Child! the Son in the Father, and the Father in
¢ the Son John bears witness to this child,
« Behold the Lamb of God! For since the scrip-
 ture calls infant children Zambs, it calls God the
“ Word, who was made man for us, who was will-
“ing in all things to be like unto us, the Lamb of
“ God, the Son of God, the Child of the Fatherf.”

¢ These were three epithets
of Jupiter; and I have endea-
voured to give the meaning of
Clement, which is, that they
applied much more properly to
Jesus Christ.

4 08 yip dv crws & Sadyp xpi-
vo ToaavTor Epyoy Gvev Belag Kydepo-
vias eivoer & Kipiog, tles xara-
povorueros, Epyw mpooKuveUmerss, 8
Kabdpoios kai Swrvipiog xai Mari-

%006, & Beiog Adyos, & pavepdTaTos
g Beds, & TH Aeanmory Tav Lhwy
bicwleis, §ri 7y uisg abol, Kxal é
Adyos v & 1§ Oe§.

¢ P. 45, 55, 60, 81,92, 150.

f'0 700 peydrov Ol & Tob
Tehelov xadiov: vids &y watpi, xai
T2t v UIP ———émel yap dpyag
bvepdles 3 ypadm Tobs waidas Tolg
ymiovs, Tov Oetv Tov Adyov, Tov 8
Npés dvBpwmoy yevipevoy, xats wdvTa
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76. Clementis Pedagog. . 1. c. 6. p. 113,

In order to introduce the next example, we may
give a remarkable instance of the manner in which
the Fathers quoted from memory. Clement gives

- the words which were spoken from heaven at the
baptism of Jesus in the following manner; ¢ Thou
“art my beloved Son, this day have I begotten
“ thee.” Matthew, (iii.17.) Mark, (i. 11.) and Luke
(iii. 22.) all give the words with little variation,
« Thou art my beloved Son, in thee I am well
« pleased.” Instead.of the last clause, Clement
supplies the words of Psalm ii. 7. Perhaps we
ought not to say in this instance that he quoted
from memory. There is good reason to suppose,
that in some MSS. the passage was read in this
way, and the Cambridge MS. actually contains this
reading. Justin Martyr, who lived before Clement,
quotes it so twice®, as do Methodius® and Lactan-
tius’. Augustin expressly says, that some copies of
St. Luke read, « Thou art my Son, this day have 1
« begotten thee,” though the words were not in the
older Greek MSS. He seems to have thought it
not improbable, that the latter words were actually
spokenk. Epiphanius gives afn extract from the
Gospel of the Ebionites, in which the words are said
to have been, “ Thou art my beloved Son, in whom
¢ 1 am well pleased: this day have I begotten
¢ theel.” .

Clement follows up the quotation with these

s dmewdleabas Bovhdpever, duviy b Sympos. p. 112.

,érchnke Tob Oedt, Tov vidy ToU Oeol, i IV, 15. p. 310.
oy vimoy 700 atpds. k De Cons. Evang. IL. 14.
g Dial. cum Tryph. c. 88. ! Heer. XXX. vol. L. p. 138.

p- 186. et 103. p. 198.
L3
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words; “ Let us then ask these wise people, is
« Christ, who is begotten again this day, already
« perfect, or, which is most absurd, is he deficient ?
« if the latter, there must be something which he
“ has yet to learn: but it is unreasonable that there
« should be a single thing for him yet to learn, since
« he is God ™.” Clement accordingly concludes, that
Christ is “ perfect, born of the Father who is per-
«“ fect®:” and yet at p. 129. he says, that he has
proved “that the Father alone is perfect;” which
two statements can only be reconciled by our be-
lieving the Father and the Son to be one; and this
is asserted by Clement in the very next sentence,
“ for the Son is in Him, and the Father in the
“ Son°.”
77. Clementis Pedagog. 1. 1. c. 6. p. 118.

It is well known, however, that the Fathers often
quoted passages of scripture from memory. We
must not therefore always found a various reading
upon the mere authority of such quotations, if it is
not supported by other evidence. I mention this,
because the following example contains a quotation
from St. Paul, in which Clement makes a remark-
able variation from the received text. In quoting
Gal. iv. 7. he gives it thus; « Wherefore thou art
“ no more a servant, but a son ; and if a son, then
“ an heir through God.” Our received version says,
“an heir of God through Christ,” kApovipos Bect
dix Xpiorob, though Griesbach would merely read
KAnpovopos, Without the other words. I do not wish

m 2\ wpoopalely wév al- ° *Amedeifaper pivoy  elvas
Tov €ixds ovd¢ &, Oedv tyra. Téhioy Ty MNatépa 7oy Shay &

N iy Adyor Téhewy éx Te-  alrd ykp & vivs, kal & TF vif &
Aelov ivra Tob Tarpds. " Marip. Pad. 1. 7.
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to contend that the copies which Clement used con-
tained «kAvpovomos Bix Oeod, though two of the best
MSS. and some later Fathers, support the reading;
he perhaps quoted from memory : but the way in
which he writes the words surely proves, that he
was in the habit of considering Christ as God, and
that he thought it indifferent which term he used.
When he said, an keir through God, he certainly
did not mean God the Father, for such a form of
expression is never to be met with in the New Tes-
tament or in the Fathers: we are heirs through
Christ: and Clement, whether he quoted from -me-
mory, or made his choice between different read-
ings, certainly saw nothing unscriptural or extraor-
dinary in substituting the term God for Christ.

78. Clementis Pedagog.1.1. c.7. p. 131.

In this chapter he names some of the most cele-
brated tutors and instructors who are mentioned in
ancient history, and shews how defective they were
in many points. He then says of Jesus Christ, « But
% our Instructor, the holy God Jesus, the Word, who
« is the Leader of the whole human race, the mer-
¢ ciful God himself, is our Instructor p.”

79. Clementis Pedagog.1.1. c.7. p. 181.

Every page of this treatise shews, that Clement
intended Jesus Christ by the Pedagogus, or In-
structor : and yet it is equally certain, that he at-
tributes to this Instructor many sayings and actions,
which in the Old Testament are ascribed to God.
Thus, immediately after the last quotation, he says,
that the passage in Deut. xxxii. 10-12. is spoken of
him, i.e. the Instructor, or Jesus Christ, though

P ‘O 3¢ quérepos Madaywyds, Opwmirnros kalbyyeudy Adyos, alri &
doyiog Oelg “Tnaols, & wdang Tis dv- PirdvBpwmos Oeds éats TMadaywryss.

L4
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it is expressly spoken of Jehovah. He continues ;
“ Again, when he speaks in his own person, he con-
« fesses himself to be an Instructor, I am the Lord
“ thy God, who brought thee out of the land of
« Egypt. (Exod. xx.2.) Who then hath power to
“lead in and out? Is it not the Instructor? He
«“ was seen by Abraham, and said to him, I am
“ thy God, wall before me. (Gen. xvii. 1.) But
« it is Jacob, of whom he appears most evidently to
“ be the Instructor: he says to him, Belold, I am
« with thee, and will keep thee in all places whither
“ thou goest, and will bring thee again into this
“ land ; for I will not leave thee, until I have done
« that which I have spoken to thee of. (Gen. xxviii.
« 15.) It is with him also that he is said to wrestle:
“ and Jacob was left alone, and there wrestled a
“ man with him, the Instructor, until the breaking
“ of the day. (Gen. xxxii. 24.) But to shew that
“ it was the Word who wrestled with Jacob, and
« the Instructor of mankind, it says, ke asked him,
“ and said unto him, Tell me thy name : and he
« said, Wherefore is it that thou dost ask afler
“ my name ? (v.29.) for he kept the new name for
« the new people, his children. As yet God the
“ Lord was without a name 9, not yet having be-
“ come man. Still further, Jacob called the name
“ of the place, the face of God, (Penuel;) for, he
“ said, I have seen God face to fuce, and my life

9 Clement in another place
mentions it as one of the pecu-
liar distinctions of God, that
He is é&vavipacres, without a
name : he couples this with His
other attributes of immensity,
infinity, &c.; and in this place

he gives the same attribute to
Christ, whom he calls God, the
Lord. Lactantius quotes a say-
ing of Hermes Trismegistus,
fori ydp & &y dvdvupes. Instit. L.
6. p. 23.
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“ i3 preserved. The face of God is the Word, by
“ whom God is made manifest and known. Then
« also he was called Israel, when he saw God, the
“ Lord. This is God, the Word, the Instructor,
« who said to him again afterwards, Fear not to go
« down to Egypt. (Gen. xlvi. 3.)7”

There are two things which can hardly be de-
nied, that Moses in Gen. xxxii. 24—30. is speaking
of God, (Hosea says, that it was the Lord God of
Hosts, xii. 5.) and that Clement refers the same
transaction to Jesus Christ. He seems in fact to
have had the identity of God and Christ so firmly
impressed upon his mind, that he considered the
two terms to be convertible, and that whatever was
predicated of the one, belonged also to the other.
We may observe further, that Clement quotes the
words in Exod. xx. 2. as spoken by Christ in Ais
own person, which refutes the argument of the Uni-
tarians, that Christ spoke in the person of God.
Thus it has been stated to be “ the unanimous opin-
“ ion of all antiquity, that Christ appeared and spake
“in the person of God the Father®.” But this, as
we see from Clement, is not true. If we believed

T Mdny 8y Sray Ayn Bk 700
Riov wpoadmov, éavrdy dporoyer Mas-
Sayerydy' "Byd Kipiog x. 7. A, Tl
oy e efwalay Tov Gyew eigw Te
t:ai ébw; ooyl 6 HNadaywoyds; odrog
oy T *ABpacdp, xal eimev abr§,
‘Eyd eias K. To AT 8¢ 'la-
«88 bapyérrara Tadaywyds ehas
paberau. Aéyes vy abry "Idob,
&) perd b k. 7. A, Tobrp e
xal cupmakalew Myeras Sxehelply
3¢, Doy, "laxeB k. 7. A, “Ors B¢
& Adyog Gy & drelmrng dpa 7§ 'la-
xuf, kel Madayeyds 1 avfpomd-

THTOG, NPLTYTE, iV, @LTOY K. T. A,
eripes ylp T3 Tvopa Td Kawiy TE
vép Aad, 7§ vymlp. &vi 3¢ xal dvo-
youaaros 1y & Ocds & Kipiog pndémam
yeyerquévos  dvBpomog——mpboamoy
3¢ o0 Oedl & Adyos, § Pporiferas §
Ocdg, Kai yraplieras. Tore xal 'lo-
panh exwrvipactas, dre efde v Ocky
Tov Kipiov. OFrds éorwv 6 Oedg, &
Adyos, 6 Madaywyls, § pica; adt§
wdMiy Sarepoy, uy Pofot kataFvas
s Alyvrroy.

¢ See Waterland, IL p. 24.
&c.
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it to be so, we must necessarily allow the preexist-
ence of Christ, though we might say that he was
inferior to the Father: but it may be clearly proved,
that the same words, which are ascribed in the Old
Testament to God the Father, are quoted by many
early writers as spoken by Christ in his own person.
Thus Tertullian says, that the words in Isaiah i. 18.
were spoken “in the person of the Lord himself*;”
and he explains by the context that the Lord means
Christ. Irenzus also, as quoted at p. 102. says, that
“ Christ with the Father spoke to Moses;” and in
the same chapter he says, that ¢ Christ manifested
“ himself to be the God of the Fathersv.” So far
therefore from it being said that Christ spoke in
- the person of the Father, we must conclude, unless
we hold the union of the Father and the Son, that
the Father spoke in the person of the Son. For
the writers of the Old Testament say, that God
spake : the Ante-Nicene Fathers say, that the same
words were spoken by Christ in his own person.
80. Clementis Pedagog. 1. 1. c. 8. p. 185.

The manner in which Clement quotes Psalm ciii.
14. shews that he conceived the Godhead of the
Father to comprehend that of the Son. There can
be no doubt that this Psalm is addressed to God
Almighty : every verse of it shews this; and the
name Jehovah leaves no doubt: and yet Clement
refers it to Christ. He says, “ Here some rise up
“ and say, that the Lord is not good on account of
“ his rod, and his threats, and his terror forget-
“ ting the greatness of his mercy, that for our sakes
“ he became man: and indeed the prophet prays

t Adv. Marc. IV. 10. p. 420.  Deum Patrum IV. 5. 2. p. 232.
v Et minifestavit se esse
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% to him in a more familiar manner in these words,
“ Remember us, that we are but dust: i.e. Have
« a fellow-feeling for us, because by thy own suffer-
“ ings thou hast experienced the weakness of the
“ flesh *.”

Whether Clement was right or no, in thus com-
menting upon the Psalmist’s words, is a different
question : but it seems undeniable that Clement
considered Jehovah and Christ to be one God : in-
deed he expressly says so in this same page, “ No-
“ thing therefore is hated by God, nor yet by the
“ Word, for both are one, God: for he says, In the
« beginning the Word was in God, and the Word
“ was God?y.”

81. Clementis Pedagog. 1. 1. c.11. p. 155.

In this chapter he shews that it was Jesus who
discharged his office of Instructor by the Law and
the Prophets: and at the end he says, “ The divine
‘ Instructor is worthy to be believed, being adorned
 with three of the noblest things, knowledge, good-
“ will, boldness of speech?; with knowledge, because
“ he is the Wisdom of the Father: all Wisdom is
<« from the Lord, and is with Him for ever®: with
* boldness of speech, because he is God and Creator:
« for all things were made by him, and without him

X *Evratfa émiplovral Tives, ot
dyabiv elvas pdperas o Kipiov Bics
T pdBw, xai THY dmeryy, xal
Ty pofov exdabopevos B¢ TS pé-
yioror abrl T Pirasbpwxias, §rs
8 apds dvbpwmos dydvero, Kal B
oikeidTepoy abr@ & mpoiTyg mpoores-
Xetas, ik TobTav, Myiclyw NGy,
&5s x U5 dopdy TovriaTy, Svuwdbn-
oov quiy, $1s THv dobéveiay Tisloap-
xo¢ alrorabie énelpacag.

Y Oley apa puceiras imd oy

Beals &M\’ otdeé Smo ToU Adyovt &
yap dppe, & Oels ¥t elmer, 'Ey
&pxi 6 Adyos k. 7. A,

z These three requisites are
probably borrowed from Ari-
stotle, who names ez, dpery
and elvix a8 necessary to make
an orator believed. Rhet. II. 1.

& These words are not to be
found in the Old Testament :
there is something like them in
Prov. ii. 6.
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“ was not any thing made®: and with good-will,
“ because he alone gave himself as a sacrifice for
“usc.” We must observe, that in this passage Cle-

b Clement read this passage
" like many other of the Fathers:
he put a stop after «2¢ &, and
coupled % yéyover with what fol-
lows. He quotes it thus in so
many passages, that it is use-
less to specify them: but in
Pad. IL g. p. 218. he expressly
quotes ° yéyover & alrd Gy 7,
as do Irenzus (L. 8, 5. p. 41.)
and the fragments of Theodo-
tus. (ad fin. Clem. Alex. p. 968,
973.) Origen also has 3 yéyover
& T8 Adyw %oy 7v. (c. Cels. VI,
5. p.632. and in Joan. II. 6.
p- 64.) The quotation in Cy-
prian, p. 285, might be pointed
in either way. Epiphanius in
the fourth century objected to
the division being made after
otd¢ &, and proposed one which
differed from both the others
—od¢ & G yéyoyer &v alrd. Zoy
7 «. 7. A. (Ancorat. c. 74, 75.
p- 80.) and yet in different parts
of his works he uses both the
other modes of punctuation,
Chrysostom (A.D. 398.) con-
demns the ancient division as
heretical, and expressly says
that we are to read & adr§ Yoy
7v. (Hom. V. in Joan. vol. VIII.
P- 35-) so that it appears to have
been between the time of Athana-
sius and Chrysostom that the
difference came to be noticed.
Amelius, the celebrated Pla-
tonist, who lived in the third
century, divided the passage as
the early Fathers. (Eus. Prap.
Evang. XI. 19.) Eusebius did
the same. Dem. Ev. p. 150. Ec-
cles. Theol. II. 14. p.123. 1

have not met with one excep-
tion to this mode of dividing
the sentence in any undoubted
writing of the three first cen-
turies : and it may be mention-
ed, as an additional proof, that
the work “ De recta in Deum
¢ fide” is falsely ascribed to
Origen, that it contains the
modern division ywpic atrod dyé-
veto «iey & O yéyover. L. p. 850.
The same may be said of the
Synopsis Scripture, which is
ascribed to Athanasius, and con-
tains the modern division of this
text; vol. IL. p. 129. whereas
Athanasius appears always to
bave divided it otherwise: and
also of the Sermo contra omnes
Hereses p. 230, though in the
same treatise the words are
twice quoted without & yéyover.
The Homily in Nativitatem
Christi is generally considered
spurious, and it contains the
modern division of the text:
ib. p.412. Griesbach mentions
three of the oldest MSS. as con-
necting & yéyover with what fol-
lows: he might have added the
Alexandrian MS. which has a
point after &. Wiclif’s transla-
tion certainly agreed with this,
though in the edition of 1810
it is pointed otherwise: it ought
to be ¢ ... and withouten him
“ was maad no thing. That
¢¢ thing that was maad in him
“ was Iyf. ... "

¢ *Abidmiarog 6 Beiog Tadayarydc,
Tpigl Tols kahAloTois Kexoo pnpéves,
imioTipy, evola, wajimeig. Imi=
aTipn pey, ¥ copia doTi waTpky
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ment calls Jesus Christ God and the Creator : he
was not a ministering spirit, by whom the Father
created all things; but he created them by himself
as God.

82. Clementis Pedagog. ). 11. c. 3. p.190.

This chapter is directed against the use of costly
and luxurious furniture: and Clement enforces his
arguments by the example of our blessed Saviour;
“ He ate out of a homely dish, and made his disci-
¢ ples sit down on the ground upon the grass: the
“ unpresuming God and Lord of the world washed
“ their feet, having girded himself with a towel 4.”

83. Clementis Pedagog. 1. 11. c. 8. p. 214.

In pursuance of the same subject he condemns
the use of crowns, or garlands, which were generally
worn at feasts and sacrifices. He prohibits them as
being an appendage to luxury or superstition, and
therefore unworthy of Christians. This leads him
to mention the crown of thorns which the Jews put
upon Jesus, meaning it as an insult, but in fact
crowning him as a King. ¢ The people being in
“ error knew not the Lord: they were not circum-
“ cised in their understanding: their darkness was
“ not enlightened : they saw not God: they denied
“ the Lord: they lost the true character of Israel ©:
“ they persecuted God: they hoped to insult the
“ Word: and him whom they crucified as a male-
« factor, they crowned as a king. For this reason
¢ the Lord, whom they did not believe as man, they
¢ shall know as the merciful and just Lord God *.”

—~——mwajinely 3¢, I Ocis kal - oaBdvp weplwoduevos § drvgos Ocdg
piovpybe——edvolq B8, 371 mivog Smep kel Kipsog vy Ehwv.
Ny fepeioy iavrdy Emidéduxey. ¢ i. e. seeing God.

d Kai Tods wdas evimrey udtdy f Odx pvw 7oy Kipiov 6 Aadg &
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84. Clementis Pedagog. 1. 111. c. 1. p. 251.

At page 130 I have given an extract from this
chapter, which begins thus: “ The Word himself is
‘ a mystery revealed, God in man, and man God 8:”
and I quote the words again, because they seem to
give some support to the received reading in 1 Tim.
ili. 16. In our English version the passage is thus:
« Without controversy great is the mystery of god-
« liness : God was manifest in the flesh.” In the
Greek it is sporoyovpévos péya éoti 0 THs eboeBeias pv-
oripiov Oeds épavepdln & capki. With respect to the
meaning of these words in the translation or in the
original, there can be no doubt. Jesus, who was
manifested in the flesh, is expressly called God. But
it is known to all biblical scholars, that there is a
difference of opinion concerning the true reading of
this passage. Instead of @eds épavepily, God was
manifest, some MSS. read O épavepity, ke who was
manifest, or § ipavepiby, that which was manifest.
If we adopt either of the latter readings, the pas-
sage is merely this, ke who was manifest in the
Slesh was justified in the Spirit, &c. which, though
it makes an intelligible sense, certainly does not con-
tain any great mystery, which the words of St. Paul
would lead us to expect.

The question however is one altogether of testi-
mony : at least before we have recourse to any other
arguments, we must inquire what is the reading of
the oldest MSS. Griesbach is decisive upon this

TewAampévoe—r0otx €10y Tov Ocly.  xloTevaay &'vOPWoy, 7oy Pudcivfpo-
Tov Kipy pricate dmordhexer 16  mov Ocly mvpvdoovras Kipioy, al
elvas "Topann Eiwler oy Ocdv' ka-  Bixasor.

0uBpliey Ihmice Tov Adyor Kai b B Adyos ydp adris pvoripior du-
doradpuaey s Kaxolpyov, dvéareper  Ppavés Oels &y doBpdmy, Kal & ay-
& Bacinéa® Bk TobT Tos €lg v otk Oparmog Oeds.
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point : he observes, that though all the later MSS.
read Gec¢, yet all the older read % or ¢: and accord-
ingly he excludes Beis from the text?. I shall not
say any thing more as to this decision, except to
state, that one MS. in the Bodleian library, of the
eleventh century, of which Griesbach had no'notice,
confirms the reading ©edci: the MS. which he calls
74 Wakii 2, and which is in the library at Christ
Church, reads Bess. Griesbach had a very imperfect
collation of this'MS. and states it to be of the thir-
teenth century. The same reading of ©ei¢ is found
in another MS. of the same library, which arch-
bishop Wake considered to be 700 years old; and
in three others which appear also to be of the
eleventh century.

The object of the present work leads me more
immediately to consider, what is the evidence fur-
nished by quotations of the passage in the writings
of the Fathers. Upon this part of the question
Griesbach observes, that Beis * is not supported by
“ any ancient document older than the end of the
“ fourth century,” and that « all the Latin Fathers
« read quod.” I must observe here, that in proving
the latter point, he quotes no Father who wrote
prior to the council of Nice. As to the Greek Fa-
thers, he says, that ¢ the oldest of them very seldom
« quote the passage:” but his reasoning is surely
most strange, when he says, that the few who speak
of ¢ God being manifest in the flesh,” may have used
the word God because they thought that the pas-
sage applied to Christ; but that we cannot infer

b See a Critical Dissertation upon this text by Berriman, Lond.
1741. i Canonici MS.
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from hence, that they found Bes in their copies!
Mr. Belsham tells us¥, that Bess is not cited by any
early Greek writer, nor by any Latin writer what-
ever: and Dr. Clarke is quoted by him as saying,
« that all the ancient Fathers, though the copies of
“ many of them have now Oeis, yet from the tenor
“ of their comments must always have read % or ¢.”
Such are the statements of those who wish to ex-
clude Beds from the text ; the accuracy of which we
will now proceed to examine.

In conducting the investigation, I shall note down
in order some of the places where the Ante-Nicene
Fathers have spoken of “ God or Christ being ma-
« nifest in the flesh.” In some instances we per-
haps cannot decide whether they had the words of
St. Paul in view or no: wherever the expression is
coupled with the mention of a mystery, the probabi-
lity is increased, that they intended to quote the
passage : and though the word God may not be
mentioned, yet the authority will be of value, if the
context shews, that Christ’s coming in the flesh im-
plied that he had also another and a higher nature.

Barnabas says, that under the character of Jo-
shua “ Jesus was typically manifested in the flesh,
“ not as the Son of man, but the Son of Godl”
See also p. 4. of this work, N°. 3. Ignatius speaks
of Jesus as “ God born in the flesh™:” and of « God
“ being manifested humanly,” which he reckons as
one of three mysteries, the two others being the
death of Jesus, and the virginity of his mother .

k Calm Inquiry, p. 144. ™ 'Ey capkl yevipero; Ocs. ad
! *Ingabs oty é vids dvfpdxov &Ax" Eph. c. 7. p. 13.
3 vidg Tob Oedl TUFY Kkal & capxi " Bl avbpumiveg Pavepopévov.
pavepelels. C. 12. P. 41. Ib. c. 19. p. 16.
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We have seen that Clement speaks of “ the Word as
“ a mystery made manifest, God in man :” and at
p. 812. he says, that Christ “ was manifested God
“ in the flesh°.” Hippolytus observes of Christ, that
“ when he came into the world, he was manifested
“ ag God and man:” and “ when he came into the
“ world, he was manifested God in the body *.”
The passage itself appears in Rufinus’ translation of
Origen’s Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans,
(1. 4. p. 465.) but he merely quotes manifestatus est
without any nominative. Dionysius of Alexandria
says, that Christ was “ invisible as God and became
« visible : for God was manifest in the flesh 9.”
This last seems to be the only instance in which
we can say with certainty, that the words of St.
Paul are expressly quoted : nor shall I venture to
pronounce whether the allusion is sufficiently strong
in the other passages to lead us to the conclusion,
that the Fathers found Bes¢ in their copies. I must
however make two observations: 1. that when Gries-
bach says, that all the Latin Fathers of every cen-
tury read quod, the remark is incorrectly, if not
unfairly, expressed : for no Latin Father of the first
three centuries quotes the text at all: and Mr. Bel-
sham is surely not warranted in saying, that though
some of the ancient Fathers quote the passage with
B¢, yet it appears from their comments, that they

° gavi Oeds & capxiy.
Strom. VI. 16.

P Olz0 & mpoeABay elg Tov kiopoy
Ocis kal dvbpumos dpavepiby. In
Psalm ii. L. p. 268. ©elg év 0d-
pats épavepify. c. Noétum, c.
1711 p. 19. He may also have
had the controverted text in
view, when, after noticing Rom.

ix. 5. he says, that St. Paul * has
 well explained the mystery of
* truth ;" for the Ethiopic ver-
sion seems to have read dny-
Oeizg instead of eloePelas at
t Tim. iii. 16.

9 Ocss yup ipavepdly v aapxl,
c. Paul. Samos. p. 211.

M
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always read % or ¢. I have no hesitation in saying,
that in no single instance do their comments lead
to any such conclusion. 2. I must observe, that
whether the passages quoted above do or do not
allude to 1 Tim. iii. 16. it is certain that the Ante-
Nicene Fathers, when they spoke of Jesus being
manifested in the flesh, did not merely mean that
he was really a man, but that he who was invisible
as God became visible and manifest as man.

I may mention, that there is another variation in
this place, though unconnected with the controvert-
ed reading Oeds épavepify. Our translators wrote—
which is the church of the living God, the pillar
and ground of the truth. And without contro-
versy, &c. Griesbach, after some commentators T,
divides the passage thus—— which is the church
« of the living God. The pillar and ground of
“ the truth, and without controversy great, is the
« mystery,” &c. I can see no reason for this new
punctuation ; nor does the sense seem so good. Ori-
gen quotes the words five times % and in each case
he connects the pillar and ground of the truth with
the church of the living God. This seems decisive
as to the practice of Origen; and Athanasius may
be supposed to have read the passage in the same
way, when he says, oriros s ‘Tepovaaryu of aysor dwo-

r Camero, Crocius, Schmidius,
H. Ursinus, &c. This punc-
tuation was adopted in the edi-
tion of the Greek Testament

* C. Cels. V. 33. p. 602. in
Cant. Cant. vol. IIL p. 69, 85.
in Joan. tom. X, 16. p. 184.
XXVIIL 4. p. 373.

printed at Basle iu 1540. See
a dissertation upon this subject
by Imm. Weber, in the The-
saurus Theol. Philol. attached
to the Critici Sacri, tom. IL p.

653.

t In Psalm Ixxiv. 4. vol. L. p.
1135. 1 may mention, that the
words Bed; édarepdiby k. 7. A. are
expressly cited in the tract De
Incarnatione Verbi Dei, which
has been ascribed to Athana-
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oTohal, KaTd TS elpquévoy, orihos Kal ESpaivpa s dry-
6eias. Epiphanius also divided it so®.

85. Clementis Pedagog.).111. c. 7. p. 277.

This chapter is directed against domestic luxury,
and it is not necessary for me to quote much of it
in order to explain the following words: « He who
“ hath the Almighty God, the Word, is in want of
“ nothing*.” There is perhaps no passage in the
writings of the Fathers, where the expression A/
mighty God, the attribute of Jehovah alone, is more
unequivocally referred to Jesus Christ. We may
also add other passages from Clement himself. At
p. 148. he speaks of Christ, as  the Almighty and
“ paternal Word 7.” At p. 547. in allusion to 2 Cor.
xi. 2. for I have espoused you to one husband,
that I may present you as a chaste virgin to
Christ; instead of using the name of Christ, he
explains the one husband by the Almighty God=.
At p. 624. he quotes Eph.iv.11,12. He gave some,
apostles, &c. where He evidently means Christ, who
is named just before: but it is remarkable that Cle-
ment begins the quotation thus; “ The Almighty
“ God hath given®,” &c. At p. 646-7. he speaks of

sius, and which was certainly ¥ Tob mavroxpdtopos Kai ®aTpiKoy

written in the fourth century.
vol. 1I. p. 34 : and in an anony-
mous work (apud Ath. vol. II.
P- 575.) there appears a plain
allusion to this text in the words,
npds 3 xdp idake Oety ddpatoy
& dpupévy pavepubivas aapl.

v Heer. XL. vol. I. p. 298.
He read % ¢pavepify. Heer.
LXXIV. 6. p. 894: but he
quotes the passage as proving
the divinity of Christ.

X *Avedeng yap 6 Tov wavTonpd-
Topa Oedy Adryoy Exay.

Adyov. Pad. I. 9.

T — iy Ta¢ alpéaes peTidvToy,
Kai mopvelely aTo ToU €vog avdpos dva-
wedivray, T marroxpdropos Oedl,
Strom. IIL. 12.

3 'Enei 3¢ § wmarroxpdtep Oelg
abrig €oxey K. T. A. Strom. IV,
21. If we compare Eph. iv. 11.
with 1 Cor. xii. 28. it appears
that St. Paul himself considered
it to be indifferent whether he
attributed the same act to God
or Christ.

M2'
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the Word as « the Almighty power and omnipotent
« Willb.”

These instances may answer the question proposed
by G. Clerke in his dntenicenismus, as to where 1t
can be jfound that any ancient doctor ever called
Christ by the name of God Almighty . Dr. Clarke
also was rather inclined to argue, that « 4/mighty
 was by the Ancients taken for the Fatherd” We
have seen that the quotations from Clement contra-
dict these statements. Tertullian also says, “ The
« names of the Father, God Almighty, most high,
¢ &c. these we say belong also to the Son ¢.” Hip-
polytus, upon those words of St.John, (Rev. i. 8.)
which is, and whichk was, and whick is to come,
God, the Almighty, observes, «he properly calls
“ Christ Almighty f:” and Cyprian applies to Christ
the words of the same book, (xix.6.) The Lord
God omnipotent reigneth®. Lactantius very pro-
perly observes, when arguing against a plurality of
Gods, that “none of them can be called omnipotent,
“ which is the true title of God":” he saw, as in-
deed is plain to every one, that if the Father and
the Son are both omnipotent, they must be one in
mind and will. I may add, that Eusebius argues
from Zech. ii. 8,9. (where the LXX read Kdpios war-

b ‘O qdp 70 Marpds Tay Thwy
Adyog, oy, obvis éoriv & mpopopinds,
copla 3¢ kal yxpnotitys pavepwrdTy
70U @edl, Svapis Te ab mayxpatis,
kai T§ Sy Oela oBde¢ Talg uy Spo-
Aoyobow dxavoviyros, OéNqua mav-
Toxparopiksy. Strom. V. 1.

¢ See Bishop Bull's Answer
to G. Clerke, §. 9. vol. VI, p.
378. .
4 Scripture Doctrine of the
Trinity p. 63. and the author

of the Modest Plea asserted the
same thing : see Waterland, II.
p. 320. III. p. 136-8. 168.

¢ Sed et nomina Patris, Deus
Omnipotens, Altissimus, Domi-
nus Virtutum, Rex Israelis, &c.
hec dicimus et in Filium com-
petisse. adv. Prax. c. 17. p.510.

f KaAds elmey mavroxpdropa Xpi-
ordv. ¢. Noét. c. 6. 1L. p. 10.

g Test. 1I. 19. p. 293.

b Epit. Instit, c. 2. 1L p 3.
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Tokpdrwp,) that the Father and the Son are both
called Almighty i
86. - Clementis Strom. 1. 11. c. 4. p. 436.

In this part of his treatise, Clement discourses
very deeply and philosophically upon the nature of
faith. He shews that faith, i. e. a firm conviction,
goes beyond knowledge or scientific demonstration ;
and that we never proceed from knowledge to action,
unless we believe fully what has been demonstrated.
Christian faith therefore must lead to Christian obe-
dience; and if we obey Christ, it is the strongest
proof that we believe in him. Clement’s words are
these: “ To be obedient to the Word is to believe
“ in him, opposing him in nothing: for how is it
“ possible to set ourselves against God k ?”

87. Clementis Strom. 1. IV. c. 7. p. 584.

Clement quotes at full length 1 Pet. iii. 14—17;
and it is remarkable, that instead of the words,
Sanctify the Lord God in your hearts, Kipiov
o0 Oedv dyidoare, he has, Sanctify the Lord Christ,
Kipiov 1ov Xpiorov dysdoare.  As I have observed in a
former instance, I would not dontend that the copies,
which Clement used, actually read Xpiorov for Gedy,
though some of the best MSS. support the reading.
If he only quoted from memory, it is evident that
he applied the words Lord God to Christ, and con-
sidered it indifferent which term he used. No
writer would substitute Christ for God, unless he
considered the two terms to be identical and con-
vertible.

- It may be mentioned, that the passage from St.

i Dem. Evang. VI.16.p.281. awiBaivvras wi yap oloy T€ Ayt~
k T d¢ welbeaBas 7§ Adyp, att§  emicrachas 7§ Ocf ;
éxelvp moreboal éoTi, Kkat oddey

M3
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Peter is quoted with the same alteration in another
work which is ascribed to Clement. This is a short
Commentary upon the first Epistle of St. Peter;
which, together with Commentaries upon 1 and 2
John, and St. Jude, is published at the end of the
works of Clement, p. 1007. We have only a Latin
translation of these Commentaries, and we there
read, Dominum vero Christum sanctificate.
88. Clementis Strom. 1. IV. c. 8. p. 593.

In order to understand the following quotation, it’
is only necessary to know that Marcion maintained
that the God, who created the world, was not the
same with the God who was the Father of Christ.
He considered the Demiurgus, or Creator, not to be
a good Principle. Clement, having quoted at full
length Coloss. iii. 12—15. which ends with—and
be ye thankful, says, « There is no reason why we
“ should not often quote the same scripture, to put
« Marcion to shame, if he can possibly be persuaded
“ to change, having learnt that a believer ought to
¢ be thankful to God, the Creator, who has called
“ us, and preached the Gospel to us in a [human]
“ body 1.” .

89. Clementis Strom. 1. IV. c. 26. p. 640.

We have already seen, that the alterations which
Clement makes in quoting from the New Testament
shewed his own conviction of the divinity of Christ.
It is in vain to argue that this part of his testimony
must be set aside, because he cites the words of
scripture erroneously. His testimony is valid as far
as it goes; i. e. with respect to his own opinions.
We may not be authorized, as was observed above,

! Edydpioror 3eiv palbdy Tov mi-  xaréoavts nuds, Kal ebayyehcapévy
oty ehvas 7§ Sqpaovpyd Oed, 1§ & cdpam.
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in correcting the received text from these quota-
tions: but he certainly believed the doctrine, which
was contained in the quotations, as he himself
quotes them. If he trusted to his memory, and
was thereby led to use expressions which differed
from those of the apostles themselves, he must have
used the expressions, because the doctrines which
they conveyed were impressed upon his own mind.
A person who quotes from memory, though he may
not give the original words exactly, will hardly
make them differ from what he considers to be the
meaning aud spirit of his author: and if he quote
them in support of any argument of his own, he will
certainly not alter them, so as to contradict his own
opinions. Though St. Paul therefore may not have
written the exact words which Clement quotes,
Clement himself must assuredly have held the doc-
trine which those words convey.

These remarks may be illustrated by the follow-
ing example. St.Paul, in 2 Cor. v. 8—10. has these
words: We are confident, and willing rather to
be absent from the body, and to be present with
the Lord: wherefore we labour, that, whether
present or absent, we may be accepted of him :
Jor we must all appear before the judgment seat
of Christ. In which passage there can be no
doubt, that fo be present with the Lord means to
be present with Christ; and we may be accepted of
him means, we may be accepted of Ckrist. Clement
quotes the passage thus: ¢ We are willing rather to
“ be absent from the body, and to be present with
“ God: wherefore we labour, that whether present
“ or absent, we may be accepted of him; that is, the
“ one God, whose work and creation all things are,

M 4
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« the world, and the things above the world ®.” The
Codex Bezz, and another MS., and some versions
read God instead of Lord.

90. Clementis Strom. 1. V. c. 12. p. 695.

The next quotation is perhaps more closely con-
nected with the subject of various readings. In
quoting John i. 18. Clement makes a very remark-
able variation. Instead of, No man hath seen
God at any time: the only-begotten Son, which
is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared
Him, Clement reads, * the only-begotten God.”
Here, as in the last instance, we may observe, that
Clement, before he could have made such a substi-
tution, must fully have believed Christ to be God.
But there has certainly been a diversity of readings
in this text from very early times; and it is not im-
probable, that Clement did not quote the only-begot-
ten God merely from memory, but that he found it

in his MSS. At p. 956. he evidently alludes to the

same text, and unites both readings, “ And then
* shalt thou behold the bosom of the Father, whom
 God the only-begotten Son hath alone declared ».”
The reading of Oes, God, is preserved in another
work, which some have ascribed to Clement, but
which seems to have been abridged, if not written,
by Theodotus. He expressly says, p. 968, that the
words ¢ uovoyews Bcos, the only-begotten God, are in
the Gospel, and the context shews that he really
meant Beis, God. Irenzus also preserves both read-
ings, and even in the same chapter®. In one place

M ———ebdpeoTas elvas altd, 7§ mov Tob Marpls, b & poveyery vids
ivi IqhavoTs Bef, of 1 wdvra Epyoy  Oels pévog éfnyicaro. Quis Dives
7€ xai ktioig, § Te xdopos xai & Salvetur? c. 37.

Umepria iz, © IV. z0. p. 255 and 256.

" Kal vote emonTelTeis T8 KoA~

— e e

———-
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he has unigenitus Filius, the only-begotten Son; in
the other, unigenitus Deus, the only-begotten God ;
and in a third place he quotes it with still a further
difference, unigenitus Filius Dei, the only-begotten
Son of God?. We could hardly suppose that Ire-
nzus could have been so inaccurate even in the
same chapter, and the variations may perhaps have
arisen from the circumstance of the Latin trans-
lation being alone preserved.

The different works of Origen present a great
variety of readings. In two places? he reads Geis,
God, and in another’, some copies have Bess, some
vics. In vol. IV. p. 1028, Huet printed vioc ey,
God the Son, but the Benedictines give vids Tov Beot,
Son of God. If Rufinus translated him accurately,
he had also vits Beot, Sor of God, in another place®:
and we also find him writing povoyerns Beds vids Tov
Oect, the only-begotten God, Son of God™.

Tertullian, Hippolytus, the letter of the council
of Antioch, and the disputation of Archelaus and
Manes, read viss, Son. The Syriac version has Geds,
God. Of Post-Nicene writers, Eusebius appears to
have known of both readings; for in quoting the
whole passage he writes, ¢ povoyewys viog 3 poveyewys
Oess*: and in another place 6 vide povoyerns Oedc? :
but he also quotes only vids2. Epiphanius quotes ¢
poveyevys Oedg, but he appears by his commentary to
have united both readings. Her. LXV. 5. vol. I.
p. 612. At p. 614, he speaks of Beds vids povoyevis.

v III. 11. 6. p. 189. v C. Cels. VII. 43. p. 725.

9 In Joan. tom. 1. 29. p. 89. * De Eccles. Theol. I. 9.
et XXXII. 13. p. 438. p. 67.

r C. Cels. IL 71. p. 44e. v P.175.

t In Joan. tom. VI. 2. z P. 86.

t In Cant. Cant. IV. p. 91.
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At p. 818, he expressly quotes ¢ povoyerys Geds* and
at vol. II. p. 7, he seems to have read ©ess, though
it is not in the present copies : his words are, ‘Iygoty
Xpiorov Tiva; arnfwdy Ociv. e B¢ Beov Xpiarov “Inaoiw, ws
Aéyer mepi avtob 6 lwdwwmg, ‘O movoyeys, 6 ov k. 7. A and
in the next page he expressly says that St.John
called Christ povoyery; Geov.
91. Clementis Strom. 1. VI. c. 16. p. 812.

" In this section Clement makes some rather absurd
remarks upon certain numbers, such as 6, 7, 8, &c.
and the example, which I am about to give, is ob-
scure from other trifling allusions which it contains.
To make it intelligible by a literal translation is
almost impossible. I shall therefore only attempt to
give the meaning of it, leaving out what is unneces-
sary for our present subject, or paraphrasing it so as
to give the same sense in different words. He has
been speaking of the number 8, and adds, * There
“ are three persons beside our Lord, when he goes
“ up into the mount to be transfigured: there are
‘ then five beside him, and he becomes surrounded
“ with a spiritual light, baving displayed his ma-
“ jesty to view, as far as it was possible to be beheld
“ by those who were chosen to see it: he is then
« proclaimed to be the Son of God by the voice,
“ which makes the seventh person ; that his disciples
“ might have rest, being now convinced concerning
“ him; and that he, by the birth which had been
“ proclaimed, becoming a new person, i. e. an eighth,
“ might appear as God in the flesh, having revealed
‘ his majesty, reckoned as a man, but concealing
“ who he really was®.”

* Tadry 7o 6 Kopiog Térapros uri mepihdumeras wvevpatikg, Ty
dvaBis els 7o pog Ekog yiverau, kai  dvapy Ty an abred mapayvpvd-
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The passage, as I observed before, is sufficiently
puerile in its allusions: but it shews the nature of
Clement’s belief, as much as the gravest and most
judicious dissertation. It not only expressly says,
that Christ was God manifest in the flesh, but by
reckoning him twice over, both as number 6 and
number 8, it marks his divine and human nature :
and by counting the voice as number 7, it also shews
the Father and the Son to be two persons.

92. Clementis Strom. 1. VII. c. 2. p. 831.

Having remarked that obedience should always
follow faith, he says, that a religious man is the best
of all earthly things, as angels are the best of all
things in heaven: ** But the most perfect, and most
“ holy, the highest and most commanding, the most
“ royal and beneficent nature is that of the Son,
 which is most closely connected with Him who is
« alone Almighty. This is the greatest supremacy,
“ which arranges all things according to the Will of
« the Father, and directs every thing in the best
“ manner, performing every thing with an unwearied
“ and inexhaustible power: it is thus that it acts,
« contemplating its own hidden counsels; for the
“ Son of God never departs from his own watch-
“ tower; not divided, not separated, not changing
“ from place to place, but every where at all times,
“and circumscribed nowhere, wholly intelligence,
“ wholly paternal light, wholly eye, seeing all things,
“ hearing all things, knowing all things —— to him
“ the whole host of angels and gods is subject, to
qas, g Goov oy 7€ v Belv Tois Qihwger % ifhs miomuss, Sydodg
Spdv éxheyeias B¢ éBOoung dvanpua-  imdpywy, vy Oess & capxlv, Thy
oopevos Tis Guvis vidg eivas Oeot* Sivapy  évdeiviperos”  dpibuolpevos

B ¥ of ey dvamavowytas macliv-  uey o5 Evbpumes, xpumTdMevos 3¢ $
N P
Teg meph alTol, 6 d¢ ik yevéoews, Yy Iy,
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“ the paternal Word, who has undertaken the holy
« dispensation on account of Him, who subJected
“ them to him®.”

This passage is rather mystical, but it is suffi-
ciently intelligible to shew the exalted notion which
the writer conceived of the divinity of the Son. It
effectually excludes the idea of Christ being a cor-
poreal or even an angelic being: it identifies him
with the essence of the Father, and ascribes to him
those attributes which can only belong to God. If
any person should doubt what was Clement’s mean-
ing, when he spoke of Christ as ke Son of God, I
would refer him to the following passage, which
shews that he understood him to be Son, not by
adoption, but by nature, begotten of the substance
of the Father. ¢ We are not as the Lord; for we
¢ wish to be so, but cannot: for no disciple is above
“ his master ; but it is enough, if we can become as
« the master ; not in substance, (or essence,) for that
“ which is by adoption cannot possibly be equal in
“ its existence to that which is by nature; but it is
‘ possible for us to become eternal, and to under-
“ stand the contemplation of things, and to be called
“ sons, and to see the Father only from his essential
“ attributes ©.”

b Terawrdry ¥ xai dywrdmy,
Kal KvplwTdTy Kai yepovikardry,
xai BagihkwtdTy, Kai edepyeTixn-
TdTY 9 Vit Prais, 1 T§ pivy Tayre-
KpdTops WpoTexeoTdTN. alTn 7 pe-
yicTy Imepoyy, § T4 xdvra Siavde-

\ o - N
getas kata 7o féhqua v Matpos,

\ \ ~ ¥ » 7
xai 70 WAy GpiaTa olaxilel, drkapdTy
xai GTpUTe Svrdpes mdvra dpyafo-
wévn, 8 dv dvepyer Tag amonpicpous
k) ’ i) ’ » \ 7
évvolag émPrémooa. of yap éfisTa-
Tai moTe T abTol Wepiwws 6 viog

700 Oeol ob pepiliperos, oix dxoTe-
puyopereg, o0 petaBalvwy dx Timov el
Tomoy, whvry d¢ &y ®dvrote, Kal
pndapy wepiexdpmeras, Shog vols, Ghog
Pis waTpFor, $roq Spbarmds, wdvra
dpiv, wavra dxotwy, eldds wdvra
TOUTW TETR UMOTETAKTAI OTpa=
Tk dyyéhoy Te xail Bedv, TS Adyp
T3 maTpk§ Ty aylav dixevouiay Gva-
Seeypévy B Tdv imordarra.

€ Odw doper d¢ & Kipiog, émesdy
Bovriuela pev, of Svrdmeba Bé ol-
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93. Clementis Strom. ). VII. c. 2. p. 832.

The arguments, by "which Clement proves the
providence of God, shew also that he believed Jesus
Christ to be God. “ The Lord either does not care
“ for all men: and if not, it must be either from
“ want of power, (which we cannot believe, for it
“ would be a sign of weakness,) or from want of
“ will, though he has the power ; but this would not
“ be the case with a good being: he cannot there-
< fore be negligent from laziness, who for our sakes
¢ took upon him flesh, which exposed him to suffer-
“ing: or else he does care for all men; which pro-
« perly belongs to him, who was made Lord of all
¢ things; for he is the Saviour of all men, not of a
“ part Neither does envy affect the Lord, who
« without beginning has been free from passion
 peither can we say, that the Lord had no wish to
‘ save man owing to ignorance, because he did not
* know how to provide for each: for ignorance does
“ not affect God, who shared his Father’s counsels
“ before the foundation of the world; for this was
“ the Wisdom in which the Almighty God rejoiced:
“ for the Son is the Power of God, being the su-
«« preme Word of the Father, and His Wisdom, be-
“ fore all existing things 4.”

Bels ykp pabnryg bxép Tov Biddoxaroy'
&pretov Be, ey yevdpeda ¢ 6 8idd-
axalg, of kat' olalay, Bdvaroy yip
Toov ehvau wpds Ty Cmapby 73 Béoes
T§ Ploe 10 d¢ &dlovs yeyoréras,
xal Ty T3 Wrvey Oewplay yvaxé-
vau, kai viobs wpooyyopeicBa, kal Ty
Marépa awd wdy olkeluy xabop@y ps-
vov. Strom. IL. 17. p. 469.

4 "Hror ydp of ppovrlles mévrav
vdpimay & Kipios, kai votvo, 3 7§
ph rvacbas wdbos &y Ewep ol Bepus-

Tdv dabevelag yap onpeior' § TF uy
Bitreabas, Burdperos® olx dryalbal Be
76 mdlog” olkovy Umo Tpughis feibumos,
6 8 ypuds T wabyryy dvaraBoy
adpxa’ 1§ xfdetas TEy gupmdyroy,
mep kal xabixes 1§ Kuplp wdvrwy
yevopévy® garip ydp doTiv oyl TEv
ey, Tav ¥ od, AAN otdé amTe-
Tas 7ot Kuplov dmabels dvdpyws ye-
vouévou pBovog xai pyy otf im0
dyvolag doviv elmelv uy Povhesdas
odlew Ty dvbpumornta Tav Kipioy,
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These are the usual arguments by which the pro-
vidence of God is shewn from His attributes of om-
niscience and omnipotence : but they are applied
here to the Son. The God, who cannot be limited
in power or will, fook upon him our flesh : God is
assumed to have a care for His creation, but it is the
God who shared His Father's counsels before the
Joundation of the world. We may observe also, that
Clement calls the Son the Wisdom of God. This is
a common expression with the Fathers. Clement
says in another place, ¢ He is called Wisdom by all
“ the prophetse.” Irenzus speaks of “ God making
¢ all things by Himself, i. e. by the Word and by
« His Wisdom"” Tertullian also having used the
word Wisdom explains it to mean, “ the Son who
¢ is Christ, the Wisdom and Power of Gods8.” It
seems natural to suppose, that all those writers bor-
rowed this expression from St. Paul, who in 1 Cor.
i. 24. calls Christ the Power of God and the Wis-
dom of God : Athanasius appeals to this text as prov-
ing Christ to be the Wisdom of God. (De Decret.
Syn. Nic. 15. vol. I. p. 220:) and the apostle seems
to have attached the same mysterious idea to the
word, when he says, In kim are hid all the trea-
sures of Wisdom and knowledge. (Col. ii. 3.) It may
be remarked also, that our Saviour says in Matt.

di& 7o py edévas twws éxdoTov dmi-
weryréov, dyvola yap oy, dnTetas
7o Beol, T6b wpo xataSorTs xéopov
oupBathv yevouévoy Tob  [Mawpic.
alTy yap 7y copia § mpoaéxaipev é
wavroxpdTwp Oeds Svapi yap Tob
Oest ¢ vits, dre mWpo wdVTwy ThY
yevouévwy  dpyixdratos Adyos Tob
MNatpds kai copia alrob.

€ Sopia B¢ olros eippras mplg

dmdyrey 10y mpogmrav. Strom. VI.
7.p-769.

! ———qui fecit ea per semet-
ipsum, hoc est, per Verbum et
per Sapientiam suam. II. 30. 9.
p. 163.

& Preter Sophiam autem, pre-
ter Filium dicit, qui est Christus,
Sophia et Virtus Dei. adv. Prax.

€. 19. p. 511,
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xxiii. 34. Bekold, I send unto you prophets, &c.
but St. Luke reports him to have said, T%erefore
also said the Wisdom of God, I will send them pro-
phets, &c. xi. 49. The passage, in which St. Paul
appears most plainly to personify Wisdom, and to
identify it with Christ, is perhaps 1 Cor. ii. 6—S8.

I have already had occasion to remark, p. 47. that
the Fathers understood the Son of God to be in-
tended, when it is said in the book of Proverbs,
© (iii. 19.) that the Lord by Wisdom hath founded

the earth: that He possessed me in the begin-
ning of His way, before His works of old. (viii.
22.) Though the correctness of this interpretation
might be doubted, it is quite clear, that when the
Fathers called Christ the Wisdom of God, they
meant to express his union and consubstantiality
with the Father. In the same manner that the
Wisdom of a man is not the man himself, and yet is
not separated from him, so they meant that the Son
is not the Father, and yet is inseparable from the
'Father. It was the same idea which caused the
application of the term Logos, Reason, or Word, to
the Son. All attempts to explain the coexistence
of the Father and the Son in human language must
necessarily fail : no illustration of such incompre-
hensible union can be perfect in all its parts; but
when the Fathers say that Christ is the Wisdom of
God, and that the Wisdom of God is God Himself;
we are at no loss to understand their religious be-
lief, though we may find ourselves equally unable to
express it in suitable terms. The object of these
pages is to prove what was the belief of the early
Fathers: and no one, who reads the present ex-
ample, can doubt, but that they held the Father and
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the Son to be as inseparably connected as the soul
of man is with the wisdom or intelligence which
emanates from it. The reader will observe, that in
the above quotation Christ is said to be without be-
ginning ; and in another place Clement speaks of
the Son as “ the beginning and first-fruits of existing
“ things, without time and without beginning h.”
94. Clementis Strom. 1. VII. c. 10. p. 866.
Clement having described the progress of a Chris-
tian from faith to knowledge, and from knowledge
to charity, by which he means the practical exercise
of all Christian graces, quotes a passage from the
24th Psalm to support his observation. The quo-
tation differs from the Hebrew, but agrees with the
Septuagint version. Who shall ascend unto the
kill of the Lord, or who shall stand in his holy
place? He that hath clean hands and a pure
keart; who hath not lifted up kis soul unto va-
nity, nor sworn to deceive his neighbour. He
shall receive blessing from the Lord, and mercy
Jrom God hkis Saviour. This is the generation
of them that seek the Lord, that seek the face of
the God of Jacob. ver. 3—6. Upon which words
Clement makes the following observations: ¢ The
¢ prophet has given a brief description of the man
« of knowledge. David has shewn to us cursorily,
“ ag it appears, that the Saviour is God, calling him
“ the face of the God of Jacob, who has given us
« glad tidings and instructions concerning the Spi-
“ rit: wherefore also the apostle! has called the Son
h Ty dypovev kail Gvapyov dpxiv  observe, that Clement expressly
Te kad dmapyy Tav vy Tiv vidv. quotes this Epistle as the work
Strom. VIL. 1. p. 829. of St. Paul, Strom. VL. 8. p.771.

1 He alludes to the Epistle to Eusebius tells us, (H. E. VI
the Hebrews, i. 3. and we may 14.) that Clement conceived it
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“ the express image of his Father's glory, who
“ hath taught us the truth concerning God, and ex-
¢ pressly declared that God the Father is one and
« alone, the Almighty, whom no man knoweth, save
« the Son, and he to whom the Son will reveal
“ Him. (Matt. xi. 27.) He signifies that God is one
“ by the expression, them that seek the face of the
“ God of Jacob, whom our Saviour and God de-
« scribes as being alone good, God the Fatherk.”
This passage becomes more intelligible, when we
remember, that Clement calls Christ the face of the
Father. It was his opinion, as it was of all the
early Fathers, that whenever God was said in the
Old Testament fo be seen, as he was by Jacob (Gen.
xxxii. 30.) and by Moses, (Exod. xxxiii. 11.) face fo
Jace, it was not God the Father, but God the Son,
who appeared: and thus they called the Son tke
Jace of the Father, or that form under which he
chose to reveal himself to man!. Thus in the pas-
sage already quoted, at p.153. he says, “ The face
« of God is the Word, by whom God is made mani-
« fest and known :” and in another place, « The Son

to have been written by St. Paul

in Hebrew, and translated by
St.Luke. According to Photius,
(Cod. 121.) Irenus did not
think that it was written by St.
Paul; nor did Hippolytus : but
we find no such observation in
the works of those Fathers now
extant. Tertullian says that it
was written by Barnabas. (de
Pudicitia, c. 20. p.572.) Origen
quotes it as the work of St. Paul,
and wrote a treatise to prove that
it was so: see Epist. ad Afric.
vol. I. p. 20. The Arians did

not ascribe it to St. Paul. Epi-
phan. Her. LXIX. 37. vol. L.
p. 760.

K Surduws, olpat, Ty prwoTikey
dwivvoey & TlpogiTne Katd ®apa-
Bpopciy, b Eoixev, quiv Oedv elvas Tov
cutipa dxédeber & Aufil, mpicamoy
abriv elxdy T Oetb laxwB, Tov
ebayyehadpuevoy xai dddfavra wepi
760 myelparoe——~va d¢ vas Tov
Octy Ji Tiv YyrotvTay T8 WpdTwmoy
70 Oeob lakdB peprras v ui-
voy Syta Ocov matépa dyabiy xapa-
krypies 8 cwTip Auiy Kai Oedg.

! See 2 Cor. iv. 6..

N
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“is called the face of the Father, the Word who
“ took our flesh, and revealed that which belongs
“ peculiarly to the Father ™.” Origen also has used
the same expression : upon those words, Ps. Ixxx. 7.
Cause thy face to shine, and we shall be saved,
he says, “he here calls Christ the face: for he is
“ the image of the invisible God™:" and upon Ps.
cxix. 58. which he translates, “ I entreated thy face
“ with my whole heart,” he says, « The face of God
“is the express image of His substance, as I have
“ often observed °.”

Clement therefore conceived David to have in-
tended Christ, when he speaks of the face of the
God of Jacob ; and, according to this interpreta-
tion, David makes our Saviour to be God, as Cle-
ment observes: and yet he also says, that there is
only one God, in proof of which he quotes the de-
claration of our Saviour who is kimself God. Un-
less we believe Clement to have considered the Son
to be united in the Godhead with the Father, the
whole of this passage is unintelligible : but if we
admit the idea of two persons in one Godhead, the
meaning of it is perfectly plain, though we may per-
haps not think the reasoning altogether judicious.
95. Clementis Quis Dives Salvetur? c. 6. p.939.

Beside the works from which I have already
made many quotations, Clement also wrote a short
treatise, entitled, What rich Man can be saved ?

™ Mplownoy eipyras 708 Marpls & 8 Mpicwmoy évratfa Tov Xpiorav
Tids, capopipes yeviper