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TRINE, CONTINUED.

CHAPTER XX,

Oftfje Do^rine of the Miraculous Conception.

HAVING conCdered the great prin-

ciples on which all the unitarians

of antiquity were agreed, viz. the

doftrines of the unity of God, and the fifnple

humanity of Chrijl, with the arguments by

which they fupported them, I ihall now

confider an article with refped to which

Vol. IV. B they
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they held different opinions, viz. the mira-

culous conception of Chriji^ fairly laying be-

fore my readers all that I could colledt

concerning it, that they may be able to

form their own judgment. I had thought

to have made fome remarks on this fub-

jed, in my Hijiory of the Corruptions of

Cbrijiianity y but I did not do it there, be-

caufe at that time I had not fufficiently

confidered it. But having now given to

it all the attention of which I think I am
capable, I fhall with great franknefs lay

open the whole ftate of my mind with

refped to it. From the fame premifes

different perfons will draw different con-

clufions.

Many, I doubt not, will be alarmed at

fo free a difcuffion of a dodirine which is

is held facred by almoft all the chriftiaa

world ; the miraculous conception of Jefus

appearing to thera to reft upon the fame

authority with every other fadl in the gof-

pel hiftory, and therefore involving in its

confequences the truth of chriftianity it-

fclf. I am fully apprized of the fituation

in
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in which I write, and of the load of cenfure

that I am fure to bring upon myfelf by it.

Many of my beft friends, thofe who think I

have hitherto been a zealous and fuccefsful

advocate for truth, will think that I am
now going too far, and even rifking what

has been already gained. To thefe I would

fuggcft the following coniiderations.

1

.

Calling in queftion the truth of the

miraculous conception cannot appear more

alarming to themy than the dodtrine of the

fimple humanity of Chrift now does to

others, who are as fincere friends to the

gofpel as themfclves ; and, in this bufx^

nefs, I cannot give greater offence than I

did when I wrote againfl the dodlrine of*

a foul, and fcrupled not to declare myfelf*

a materialijl*

2. An alarm may be of ufe to ej^clt*

attention to a fubjeft ; and when the firft

confternation is over, thofe who were the

moft flartled will recover themfelves, and

confider the arguments difpaffionately, and

with a temper more proper for the difco-

B z very



4 Of the Do^rine of the Book III.

very of truth. No man at this day can

give more offence, or render himielf more

obnoxious, even to chriftians, than the

apoflle Paul did, by preaching the gof-

pel to the uncircumcifed Gentiles. Nei-

ther himfelf, nor even his memory, ever

furvived the odium that he brought upon

himfelf by this means, with the generality

of the Jewifh chriflians. His principal

objedl, in many of his cpiftles, is to juftify

himfelf in this refpeft. But though he

was fupported by reafon, and an efpecial

commiffion from God, he wrote in vain.

Now, with refpedt to fortitude in bearing

fufferings of this kind, in the caufe of truth,

or which is the fame thing to me, what I

ferioufly thiiik to be fo, I would not be be-

hind St. Paul, or any man. I have been

trained to it, and I hope the difcipline has

not been loft upon me.

3. I would farther obferve, that all thofe

to whom it can be worth my while to make

an apology, think as I do with refpeft to

the fcriptures^ viz. that they v/ere written

without
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without any particular infpiration, by men
who wrote according to the heft of their

knowledge, and who from their circum-

ftances could not be miftalcen with refpecft

to the greater fa5is^ of- which they were

proper witnejfes, but (like other men, fub-

jedl to prejudice) might be liable to adopt

a hafty and ill-grounded opinion concern-

ing things which did not fall within the

compafs of their own knowledge, and

which had no connexion with any thing

that was fo 5 and fuch I hold the miracu-

lous conception to be. We ought all of

us, therefore, to confidcr ourfelves as fully

at liberty to examine with the greatcft ri-

gour, both the reafonings of the writers,

and thtfa^is of which we find any account

in their writings, that, judging by the

rules of juft criticifm, we may dillinguifh

what may be depended upon, from what

may not. It may, perhaps, however, appear

probable, that neither Matthew nor Luke

wrote any thing about the miraculous con-

ception, efpecially the former.

B 3 4. Laftly,
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4. Laftly, I would obferve, that though

at prefent there are but few who difbelieve

the miraculous conception, there have al-r

ways, I believe, been fome^ and thofe men

of learning and charader among chriflians,

who have thought as I am now inclined

to do with refpedt to it, I have feen a

fmall tra<ft of Mr. Elwall's, written about

fixty years ago, the defign of which was

to difprove it. It made no impreffion upon

me at the time, and I have not been able

to procure it fmce. Dr. Eaton, a learned

and refped:able diflenting minifter, late of

Nottingham, though he never wrote upon

the fubjed, is well known by his acquaint-

ance to have been decidedly of the fame opi-

nion with Mr. Elwall; and fo have been, and

are, feveral others, inferior to none that bear

the chriftian name for underftanding, learn-p

ing, or probity. To my certain knowledge,

the number of fuch perfons is encreaiing,

ijind feveral of them think it to be a matter

of great confequence, that a dodtrine which

they .regard as a difcredit to the chriftian

fcheme,
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fcheme, fhould be exploded. They alfo

think it far better that this fliould be done

by chriftians themfelves, than by unbe-

lievers, who may fay that we never give

up any idle notion, till we can maintain

it no longer.

Having premifed thus much, I proceed

to the confideration of the fubjed: before

me, and I fhall do it with the greateft free-

dom, and as far as I can judge concerning

myfelf, with perfecS impartiality. Ob-

ferving that, though I frankly acknowledge

the arguments againji the miraculous con-

ception confiderably preponderate in my
mind at prefent, Ifliall notformanabfolutely

decided opinion, till I fhall have had an

opportunity of feeing what weight may be

thrown into the oppofite fcale, by any per-

fons* who fhall candidly examine what they

will find advanced in this chapter.

B 4 S E 0-
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SECTION I.

Of the Nature andImportance of the Doclrme

of the Miraculous Conception.

TN the firft place I would obferve, that the

importance of this doctrine has been un-

reafonably magnified in modern times. It

is one on which the ancient unitarians held

oppofite opinions, without, as far as ap-

pears, having ever thought the worfe of one

another on that account ; and, therefore,

there can be no reafon why we fhould not

cxercife the fame mutual candour at this

day. The value of the gofpel depends not at

all upon any idea that we may have con-

cerning the perjon of Chrijl. All that we

ought to regard is the objedt oj his mijjion^

and the authority with which his dodrine

was promulgated. The dodrine of immor-

tality, which is the great objedl of the whole

revealed will of God, is juft as acceptable

to me, from the mouth of the fon ofJofeph

\ and
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and Mary, as from the mouth of any man
created for the purpofe, from that of an

angel, or from the voice of God himfelf

fpeaking from heaven.

When the do(!lrme of the miraculous

conception is not particuhrly attended to,

we all readily fay, that it is the belief of

the dodirineSy the miraclesy the deaths and

the refiirrediion of Chrift, that makes t':)e

cbrijlian ; and alfo that the fewer things of

an extraneous nature, that we conned: with

thefe, and maintain to be infeparable from

them, the better ^ efpecially if we thereby

make the defence of chriftianity the eafier.

And certainly no circumftance relating to

the birth of Chrift has any more connec-

tion with the articles above mentioned,

than the opinion of his having been a tall or

fhort man, af a fair or a dark complexion.

It does not at all concern us to know how

Chrift came into the world, but what he

taught when he was in it, and what he did

and fuffered, as a proof of the authority by

which he taught it. Every man, therefore,

who believes that Chrift had a divine com-

miffion
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miffion to teach the great dodlrines of a re-

furredion, and of a life to come, is as much
a chriftian, and has as ftrong motives to go-

vern his life by the precepts of chriftianity,

as he who likewife believes that he was

without father, or without mother, that he

was the maker of the world, or the eternal

God himfelf. Such articles of faith as

thefe can only ferve to puzzle, to amaze,

and confound men ; but they have no ten-

dency to mend the heart or the life.

I would farther obferve, that the doc-

trine of the miraculous conception itfelf is

not, in faft, of any more confequence to the

Socinian, than it is to the Arian, or even

the Athanafian hypothefis. For it is no im-

pediment to the union of the Arian or

Athanafian logos to the human nature of

Chrifl, that his body was derived from Jo-

feph. For any thing that we can judge, a

body produced in the natural way, was juft

as proper for the refidence of this heavenly

inhabitant, as one made on purpofe. And

if, on any fcheme, it was fit that Chrifl

(hould have human nature at all, it may

z be
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be fuppofed to have been equally fit that

he (hould have fa proper human nature^

differing as little as poffible from that of

his brethren. There is, therefore, no more

reafon why the Arian, or the Athanafian,

fhould be more attached to the belief of

the miraculous conception than the Soci-

nian. The doctrine itfelf conneds equally

well, or equally ill, with any particular

hypothefis concerning the nature of Chrift.

It may be imagined to be more honour-^

able to Chrift to have come into the world

without the help of a man than with it

;

but this is an aflFair of imagination only. And,

for the very fame reafon, it might have

been imagined to be ftill more honourable

to him, to have come into the world with-

out the inftrumentality of either woman or

man, and that the fecond Adam fhould have

come from the hands of God as immediately

as the firft. Ideas no better than thefe

gave rife to the do6rine of the Gnoftics.

For they meant to do honour to Chrift;

and therefore we fhould be on our guard

^gainft them. But even admitting ideas of

this
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this kind to have fome weight, is it not, in

fad:, juftas humiliating to have a mother

,

as it is to have a^//6rr 5 for it is nothing

more than the body that is concerned in

thequeftion.

We fliould likewife attend a little to the

ideas of the Jews, as well as to our own, on

this fubjedt. Now, the do<Srine of the

Meffiah being the proper fon of Jofeph, a

lineal defcendant from David, will certain-

ly be more acceptable to them, than that of

his having had a miraculous conception*

For, though we may fancy that this cir-

cumftance reflefts more honour upon him

;

yet, in the eye of a Jew, he muft, on that

very account, appear to be lefs accurately

defcribed by their ancient prophets ; though

any dodrine which makes Chrift to have

been properly and fimply a man^ in what-

ever manner he was made fo, muft be infi-

nitely more acceptable to them than the

opinion of his having had a nature entirely

different from that of man. I own, how-

ever, that the expedations of the Jews

(any farther than they have a real founda-

tion in the prophecies) ought not by any

means
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means to determine our judgment In the

cafe, fo as to weigh againft any proper ar-

gument that may be alledged on the other

fide.

Should I have any controverfy with a

Jew, I fliould not feel myfelf at all embar-

raffed with this circumftance of the mira-

culous conception ; as I (hould not hefitate

to follow the example of the candid Juitiu

Martyr with refpeft to it; telling him,

that he was at full liberty to think as he

fhould fee reafon to do on that fubjeft ; and

that he might be as good a chriftian as the

Ebionites were before him, though he (hould

believe no more of the miraculous concep-

tion than they had done.

Indeed, with refpeft to the importance of

the queftion in itfelf, there are few, I ima^

gine, but would be ready enough to agree

with me, if they did not imagine that a dif-

belief of this article would afFed: the credi-

bility of the reft of the gofpel hiftory. But

there is an argument oifa^ (which is the

ftrongeft of all arguments) diredly againft

them. For the Ebionites, who did di(bc-

lieve
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lieve the miraculous conception, were as

firm believers in the reft of the gofpel hif-

tory as other chriftians. And, befides, if

we confider the nature of this apprehenfion,

it will appear to be founded on a miftake

;

becaufe the evidence for the miraculous

conception, and that for the public life,

miracles, death, and refurredlion of Chrift>

are exceedingly different ^ fo that a total

failure in the evidence for the one, will not

affeft the credibility of the other.

With the miraculous conception a few

perfons only could be acquainted ; and we
have not the teftimony of any of thofe few,

much lefs is it in our power to compare the

evidence of one with that of others of

them. Who wqre the perfons that in-

formed Matthew and Luke concerning it,

we cannot tell, nor through how many

hands the ftory was tranfmitted before it

came to them ; admitting, for the prefent,

that the introdudions to their gofpels were

written by themfelves. Whereas the great

events, fubfequent to the preaching of John
the Baptift, have not only the teftimony of

the
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the writers themfelves, but that of all the

inhabitants of Judea, and of the ftrangers re-

fiding in it. For, as Paul fays, *< Thefe
•* things were not done in a corner," And
to give the gofpel hiftory its juft degree of

credibility, we muft fimply cOnfider the

writers as credible witnejfes of what came to

their knowledge, without any regard to

their f^ppofed infpiration^ which will never

make any impreflion on unbelievers. Oa
no other ground Ihall we ever produce a

juft and rational defence of this moft im-

portant hiftory.

Setting afide all notions of in/pirationy we
fhould judge of the gofpel hiftory as we do

of any other. Now, no perfon, I appre-

hend, lays the lefs ftrefs on the hiftory of

Livy, with refped to events near to his own
time, becaufe bis account of Romulus and

Remus is thought to be fabulous. Mak-
ing myfelf, therefore, perfedly eafy as to all

the poffible confequences of thi$ difcuffion^

I ftiall, with perfedt freedom, confider the

evidence for the miraculous conception as

an article of hiftory^ and fhall, with as much
care
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care as I can, ftate the arguments for and

again ft it.

It has been more particularly faid, that,

fuppoiing Luke to have been the author of

the introduction to his gofpel, we may,

with the fame reafon, withhold ouraflent to

any circumftance in our Saviour's hiftory,

that has been recorded by him only ; for

inftance, the account of the raifing the

widow's fon at Nain, and the mifiion of the

feventy difciples, as to this of the miracu-

lous conception. But this goes both upon

the fuppofition of his being a competent

witnefs to them all alike 5 and, alfo, of

there being nothing more extraordinary in

the latter cafe than in the two former;

whereas, in both thefe refpedls, there is a

remarkable difference between them.

The raifmg of the widow's fon, and the

miffion of the Seventy, fell within the term

oi th^ public Ufe of Cbrift, of the tranfac-

tions of which there were thoufands of

witnefTes j and Luke himfelf, being gene-

rally faid to have been one of thefeventy^ and

confequently to have attended upon Chrift

during
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during his miniftry, might have been an

eye-witnefs of what he relates ; whereas he

cannot be faid to have been in circum^

fiances to bear tejiimony to the miraculous

conception at all, and, as 1 have faid, through

what hands the ftory came to him we are

not told. They might, therefore, be very

well, or very ill informed concerning it.

Both the railing of the widow's fon, and

the mifllon of the feventy, befides falling

within the public life of Chrift, are events

limilar to thofe for which we have the

teftimony of the other evangelifts ; the

widow's fon not being the only perfon that

Jefus raifed to life, nor the feventy difciples

the only miffion that he fent out. Whereas

the miraculous conception was a miracle

abfolutely Angular in its nature, there being

nothing like it in the hiftory of the Old or

New Teftament. And what makes flill more

againfl the credibility of it is, that it does

not appear to be adapted to anfwer any good

purpofe whatever ^ but, on the contrary, a

manifeftly bad one, in making our Saviour's

Vol. IV. C meffiah-
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meffiahfliip too fooii, and too generally

known, or expoiing his mother to unde-

ierved reproach.

On the whole, therefore, we may very

readily admit the credibility of Luke's ac-

count of the raifing of the widow's fon, and

of the miffion of the feventy difciples, and

rejedl that of the miraculous conception,

though related by the fame hiftorian.

The prefumptive evidence of any dodlrine

depends upon the nature of it; and this

fliould be confidered before the tliredl evi--

dence. For it is univerfally acknowledged,

that the lefs reafon there is to exped: any

particular event, the ftronger evidence it

'requires. A flight evidence is fufficient

to certify us of fuch fadls as happen every

day, or very frequently. Miracles require

much ftronger evidence j and, accordingly,

fuch evidence has always been provided.

Again, in miracles there is a gradation,

and fome of them being more extraordi-

nary, and lefs probable, a priori^ than others,

require evidence proportionably more cir-

cumftantial;>
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cumftaatial, and lefs liable to exception.

Thus the refurredion of our Saviour, the

moft extraordinary, and, a priori^ being the

nioft improbable of all events, approaching

the neareft to an impoffibility, the evidence

of it is remarkably circumftantial ; in confe-

quence of v^hich there is not, perhaps, any

fadl in all ancient hiflory, fo perfedlly cre-

dible, according to the moft eftablifhed

rules of evidence, as it is. And the argu-

ments, a priori^ in this cafe, are as ftrlking

as thofe v^hich may be called the arguments

a pojleriori, or the proper hiftorical proof.

Becaufe v^e are able to fee the importance of

the fad:, the evidence of which required to

be fo exceedingly clear, Chrift, coming

to give mankind the fulleft, afTurance of aa

univerfai refurredti it was obviouily ne-

ceiTary, at leaft highly defirable, that, be-

iides folemnly announcing the doctrine, and

confirming it by miracles, he fliould him-

felf actually die and rife again, as a proof of

it. Accordingly, we find, that Chrift did

reft the evidence of his divine million in a

particular manner, on the event of his re-

C 2 furredtion.
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furreftion. We, therefore, fee clearly, W/6y

it behoved Chrijl both to die^ and to rife again

from the dead.

Now are we able to difcover any reafon

why Chrift fhould be born of a virgin, ra-

ther than in the ufual way ? Can we con-

ceive it to have been at all neceffary, or ad-

vantageous to the great objeft of his mif-

fion, or to qualify him for fulfilling it ? I

think I may anfwer for all unitarians, that,

a priori^ we (hould rather have thought

otherwife, viz. that there would have been

a greater propriety in his being, in this, as

well as in all other refped:s, what other

men are. For then, having had no natural

advantage over us, his refurredion would

have been calculated to give us the greater

aflurance of our own. Whereas, his com-

ing into the world in a manner fo very dif-

ferent from that of other men, might create

a fufpicion that there was fome other ef-

fential difference between him and other

men ; and, therefore, that his nature might

be fubjed: to other laws than thofe of ours.

On
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On this account, I am confident, that^

had mankind been defired to name a proper

reprefe?2tative of themfelves, in whom they

£hould fee exhibited what was to befal

themfelves, they would have chofen a man

born as themfelves had been. A priori^

therefore, it mud have appeared lefs pro-

bable, that Chrift, being fent on fuch a

miffion as his was, fhould be born of a vir-

gin, than that he fliould be born like other

men ; as it might have been fufpecfled, that

he would not have been produced in this

manner, if it had not been for the fake of

giving him fuch advantages in point of con-

ftitution, as men born in the ufual way

cannot naturally have. His example, there-

fore, is, in all refped:s, lefs properly pro-

pofed to us, and his refurredion affords lefs

ground for our expedlation that we alfo

fhall be raifed to immortal life ; fince any

peculiar conftitution of nature may have un-

known peculiar privileges.

In the fcriptures, mankind are generally

apprised of the reafons of all the great mea-

C 3
fures
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fures that God has been pleafed to take

with refpedt to them. Our Saviour informs

his difciples very particularly why it was

expedient that he fliould die, and leave

them for a time ; afiuring them that it was

for their own advantage, &c. and with re-

fpedt to thofe reafons which they were not

at that time qualified to enter into, he

plainly told them, that they were not ; and

that, for that reafon, the communication of

more knowledge to them was deferred.

Now, are any reafons given us in the

fcriptures, to fhow us that it was more

proper that Chrifl: was to be born of a

virgin, than in the ufual way ? Or, is it

there faid, that there was 3. reafon for it,

but that men were not qualified to under-

ftand it. Neither of thefe is the cafe^

and what is particularly remarkable, a thin^

of this extraordinary kind is not fo much

as mentioned, or in the moft diftant man-

ner alluded to, by Chrift himfelf, or by any

writer in the Nev^ Teftament ; fo that, if

the dodtrine be true, it does not appear to

have
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have anfwered any end whatever. And it

is by no means analogous to the ufual con-
dutfl of Divine Providence, to take extraor^

dinary meafures without a proportionable

objedt and ufe. It is no where Taid, that

God honoured mankind fo far, as either to

fend a perfon of a higher rank than man,

to be his meffenger to them, or to make a

man, in an extraordinary way, for that pur-

poCe I that more dignity might be given to

his charader, and greater attention fecured

to him.

There is only one expreffion in the whole

New Teftament, that is capable of being-

laid hold of, as, in the moft diftant man-

ner, alluding to the miraculous conception,

which is, Paul fpeaking of Chrift, Gal. iv.

4. as made of woman^ as well as made under

the law. But the flighteft knowledge of

the fcripture phrafeology may fatisfy us,

that this is only fynoymous to the term man.

Job fays, ch. xiv. 1. Man that is born ofa

woman is offew days^ &c. and again, chap.

;xxv. 4, How can h^ be clean that is born of

C 4 a woman ^
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a woman. Our Saviour alfo fays, Matt. xi.

1 1 . Among them that are born of women

^

there is none greater than John the Baptiji,

To be hern ofwomen y therefore, or tnade of a

ivoniavy and to be a man, or a human beings

is the fame thing.

According to all appearance, therefore,

if the doftrine of the miraculous concep-

tion be true, God wrought a moft extraor-

dinary miracle without any proper objedl

or ufe. Nay, as far as we can judge, fuch a

pretenfion as that of a miraculous birth, un^

lefs it had been much more particularly

authenticated than the gofpel hiftory repre-

fents this to have been, muft have operated

greatly to the prejudice of our Saviour's

charadler, and confequently muft have ob-

ftruded the end of his miffion . For without

the moft circumftantial evidence, for which

X\o provifion was made, the ftory of the

miraculous conception would never have

been believed by the Jews. And does not

this circumftance render the wifdom of the

fcheme very queftionable? For, though it

muft
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mufl always be acknowledged, that the

ways of God, even with refpedl to men,

may be Infcrutable to men , yet, when no-

thing is faid of fuch wifdom, and no fuch

fubmiffion of our judgments is required of

us, the fa<5ts from which fuch myfterious

condud: is inferred, ought not to be ad-

mitted without proportionably clear evi-

dence.

SEC
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SECTION II.

The Opinions of the Chriflian Fathers concern^

ing the life of the Miraculous Conception.

A S the fcriptnres fay nothing at all on

this fubjed:, and reafon is equally filent,

let us hear what the Fathers have faid^ and

we fhall find, that they were far from being

at any lofs for good reafons, as they thought

them, for Chrift's coming into the world

in that extraordinary manner ; and certainly

a natural birth would by no means have fo

well fuited their hypothefes. But, unhap-

pily, all their fchemes are fuch as unitarians

would rejedl, and therefore they will not

tend to make the thing more credible to

them.

Juftin Martyr fays, that " Chrift was

** born of a virgin, that by the fame means
*' that difobedience came by the ferpent, by
** the fame means it fhould be terminated.

*' For Eve, being a virgin, and uncorrupt,

** conceiving the logos [word] of the fer-

** pent, brought forth difobedience and

'' death;
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*' death; but the virgin Mary, receiving
'' faith and favour, when the angel Ga-
** briel faid that the fpirit of the Lord
** fhould come upon her, and the power
" of the higheft overfhadow her, wherefore
^' that holy thing that fhall be born of
'* thee is the Son of God, anfwered, Be it

*^ unto me according to thy word. And
'** of her was born he, concerning whom
** we have fliown that fo many fcriptures

-*' have fpoken -, by whom God deilroys the

^* ferpent, and angels, and men who re-

**'femble him, and produces a deliverance

** from death for thole who repent of their

" evil deeds, and believe in him'-^." Thus,

as Cyril of Jerufalem fays, " As death came

aTTO T6 oipnug 'ua^cxHOY} TYjv apx^iv £7\aQs^ ^;j; 'rcculr,; tyi; o§a hm kxIoc^,

Tjjaiv ha^i-/]. Tlap^iv'^ yap 'daac "Eua Kai a<p9opO-, rov 7\oyov rev

aTTO T8 Q(p2U(; (7v>.XcLQHaa^ 'mapcxKonv nxi ^xvcxiov slens. JJitiv 3g

xoti %«fiv "KjcQujo, yiupia. Y\ 'usiX^^Ev'^', suayfsXii^ofjLBV!^ ccuIyi Ta'^^i-n^,

ayf£>^H cli 'isvivficx. hu^lh ett aulr;j ETiET^Evadai, . km '^'uvacixn; u-i\^i.Tii

imaHiaa-it'aulnV', '^lo km yEvvuixEvov e| aulng ayiov sn via; Ses, utte-

x^ivccio^ yEvoiio ixoi Kocix TO fvijota era. Kaz 3i^ txijIy]; yzyvmiM

avlog 'zsre^i a rocraulag ypa(pug octto^e^oc/jlsv si^m^oci^ ^i a o Seo; rov rs

ccpiv, KM m; ofAOio^Evlccg ccyyEAsj, km avSpwaf, KMay^vEi-, a'na'h'hct-

7MV 3^ ra ^;/a78 roi^;, (XE]cx,y>vu(rKH(7iv a7:o rm (pavhw-, km 'Sih'EVicnv

usaulov^ E^ya^ElM. Diul. pars 2. p. 354.

1
'' by
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** by the virgin Eve, fo it was neceiTary

*' that life fhould be brought by a virgin ; or

*' rather, out of a virgin*/' It was, hov/ever,

another analogy in this hiftory that ftruck

Ambrofe. He fays, " Adam was made of

** the virgin earth, and Chrift v/as from a

** virgin -f-/'

Maximus Taurinenfis improves upon this

idea ; faying, that '' as Adam was produced

•* from the pure earth, {o is Chrift produced

*< from a pure virgin/' He alfo, alluding

toPf.xxii. 6. obferves, that worms were bred

in the pure manna, to which he compares the

virgin Mary. What ufe he makes of thefe

comparifons may be feen in the extrad which

1 make from this writer in the notes J. The

>sy 0? vc '3j:cf?£vs, (pxvnvixt tw ^ccviv. Cat. I2. p. i55.

t 1-x terra virgine Adam, Chriflus ex virgine. In

Luc. cap. 4. Opera, vol. 2. p. 59.

+ Sed niagis i'lum accipiendum puto quoniam vermis

nulla extrinfccus admixiione alieni corporis, fed de Tola

€t pura terra procrcatur, ideo ilium comparat cuni domi-

no, quoniam ct ipfe falvator de fola et pura Maria gcne-

ratur, Lcgimus etiam in libris Moyfi de manna vermi-

cuios procrcatos : digna plane ct jufia ccmparatio. Si-

quidem dc manna vermiculus gignitur, et dominus Chrif-

tus de virgine procreutur. quia potius ipfam Mariam

manna
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fame writer fays, that God could not be

born othervvife than of a woman only.

*' He was born/' he fays, *' of a pure vir-

** gin, that the human birth might prove

*' him to be a man, and the virgin fhew
" that he was God. For as flefh can only

*^ be generated from fle/h, fo the flefh of

** God could not come, except from a fe-

** male, without the help of a man */' All

that we need fay to thefe ingenious ana-

logies, is that the fcriptures fay nothing

about them ; and I fuppofe that thofe who
are now advocates for the miraculous con-

ception will have little to fay in their

defence.

manna dixerim, quia eft fubtilis, fplendida, fuavis et virgo,

cjuae velut caelitus veniens cundis ccclefiarunr populis

cibum dulciorem melle defluxit, quern qui edere ac man'

ducare neglexerit, vitam in femet ipfo habere non poterit,

fjcut ipfe dominus ait. Nifi quis manducaverit meam

carnem, et biberit meum fanquinem, non habebit vitam

in femetipfo. Opera, p. 209.

* Et natus fane ab inta6ta eft fcemina, ut eum pariter

et hominem teftaretur partus humanus, et deum probaret

aeterna virginitas. Nam ficut non poterat nifi caro d$

carnenafci: ita non poterat dei caro de fcemineo utero

nifi fme generante prodire. Ibid. p. 196*

A reafon
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A reafon quite different from the former,

and no lefs ingenious^ is given by Ladan-

tius. ** God the Father himfelf/' fays he,

** being both the origin and principle of

** things, becaufe he has no parents, is truly

** called by Trifmegiftus, a7ra%^ [without

*' father] and ai^y^^ [without mother].

—

*' Wherefore his fon ought alfo to be born

" twice, that he might be without father

** and without m.other. In his firft fpiri-

*' tual birth he was without mother, be-

*' caufe he was generated by God the Fa-

** ther only, without the afliftance of a

*' mother. In his fecond carnal birth he

** was without father, becaufe he was ge-

** nerated in the virgin's womb, without

** the affiftance of a father ; that, having a

** middle fubftance between God and man,

** he might lead our frail and weak nature,

*' as it w^ere by the hand, to immortality ^/'

^' Tpfe cnim pater deus, et origo, et principium rerum,

quoniam parentibus caret, aTrcClo)^, atque tx{xy]lw^ a Trifme-

gifto veriffime nominatur ; quod ex nullo fit procreatus.

Idcirco etiam filium bis nafci oportuit, ut ipfe fieret a'KoDm

atque a/jirilio^. In prima enim nativitate fpiriuli oiy.){la^ fuit

;

qui fine officio raatris, a fulo deo patre generatus eft. In

fecunda
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1

With refpea to the latter part of this rea-

foning, it might be retorted, that if it was

neceffary that Chrift ifhould be both God
and man, he fhould have been both proper

God and proper man, i. e. a man born and

conftituted like other men.

Auftin, whofe genius feldom fails him,

is not fo happy in his folution of this diffi-

culty as he is in that of fome others. He
lays, " The falvation of the female fex was
** intended, becaufe Chrift was a man, bora

*^* of a woman only*." I fuppofe, how-

ever, he muft have meant, that Chrift would

take care of the men for his own fake, and

of the women for the fake of his mother.

Had he had a father as well as a mother, he

fecunda vcro carnali aiTrcila^ fuit ; quoniam fine patris offi-

cio, virginali utero procreatus ell; ut itiediam inter deum

et homincm rubflantiam gerens, noftram hanc fragilem,

imbecillemque naturam quafi manu ad immortalitatemi

poffet educere. Fa£tus eft et dei Hlius per fpiritum, et

hominis per carnem, id eft, et deus, et homo. Inflit.

lib. 4. fea. 13. p. 388.

* Ergo qua virum oportebat fufcipere, qui fexus hono-

rabilior eft, confequens erat ut feminei fexus liberatio hinc

appareret, quod ille vir de femina naiius eft. Queftiones,

Opera, vol. 4. p. 536.

might
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might have taken more than an equal care

of the male fex. He fays, that '' Chrift

** was born of a woman only, that neither

*' fex might defpair. For had he been a

*^ man, which was neceffary, but not born

** of woman, the women might have de*

** fpaired of themfelves, recollediing their

•* firft offence, becaufe the firft man was

** deceived by a woman." His illuftra-

tion of this argument, part of which may

be feen in the notes, is curious*.

* Sed hoc nobis oftendi't, ut fcilicet In nullo fexu de fe

defperaret humana creatura. Sexus enim humanus, ma-

rium eft et fceminarum. Si ergo vir exiftens, quod utique

efTe deberet, non nafceretur ex foemina, defperarent de fe

foeminae, memores primi peccati fui, quia per foeminam

deceptus eft primus homo, et omnino nullam fe fpem ha-

bere in Chrifto arbitrarentur. Venit ergo vir fexumprae-

eligere virilem, et natus ex foemina fexum confolari foemi-

neum, tanquam alloquens et dicens : ut noveritis quod non

del creatura mala eft, fed voluptas prava pervertit earn, in

principio cum feci hominem, mafculumet foeminam feci.

Non creaturam damno, quam feci. Ecce natus fum vir,

€cce natus ex foemina. Non ergo creaturam damno,

quam feci : fed peccata, quae non feci. Uterque fexus

videat honorem fuum : et uterque confiteatur iniquitatem

fuam : et uterque fperet falutem. Ser. 63. Opera, Sup.

p. 238.

1 A much
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A much more plaufible reafon than any

of the preceding is that which fuppofes

that the greatnefs and fancSity of Chrift's

characfler, fo much fuperior to that of other

men, required that he {hould not be born

as other men are. Of this nature is that

of Iren^us, who fays, *' If Chrift had been
** born of Jofeph, what could he have done
*^ more than Solomon, or Jofeph, or David,.

** when he was produced in the fame man-
** ner, and their proper offspring." He
adds, that '' he could not have been the

** proper fon of God, and therefore not a

** king, if he had been the fon of Jofeph,

** nor the heir, according to Jeremiah*.'*

Laclantuis, not contenting himfelf with

his former reafon, fays, *' that it might be

'^ certain that he was fent of God, it be-

* Si enim Jofeph filius efTet, quemadmodum pluspote-

rat quam Salomon, aut plus quam Jonas habere, aut plus

effe David, cum eflet ex eadem feminatione generatus, et

proles exiftens ipforum ? Ut quid et beatum dicebat Pe-

trum, quod eum cognofceret eflc fillum dei vivi ? Super

haec autem nee rex Q& pofTet, fi quidem Jofeph filius fu-

iffet; nee h^res, fecundum Hieremiam.- Lib. 3. cap.

29. p. 258.

Vol. IV, D '' hoved
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** hoved him not to be born as men are

<* born, from two human parents 5 but that

*' it might appear that he was a heavenly

<* perfon in man, he was created without

' theaffiftance of a father*/' " He ought/'

fays Cyril of Alexandria, *^ to have fuch a

*^ birth, I mean his earthly birth, of a wo-
'* man, that his prefence and manifeftation

** to the world might have fomething in it

** worthy of a God-f-."

** For the very reafon that you doubt,"

fays Chryfoflom, ** for that reafon believe.

*^ It is not becaufe marriage is a bad thing,

** but becaufe virginity is a better ; and it

*^ behoved the Lord of all to have a more
** fplendid entrance into the world than

** ours ; for it was the entrance of a king.

* Sed tamen, ut certum eflet, a deo miflum ; non ita

ilium nafci oportuit, ficut homo nafcitur, ex mortali utro-

que concretus j fed ut appareret, etiam in homine ilium

efTe cceleftem, creams eft fme opera genitorls. Inftit. lib.

4. fefl. 20. p. 430.

f EJff 7a^ ihi TQiaviriV auln yEVEJ^ai ttiv aTTole^iv, tav mice aa^ncx.

^y)ixi jcai EK yuvaiHog^ iv £%» to OeoTT^ETTEg v ei; tov koct/xov aula 'ssa-

^Q^(^ Km avahiki<;. Contra Julianum, lib, 8. Juliani Ope-
ra, vol. 2. p. 279.

*' He'
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*' He ought both to agree, and to differ,

" with us in our birth ; and both thefe

** things have taken place. He ought to

'* be born of a woman, in common with
** us ; but to be born without marriage is

'^ greater than us*/'

All this might do tolerably well, if

Chrift was to have been any thing more

than a man, or to have done fomethin^

more than man could do, or than it was

proper that man fliould be the inflrument

of doing. But what is this to thofe who
think that there was a greater propriety in

Chrift being precifely a man^ and his office

fuch as that there would have been the

greateft propriety in its being filled by a

man.

No more will an unitarian acquiefce in

the following reafon of M. Caleca.

£7rei5Vj K^Eirlcov v] 'sjao^svia . rw ^e T8 kqivh "sravliov hcrTTola sicooov c^ii-

KoivavEiVy YifjLiv Tn<; y£vvni7£wj, KM £|yiXAa%$«{ j-nq n(A,El£^a; . fcai «/*-

^oIeooc Tavlcc yeyove. nai ottco^ annE . to (xev ya^ aTTo //.yiJ^ug ysvE-

c^ai KOivoy 'ss^o; ',]/A,ai<;
' to Se x^^ij ya/xcov ysvEcrBai (AEI^ov^ n ft^O

vfAsc;, In Gen. 25. Opera, vol. ii. p. 685.

D 2 '' Chrift:
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*^ Chrift was born of a virgin, that he might

** both be born without original fin, and

"live without fin*^'* becaufe they think

it is rather defirable that Chrift Ihould be

of a nature as liable toJin as other men ; that

in all things he might be like his brethren,

and be tempted as they wercy though he did

not yield to any temptation.

Auftin thought it was proper that Chrift

fhould be exempt from original fin, and ac-

cordingly he believed that he was fo, and that

his being born of a virgin was the caufe of

that fingular exemption. If any perfon wifh

to know the principle on which he argued, he

will find it in the following fcntence. Nulla

igitur voluptate carnalis concupifcentiae fe-

minatus, five conceptus eft, et ideo nullum

peccatum originaliter trahens, &c. Enchy-

ridion, cap. 41. Opera, vol. 3. p. 167, 214.

Fulgentius enlarges upon this idea of

Auftin, fhewing why, in the ordinary way,

men cannot be born without fin ; and

therefore that Chrift was born in an extra-

iofthvai. Conibefis, vpl. 2. p. 264.

ordinary
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ordinary way, that he might take away that

fin*.

Leo the Great fays, *' Chrifl was born

** of a virgin, that the contagion of human
'* feed ceafing, the new man might have a

** true human nature, and yet be abfolutely

"pure ^." 1 fliall fubjoin, in the notes,

* Et quia dum fibi invicem vir mulierque mifqentur ut

filios generent, fine libidine non eft parcDtuni concubitus ;

ob hoc filiorum ex eorum carne nafcentium non potefl

fine peccato efie conceptus, ubi peccatum in parvulos non

tranfmittit propagatio, fed libido.—Qi,ii ut illud peccatum

quod in concubitu mortalis carnis generatio humana con-

traxit, auferet, conceptus eft novo more, deus incarnatus

in matre virgine, fine coitu viri, fine libidine, concipientis

vifginis : ut per deum hominenij quern abfque libidine

conceptum inviolatus ediditvirginis uterus, ablueretur pec-

catum, quod nafcentes trahunt omnes homines : quibus

in corpore mortis hujus talis eft nafcendi conditio, ut ma-

tres eorum foecunditatis opus implere non pofiint, nifi prius

virginitatem carnis amiferint. Solus igitur abftulit pecca-

tum conceptionis, atque nativitatis humanqe deus unigc-

nitus, qui dum ccncipiretur, veritatem carnis accepit ex

virgine, et cum nafcereretur, integritatem virginitatts fer-

vavitin matre. De fide, cap. 2. p. 487.

t Creator ac dominus omnium rerum dignatus eft unus

efTe mortalium, eleda fibi matre quam fecerat, qua? falva

integritate, virginea, corporcae eflet tantlim miniftra fub-

flantiae, uthumani feminis cefTante contagio, novo homini

etpuritas in eflet, et Veritas. De Nativitate Domini ^tr. 4.

Opera., p. 1 7.

D 3 another
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another paffage from this writer, in which

he argues more at large on the fubjecS ^'.

Hilary imagined that the body of Chrlft was

exempt from the fcnfation of pain, and this

he afcribed to his miraculous conception
-f-.

How this circumfcance gave him that pri-

vilege, he does not fay. But what is all this

curious reafoning to thofe who think that

all men are born free from original fin, and

* Superbia hoftis antiqui non immerito fibi in omnes

homines jus tyranicum vindicabat, nee indebito dominatu

premebat: quos a mandate dei fpontaneos in obfequium

fuse voluntatis illexerat. Non itaque juftc omitteret origj-

nalcm dedititii generis fervitutem, nifi de eo quod fubege-

rat vinceretur. Quod ut fieret fine virili femine edi-

tus eft Chriftus ex virgine, quam non humanus coitus fed

fpiritus fandus foecundavit. Et cum omnibus matribu?

non fiat fine peccati forde conceptio, haec inde purgatio-

nem traxit unde concepit. Quo enim paterni feminis tranf-

fufio non pcrvenit peccati fe illic rubigo non mifcuit.

In iolata virginitas concupifcentiam, nefi:ivit fiibftantiam

miniftravit. Afllimpta eft de matre hominis natura, non

culpa. Creata eft forma fervi fine conditione virili, quia

liovus homo fie contemperatus eft veteri, ut et veritatem

fufcipeiet generis, ct vitium excludcret vetuftatis. Opera,

p. 14.

f Sed non habcns naturam dolcndi. dum et hominis

habitus eft, et origo non hominis eft, nato eo de concept

done fpiritus fan6li. De Trinitatc, lib. i6. p. 256.

that^
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that the body of Chrifl: was no more ex-

empt from the feeling of pain than ours are !

Such are the reafonings that I have found

advanced by the Fathers concerning the

miraculous conception, and the final caufe

of it i and it was a circumftance of which

they made no fmall boaft. ** What righte-

*' ous perfon," fays the great Athanafius,

" what holy prophet, or patriarch, in all

" the facred writings, was born of a virgin

*' only; or what woman was fufficlent for the

*• conception of a man, without a man* ?"

V* When Chrift," fays Conftantine, in his

oration before the Fathers of the council of

Nice, '* was to live among men, he in-

^' vented a new way of being born ; for

" there was a conception without marriage,

** a delivery of a pure virgin, and a young
** woman was the motherofGod +•'*

* Tig ya,^ ^oivcols Tm zv raig ^ehzi; ypoc^aig ircpri^svlm d'lKxrx^f

xj ayiuv 'sipo(p-nlcovi xj 'sralpiapx^v bk ^ap^eva (/.owig £cr%E ty,v th jco-

(jialog yEV2aiv ; » rig yvvn x^p^9 avopog^ a\jlocpKY\g ysyovE 'sr^oj cruracrtv

av^puTTov. De Incarnatione, Opera, vol. i. p. 88.

T Ettsi ^£ Koa-fxiKO) crcofxotli ^Xmia^Biv, £V rs yn xpovi^stv £ja£?vAf

,

.Tij %f£t«; Tii?o w^aMajYig^ vo9yiv riva ysvejiv exuIh EfXYixavYiTcxlo. %^'f.'$

yccfloi yafAuv^ <Tu?.7^r]4'ig • }y ccyvvig ^apkviag £i>^Ei9uia • -^ S^s {^y^y^p

KODn, Cap. II. p. 68g.

I? 4 "Who,"
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** Who/' fays Proclus, *' has ever feen

** or heard, that an infinite God inhabited

" a matrix, and that he whom the heavens

*^ cannot receive, fhould not be ftraitenedina

*^ virgin's womb. Well may we call this

** womb larger than the Vv^hole creation "*."

*' The trinity," fays Maximus Taurinenfis,

*^ has effeded three wonderful kinds of birth,

*^ Adam from the duft of the ground. Eve

** from the fide of Adam, and Chrift from a

** virgin -f-."
It is remarkable, that the au-

thor of the epiftle to the Hebrews makes

no fuch boafts as thefe, though he feems to

have been intent on bringing together every

circumftance that he could think would re-

iledt honour on Chrift. Great ufe, how-

ever was made of this circumftance by the

cv spavog hk £%a)piio-£, yarvif rng 'syap^evH hk Er£V0%wf)i(7£v. AeuIe

lOw/xEV '^(XTE^av 'ss'halulBpav Tvig jilia-mg. Hoin. in Nativitatem

Domini, p. 149.

f Tres valde mirabiles nafcendi fpecies operatum repe-

ries trinitatem. Et prima eft quidem, quod Adam figu*

ratus ex limo eft : fecunda quod mulier formata de maf-

culo : tertia, quae ct coeleftis eft, quod Chriftus proceiTit ex

-virgine. Opera, p. 196.

phriftiaii
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chriftlan Fathers, in anfwering the objec-

tions that were made to the meannefs of

Chrift's birth. ** If it appears to weak
** fenfes," fays Maximus Taurinenlis, ** un^
*' worthy of the Son of God to be born of
^* a woman, confider that it was a virgin

"' that brought him forth */' This, how-
ever, would not fatisfy the Gnoftics. Manes

thought it unworthy of the majefty of the

Son of God to go into the womb of a woman
;

et fortir enfuite avec toutes les ordures, qui

acGompagnent Tenfantement. Beaufobre,

Hifl. de Manecheifme, vol. 1. p. ^^^. Even

the orthodox chriftians could not help beino-

affedled with this confideration. Pafcha-

fius, the author of the dodrine of tran-

fubftantiation, thought that it was unworthy

of Chrift to be born of a woman, &c. Ibid,

vol. 2. p. 526.

My readers having heard a variety of in-

genious conjeftures concerning the reafons

for this extraordinary meafure of divine^

* Quod fi tibi fenfuum tuorurti fragilitate minus dig-

num videtur filium dei natum de foemina credere, virginem

pQgita peperifle. Opera, p. 197.

provi-
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providence, may, perhaps, be able to fug-

geft one for themfelves ^ but I own that, un-

fatisfadory as they appear to me, I am not

able to aflign any better.

That the circumftance of Chrift pretend^

ing to a miraculous birth would have had

an unfavourable effect on his charader and

credit in his life-time, all the Fathers, who

fpeak of it, readily acknowledge ; and the

charader of his mother, they fay, would

have fuitained an irreparable injury. They

alfo acknowledge that, even had the fad

been known andprove'H, the great objed of

his million would have been in great danger

of being defeated 3 as it was of the greateft

importance to the fuccefs of the fcheme,

that Chrift fliould not be known to be the

Meffiah at fo early a period. For they ima-

gined, that it was quite neceifary that the

devil fhould be kept in ignorance of his

rank and true charader.

^ This is the reafon which they give, why

Mary, though defigned to bring forth Jefus

while ihe was a virgin, fliould have a nomi-

nal hufoand. For they fay that, as the de-

vil
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vil knew that the Meffiah was to be born

of a virgin, he would, if fhe had not been

married, have fufpedled that her child had

been the perfon, and would have exerted

himfelf to defeat the objedl of his miffion.

This hypothefis implies a high idea of the

power of the devil ; but, withal, a very low

one of his penetration and fagacity, or that

he was ill ferved by his fpies. Such is not

at prefent the idea of the devil with thofe

vvho believe his real exigence.

As the notions of the Fathers are a matter

of fotpe curiolity, at leaft, I fhall lay before

my readers fomfe of their thoughts and rea-

fonings on this fubjedl. Origen, who fays,

that *^ the Jews thought Chrift to be the fon

f^ of Jofeph and Mary *-," fays, that *' they

^* would not have believed Jcfus, if he had

^* faid that he was the fon of Mary only
-f-."

^' Our Lord/' fays Ambrofe, '' rather chofe

f * that his origin iliould be unknown, than

* £lovlo Hv aulov sivai Io}aYi(p nat Mapixg ulov. Comment,

vol. I. p. 223.

f Dicebant autem qui mirabantur, Ignari ilium efTe

filium virginis, ne credituri quidem fi didus fuiflet filius

virginis; Opera, vol. 2. p. 13.

"that
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** that his mother's chaflity fhould be

^^ queftioned */'

But the perfon who has written themoft

largely on this fubjeft is Chryfoflom, and

the following extrad: from him will fhew,

in a very clear light, of what importance it

was imagined to be, that the miraculous

conception fhould be concealed from the

Jews. But it does not feem to have occurred

to any of thefe Fathers, that every reafon for

this concealment is an argument againft the

propriety and wifdom of the meafure itfelf

;

and therefore an argument againft the truth

ofthefadt: for, certainly a circumftance

which they acknowledge to have been fo

highly improbable, and of apparent differ-

vice to the fcbeme of chriftianity, requires

very clear and ftrong evidence of its truth.

'^ Why is there an account of the genealogy

** ofJofeph,whohad nothing to do with the

^' generation of Chrifl? I have mentioned one

•** reafon, but I muft mention another more

* Malult autem dominus aliquos de fui ortu, qiiam de

matris pudore dubitarc. In Luc. lib. 2. Opera, vol. 2.

p. 17.

** myflerious,
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'' myfterious. What then is it? He would
'' not have it known to the Jews, after the
** birth, that Chrift was born of a virgin.

'* Be not alarmed at this extraordinary cir-

'* cumftance. The reafon is not mine, but
'* that of our fathers, eminent and diftin-

*' guiflied men. For if Chrift from the
** beginning concealed many things, calling

*'• himfelf thefon of man^ and did not al-

" ways difcover his equality with the Fa-
** ther, why (hould you wonder that he

" concealed this, managing it as a great and
** wonderful thing, to preferve the virgin,

** and cover her from wicked fufpicion.

'* For if this had been known to the Jews
'* from the beginning, they would have
** ftoned the virgin, abufing her for what
*' would be faid, and have condemned her
*' for adultery. If they impudently abufed
** him for works, of which they had many
** examples in the Old Teftament' (for

** when he caft out demons, they called him
'* a demoniac, and when he healed on the

** Sabbath day they thought him an tvitmy

*' of God, though the Sabbath had often

^' been
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** been broken before) what would they

** have faid, if this had been reported ! For

** they had ^ccn nothing of the kind in all

** preceding time. For if, after fo many
** miracles, they called him the fon of Jo-
'* feph, how could they have believed, be-

*' fore his miracles, that he was the fon of a

*' virgm r

" On this account, Jofeph has his ge-

'^ nealogy inferted, and he married the vir-

** gin. For when Jofeph, who was a good

** man, flood in need of many things, as of

** an angel, a vifion, and the teftimony of

*' prophecy, in order to believe the fact,

^* how would the Jews, who were fo cor-

*' rupt, and fo hoflilely difpofed towards

** him, have received the fufpicion I They
'' would have been very much difturbed at

** a thing fo ftrange and new, the like of

** which they never heard of in the time of

" their anceftors. He who is once per-

" fuaded that Chrift is the Son of God, has

** no doubt on this fubjecft ^ but he who
*' confiders him as a deceiver, and an ene-

*' my of God, how would he not be more

^* fcandalized
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*' fcandalized on this account, and have

*' been led to this fufpicion (viz. of adul-

*^ tery). On this account, neither did the

** apoftles at firfl fpeak of this, but rather

'* difcourfed largely concerning his refur-

*^ redion. For of this there were examples

** in former times, though not in all re-

^^ fpeds the fame; but they had never

** heard of a perfon being born of a vir-

** gin. Nor did his mother dare to men-
*' tion this : for obferve how fhe fays, Be-
** hold, thy father and 1 have fought thee.

** For if this had been fufpefted, he would
** not have been thought to be the fon

'* of David ; and this not being admitted,

*' many mifchiefs would have arifen. On
*' this account, neither did the angels men-
** tion this, except to Mary and Jofeph only,

*' but not to the fhepherds, though they

** acquainted them with his being born*."

* Tivof EVf«£V I«(7«(p y£Vfa^07£i]«r, ahv ^Sjoo^ tyjv yevma-iv aw-

i£?.«v ; Hat. fjuav (xzv aiiiav zi^mafXiV ri^y]. AvccyKam ^s }cou rrjy

fls^av EiTrm TYiv (xvTM'Jlt^av [kui aTTo^^riiols^av] zksivy,;. Ti<; av

iTiv aulr] ; UK tSuT^zlo roig laduioi; £ivm 3jiAov 'zsa^a rov tojv uoivaiv

Hai^ov^ oil m 'sia^^ivH ysysiiTlcxi o %ptro;. A^^ha /«»? Bofv€siai€

'iSpog TO '^apoQo^QV la ?\fyo/A,£]iii, Ou ^g ya^ s^pj o ?\Qyo;^ co^^^
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Jerom argues very much in the fame

manner on the fubjed:, giving three reafons

why Mary was married to Jofeph. Firft,

** that by means of the genealogy of Jofeph,

'srcSepav YifiEis^av^ ^xufAXrav Koti btthtiii/xuv avo^oov. Ei ya^ 'sic'Khoc

(Tvv£crKia<7EV eI cx^x^i-> ^'^^ avS^wTTX xaAoJV eaulov^ km a^e tw '^pog rov

T«7o cruveffKiacz te, cog Baufj/xTov ti km ixtya. oiKovofiuv j koh nzoiov

^ccujxarov <pwi ; to ^laau^vou rvjv 'sracSEvov, >tj viro-^ia; arfroiK^ayvi-

vai ziov/i^ag, E< yxo mlo e| cc^X''^; roig Ih^mci; ysyon KcCla^Yi^oVy

av KaJshvaocv rm 'sja^^evov KOMSpyHvlzg. Tw >.EyofXEV(i}, xj /loix^iocg

avlw SKpivav av. Ei yao uTiEp twv a^^a)l/, m ^nroyo^mg t^ VTtohiy-

fji,x}<x Eixov Ev 7v\ 'ssot.'hocia, <pavE^u; weo-x^vI^v (Kai yct^ ETTEidvi dai-

fxovag sIsCa^E, d'aifxovMvla SKaXav^ >cj ETTEih ev aaQ^oCica E^E^uTTEUffsVi

avli^Eov Eivixi EvofM^ov, K^ 701 yE 'mo'K^Kig t^ nnpolE^ov eXv'^y\ to caC^a-

%v) Ti UK av EiTTOv THl'd 'hEx.^Evl^ \ '^ yap Eixov 'srav7a rov 'sjpo

Tiils cruvayuvi^ofjLEvcv avloig km^ov^ h^ettoIe ti toihIov EVEyKovla. Et

yap (xda Toaaula ayifxsix eU aulov ra lcoo-yi(p EnaT^av [ftov] 'srw^ av

mpo rm avifXEiuv ETTi^EVJav oli k^ ek 'Sjao^Eva w \ ^^a t^>i TaJo jcJ yEVEa-

^oyEi7ai, ;^ fxvn^EuElai tyjv 'ZJis^Scvoy. Otth ya^ o lua-yjip >C) ^Maiog

ccv )y ^avfAarog avYi^ 'zsq>^mv e^ey^ ute ^i^aa-^ai to yEyEVYifjLEvov^

3^ ayfe^s, ^ rnj 5i' ovEipalcov o^Eoog^ ^ th$ w^o tuv 'U^o^rTlcov (mi^*

lu^iag-t 'Sjug av oi la^am «^ (TKaiOL ovlsg }y ^tE(p^a^fiEvoh x^ 'sro^EfMCcg

alw 'TTpog avlov Exovlsg Tavlm av 'ssa^Eh^avlo tyiv uTTovoiav ; cr^o^^a

ya^ aulag EiME'hhE Bo^vQeiv to ^evov )^ naivov^ jy to fiEhTTole ti roiiiloP

fHYi^E OKori 'sia^a^E^aa-^ai etti tuv 'js^oyovav auixQE^mog. O (jlev ya^

aita^ 'SSEiffhEig oli th $£» viog cnv, a^z rsjE^L Tiila hoi'^ov afxpa^y^lEiv

£iX^v. O 5e y 'Up^avov iy avli^Eov avlov Eivai vofxi^covt 'Siag hk av

WKO TsJa Ka\, E(TKav^a'K\(j'^y\ (XEi^ovcog^ koi Tspog ekeivyiv udiiiyv^ Trfi

vTTovoiocv i 3ia xi/ilo ji^E 01 etTTorohoi "sa^a tmv ctfX'i*' ^"^^wj tkJo T^syn"

fflV,
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** to whom Mary was related, it might ap-

*^ pear that he was defcended from David.

*« Secondly, left, according to the law of

*' Mofes, fhe lliould have been ftoned as aa

'* adultrefs. Thirdly, that, in their jour-

*• ney to Egypt, (he might have the com-

*' fort of a guardian, rather than that of a

'* hulband.'^ *' Who," fays he, *' at that

** time would have believed the virgin, if

<^ {he had told them that the angel Gabriel

*' came to her, and that flie had conceived

*' by the Holy Spirit, and would not ra-

*' ther have condemned her after the ex-

'* ample of Sufannah ; when, at this very

*^ day, when all the world believes it, the

«< Jews ftill cavil ?" He afterwards fays,

STT^i^y) ramg vTro^siyuula nv sv roi; ei^tt^cj^sv xfcvo/^ Ei y.ai y.n

n-oiavlcx. Oli ^£ m -srafSeva T-^ovev, ^ auvix^i hsyaaiv. ••A^?.' iiO€

auln 7) ix-nir,^ limyn^v r^lo slohfxWEV. Op 7«v nai ^pog au'.ov rt

T87o VT^O^TflEV^, «^ CX,V T8 ^uQi^ ^^OiTTOV SVOfXia^n SiVM VlCg .
T^h OB

fir, vofMo-^zvlog.^ '^^o^^ av sWr) nui Hsfoc huhcc. Aid nP.o nh 01

ar/^r^oi rcxvla XEy8<7iv. A?.>.^ tyi Mafi« (Aovn koci to) Ico^ri^ [haci-

(pr^crav-] roig h ^oifxscnv svctyyB?,i^o(Aivoi to ysysvYifASVOv, SK^i Ta7^

^^oaE^mocv. In Matt. Horn. i. Opera, voi. 7. p. 20, c^c.

Vol. IV. E that



50 Of the DoBiine cf the Book III.

that *' except Jofeph the hufband, Mary
*^ herfelf, and a very few others, who
*' might hear it from them, all perfons

*' confidered Jefus as the fon of Jofeph ; fo

*• that the evangelifts, expreffing the com-
*^ mon opinion, called Jofeph the father of

** our Saviour-/*

I think it is hardly poffible to read thefe

paffages, in which the inconvenience that

would have attended the dijcovery of the

miraculous conception are very ftrongly

and naturally defcribed, without feeling that

^ Ut per genealogiam Jofeph, cui Maria cognata erat,

origo quoque Marias monflraretur : fecundo, ne juxta le-

gem Moyfis, ut adultera japidarctur a populo : tertio, ut ad

Egyptum fugiens, haberet folatium cuflodls, potius quam

mariti. Quis enim in tempore illo virgini credidifTet, de

fan6lo earn fpiritu concepiffe, venifie ad earn angelum Ga-

brielem dei, detulifTc mandatum, ac non magis, quafi adul-

teram, juxta exemplum Sufannje fententi^e omnium con-

demnaflent : cum hodie, toto jam credente mundo, argu-

mententur Judaei. Denique, excepto Jofeph, et Eliza-

bet, et ipfa Maria, paucifque admodum, fi quos ah his aii-

difle pofTumus cxillimare, omnes Jefum fiiium exiftimabant

Jofeph, in tantiim, ut etiam evangelite, opinionem vulgi

exprimentes, quffi vera hifloris lex eft, patrem cum dixe-

rint falvatoris. Ad Hclvidium, Opera, vol. 2. p. 310.

the
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the flory itfclf is an iiicunibrance on the

chriRian fcheine, and that it would at lead

have apoeared to more advantage without it.

That it was neceffary that the miracu-

lous conception of Jefus fhouM be con-

cealed from the devil, is a thought that is

always afcribed to Ignatius, and it appears

in the epiflles that go by his name, as was

quoted, vol. 3. p. 80. but it continued to be

the ferious belief of all the Fathers who
have mentioned the fubjeci:. Bafil lays,

*' Mary was married to Jofeph, that the

*' devil might not fufpedt that Qa^ was a

^* virgin For he knew that Clirifl was to

*' be born of one, and that he was to put
*' an end to his power ^^." Ambrofe fays,

that " Mary conceived by a miracle, left

rov d^XQvio!. ra aicovog Ts7a rvv 'moco^sviccv tjij Ma^iag y] th lco(ryi(p

S7r£von% ^vy\T2i(x . oiovsi yao (A,£i£0^ia;-iog rco 'sjcvn^-w to a-xy\(x:t mg

(jt.vr,T2iccg ^£pi T>iv 'Zja^^Evov eTTEVori^n '^aAC»i ETTilyi^avli rag 'sra^^svug^

a<p 8 m'^iae ts 'Ujpo^r% A£yov7o$ . lo8 n 'uioc^^svog ev yuTQi M-^Hm

HOii Ts^ilai uiov . a7ttQ-dKQ>.r!^Y\ HV QiuC nrAg /xvnrsioig o E7[iC8Xog T.ig

^ao^EVioig.. /]QSi ya^ Ka\cO<uTiV rng ihxg a^X'^'^ '^'^'''' ^'^ ca^Jiog

STTl^OCVEiCCV TH hUPlH yivmOlXlVAV. Hoill. 1^, OpCFa, Vol. J.

E 2 *' the
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*^ the princes of this world fliould not have

** crucified Chrift for our fiilvation '*.'*

His idea, probably was, that the devil

would not then have inftigated Judas to

betray him, or his enemies to crucify him.

Chryfoftom fays, that *< Chrift was both

*' born of a virgin, and fufFered on the

*' crofs, that the devil might be taken v/ith

** his own arts ; for that Eve was a virgin,

*' v^hen {h.^ was feduced, and eat of the

*' tree of good and evil
-I*.''

Leo the Great fays, that " Chrift*s

** chufing to be born of a virgin, was an

*' inftance of profound wifdom ; that the

*' devil might be ignorant that the falva-

" tion of men was born into the world;

** and that the fpiritual conception being

* Sciebat enim jam tunc gratia plena, fpiritu divlnitatis

afflata, quia fi hunc hujus faeculi principes agnoviffent,

numquam pro falute noftra cruciiixiflent. De Purifica-

tione S. Mariae, Opera, vol. 5. p. 638.

TO, cru/x^o}^ ; cpa, toivvv rsju; y^ tyj; viHr]^ aiHa <srahiv ysyovs '^a^aQia ,

avli rvji; "Eua; y\ Ma^/a, avli ts |/;Aa ra ei^Evai yvccrcv Kaha '/^ 'S^ovufus

TO |i/^ov-T« Tavo>i^ avil Ta 9ava7s rs A^ayt. ^sjttoIik^ ^avalog.

In Pafch. Opera, vol. 6. p. 643.

^* concealed
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*' concealed, he might believe that he who
'* did not appear different froni other men,
** was born like other men*."

'* The virginity of Mary," fays Damaf-

cenus, '* her delivery, and the death of

*' Chrift, were all concealed from the de-

*' vil," quoted from Ignatius
-f*.

'* Mary,"

fays Theophyladl, '' was married, that by
'* this means fhe might deceive the devil.

** For the devil having heard that a virgin

'* would be with child, obferved the vir-

" gins. She, therefore, married Jofeph

" to deceive the deceiver J,"

* Hoc ipfum et autem quod Chriflus nafci elegit ex

virgine, nonne apparet altillimae fuiiTe rationis ; ut fcilicet

natam humani generis falutem diabolus ignorarctj ut,

fpiritali latente conceptu, quern nonalium videret quam

alios, non aliter crederet natum efle quam ceteros. De

Nativitatc, Ser. 4. Opera, p. 14.

KOii roK(B- au%g, cfxoiu; 7iai o ^ctvxlog %f<ra, t^ix fj.v-riOia Kpauyy]^^

a Tiva Ev mux^a Seii £^fa%Srj. De Mariae Nativitate, Or. 3.

Opera, p. 576. ^

huCoy^o; amaag oJi yi 'sia^^Evoi; sv yarpi £|f<, ETTiin^Ei rag 'sia^^Evsg

'

tVOi tOiVVV aTTCtly]^ O UTralECOV^ (JLVETEvdai mV OiElTTa^^EVOV laoTKp.

la Matt, cap. i. Opera, vol. i. p. 8.

E 3 Maximus
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Maximus Taurineniis makes a curious

foliloquy for the devil, on the birth of

Chrift, which implies that he had heard of

the pretenfion to a miraculous conception,

biit did not give entire credit to it. ** Who
«' is this," fays he, '• that is come into the

*' world unknown to me. I know that he

*' is born of a woman, but I do not know
*^ how he was conceived. I fee the mo-
*' ther, but I cannot trace the father.

*' And what adds to my aitonifliment, the

** mother pretends that ilie brought him
** forth in fome unufual manner, and that

?* (he is a virgin/' Then defcribing the

perfed purity of Chrift's nature, he ex-

claims, *' What fliall I do ? Vv^iither fhall

*' 1 turn myfelf ? i find that 1 have to do

*' with one who is flrcnger than I am.

''
I believe he intends to reign in my king-

*' dom. I fear left he (l:iould be a god,

** who is abfolutely without ftain. But if

*^ he was a god, how could he bear the in-

'* dignity of being born of a woman ? How
*V could he be content with the cradle and

^* fwaddling clothes ? Who could believe

'' the
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** the wailing of an infant in a God ; and

*^ to whom does it not appear ridiculous

** that God fhould be fed with a woman's

*' milk. Belides he is hungry, and it is

** repugnant to reafon that God (hould be

** hungry *.''

* Quis ifte eft qui nefciente me hunc ingreflus eft:

munJum ? Novi quidem de femina natus eft, fed nefcio

unde conceptus. Aftat ecce mater, fed patrem inveftigare

non pofllim. Partum video, fed non agnofco nafcentem,

et quod ftupori meo accrefcit. inconfueta lege pariendt

etiam edito filio mater exultat, ut virgo.—Quid agam ?

Quo me convertam ? Fortiorem fentio : puto ilium in

regno meo velleregnare, ne forte deus fit ifte quern nullum

pcTteft maculare delirium. Sed fi deus eftet, quomodo

indignitates partus feminei fuftineret ? Quomodo eftet

cunis pannifque contentus ? Qiiis credere poffit infamise

vagitus in dec, cui non audienti ridiculum eft deum femi-

neo ladle nutriri"? Poft omnia ecce efurit, cum utique

efurire deum ratio nulla perfuadeat. Opera, p» 206.

E 4 SEC-
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SECTION nr.

A View of the Arguments in Favour of the

Miraculous Conception, and of the hijjori-

cal 'Evidence by which its Credibilityfhould

he afceftaincd.

TjAVlNG thus ftated the nature of the

fad:, the credibility of which I propafe

to difcufs, and fhewn the appearance that it

has a prioriy which is of confiderable mo-
ment with refped: to the evidence that is

neceffary to eftablifli its authenticity^ I

fhall proceed to ftate the evidence for and

agai'^jl it, with as much impartiality as I

can. This is all that is of any confequence

to the reader. He muft then, and he cer-

tainly will, judge for himfelf.

The whole ilrength of the evidence in

favour of the miraculous conception is ex-

prefTed in a few words. The thing itfelf

appears a priori to be highly improbable,

and
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and the report of it mufl have operated un-

favourably with rcfpecc to the credit of

chriftianity, and it is never argued from, or

fo much as alluded to, as of any ufe in the

fcheme, or as a part of it, in all the New
Teftament. But the teftimony of the evan-

gelifts Matthew and Luke, is exprefsly in

its favour. Their hiftories are likewife

fuppofed to be the earlieft accounts of our

Saviour's life ; and Luke fays that he took

particuliar pains to trace the hiftory to its

fource, from thofe who were beil: qualified

to give him information.

This pofitive teftimony, very circumflan-

tially related, by perfons of fuch refpedable

characters, to fay nothing of their fup-

pofed infpiration^ is certainly entitled to the

greateft credit. It may be faid, What evi-

dence can be flronger in favour of any

event, than its being recorded by cotem-

porary hiftorians, whofe writings were pub-

lifhed in their own life-time ? If this part

of the gofpel hiftory be fabulous, why may
not the whole be fo, fince it is all related

by the fame evangelifts ? Is it not, there-

fore,
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fore, to undermine the credit of the whole

gofpel hiftory, to endeavour to weaken that

of fo confiderable a part of it ?

This, I think, is all that can be advanced

in favour of the miraculous conception,

fettino; afide all idea of the infpiraticn of

the writers, to which, I own, I ihould pay

no attention. I confider Matthew and

Luke as fimply hljiorians, whofe credit muft

be determined by the circumftances in

which they wrote, and the nature of the

fads which they relate. And before I con-

fider the evidence that may be alledged

againft the fadl which they have recorded,

or are fuppofed to have recorded, I fliall

make one obfervation, which is of the

greateft importance with refped to hifto-

rical evidence, and which is always allowed

its full weight with regard to all other hif-

tories. And it appears tome, that it is our

backwardnefs to confider the gofpel hifto-

rians in the fame light in which we do other

hifl:orians (notwithftanding the dodrine of

their infpiraticn is nominally given up)

that prevents our forming a right eflimate

in
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in this particulir caie. In any other fimi-

lar cafe, I apprehend, we fliould decide

miTch more readily than thb boldeft of us

feel ourfelves difpofed to do here.

The obfervation v/hich I would now
make, and v^/hich I wifli to imprefs upon
my reader, is this ; that fully to eftablilli

the credibility of any fad, it muft not only

be recorded by cotemporary hiftorians, but

it muft alfo appear not to have been con-

tradided by thofe who were cotemporary

with the hifhorians, and wlio may be fup-

pofed to have been as good judges as the

hiftorians themfelves. Still lefs will the

fingle circumilance of an event being re-

corded by cotemporary hiftorians, avail to

eftablifn the credit of it, if it appear not

to have been believed by thofe who may
be fuppofed to have been favourably in-

clined to the belief of it, and to have

wifhed it to be true.

Let us fuppofe that we ftiould now re-

cover a copy of the hiftory of Livy, con-

taining an account of the tran fiidions of

his own time, or fo near to it, that it could

'
. not
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not be doubted, but that it was in his power

to have procured good information con-

cerning what he wrote ; and that W€ fhould

find in this copy of his hiflory, that Cleo-

patra, inflead of dying by the bite of an afp

in Egypt, was brought by Auguftus to

Rome, and publicly married to him. The

ftory would not, at this day, gain any cre-

dit. We might not be able to deny that

Livy wrote the account, but we fhould im-

mediately fay; if it was true, why does it not

appear to have been believed at the time?

Suppofmg, farther, that we fhould dif-

cover another Roman hiftory, viz. that

of Salluft, which fhould contain the fame

account; ftill, if we faw no reafon to think

that it was believed at Rome, where the

fcene of the tranfaftion was laid, we cer-

tainly fliould not believe it now ; nor

would even ten or twelve hiftorians, agree-

ing ever fo well in their accounts, make us

believe it, unlefs it fhould appear to us,

that it was generally believed at the time.

We mi^ht not be able to account for the

mifapprehenfions and miftakes of the hiflo-

rians ;
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rians ; but, in facfl, their evidence would
only be confideted as that often or twelve

men, oppofed to the evidence cf more than

tenor twelve millions.

However, if the credit of Livy and SaU
lull: was fo well eftablifhed, that we could

not believe that they would affert as a fadl,

what they might eafily have known not to

be fo ; we fhould fay that, though we had

no method of accounting for fuch a narra-

tion being found in the copies of their

works, which have come down to us, we
were fatisfied that they were not of their

compoiition. Paffages, we might fay, like

that in Jofephiis concerning Chrift, may
have got into the works of more refped:-

able writers (as a comparifon of circum-

ftances fufficiently proves ) without our

being able to fay when, or by whom, the

books were corrupted. And if we tad any

evidence that there were, in early times,

copies of the entire hiftories of Livy and

Sallufl:, in which nothing was laid of the

marriage of Auguftus to Cleopatra, nothing

farther, I imagine, would be wanting to our

intire fatisfiidlion on the fubjedt.

1 Now
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Now thcfe very material obfervations,

and feyeral others, apply to the cafe before

us. It is true that we do find the ftory of

the miraculous conception in the received

gofpels of Matthew and Luke ; and it is.

almofl: certain that they were there in the

time of Juftin Martyr. But it is no lefs

certain, that there were in early times gof-

pels of Matthew, and of Luke too, which

did not contain that ftory ; and there -is

fufficient reafon to think, that the great

body of Jewifli chriftians, who v/ere co-

temporary with the apoilles, did not be-

lieve it. It was probably a long time be-

fore it gained any credit at all with any of

their pofterity, and it is probable that it

never did fo with tlie generality of them.

It is certain that fome very learned perfons,

and therefore, probably, the mc^ inquifi-

live among them, and who wrote exprefsly

on the fubjedl, never belitvedit; and yet

no good reafon can be given why a hiftory

which has the appearance of being greatly

to the credit of the founder of their reli-

gion, fhould not have been believed by

them, as well as by other chriftians.

A cir-



Chap. XX. Miraculous Conception, 63

A circumftance of greater weight than

even this is, that the Gnoflics of that age,

to whofe peculiar fyflems the dodlrine of

the miraculous conception could not but

have appeared exceedingly favourable, did

likewife rejedl it as fabulous. If thefe par-

ticulars can be well fupportcd, it muft ap-

pear that fomething is wanting to the full

credibility of this part of the gofpel hif-

tory ; and it will be farther weakened, if

any circumftances can be pointed out that

affed: the authenticity of the introdudlions

to the gofpels of Matthew and Luke. Such

fadls of this kind, and fuch obfervations as

have occurred to me on the fubj,ecl, I now

proceed to lay before my readers.

SEC-
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S E C T I O N < IV.

Reafons for thinking that the Miraculous

Conception was not known ^ or believed^ in

"very early times

»

^Tp HAT the miraculous conception

of our Saviour was not known, and

of courfe not believed, during the time of

his public miniftry, will, I imagine, be

allowed by all perfons ; and this of it-

felfis a circumftance not very favourable

to its truth. For though there might be

reafons why it (hould be concealed from

the enemies of Jefus (as it might be fup-

pofed to amount to a declaration of his

being the Meffiah) there does not feem to

have been any reafon why it fhould have

been concealed from his friends, as it would

have tended to flrengthen their faith in his

divine miffion. Eefides, as Jofeph and Mary

were not enjoined fecrecy on this head,

they would naturally fpeak of fo wonderful

a thing
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a thing as that of a virgin being with child,

at lead to their pious friends, who would

give them credit for it ^ and if it had been

believed by them, is it not probable that

more refpcd would have been paid to Jefus

during his infancy and childhood ?

If there had been any perfons of property

among them, they would hardly have fuf-

fered fo extraordinary a child as this to

have followed the occupation of a common
carpenter, v^hich Jefus is thought to have

done till he was thirty years of age. If the

account of Luke be true, the ftory of this

miraculous conception could not well have

beenafecret. According to him it mufl

have been known not only to Jofeph and

Mary, but alfo to Zacharias and Elizabeth,

if not to Simeon and Anna; the latter of

whom is faid to have fpoken of him to all

them that looked for redemption in Jerufalem.

Luke ii. 38. Now, as none of thefe per-

fons are fiid to have made any fecret of

what they knew, we may fifely conclude,

that, by fome means or other, it wouM
certainly get abroad ; and a fadt of this ex-

Vol. IV. F traorrinary
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traordinary kind, or even a pretenfion to it,

would never have been forgotten. All the

country would have had their eyes upon

any child that had been faid to have been

produced in this manner, and would never

have loft fight of him.

Suppofing, however, that this fadl had

been a fecrct between Jofeph and Mary

only, and that they had agreed to keep it

to themfelves, fo that upon the death of

Jofeph, it would have remained in the

breaft of Mary alone, it cannot have been

fuppofed to have been unknown to Jefus

himfelf, after he was fully illuminated with

refpedl to every thing that related to his

charafter and office; and it muft at fome

time or other have been communicated by

her, or by him, to his difciples. But if

we attend to the hiftory, we fhall find it

extremely difficult to fix upon any parti-

cular time when the great fecret was made

known to them. For we perceive no trace

of their ever having known it at all ; there

not being, as I have obferved before, the

leaft mention of it, or the moft obfcure re-

ference
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Terence to It, in all the fubfequent gofpel

hiftory, or in any of the writings of the

apoftles 5 fo that, if it was a fad:, it was,

to all appearance, a moft extraordinary mi-

racle, without the fmallell ufe or efFedl;

fince the difcovery of it excited no furprize,

nor left any impreffion by which it can be

traced.

As foon as we certainly know that chrif-

tians did believe the miraculous conception

of Jefus, it was particularly objefted to by

Jews and heathens, almoft as much as the

dodtrine of his divinity ^ and this obliged

the chriftians who believed it, to have re-

courfe to various arguments to defend it,

and make it appear credible, as I (hall (hew

hereafter ; but we neither hear oiih^prefen*

fwuy the objeBionSy or the defences in the life-

time of the apoftles. Now why do we hear

fo much about the miraculous conception^

in the time of the Fathers, and find fo much

faid of it in their writings, and nothing at

all about it in any earlier period, if the

thing itfelf had been known and pretended

to ? Would not the fame caufes have pro-

F 2 duced
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duced the fame efifecfls, if they had really

exifted? And if the pretenfion had not

been advanced in the age of the apoflles,

it would come too late afterwards, as it

would be impoflible then to authenticate

the fad.

It is plain that Jefiis was thought to be

the legitimate fon of Jofeph and Mary by

the Jews in general, and efpecially by the

people of Nazareth, where he and his pa-

rents lived. For the worft that his coun-

trymen, envious of his reputation, could

fay of him was, ,that he was the fon of a

carpenter, and that his father, mother,

brothers, and fifters, were all known to

them. This was about thirty years after

his birth. Now, had Mary been with

child when fhe came to live with her huf-

band, and Jefus had confequently been born

tc5o foon after their cohabitation, it could

hardly have failed to be noticed, and would

probably have been recollected when he

began to diftinguifh himfelf ; fo that we

may be faid to have the evidence of the

inhabitants of the place in which he lived,

I that
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that he was the proper and legitimate foa

of Jofeph and Mary. Origen, indeed,

fuppofes that the Jews meant to reproach

Chrift with his pretenfion to being born of

a virgin, when they told him (John viii. 41.)

that they were not born offornication *. But

I believe he is Angular in this fuppofition.

But the principal objeftion to the ftory

is that, at whatever time it was communi-

cated, by Jefus or Mary, to the apoftles,

or by them to the reft of the difciplcs (con-

cerning which nothing can be colledled

from the hiftory) it does not appear to have

gained any credit in that age. For it is

certain that it was not believed by the great

body, and probably the whole number of

the Jewifli chriftians in the age fubfequent

to that of the apoftles ; fo that they either

had not been taught any fuch dodtrine by

them, or if they had heard of it, they did

fxzv £K 'Tffoi^^svd yBysvvna-^M, ek 'Sjo^veia; ^£ ysyEvvnfXEX'o^^ nai ^la ro

auxEiv TO Eft 'Sja^^Eva ysyEwm^ai "hzyuv Evoe. 'uIccIe^'X exeiv /xovov rov

^£ov, Twv o(xo>.oyii'jlcov rov "iscciE^a Ssov, hk a^v^iAEvwv hm av^pco'^ov

^als^a. Comment, vol. 2. p. 303?

F 3
not
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not think the account fufficiently authen-

ticated.

The miraculous conception was a thing

which none of the apoftles could have aflerted

of their own knowledge ; and if they had

no particular evidence^ or revelation concern-

ing it (of which nothing is faid) many of

the early Jewifh chriflians were as good

judges in the cafe as themfelves. Had the

fubjed: been then much talked of, or had it

been mentioned at all in the life time of

Mary, care w^ould^ no doubt, have been

taken to interrogate her with refpefl: to it

;

and her teltimony, folemnly given, would

hardly have been difputed. That this,

therefore, was not done, and the credibility

of the fact eftablifhed in that age, affords

the ftrongeft prefumption that the ftory of

the miraculous conception had not been

heard of in the life-time of Mary, or indeed

in that of the apoftles. If it had, we can

hardly fuppofe but that all doubt with re-

fpcdl to it would have been precluded.

Had this remarkable hiftory been im-

parted to the early Jewifh chriftians with

fuch
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fuch circumftances as would have rendered

it credible, we can imagine no reafon why
it fliould not have been univerfally received

in that age, and have been tranfmitted as an

unqueftionable truth to all poflerity. For,

being the difciples of Chrifl, it may be fup-

pofed that they would have been pleafed

with a circumftance fo much to his ho-

nour ; the very principle on which, I doubt

not, the belief of it did gain ground at

length. Had it been thought credible at

that time, the fame caufes which eftablifh-

ed the belief of it afterwards, would have

effecfted it in a more early period.

That very many of the Jewifli chriftians,

who were generally called Ebionkes, did

not believe the miraculous conception, has

the unanimous teftimony of all who fpeak

of them, even in the lateft periods, \%

may, therefore, be prefumed, that this dif-

belief was more general, and probably uni-

verfal, in an earlier age. Juflin Martyr,

who is the firft chriflian writer that men-

tions them at all, gives no hint of there

being any among them who did believe it i

F 4 nof
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nor indeed dags Irenasus, who mentions

them feveral tflics, and who wrote near the

clofe of the lecnnd century. He fpeaks of

the Ebionites in general, as '^ vain, not ad-

'* mitting the union of God and man by
'* faith, as perfevering in the old leaven of

** generation, and not uncerftanding that

** the fpirit came upon Mary, and that the

'* power of the higheft over ihaddowed
" her */'

So far, therefore, we have no evidence of

any of the Jewifli chriftians believing the

miraculous conception. Alfo, till this

time, and long after, they do not appear to

have been known to the Greeks by any

other name than that of Ebionites. Ori-

gen exprefsly informs us, that in his

time all the the Jewifli chriftians went by

that name. He is the firft waiter from

whom we learn that any of them believed

the miraculous coiilception ^ and he wrote

* Vani autem et Ebiopffi, unitionem del et hominis per

fidem non recipientes in fuam animam, fed in veteri ge-

nerationis perfeverantes fcrmento ; neque iiittlligere vo-

lentes quoniam fpiritus functus advenit in Mariam, et vjr-

tus altjflimi obumbravit earn. Lib. 5, cap. i. p.'394«

about
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about the middle of the third century.

'* When you fee," fiys he, '^ the faith of the

** Jewiih believers in our Saviour, fome of

** v^hom think him to have been the fon

*' of Jofcph and Mary, and others of Mary
'* and the Holy Spirit, but Vv^ithout ac-

^ knowledging his divinity, &€+•*'

Eufebius, who fpeaks of no Jewiih chrif-

tians, but fuch as were called Ebionites, in

one place, makes the fame diftindion among

them that Origen does ; but in another

place he fpeaks of the Ebionites in general

as difbeliving the miraculous conception.

So that in his time, that is about a hundred

years after Origen, a great proportion of

them, probably a majority of them, conti-

nued unbelievers in the miraculous con-

ception, notv/ithftanding they muft have

had before them all the evidence in favour

of it that we can pretend to have. And as,

in after ages, when it was imagined that

*. Yiai ETTay i^tic, twv oltto lii^aim 'U!i<r£vovluv si; rev Iyktev ttv iss^^i

TH C'-'^ri^o^ 'miTi:\ cIe (a.£V vc Mapiag xxt ts lcoan<p dio,u£Vuv avlov avai.,

fig
Kcci ZK M^piag [XEv f^ovYig nm th Ses 'srvEVi^cKlog, a fM^v km (xsla Trig

^£01 cw% ^-cOT^oyiccg-, c-^ei zjug tlO~ o rvpAog T^ejeQo, In Matth,

Comment, vol. i. p. 427.

there
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there was fome diftinction between the

Ebionites and Nazarenes, the Ebionites

were always defcribed as believing Chrift

to be the fon of Jofeph, and the Nazarenes

are no where faid to believe the contrary,

we feem to be authorifed to conclude, that

the great majority of Jewifli chriftians

always continued unbelievers in this doc-

trine. Tertullian conlidcred it as an

anfwer to the Ebionites, that Chrift is

faid to be born not of blood, nor of

the will of man, but of God '^. He muft,

therefore, have confidered them as denying

the miraculous conception. Auftin, de-

fcribing the Ebionites, fays exprefsly, that

they denied it ; and though he makes an-

other fedt of the Nazarenes, he does not fay

that they believed It +.

That there was any real difference between

the Ebionites and Nazarenes has been fliewn

to be an opinion void of all foundation. But

* Et non ex fanguine, neque ex carnis et viri voluntate,

fed exdeo natus efl, Hebioni refpondit. De Carne Chrifti,

fca. 24. Ppera, p. 325.

-] Natus eft ergo dei filius ex homine, et non per ho-

minem, id ell, non ex viri coitu ficut Ebion dicit, Dc

Deiiniuonibus, cap. 2. Opera, vol. 3. p. 195,

if
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if there was any difference between them,

Epiphanius fays, that he did not know that it

confifted in this. And if, as he fays, '* the

** Nazarenes held dodlrines fimilar to thofe

** of the Cerinthians *,'* he probably fup-

pofed that they believed the miraculous con-

ception ; becaufe the Cerinthians, being

Gnoftics, had no other opinion that Epi-

phanius would call heretical (except that

concerning the obligation of the law of

Mofes) in which they could agree with the

Nazarenes. For the Cerinthians, like all

the other early Gnoftics, were unbelievers

in the miraculous conception.

The Ebionites were not without men of

learning and enquiry among them ; and of

thefe Symmachus (whofe tranflation of the

Old Teftament into Greek, is quoted with

the higheft refpedl by Origen, Eufebius,

and all the ancients) defended this particu-

lar opinion of the Ebionites. We have no

account of any of his arguments ^ but that

a man of his learning, and refpedable cha-

rader, about the end of the fecond century,

with all the evidence before him that we

* KaOiX yap £(pYiv^ crvyxpovQi vcrav uTO^yM^' ««* oiaoioc jczKinvlai

j(i (Pf!ovY]fAccix, Hx^r. 2g. Opera, vol. I. p. 117.

can
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ican have in favour of it, and probably much
more than v^-e now have againft it, fhould

write in defence of his opinion, is, of itfelf,

afaEl of confiderable confequence. That

his opinion v^as overborne, notw^ithftan ding

his defence of it, will not make an unitarian

think the worfe of it, as the unitarian doc-

trine itfelf was overborne ; and it was pro-

bably the operation of the fame general

caufes that was fatal to both the fimple and

the proper humanity ; meaning by proper

hiimanity^ that Jefus had a human father, as

well as a mother.

This work of Symmachus does not appear

to have been {^zx\ by Eufebius; but he

mentions it as having been in the poiTef-

fion of Origen. ** Symmachus,'' he fays, one

*' of the interpreters of the fcriptures, was an

'^ Ebionite; and the Ebionite herefy is that

*' of thofe who fay, that Chrift was born

^* of Jofeph and Mary, fuppofing him to be

*' a mere man. There are now commenta-
'* ries of this Symmachus, in which it is

" faid that, eagerly difputing about the

*' gofpel ofMatthew he defends that herefy.

** And thefe commentaries of Symmachus,
*' Origin,
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^^ Origen, together with other interprcta-

*' tions of fcripture by the fame author, faid

<* he received of one Juliana, to whom they

*' came by fucceffion from Symmachus him-

** felf*." Jerom and Nicephorus call this

work of Symmachus, a Commentary on the

gofpel of Matthew. That the Nazarenes

did not differ from the Ebionites in their

believing the miraculous conception, may

be inferred from the former being fome-

times called Symmachians. See vol. 3.

p. 221. of this work.

It is well known that the Ebionites

maintained that their copies of this gof-

pel, which wanted the introduction, was

the genuine work of the apoftle. And why

fliould not the Jewifli chriflians be as good

judges of this, as the Jews in general are

* Tm 7£ yi.y\v £^ixy)V£u%v otvlm "^vi anlcov irsov^ 'E^iuv:xiov rov ^V(j.^

yLa%ov ysyovsvM . aif£(ng h sriv titcov Vj^iuvmcov alco KaT^aixtvn-^ tcov rev

XpiTOV £| lco7n(p >t) Ma^iag ysyovEVxi, (pxtTKOjlav -^i^^ov Tc av^j^aTTcy

v7r£iXr.(po%v aJlov, k) tov vofxov xp"^^^^ l80a}cojl£fov (pvT^rleiv txTria-x'^fi-

^o/x£vav, cog rssH ;4 £« '7>i? ^potj^sv iTopiaci; syva{^£V . ;ij v7ro{X'jy\{Axix h
ra ^.ujxixotxa £i<T£li vuv ^epzJai ' £V ci; ^k£i 'zspoc, to nxlsi MctiSxiov

a7rol£ivo,u£vog £uocfy£hiov^ ty\v ^£inA«,a£V)i'; aipecriv xp<xluv£iv . rav.a 3V o

0.piy£VYig [xila, ^9 a^^«y £i; rag y^oL(pag £P[^rv£iav m ^Vfxixax^^ <?>;-

/^ajve: 'ssap laT^iawig rivog si?\yi(p)W(Xi ' rvv >y (pyici 'ma^ avl'd 2y/,iua%s

ra^i^i^-Ndg l.ai^-^oi.Q^(3U. HiH. lib. 6. cap< 17. p. 278.

allowed
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allowed to have been with refpedt tp the

writings of Mofes ? The general opinion

is, that Matthew wrote his gofpel in He-
brew for their ufe, as Mofes did his books.

Jerom fays, that the gofpel ufed by the

Nazarencs and Ebionites, was ** by moji

*^ [plerifque] called the authentic gofpel of

** Matthew*." Now, as there can be no

doubt of the Nazarenes and Ebionites them-

felves confidering this gofpel as the au-

thentic gofpel of Matthew, it may be fup-

pofed, that many of the Gentiles alfo had

the fame opinion. And though the copy

that Jerom tranflated had part of the two

firft chapters, and therefore probably the

whole; yet, as we learn from Epiphanius,

that that gofpel began at the third chapter,

and we know from Origen, that all the Gen-

tile chriftiansdid not believe the miraculous

conception ; it is probable that the Hebrew

gofpel, ufed by the' Ebionites, even with-

out the introduction, was thought by many

of the Gentiles to be the whole of the ge-

^Inevangelio, quo utuntur Nazareni et Ebionitae. quod

nuper in Gr^cum de Kebraeo fermone tranftulimus et

quod vocatur a plerifque Matthaei authenticum, 5cc. In

Matt. cap. 12. Opera, vol. 6. p. 21.

nuine
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nuine work of Matthew. Indeed, they

could hardly be unbelievers in the miracu-

lous conception, and admit it to be authen-

tic.

If, however, it be thought that the

Ebionites were unbelievers in the miracu-

lous conception, at the fame that they

thought it to have been recorded by Mat-
thev^, the evidence againft the credibility of

it, wdll be much flrengthened. It will be

taken for granted that the Jewifh chriftians,

who were fo fond of Matthew, as to admit

no other gofpel befides his, would not

entertain an opinion fo different from

his, without having taken the greateft pains

to examine into the matter, and confe-

quently not without having had very good

reafons to think that he had been too cre-

dulous in what he had written. And

though we cannot, at this diflance of

time, difcover what their reafons were >

yet, as they were in the moft favourable

iituation for examining into the truth of

the fad, we cannot but think that their

reafons muft have been very ftrong on^s.

z All
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All Jews, no doubt, in confequence of

having expeded a mere man, born as other

men are, for their Meffiah, would at jirjl

be averfe to fuppofing any other concerning

Chrift. But having got over a much

greater prejudice, viz. that of the Mefiiah

being a temporal prince^ it can hardly be

conceived that then the circumftance of his

-miraculous birth, though originally equally

unexped:ed, would be received with much

difficulty, if it had been tolerably well au-

thenticated. For, being adlaally chrif-

tians, they would be w^ithin the influence

of another prejudice, which would tend to

counterad: the former; a miraculous con-

ception being a circumftance highly ho-

nourable to their mailer. In this way, as

I have obferved, I doubt not, the belief of

the miraculous conception did at length

make its way among the Jewiih chriftians

;

fo that, by the time of Origen, part of

them gave credit to the ftory.

What proportion the believers in the

miraculous conception bore to the reft, Vv^e

cannot tell. Had the account of Origen

been
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been the firft, and the only one that we
had of the matter, and he hiaifelf been in-

different to either opinion, it might have

been fappofed, that the two kinds of Ebio-

nites he mentions were nearly equal in

point of numbers. But Origen himfelf

being a believer in the miraculous concep-

tion, and his being the firft account oi any

Ebionites believing it, the cafe is very dif-

ferent. I cannot help thinking that thefe

were always few, and that by far the greateft

part of the Jewifh chrillians never gave

any credit to the ftory.

It may be fud, that the general unbelief

of the Jews, in and after our Saviour's

time, v/ith refpe<ft to the miraculous concep-

tion, may be accounted for on the fuppofi-

tion of its not having been generally known,

and its tranfpiring gradually frotn the few

who were in the fecret. This, I would

obferve, goes upon the idea of its being a

thing, the knowledge of which was thought

to be of no confequence to the fcheme of

chriflianity, and therefore, leaves us to aik,

why fo great a miracle was provided to an-

fwer no great end ? But that this was

Vol. IV. . G always
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always confidered as a miracle of a very

extraordinary kind, is evident from its be-

ing perpetually objected to by the Jews,

more than any other circumftance in the

gofpel hiflory. And as it was always parti-

cularly objefted to by unbelievers, thofe who
were believers would, no doubt, think them-

felves particularly interefted in maintaining

its authenticity. If, therefore, it had been

in their power fully to afcertain fo very re-

markable a fad, they certainly would not

have failed to do it.

How reluctantly foever unbelievers might

admit the evidence for a fad: of this kind,

all chriftians muft have been fufficiently

pre-difpofed to believe a thing, which, they

would naturally enough think, did fo much
honour to the founder of their religion. No
reafon, therefore, can be imagined for chrif-

tians not univerfally believing the miracu-

lous conception, but fome confiderable de-

ficiency in the evidence for it. Many
perfons^ would eagerly catch at fuch a flory

as this, and believe it upon infufficient evi-

dence. And yet we find that this (lory,

long after its firft promulgation, and when

3 there
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there had been time enough to examine

into it, was not only laughed at by unbe-

lievers, but rejeded by thofe chriftians who
had the beft opportunity of latisfying them-

felves concerning it.

Had the miraculous conceptipn been con-

ceived to be a matter of no importance,

the Jewifh chriftians not believing it might

be accounted for on the fuppoiition of

their never having given much atten-

tion to it. But a thing that usually ex-

pofed them to much reproach and ridi-

cule, could not but engage- their atten-

tion. In their circumftances they would

not fail to examine and re-examine the evi-

dence, and with a difpofition of mind fa-

vourable enough to the belief of it, efpe-

,
cially if they had thought it to be recorded

by fuch a perfon as the apoftle Matthew,

' for whom they always entertained the higheft

refped. As to Luke, his having been a

companion of Paul might perhaps have

given them a diflike to him.

But the very idea of the apoftles conceal-

ing any thing that they knew concerning the

hiftory of their mafter, is altogether un-

G 2 fuitable
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fuitable to their charader and general con-

du(fl:. They were men of too great iim-

plicity for a fcheme of this kind j and in-

deed it feems to have been contrary to their

exprefs indrudions ; as they were ordered

to publifii in the mod open manner all

that they knev/ concerning Chrifi:, without

any refervc whatever. Matt. x. 26. There

is nothing covered that JJjail 7tot he revealed^

and nothing hid, that JJmll not be known.

What I tell you in darknefs^ thatfpeak ye in

light 'y and "what ye hear in the ear^ that

freach ye upon the hoiffe tops.

The difbelief of the miraculous concep-

tion was by no means confined to the Jewifh

chriftians. It extended likewife to the

Gentile converts, probably the majority of

them, even in the time of Jullin Martyr*

For all the Gentile chriftians that he fpeaks

of, as being unitarians at all, he confidered

as holding the fame opinion on this fabjed,

that is afcribed to the Jewifli chrillians,

viz. that Jefus was a man born of man , or

the fon of Jofeph as well as of Mary ; and

independently of any rigorous conftrudion

of his language, the refped with which he

I
- fpeaks



Chap. XX. Miraculous Coiiceptlon. 85

fpeaks of them fuiliciently proves that their

numbers muft have been confiderable.

However, as in this part of his work,

Juftin is defending his peculiar opinion of

the pre-exiftence of Chrifi^ wc cannot con-

clude that he confidered all thofe Vv^ho de-

ified his dodrine on this fuhjet^t, as agreeing

among themfelves with refpedl to the cir-

cumftances of the birth of Chrifl. That

was a thing which he had no occafion to

attend to at that time; but as, in defcrib-

ing the unitarians in general, Jews and

Gentiles, he mentions it as their opinion,

that Jefus was the fon of Jofeph, it is natu-

ral to conclude that, in his time, it was the

opinion of the majority of them. Had it

been the opinion of the minority only^ he

would hardly have mentioned that circum-

ftance in a g-etieral characler.

Nor will this be thought improbable,

when it is confidered, that though the be-

lief of the miraculous conception certainly

kept gaining ground, as weil as that of the

pre-exiftence and divinity of Chrift, fome,

and probably a confiderable number (or

they would hardly have been mentioned at

G3 all)
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all) remained to the time of Origen, who
wrote near a hundred years after Juftin

Martyr. Origen comparing the blind beg-

gar near Jericho to the poor beggarly Jewifh

chriftians, who believed Chrift to be the

fon of Jofeph and Mary, fays, that ** thofe

*^ who rebuked him, reprefented the Gen-
*^ tiles, who, excepting a few, believed that

** he was born of a virgin */' Had he

himfelf been of this opinion, he might,

perhaps, have fpoken of them with more

refped: in point of numbers, as well as on

other accounts.

In another paffage, he alfo fpeaks of fome

chriftians who denied the miraculoust con-

ception, but he does not fay whether they

were Jews or Gentiles, though I think it is

moft probable that he meant the latter.

*' Perfons,'' he fays, '* may believe, and not

"believe at the fame time i"- and he in-

"ECicovaiu Kai fsslccxBUovli 'ssm 'tw £ig lY,(Tiiv -STinv, tsj aTTO 7cov eQvccvi

c/?(V£f 'sjap o7\iyE; uTTavleg ^E7riTEVK(X(nv otvloi' sjt 's^ap^sva yeyBwi-

crBcu^ xai ETTili/xuaiv iva cnco7rr,crr]^ tw cio(xevci) avlov eh aTTEffJiCilog av^^cg^

xai ywaixog £<vai, notlayovlog ro ysv*? utto th A«C<^. In Matt.

Comment, vol. i. p. 426.

ftances
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ftances in *' thofe who believe in Jefu3

*' crucified by Pilate in Judea, but do not

'^ believe that he u^as born of a virgin ; and

** alfo in thofe who believed in his mira-

*' cles, but did not believe that he was the

'* fon of him that made the heavens and the

*' earth *."

Irenaeus, in his Glofs (for fuch it is) upon

the creed, inferts the article concerning the

miraculous conception, as what was univer-

fally received in his time. But this could not

be the cafe, fince, according to the evidence

of Origen, there were even Gentile chriflians

who dilbelieved it after his time. Indeed I

believe it is the general opinion of learned

chriflians, that the apoftles took no great

care to inculcate this dodtrine, but chiefly

* Ka; ETTiT-iWov £1 ^i/vcxl(Xi Tig rco auloi nccia nvcc )a£v £7rivoixv rsii-

rsuovfeg fxsv eig rov em Uoylm Tli^^a ImHV eraupaf^svov £V m la^aia,

fA.yi zsiTEvovlEi h £ig rov yf-yEwn/xEVOv £fc Mapiai; t»$ -zira^Sei/s, s7o< Eig

Tov aulov 'UJirEUHcn, kJ a 'zjiTEwdcri . y^ isa'hiv oi mTEUovlE(; f/.ev etg rov

'ujomaavla, ev rn l^^aicc ra avaysy^afx/xEva TEpocla^ ^9 jyi,ueioc Intrav,

f/,y)
'SJiTEvovlEg h sig rov h<T8 viov ts ^oiWM%<; tov apavov x^ rw yy:V,

Eig TOV ^iTEVdai,'-^ 8 ^iTEVHO-i . 'usa'hiv TE (xv Oi OTreycvJsj /xsv ei.<; tov

^ailEpa, ha-H %f<r8, ^iy\ ^iteuovIe; Eig tov hfxiy-pyov. km 'usoiyHw thje

TTu^Jlo;, slot sig tcv aulov '^iTEV8(riy km x TTiTEuao-i. Commenr,

vol. 2' p. 322.

. G 4
urged
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urged articles of greater moment. Among
others, I fliall give in the margin the opi-

nion of Bilhop Bull to this purpofe *.

The author of the Appendix to Tertul-

lian's treatife, De Prdfcriptione^ fays, ** that

** Theodotus believed the miraculous con-

'* ception
-f*/'

But, according to Epipha-

* Quid vero de ea, quae pafljonem, mortem, refurrec-

tionem. &c. praecedit, conceptipne Jefu Chrifti ex fpiritu

fancto, et nstivitate ex Maria virgine ftatuendum ? An
illam quoque jam inde ab initio Judsei ac Gentiles ante

baptifmum funt profeiii ? Equidem de ipiis chriftianae ec-

cicfiae primordiis aliquantulum dubito, quod in nullo cate-

cheticorum, qui in adlis apoflolorum extant, fermonum,

ulla vel conceptionis ex virtute fpiritus fancii fine virili

feniine, vel nativitatis ex Maria virgine facia fit mentio

i|uodque nee univerfe apoftolos earn Judieis vel Ethnicis

pr^dicafle, neque hos illorve contra ipfam difputafle, ibi-

dem legamus: uti quidem de refurredione Chrifli fadum

conftat. Haud vane igitur augurari licet, hujus myfterii

propalationem pleniori evangelii expofitioni poll baptif-

mum refervatam fuide : vel quod omnibus in univerfum,

tam Ifraelitis quam reliquis mortalibus, plane impoffibilis

videretur virginis citra maris concubitum partus (vide

Juftini M. Dial, cum Tryphone loco infra, cap. 7. feci:. 4.

citato) vel quod non seque neceflaria putaretur fupernatu-

ralis Chrifti conceptionis ac nativitatis notitia, ac paflionis

atque refurreftionis ejus hdes. Opera, p. 339.

* Accedit his Theodotus haereticus Eyzantius qui—doc-

trinam earn introduxit qua Chriilum homineni tantum-

mcdo
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nius, his followers believed that ** Chrlft

** was a mere man, born of the feed of

^' man *." And this is not improbable, as

Theodotus was prior to Origen ; though

I own Epiphanius is not the bed au-

thority, and it is contradided by other

accounts. But fome of the followers of

Theodotus might believe the miraculous

conception, and others m'ight not.

I think it very probable, that the difci-

ples of Paulus Samofatenlis, and if fo, the

generality of the Gentile unitarians of

his time difbelieved the miraculous concep-

tion, and paid no regard to the introducflion

to the gofpel of Luke, any more than that

of Matthew; becaufe, according to Atha-

nafius, he fuppofed Chrift to have been bora

at Nazareth
-f-.

Had he received the intro-

moJo diceret, deum autem ilium negaret, ex fpiritu qui-

dem fando natum ex virgine, fed hominem folitarium at-

que nudum, nulla alia prae ceteris, nifi fola juditiae autho-

ritate. Opera, p. 223.

* Ka< 01 ail am-A (rvraBivl^ ©BO^cliavoL, ^iT^cv av^pUTTov (paaxcv-

7c5 Eivau TQv xp^^^^-^ ^^^^ ^^ (TTre^fxalog av^fc^ ys'ysvncr^ai. Haer. 54.

Opera, vol. i. p. 463.

f De Adventu. J.G. Opera, vol. i. p. 635. 637.

duftion
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dudlion to the gofpel of Luke, he would

naturally have faid, that Chrift had no ex-

iftence before his birth at Bethlehem, ra-

ther than Nazareth.

It is not improbable, but that there were

fome who difbelieved the miraculous con-

ception in the time of Athanafius ^ as he

fays, ^' I wonder how they have dared to

** fay that Chrift was a man in ^he courfe

** of nature *." The tenfe of the verb that

he makes ufe of, rather leads us to fuppofe,

that he is fpeaking of a fed: that then conti-

nued to fubfift.

It fliould feem that there v/ere fome in

the time of Cyril of Jerufalem, who believ-

ed that Chrift was the fon of Jofeph ; and

as they are oppofed to the heretics, it is moft

•probable that they were not Gnoftics, but

proper Gentile unitarians. ** Let us not,"

fays he, *' bear with the heretics, who teach

*' the appearance by phantafm only. Let.

/

* hiJ.i'hii xxTiiiVQ TE^avix7.Ha-, 'Sia; oXa; uav E:voYi<Tai rfioXy/AKacnv

bit <pyr£w$ aKoX^^ia. y£y£vvi?ar avBouTrog . £i xou iHag nv 'Zc-EiJiT/v? rv;

De Divinitate Chrifti, Opera, vol. i. p. 164.

'' US
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*< us likewife defpifc thofc who fay that the
'^ birth was from man and woman, and dare

*' to fay that he was the fon of Jofeph and
** Mary *." It is evident from thefe fads,

that we cannot infer from Irenreus infert-

ing the article of the miraculous conception

in his glofs on the Creed, that it was the

belief of all chriftians. Like Tertullian

after him, he mull: have put into it the ar-

ticles of his own faith.

That any of the Gnoftlcs fhould diftelieve

the miraculous conception, is a fadl more

extraordinary, and more unfavourable to the

credibility of it, than the difbelief of it by

any of the catholic chriftians, Jews, or Gen-

tiles ; becaufe this dodlrine would have

fuited remarkably well with their other

principles. In reality, the belief of the

miraculous conception might have been

more naturally expeded of them, than of

any perfons of that age. They did not,

indeed, with Juftin Martyr, and the ortho-

^xffHQvlm . KaiawliKrcoixsv kui tuv Asyov'/aji; £^ avd'oog uai yuvaiKog mat

TY[V 7£vv>icriv, Twv lo'hixmavlm eitteiv, oli riv sk th Iw3»<p xai t>?j Msc-

fia$. Cat. 12. Opera, p. i6j.

dox.
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dox, believe that Chrlft was the maker of

the world ; but they thought him to have

been a pre-exiilent intelligent being, equal

in power^ and fuperior in goodnefs, to him

that made the w^orld ; and one who was

fent to redify the evils that had been intro-

duced by the being that made it 3 and

therefore they v/ould as naturally incline to

believe that he had a birth fuited to his

high rank as the orthodox themfelves.o

They who thought that Chrift derived no-

thing even from his mother, muft have

thought a father quite fuperfluous. That

they did not embrace this opinion, there-

fore, could be owing to nothing but their not

finding fufficient hiftorical evidence for it.

That all the more early Gnoftics did be-

lieve Jefus to have been the fon of Jofeph,

is afferted by all who make any mention of— _

their opinions. The earlieft of them were

the Cerinthians, and the earlieft writer who

mentions them by name is Irenasus : I

iliall, therefore, begin with his teftimony

concerning them. *' Cerinthus,'' fays he,

*« who was of Afia, held that the world was

•* not made by the principal God. but by a

*' power
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<• power very diftant from him, and who
*< was ignorant of the true God ; that Jefus

«« was not born of a virgin, for that he held

<« to be impoffible, but was the fon of Jo-

*< feph and Mary ; that he v/as like other

** men, but excelled them in virtue ; that

" after his baptifm, the Chrift defcended

** into him, in the form of a dove ; that he

<« then announced the unknown Father,

*« and wrought miracles ; that at length the

*^ Chriil left Jefus, who fiiftered and rofe

<« again, but that the Chrift was impaffible*."

What Iren^Eus fays concerning Cerinthus,

the firft of the Gnoftics, Theodoret and

* Et Cerinthus aiuem quklam in Afia, non a primo dco

fa(Slum efie munclum docuit, fed a virtute quadam valde

feparata, et diftante ab ea principalitate quae eft fuper uni-

verfa, et ignorante eum qui eft fuper omnia deum. Je-

fuiB autem fubjecit, non ex virgine natum (impofnbili

enim hoc ei vifum cR:) fuilTe autem eum Jofeph et Marias

jRlium, fimiliter ut reliqui omnes homines, et plus potuifle

juditia, ct prudentia, et fapientia ab omnibus. Et pod bap-

tifmum defcendiile in eum, ab ea principalitate quas eft

fuper omnia, Chriftum figura columbae ; et tunc annun-

ciaff^ incognitum patrem, et virtutcs perfecifle, in iuie

autem revolafle iterum Chriftum de Jefu, et Jefum pafluin

effs^, et refurrcxifTe : Chriftum autem impaffibilcm perfe-

verafie, exiftentem fpiritaiem. Lib, i. cap. 25. p- 102.

Others.
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others fay concerning Simon, Menander,

Cerdon, and Marcion, the next in order of

time, except that Simon, who was impro-

perly ranked among chriftians, preceded

him. ** Simon," fays Theodoret, " Menan-
** der, Cerdon, and Marcion, deny the in-

" carnation, and call the miraculous con-

** ception a fable : but Valentinus, Bafi*

** lides, Bardefanes, Armonius, and thofe of

** that clafs, admit the miraculous concep-

** tion and the birth ; but they fay that

** the God logos received nothing from the

« virgin, but pafTed through her as through

*' a pipe 'y and that he appeared to men as

*' a phantafm, feeming only to be a man,

** as he had appeared to Abraham and to

** others of the ancients*/'

Theodoret here fays, that Valentinus and

Bafilides, who preceded him, admitted the

xvYiaiv-, KocL Tov TOHQV ' 8^£v 5= Tov ^£ov "Koyov £fi rYji; ^oi^^sva nss^oazi-

caa^ai, £'^i(pavy^vai hron; ccv^^oiTTOn; (pavlxaia x^^wolu.ivqv-, koli ^o^xg

zivai av^fw^roj ov t^ottov u(p% tw A^^aa(ji>^ kui ruiv aT^hoK; twv 'saa-

^«{fcy. Ep. 145. Opera, vol. 3. p. 1023.

miraculous
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miraculous conception ; but an earlier, and,

therefore, a better authority, fays the con-

trary. For the Valentinians, as well as the

Ebionites, are ranked among thofe who
difbelieved the miraculous conception by

Pamphilus the Martyr*. And if Valentinus

did not believe the miraculous conception,

if. is probable that Bafilides did not, as he is

fometimes called the mafter of Valentinus.

Beaufobre fays, it does not appear whether

Bafilides believed the miraculous concep-

tion, or not. Hiftoire de Manicheifme,

vol. 2. p. 28.

That Carpocrates diibelieved the mira-

culous conception is univerfally admitted.

*^ Carpocrates," fays Irenseus, *' held that

** the world was made by inferior angels

;

*' that Jefus was the fon of Jofeph, but

^* that his foul was firm and holyf." " Ce-

* Sive fecundum eos, que dicunt eum ex Jofeph ct Ma-

ria natum, ficut funt Ebionitae et Valentiniani. Hiero-

nymi Opera, vol. 9. p. 117. Originis Opera, vol. i. p.

760.

f Carpocrates autem et qui ab eo, miindum quidem

et ea quae in eo funt, ab angelismulto inferioribus ingenito

patre fadum cfle dicunt. Jefum autem e Jofeph natum,

et
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** rinthus and Carpocrates/' fays Epipha-

nius, " ufed the fame gofpel with the Ebio-

*' nites, and endeavoured to prove from the

** genealogy that Chrifl: is the fon of Jo-

*' feph and Mary*." Theodoret alfo fays,

that ** Carpocrates believed that Jefus was

*' born of Jofeph and Mary, like other

" men-f-/'

Thus it appears, that the earlieft and

moft diftinguiflied of the Gnoflics agreed

with the ancient unitarians, in diibelieving

the miraculous conception. Now, what

could bring perfons fo oppofite to each

other, as the unitarians and Gnoflics are

always reprcfented to have been, to agree ia

this one thing, but fuch hiflorical evidence

as was independent of any particular fyflem

et qui fimills rcliquis bominibus fuerit, diftalT^ a reliquis

fccundum id, quod anima ejus firma, et manda cum eflet,

commemorata fuerit. Lib. 1. cap. 24. p. 09.

hex. T>7$ ymu>.oyictg jSaAovIat 'srcc^i^av bk cTTi^fxalog Iujy\0 kui Malice;

mai rev x^^^ov. Haer. 30. Opera, vol. i. p. 138.

j Tcv oe HU^iov Ir.a-dv m in lu(Tr.(p ncci ivg Ma^iag ymy)^r,vai roig

ayooit; av^puTToig 'sja^aTrxwiug, Ha:r. Fab. lib. I. cap. 5.

Opera, vol. 4. p. 196.

of
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of chriftian faith ; and which, in the cafe

of the Gnoftics, muft have been fo ftrong,

as to overbear the natural influence of their

fyftem.

With refpedl to the unitarians, it may be

faid, that many of them, having been Jews,

who had expeded that their Mefliah would

be a mere man, born as other men are, and

efpecially a proper defcendant from David,

would not, without particular evidence,

admit that he had any other kind of birth

;

and that the gentile unitarians, having

learned chriflianity of them, would natu-

rally adopt their opinion ; though, I doubt

not, but that the idea of aggrandizing the

founder of their religion, which was fo ea-

gerly catched at in thofe times, would foon

overbear the influence of that Jewifli pre-

judice. 'But the Gnoftics, who did not

believe that Chrift had any proper birth at

all, but merely paffed through his mother

(to ufe their own favourite comparifon) as

water through a pipe, w^ould naturally wifli

that it might be done in fuch a manner, as

might be imagined (and the whole was an

Vol. IV. H affair
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aitair of imagination) to be in the leaft de-

grading manner. And that, in that age,

it was fuppofed to be lefs degrading to be

born of a virgin, than in the common way,

is evident from what I have already quoted

concerning their fentiments and ideas.

On what grounds or principles, or from

what authority, the ancient Jewifli chrif-

tians, and many of the Gentiles, as well

as the Gnoftics, difbelieved the miraculous

conception, we can only conjedture, as their

writings on this, as well as on all other

fubjefts, are long fince buried in oblivion.

But the fa5i of fo general a difbelief, both of

the unitarian chriftians and the Gnoftics,

at firft univerfal, and giving way to the

prefent popular opinion (which may eafily

be accounted for from the very general dif-

pofition to magnify the perfonal dip,nity of

Chrift, whofe meannefs was continually ob-

jefted to them) very flowly, cannot, I think,

be accounted for without fuppofmg fome

coniiderable defed: in the original evidence.

Otherwife, it could not but, in the circum-

ftances of the primitive chriftians^ have very

foon
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foon and univerfally eftablifhed itfelf. And
the queftion now before us is fimply this,

viz. whether it be eafier to account for the

exiftence of this faft, viz. the general, and,

to appearance, univerfal dilbelief of the mi-

raculous conception, at the only period in

which it was poffible fully to authenticate

it, or the exiftence of the prefent records

of it, viz. the introductions to the gofpels

of Matthew and Luke, at fo early a period

as that to which they may certainly be

traced, without fuppofing the hiftory they

contain to be authentic.

In order to throw fome farther light upon

the fubjeft, I fhall now freely confider the

circumftances of this ftory, which has been

fo differently received; appearing to have

gained no credit at firft, but, by a flow pro-

cefs, to have come at length to be held ab-

folutely facred.

H 2 SEC-
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SECTION V.

The internal 'Evidence for the Credibility of

the Miraculous Conception confidered,

IN comparing the four gofpels, we can-

not but be ftruck with the remarkable

difference between thofe of Matthew and

Luke, and thofe of Mark and John, in this

refpedt ; neither of the latter giving the

3eaft hint of a miraculous conception. And

yet it might well be thought that, if any

part of the hiftory required to be particu-

larly authenticated, by the teftimony of

different hillorians, it was- this ; and many

things of far lefs confequence are recorded

by them all, and very circumftantially.

With refped; to John, it may, indeed, be

faid, that as he knew that Matthew and

Luke had recorded the circumftances of the

miraculous conception, he had no occafion

to do it.

But what fliall we fay with refped to

Mark ? If he was an epitomizer of Mat-

thew\
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thew, as fome have fuppofed, but of which

I own I have feen no fufficient evidence,

how came he to leave out the whole of the

two firft chapters? And if he was, as I

think moft probable, an original writer,

how came he to give no account at all of

the miraculous conception, on the fuppo-

fition that he really knew of it ? He could

not tell that any other perfon of equal cre-

dit would write the hlftory ; and, there-

fore, as he did undertake it, he would cer-

tainly infert in it whatever he thought to

be of principal importance. Confequently,

he muft either have never heard of the

ftory, or have thought it of no importance.

But it is of fuch a nature, that no perfon,

believing it to be true, ever did, or ever

could, confider it as of no importance. It

was a fingular and moft extraordinary mea-

fure in divine providence, and could not

but be confidered as having fome great ob-

jed: and end, whether we fhould be able to

difcover it or not. It was, therefore, fuch

a fad: as no hiftorian could overlook -, and

it may, therefore, be prefumed, that Mark

H 3
h^^'i
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had either never heard of it, or that he did

not believe it.

If we only take away the two firfl; chap-

ters of the gofpels of Matthew and Luke,

and change a very few words in the verfes

that follow them, we fhall find very proper

beginnings for them both, and exactly cor-

refponding to that natural and fimple one

of Mark. For they will then begin with an

account of the preaching of John the Bap-

tiftj as, in fact, the gofpel of John like-

wife does, after a fhort introdudion con-

cerning the meaning of the word logos^

which was, probably, much talked of at

that time.

Does not this circumftance give us fome

fufpicion that both thefe^ gofpels of Mat-

thew and Luke might originally have been

publifhed without thofe introdudlions; that

the Hebrew copy of the gofpel of the Ebio-

nites, which was that of Matthew without

the two firfl: chapters (and which they main-

tained to be the genuine gofpel of Matthew)

might be all that Matthew himfelf ever

wrote \ that the copy of Luke's gofpel,

which
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which Marclon had, and which began, as

Epiphanius fays*, at the third chapter,

was all that Luke wrote; that the in-

trodudlions were written afterwards by other

perfons ; and that they were firft an-

nexed to the gofpels by thofe who ad-

mired them, and were afterwards copied, as

proper parts of them, Suppofing this to

have been done, though it fhould not have

been before the ancient verfions were made,

they would naturally be tranflated after-

wards, and be annexed to the verfions, as

they had been to the originals.

The Gnoftics in general feem to have

felecSled what they thought proper of the

different books of the New Teftament^

without regard to their authenticity. But

it appears, from Tertullian, to have been the

real opinion of Marcion (who was unquef-

tionably a man of learning and ability) that

Luke's original gofpel contained no account

of the miraculous conception. For this

42. Opera, vol. i. p. 312.

H 4 writer,
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writer, in his book againft the Marcionites,

fays, concerning the two copies of Luke's

gofpel, his own and Marcion's ;
'* I fay

*^that mine is the true copy; Marcion,

** that his is fo. I affirm that Marcion's

'* copy is adulterated ; he, that mine is

** fo." He adds, that his own copy was

the more ancient, becaufe Marcion him-

felf did, for fome time, receive it*. But

this he might do, till, on examination,

he thought he faw fufficient reafon to re-

ject it.

How improbable foever this hypothefis

may appear at firft fight, no perfon can

well doubt of fomething of the fame na-

ture having taken place with refped: to fe-

veral paffages in the hooks of fcripture,

even where we have no evidence whatever

from hiftory, from manufcripts, or from

ancient verfions, of the paffages having

*,Funus ergo ducendus eft contentionis, pari hinc inde

nifu fluduante. Ego meum dico verum, Marcion fuum.

Ego Marcionis adfirmo adulteratum, Marcion meum.

—

Adeo antiquius Marcion eft, quod eft fecundum nos, ut

et ipfe illi Marcion aliquando crcdiderit. Lib. 4. cap, 4.

evef
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ever been what we now take it for granted

they originally were. This, I think, to

have been the cafe with refped to the word

'maaxoiy John vi. 4. Bidiop Pearce fuppofes

the whole verfe, and many others, to have

been interpolations ; an^ tlfe famous verfe,

I John, V. 7. concerning the three that bear

record in heaven^ has been fufficiently proved

to have come into the epiftle in this unau-

thorized manner ; and had it been done in

an early period, there would have appeared

no more reafon to have fufped:ed the ge-

nuinenefs of it, than there now does that

of the introdudlions to the gofpels of Mat-
thew and Luke.

This was indifputably the cafe with the

gofpel of the Ebionites itfelf; for, accord-

ing to the moit unfufpe6ted evidence, it

was the gofpel of Matthew beginning at the

third chapter; but that copy of the Ebio-

nites gofpel, which Jerom faw, had, at

leaft, the fecond chapter ; for he quotes a

paffage from it. It is very poffible, there-

fore, that there might have been copies of

the Greek gofpel of Matthew, without the

two
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two firfi: chapters, as well as fome of the

Hebrew copies with them.

As the Ebionites were not wanting in

their refpeft for Matthew, or his gofpel, it

is not to be fuppofed thaf they would have

rejefted the iritfo(kK3:ion, if they had really

thought it to-^be m, even if they had not

thought the hiflory contained in it intitled

to full credit. I, therefore, fee no reafon

why they Ihould leave it out entirely, but

that they did not admit its authenticity :

and, certainly, as I have faid before, they

for whofe ufe that gofpel was particularly

written, and in whofe language it was pro-

bably firft published, muft be allowed to

have been the beft judges of it. \

It favours the idea of the two firft chap-

ters of Matthew's gofpel not properly be-

longing to the reft, that they have a kind

oifeparate title, viz. the book of the genera^

tion of Jefus Chrift, to which the hiftory

of the miraculous conception, and the cir-

cumftances connefted with it, are an ap-

pendage, and together with it make a kind

of preamble to the proper hiftory of the

gofpel.
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gofpel, which begins with the account of

the baptifm of John.

As to the gofpel of Luke, though it

fhould not be fuppofed that the copy which

Marcion made ufe of (which wanted the

two firfl: chapters) afForcJ| any prefumption

that the original was without them, yet the

authority of this writer is certainly lefs

than that of an apoftle ^ and careful as he

was to colled the particulars of the hiftory

from the very beginning, he might poffibly

have been mifinformed with refped to the

early part of it, and have taken up that

fplendid part of his narrative too haftily.

Had the work of Symmachus been extant,

we (hould, no doubt, have known much

more concerning the fubject. Between the

time of the publication of the gofpels, and

that of Juftin Martyr, who is the firft wri-

ter that mentions the miraculous concep-

tion, there was an interval of about eighty

years ^ and in this fpace of time it is pof-

fible that additions to the gofpel hiftory

of this kind (which did not afFed: the great

and public tranfadions) might have been

made
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made and have been annexed to fome of the

copies, though not to them all.

Some doubt with refped; to the authen-

ticity of the introduction to Matthew's

gofpel arifes from the genealogy being

omitted in the ^armony of Tatian, He

was a difciple of Juftin Martyr, in whofe

writln2:s, as I have obferved, we have the

firft certain mention of the miraculous con-

ception ; but after the death of his mafter,

he became the founder of a fed much re-

fembling thofe of the Gnoftics. His Har-

mony is not now extant ; but we have the

following account of it in Theodoret: '* He
*' compofed a gofpel called liai:i(7(^a^t^v, or of
^' the fur, having cut off the genealo-

^' gies, and every thing that iliews that

*' our Lord was of the. feed of David ac-

** cording to the flefli., This gofpel was

***• ufed not onlfVy thgfe*^ of his fed:, but

'' alfo by thofe who followed the dodtrine

*' of the apoftles ^ not perceiving the arti-

*< fice of the compofition, but ufing it,

^* through fimplicitj% as a compendious

^^ work. I found more than two hundred

'* of
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•' of thefe books, much refpeded in the
*' c-hurches ; but, having colleded them
** all, I removed them, and introduced the

** gofpels of the four evangelifts ^."'

All that we can certainly infer from this

account of Theodoret is, that Tatian didx

not infert any genealogy of Chrifl in his

Harmony, and I believe no other harmonill:

ever omitted fo important an article in the

gofpel hiftory. This is a circumflance that

affeds the authenticity o{ \}ciQ, genealogy only,

diredlly, and the reft of the introducVion,

containing the hiftory of the miraculous

conception, indiredly, as fuppofed to be

conne6led with the genealogy. As Epi-

phanius fays, that Tatian's gofpel was fome-

times called the gojpel according to the He-

* O'j?o$ y^ TO 5ia TEcraci^m nx'hHfxtvov crvvk'^siKsv BuayytT^iov-, ra;

TE yzv£0!,7\oyiocg ris^puo-^SK;^ y^ Ten WKha oaa ek aTre^fxalog AaCiO' mxix

ffoiPHa ysy^y/niJ-^vcv rev Aoiov -^eiuvuaiv^' jy^rvravJo ^s thIco, a fxovov a

ir,g EHELva CJ/J-ixc^iui;, ay^-.x xj oi rzi^ a7rcf07\iHoig sTrofXEvoi ^oyfxxau,

T»]v Ty)g cvv'^mni Homa^yiav nfc EyvuHclsg^ a?/\' ccTr^^ars^ov u; cMocm

Tcj ^-.QTm'xi %p<ra//fvoj . zu^ov de KCtyu ^y^Eiag yi ^icoiGcricCj ^.oAxj ro.-

a\J\ot.g EV TMg nBa{^ miv £}iH}^)icnaig rElifXYi/xEvai-, hxi zjccjag avvxya.-

7WV a'TTsSf^iiv, xj idtf'tm ^-c^cx^ov E'JayyihiTcov avlEKTvyaycv vjxyyf.-

?4a. Hser. Fab. lib. i. ca^. 20. Opera, vol. 4. p. 208.

^re'wsy
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hrewsy and he was a Syrian, it is not impro-

bable, as Mr. Jones obferves, that he might

have been one of the fed: of the Hebrew

chriftians -, and, therefore, it will be more

probable that he omitted both the genea-

logy and the account of the miraculous

conception, becaufe he thought them not

to be depended upon.

As Tatian had no genealogy of Chrift in

his gofpel, he muft have omitted that of

Luke, as well as that of Matthew ; and

though that of Luke is not in the two firft

chapters, it is inferted in a place where it

is not at all wanted, but has much the

appearance of an interpolation, and there-

fore might have been written by the au-

thor of the introduBion, fuppofing neither

of them to have been written by Luke.

If we read the gofpels of Matthew and

Luke without the two firft chapters, we

ihall not find the want of tliem -, as in the

fubfequent hiftory, there is no reference to

them, and fome things that are rather incon-

fiflent with them-w Thun iijbencver either

oij^^ic two writers fpeak of Jcfus being

' V'^
3 called
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called the Jon of Jofeph, as well as of Mary,

after he came into public life, they never

make any remark upon it, or obje,5tion to

it. Mary herfelf is reprefented by Luke,

chap. ii. ^-2^. as faying to Jefus, Thyfather

and I havefought theeforrowing ; and from

this pafTage, Cyril of Jerufalem fays, that

** fome heretics endeavoured to prove that

'* Chrift had a Father as well as a mo-
'' ther*."

But it may be replied, that having re-

lated the hiftory of the miraculous con-

ception fo much at large before, he had no

occafion to introduce any explanation after-

wards y and as to Mary, ilie, perhaps, fpoke

what Luke mentions in a mixed company,

and might not chufe to inform them that

Jefus had no father. Still, however, I

think it would not have been unnatural for

both Matthew and Luke to have referred to

the hiftory of the miraculous conception

on fome particular occafions, as when they

^€yov?K. Cat. 7, Opera, p. 106,

gave
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gave an account of his being defpifed for.

being the fon of a carpenter. This, at leaft,

might have been expedled of Mark and

John, who had given no hiflory of the mi-

raculous conception at all.

The very genealogies in the gofpels of

Matthew and Luke amount alfo to a con-

futation of the hypothecs adopted by thofe

writers ; and, therefore, fhould feem to be

the work of other hands than thofe who

wrote the gofpels. And that of Matthew

may well be fuppofed to have been written

by one perfon, and the reft of the two chap-

ters by another. For, of what confequence

was it to give the genealogy of Jofeph for

that of Jefus, when, according to them,

Jefus was no more defcended from Jofeph,

than he was from Herod.

The genealogy of Luke has by fome

moderns been fuppofed to be that of Mary,

becaufe fome Tewiih rabbi has called her

the daughter of Heli. Bu^tj-at rabbi was

probably too late to know aiiy thing of the

matter; and he might^all her fo as the

wife of Jofeph, who was faid to be the

fon



Chap. XX. Miraculous Conception. 1
1

^

fon of Ple'li ; and the genealogy in Matthew

has always been fappofed to .be that of Jo-

feph himfelf. However, the hypothecs of

the ancients was quite different from that of

the moderns ; for, according to them, both

the genealogies are thofe of Jofeph, that in

Matthew by natural defcent, he being the

proper fon of Jacob, and that in Luke by

laWy Heli, the fuppofed brother of Jacob,

dying without iiTue, and Jacob taking his

wife, and having by her Jofeph. Thus

Eufebius, on the authority of Africanus,

(whofe authority is quite uncertain) fays,

that " Jofeph was the fon of Hell by law,

** and of Jacob by nature * ;" *' Jacob and

** Heli being brothers
-f*.'*

Jerom fays, that '' Jofeph's genealogy is

^' mentioned, becaufe it was not the cuflom

*' of the fcriptures to reckon genealogies

sccula^ Hai Hacla Acyov.'^io xai yeyf^oiTrloc:' Ia«cob ^£ symws rovlu-

(TYip . Kizlcx, vQixov ^E Ts 'Hm vioq w ' sxEivcii yccp I«»w^ aocA^Of coy,

avirr.jB a-TTSffjuK. Hift. iib. I. cap. j, p. 23.

t Ibid. p. 25,

Vol. IV. I *' according



114 OftheDoElrineoJthe Book III.

'^ according to women ^\" But on this

principle the genealogy v/as a mere decep-

tion ; and had the Jews known how the

cafe flood, it would have given them no fort

of fatisfadtion. It could not, therefore,

have anfwered the end for which it was in-

ferted. For, no doubt, the Jews under-

flood the prophecies concerning the defcent

of the Meffiah from David, to mean that he

fhould be the fon of fome man who fhould

be lineally defcendcd from David. The

infertion of any daughter of David would,

in their opinion, have vitiated the whole

genealogy. They mull:, therefore, have

confidered one of thefe genealogies as di-

redlly contradicting the other.

Auftin has a peculiar method of folving

this difficulty. He fiys, that '^ Jefus was

** the proper child of Jofeph as well as of

'* Mary, becaufe the holy fpirit gave him
** to them both j both of them being order-

*' ed by the angel to give a name to the

* Cui primum refpondebimus non efie corifuetudlnis fcrip-

turarum, ut mulierum in generationibus ordo texatur. In

Matt cap. I. Opera, vol. 6. p. i.

** child;
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" child ; and by this," he %s, '' the au-

«^ thority of the parent is declared '^%'*

The Jews make it a ferious objedlion to

the meffiahfhip of Jefus, that, according to

the genealogies of Matthew and Luke, he

does not appear to have been defcended from

David, or even from Judah ; fmce it is only

the genealogy of Jofeph, his reputed father,

that is given, and not his own, or his mo-

ther's. " Obferve," fays the author ofNkza-

chon vefus, '* how they confute themfelves ;

'* for if, as they fay, Jefus had no father, how
** can he be defcended from the ftock of Da-
*' vid. But if the genealogy of Jofeph be

'' given to prove that he was of the hpufe of

*^ David, Jofeph muft be his father. How
*' then do you aiTert that he had no human

** father t"

* Spiritus San^lus in amborum juftitia requiefcens am-

bobus filium dedit. Sed in eo fexu, quern parere decebat,

operatus eft hoc, quod etiam marito nafceretur. Itaque

ambobus dicit angelus, ut puero nomen imponant j ubi

parentum declaratur au£toritas. Ser. 63. Opera, Sup.

p. 246.

t Undc iis conftatjefum domo Davidica profatum fuiffe ?

Utique in libro errorum ipforum nihil tale fcriptum repe-

I 2 ritur.
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Rabbi Nachmanides fays, if '^ your Mef-
** liah was defcended from David, meaning
** by the mother's fide, he could not be the

** heir of his kingdom, becaufe females do
*' not inherit while any male iffue re-

" mains *."

** Both thefe genealogies,'' fays Rabbi

Ifaac, in his Munimenfideu *^ belong to Jo-
*^ feph only, and not to Jefus ; for they fay

*' that Jofeph had no commerce with Mary

ritur. Nam, Matthaeus et Lucas qui genealcgias texunt,

Jofephi tantum, mariti Marise. genealogiam texunt, quam

ipfi ab Abrabamo deducunt, hoc modo, Abraham genuit

Ifaacum, Ifaacus genuit Jacobum, et reh'qua, donee finl-

unt : Eleafar genuit Mattanem, Mattan genuit Jacobum,

Jacobus genuit Jolephum, fponfum Marias. At Mariae

genealogia non reperitur, in ullo ipforum libro. Nunc

autem difce, et audi, quomodo propria eorundem dicla ip-

fos mendacii reos faciant. Quod fi enim Jefus fme patre

genitus eft, ceix dictitant, ex eo liquido inferimusnon fuifie

ilium oriundum ex profapia Davidis. Qiiod 11 vero ideo

per Jofephum Jefu genealogia conditur, ut appareat hunc

ex dome Davidica defcendere, relinquitur, Jofephum illius

patrem fuiiTe : quomodo igitur afleritis, ipfum citra viri

concubitum genitum efle ? Nizzachon Vetus, p. 72, 73.

* Quod fi maxime vefter Mefiias ex progenie Davidis

prodiiffet. non tamen haercs regni illius efle poflet, non

enim filiae haereditatem adeunt, cum proles mafcula eft fu-

perftes. P. 53,
*^ his
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*' his mother ; and as to that of Mary, it is

*' altogether unknown. Thofe, therefore,

" who framed thefe genealogies may be com-
*' pared to perfons who plunge into a deep

** fea, and bring up nothing but fhells *.'*

The two hiftories of the miraculous con-

ception are themfelves remarkably different

from each other; and though it may be

poflible to contrive a fcheme, by which

they may be reconciled, yet there are fuch

capital circumftances in each of the ac-

counts omitted by the other, as it can

hardly be fuppofed would have been omit-

ted, if the writers had been acquainted with

them. Would Luke, for inftance, whofe

account is fo very circumftantial in other

refpedls, have omitted all the three remark-

* Caeterum, ambs has ineptlffimae genealogiae tantum

ad Jofephum, neutiquam vero ad Jefum attincnt. Cum
autem ipfi dicant, nunquam tota vita fua neque ante par-

turn Jefu, neque deinde a Jofepho Mariam fuilTe cogni-

tam. Secundum hoc affertum, Jofephi genealogia, Jefu ni-

hil quicquam prodeft, imprimis cum genealogia MaricX

prorfus ipfos lateat. Qiiae, quoniam ita fe habent, fruftra fe

occuparunt conditores harum genealogiarum, atque in pro-

funda pelagi fe demittentes, nil nifi teftam retulere mani-

bus. P. 390.

I 3 able
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able ftories of the vifit of the wife men of

the eaft, the maffacre of the children, and

the journey into Egypt ? Or would Mat-

thew, who has mentioned thefe things, have

omitted all the particulars of the fpeeches

of the angels, the ftory of the fliepherds,

and the prophecies of Simeon and Anna

;

to fay nothing of the whole hiflory of the

birth of John the Baptift.

The narrative of Luke is fo far from co-

inciding with that of Matthew, that it is

hardly poffible to find in it any room for the

journey into Egypt. According to Luke,

Jefus was prefented at Jerufalem as foon as

the days of Mary's purification were ex-

pired, and then returned direcflly to Naza-

reth, without going any more to Beth-

lehem; where, indeed, it does not appear

that Jofeph had any habitation, or friends ;

fo that the wife men of Matthew, who are

fuppofed to have found the child at Beth-

lehem, muft have arrived in the country

long after Mary had left that place. On

the contrary, Matthew muft have fuppofed

that Jefus was kept at Bethlehem near two

years
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years after his birth, and was carried from

thence into Egypt.

Indeed, one cannot help inferring from

the account of Matthew, that Jofeph and

Mary were properly of Bethlehem, that

they did not fettle in Nazareth till after

their return from Egypt, and that they then

made choice of this place, as being out of

the territory of Archelaus, the fon of He-

rod. Had Matthew fuppofed Jefus to have

been at Nazareth, in Galilee, at the time of

his perfecution by Herod, he would hardly

have thought of fending him to Egypt as a

place of fifety, when, in order to come

thither, he muft have pafTed through the

whole extent of Herod's dominions ; but

would rather have fent him to Tyre, or

fome part of Syria, bordering upon Galilee.

On the whole, I cannot help concluding

that, had the compilers of thefe two very

different accounts, been both of them well

informed concerning the fubjed:, it would

have been much more eafy to harmonize

them than it is at prefent. They are now
fo wholly different from each other, that

I 4 their
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their hiilories might have been thofe of dif-

ferent perfons*

If we examine each of the accounts fe-

parately, pafling over the ftriking incoher-

ence betv/een them, a rational chriftian muft

fee many things in them that he will find

fome difficulty in reconciling to himfelf.

They have both, as I cannot help thinking,

too much the 2li\: oifable^ and the application

of fcripture in the accpunt afcribed to Mat-

thew is very far from being fuch as can re-

commend it. Jefus going into Egypt, and re-

turnins: from it, is made to be the fulfilmentOf
of a prophecy ofHofea, which is no prophecy

at all, but fimply the mention of God having

called his fon, the Ifraelites, as a nation, out

of that country. And Jefus is to fettle at

Nazareth, becaufe the Mefliah was to be a

Nazarene ; whereas all that can be imagined

to give any countenance to this, in the Old

Teftament is, that he was to be defpifed and

rejected of men ; and Nazareth v/as a defpi-

cable place. If the writer had any other

idea, it muft have been more far-fetched,

and improbable, than this. I fay nothing

o here
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here of the prophecy of Ifaiah, concerning a

virgin bearing a foriy as an account will be

given of it hereafter.

As to the ftory of Luke, to fay nothing

of the long and improbable fpeeches it con-

tains, and which could never have been

tranfmitted with exaclnefs, and the vifion of

angels to the iliepherds (which does not ap-

pear to have been of any ufe) it implies fuch

an early declaration of Jefus being the Mef-

fiah, as is incompatible with the whole

plan of the gofpel hiftory. Jefus carefully

concealed his being the Meffiah from the

Jews in general ; and it was only at a late

period in his hiftory that he revealed it to

theapoftles; and yet, in this introdudion

to the gofpel of Luke, it is fuppofed to

have been known with certainty to the pa-

rents of John, to thofe of Jefus himfelf, to

the Ihepherds, and to the prophets Simeon

and Anna, norle of whom are faid to have

made any fecret of it, and the laft is faid

(chap. ii. 28.) io have Jpoken cf him to all

who looked for redemption in IfraeL Had
this been the cafe, the eyes of all the coun-

try
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' try muft have been fixed on Jefus as the

promifed Meffiah, and all attempts to con-

ceal it, after his public appearance, would

have come too late.

Yet, notwithftanding all this prepara-

tion, it does not appear that Jefus vi^as at all

known, or in the leaft fiiJpeBed to be the

Meffiah, till after his appearance in the

charadler of a public teacher, and his work-

ing of miracles ; and even then his ov/n

hrethxen did not immediately believe on

him.

There are, indeed, feveral inconfiftencies

in the account of Luke, from which it may

be gathered, that what could not but be

known to every body, was, after all, a fecret

to Jofsph and Mary themfelves. After the

hiitory of the fliepherds, we are told, cap. ii.

19. that Mary kept all thefe things, and pon-

dered them in her heart ; which implies,

•that fhe was at a lofs what to think of them.

After the declaration of Simeon, we read,

ver. 33. that fofeph and his mother marveU

led at thofe things which iverefpoken of him

;

and when Jefus was twelve years old, and

told



Chap. XX. Miraculous Conception. 123

told them that he muft be about his father's

bufinefs, or at his father's houfe (chap. ii.

50.) they underjlood not the faying that he

/pake unto them.^ and Mary 'kept all thefefay^

ings in her heart. Moreover, after all this

preparation to announce Jefus, and no other

perfon, as the Meffiah, yet, when John

made his appearance the people (Luke iii,

15.) were in expeElation -^
and all men miifed

in their hearts of fohuy whether he "were

Chriji or not. Thefe are marks of the ftory

being inconfiftent and ill-digelled.

SEC
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SECTION VI.

Confderations relating to the 'Roman CenfuSy

mentioned by Luke.

'
j

' H E account of the cenfus taken by

order of Auguftus at the fuppofed

time of the birth of Chrift, its being taken

by CyreniuSj governor of Syria, and the

journey of Jofeph and Mary to Bethlehem

on that occafion, are particularly liable to

exception, and therefore I fhall treat of

them in a feparate fedtion.

Dr. Lardner, with great labour and

ingenuity (Credibility, vol. 2. p. 718.)

has fhewn that by tranfpofing the w^ords,

the phrafe ^^n » aTtoypa^v] 'ur^alv] zyzvilo y]y£/jLov£ucvl@'

T^r iv^iaq Ki/fEi'i8, may be rendered. This was

the frji aj[efment of Cyrenius^ governor of

Syria ; and had mzif^mt^ been ufed, inftead of

r7£Atcy£yov7®-, this might cafily have been ad-

mitted. But certainly the natural inter^

pretation of the phrafe, as the words now

Hand,
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ftand, implies that this afleffment was taken

at the time that Cyrenius was adually go-

vernor of Syria, which did not take place

till five years after the death of Kerod.

But, independent of this difficulty, v/hich

has given commentators and critics a great

deal of trouble, there are other particulars

in this account that are extremely impro-

bable.

As Judea was not at that time a province

of the Roman empire, but had a king of

its own, though in alliance with Rome,

and in a flate of dependence upon it, the

Roman cenfus could not regularly extend

to that country. What the Romans had

the power of commanding is not the quef-

tion. They had power, no doubt, to de-

prive Herod of his kingdom, and to fend a

governor of their own in his place; in con-

fequence of which the country might have

become fubjedt to the Roman law, and the

people liable to the cenfus. But while

Herod was king, Judea v/as governed by

Jewifh laws, and fubjed: to no taxes but

fuch as were impofed and levied by Jews.

Dr,
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Dr. Lardner has, indeed, fliewn that

Herod may be faid to have been a tri^

butary prince^ and that the emperor mighl:

poffibly have an officer of his own refiding

in the country, to take care of his revenues

from it. But he has himfelf made it fuffi-

ciently evident, that a cenfus w^as the moft

odious method of impofing a tax, and there-

fore that the Romans never had recourfe to

it, even in the proper provinces of the em-

pire, except in very particular circumftances.

He thinks, indeed (p. 6 1 8.) that he has found

one inftance of it, in the cafe of Cilicia Af-

pera ; but this v^as a very inconfiderable

country, and in a later period. 1 would

alfo obferve that, though Herod might be

in difgrace with Auguftus, and the emperor

might wifh to humble him, it is not pro-

bable that the people (while the whole

country w^as united under one government,

and in a very flourifhing ftate) would have

borne fuch an unprecedented infult, with-

out fuch murmurings as we fhould have

heard of, efpecially from Jofephus. This

writer, in his account of the cenfus that

was
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was taken in Judea on its being made a

proper Roman province, iliews that the

minds of the Jews were at that time ex-

ceedingly difpofed to revolt at the meafure;

and it was taken in no more than one part

of the country over which Herod had been

king. It did not extend to the dominions

of Herod, the tetrarch of Galilee, thofe of

Philip, or thofe of Lyfanias.

Dr. Lardner is of opinion (p. 6r8.) that

jofephus has mentioned this cenfus in tl^e

time of Herod the Great, in faying " that the

people of Judea took an oath to be faithful

to C^fir, and the interefts of the king/' But

he has not proved that this exrpreffion is

equivalent to the taking of a cenfus -, and the

mod natural interpretation of it is, that it

was an oath of friendfliip and alliance. Be-

fides, the meafure of taking a Roman cenfus

in a foreign country, of fuch magnitude as

Judea then was, was certainly entitled to a

more particular narrative, in fuch a hiflorv

as that of Jofephu?. We might at, leail

have expected fome account of this firft,

and greater cenfus, in his hiflory of the

fecond
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fecond and leffer ; and efpecially fome rea-

fons why the latter gave fo great an alarm,

and excited fuch dangerous tuniiults, when

the former had excited none at all.

It is true that Juftin Martyr, and others

of the Fathers, do mention this cenfus un-

der Herod the Great, as what the Romans

would j&nd an account of in their public

regillers. But fome of them likewife ap-

peal to an account of Chrift tranfmitted by

Pilate to the emperor Tiberius. The pro-

bability is, that thefe writers, taking it for

granted that this account of the cenfus in

the gofpel of Luke was a true one, did not

fcruple to appeal to it, as what they did

not doubt would be found to be fo. But

we have no account of the fad: being ve-

rified by an examination of records.

Admitting this unprecedented Roman

cenfus, in a country that was no province

of the Roman empire, it is certainly highly

improbable that Jofeph, who lived at Na-

zareth, fituated three days journey from

Bethlehem, fhould be obliged to go thither

on the account of it. A cenfus was an

account
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account of a man's family and pofleffions,

given in upon oath, with a fcriitiny, if ne-

celTary^ and certainly it was mod convenient

for every man to do this in the place where

he refided, and where his account might

be verified, or checked, by that of his

neighbours and acquaintance.

Neither the Romans nor the Jews had

any intereft in fuch a manoeuvre as this

hiftorian fuppofes to have taken place. For

the trouble of every man going to the

place where his remote anceflors had lived

muft have been infinite ; to fay nothing of

the uncertainty of determining what place

to go to, which muft have been Very great.

For, in this cafe of Jofeph, though Da-

vid had lived at Bethlehem, his fon So-

lomon had not. That the people of Na-

zareth fhould go to Bethlehem, and the

inhabitants of Bethlehem perhaps to Na-

zareth, to do nothing but what might have

been done by both with much more eafe

and advantage at their own homes, is there-

fore not to be fuppofed.

Vol. IV. K Dr.
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Dr. Lardner imagines (p. 605.) that Jofeph

might have had fome eflate at Bethlehem ^

but his poverty, his not refiding at the

place, and efpecially his not being able to

provide better accommodations for his w^ife,

at the time of her delivery, than the flable

of an inn there, make this highly impro-

bable. Befides this, is it to be fuppofed

that a man v^ho had eftates in different parts

of a country, fhould be obliged to attend

at them all, in order to give in an account

of them, which this conjedure implies ?

Can this be fliewn to have been done by

the Romans themfelves ?

But, admitting that Jofeph, as the pro-

prietor of an eftate at Bethlehem, fhould

have been obliged to take a journey of three

days to attend the cenfus there, what obli-

gation could there have been upon Mary,

a woman big with child, ^nd fo near the

time of her delivery, to take fuch a jour-

ney? Women, in all circumflances, were

excufed from attending the three great reli-

gious feflivals at Jerufalem, though many

3 of
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of them went thither from choice. But

ho tyranny can be fuppofed to have been fo

extreme as to compel poor women, in fuch

critical circumftances, to expofe themfelves

to fuch hazard, merely to gratify the ca-

price of a governor. Befides, as this was

the Jirjl cenfus that was taken in the coun-

try, and was fure to be of itfelf highly un-

popular, meafures would, no doubt, be ta-

ken to make it as little burthenfome as

poflible. Dr Lardner fays (p. 608.) that both

Jofeph and Mary might go to Bethlehem

for reafons that are unknown to us. But it

mufthave been a very urgent reafon indeed,

that could carry a woman fo near her time

of delivery to a place at the diftance of three

days journey, when the bufinefs to be done

there could not require the refidence of a

fingle day.

It will be faid that this was fo ordered

by divine providence, that Jefus might be

a native of Bethlehem. But God, who
orders all things, generally makes ufe of

natural means, and therefore, we are not to

fuppofe that Mary was brought to Bethle-

K 2 hem
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hem by means of a cenfus, fo improbably

impoied, and carried into execution, as this

inuft have been, when the fame end might

have been accompliflied in a much more

natural way.

It may be faid that Mary's being de-

livered In fo crouded a placx as Bethle-

hem muft have been on that occafion,

would be the means of making the birth

of Jefus more noticed, efpecially by the

help of the vilion of angels to the fhepherds

in that neighbourhood, and the vifit of the

wife men from the Eaft. But befides the

many improbabilities attending each of

thefe ftories (or indeed that of one place

being more crouded than another, in con-

fequence of all the people in the country

going to be enrolled in their own cities) a

much greater end, which we certainly knov/

to have been a meafure of divine providence^

and a great objedt of the policy, as we may

fay, of Jefus when he cam^e into public life,

was fure to be defeated by it ; and this was

his Meffiahfhip not being known till his

miraculous works fliould declare it.

I

'

A child
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A child whofe miraculous birth was fo

circumftanced as that of Jefus is faid to have

been, would never have been kept out of

public view afterwards. The nation would
have undertaken the guardianfhip of their

young Meffiah j and from that time the reign

of Herod, who was univerfally hated, would,

in all probability, have been at an end. A
regency might have been appointed, but

he would not have been included in it.

It may be faid, that the power or policy

of Herod might have prevented this. But
power is always founded upon opinion

;

and if it be confidered what expectations

the Jews had from their Mejiah, and with

what eagernefs they never failed to crowd to

the flandard of every man who pretended to

that charafter, we cannot doubt but that

the people (Herod's own guards, if they

were Jews, included) would, to a man, have

worfhipped fo great a rifing fun. Indeed,

no government could have been fo well

cftablifhed in that country, as not to have

been in great danger of being overturned in

foch circumftances.

K 3 As
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As there is no evidence of Jefus having

been born at Bethlehem, befides what is

derived from the introduftipns to the gof-

pels of Matthew and Luke, thofe who do

not admit their authority muft conclude

that he was born at Nazareth. Indeed his

being fo generally called Jefus of KJazareth,

is a proof that, in the opinion of thofe who

gaye him that appellation, he was a native

of that place. Had his difciples, in parti-

cular, really believed that he was born at

Bethlehem, the native place of David, its

being fo much more reputable a place than

Nazareth, and its bearing fu'ch a relation to

David, whofe defcendant the Meiliah was

fuppofed to be, would, no doubt, have de-

termined them to denominate him from

thence. It would have been taking a na-

tural and fair method of removing one great

odium under which their mafter lay.

I would farther obferve that, it may per-

haps be inferred from John ii. 12. that

Jefus's mother and the whole family re-

moved from Nazareth to Capernaum, after

his firft miracle of changing wat^r into

win^.



Chap. XX. Miraculous Conception. 135

wine. If, therefore Nazareth was not the

place of his nativity, there was no reafon

why the difciples of Jefus fhould not have

denominated him from Capernaum, rather

than from Nazareth. According to the com-

mon hypothefis, he had only refided at ei-

ther of the two places ; and though he had

not lived fo long at Capernaum, yet it was

the laji refidence that he had, and that

from which he came forth into public life-

and it was by much the more reputable

place of the two. I, therefore, fee no reafon

for Chrift being ftiled Jefus of Nazareth,

by himfelf and his difciples, but that it

was eonfidered as the place of his nativity.

It appears from Athanafius to have been

the opinion of Paulus Samofatenfis,and there-

fore probably, that of the generality of the

unitarians of the early ages, that Chrift was

born at Nazareth ; which, as I have obferv-

ed, is inconfiftent with their paying any

regard to the introductions pf either Mat-

thew or Luke's gofpel, or indeed with

their belief of the miraculous conception,

K4 for
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for which no authority can be pleaded be-

fides that of thofe introdudiions, though it

is afferted, that they believed that dodrine,

*' Say then," fays Athanafius, '' how do
** you fay that God was born at Nazareth,
^* teaching that his deity began with his

** birth, according to Paulus Samofatenfis '*."'

And again, '' Say then, how do you fup-

*' pofe that God was born at Nazareth
^

*' fince ail the heretics are ufed to fay this,

*' as Paul of Samofata, who confeiles that

*' God was born of a virgin, that he firft

*' appeared at Nazareth, and that his being

** commenced theref."

Matthew, indeed, fuppofos that, accord-

ing to a prophecy of Micah (chap. v. 2.)

the Meffiah was to be born at Bethlehem.

But this is no neceffary inference from the

* ^LTTols rcivvv, 'mug XeyslE ^sov iv Na^a^il ysyevY^^^ai, t/i$ Seo-

7»)7o$ oig fc^x^v ymaiug aTrayfzT^ovltg Kdla llau-Kov jov ^afjLQo-aleix^

De Advtntu Chrifti, Opera, vol. i. p. 637.

t EiTT^If roivuv^ 'zscog $£ov sv Na^a^il ysyEvra-^ai V7r£i>r/!<pctis
*

$%£m xat '5rav?e^ ai^iliKoi thIo T^eyEiv Eico^aaiVi u; HavXci o Xa/Mxra-

leug ^EQv EK 's;cxf^£V8 ofMO>.oyEi Seov ek Na^a^El c<p^£vla^ koh vjIeu^zv

r^i vTia^iiaq ty\v a^x^v Eff-x,nxo!a, Ibid,

the
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the paffage. The meaning of it feems to

be, that Bethlehem, though a town of no

great confideration on other accounts, was

honoured by giving birth to David, whofe

pofterity would make fo great a figure in

the Jewifli hiftory, efpecially by giving to

the nation their future great deliverer.

SEC
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SECTION VIL

Suppofed Allujions to the Miraculous Con-

ception in the Scriptures,

TT T H E N once It is taken for granted

V V that any religious tenet is true, it

is remarkable how readily the proof of it

is found in the fcriptures. Examples of

this muft have occurred to every perfon^of

reflection 5 and as they are not without

their ufe, in teaching us caution, I fhall

fhew in what manner the Fathers proved

the doftrine of the miraculous conception

from the old Teftament ; where it is, how-

ever, certain that no Jew ever learned to

exped: fuch a thing. When arguments fail,

imagination has often been able to dif-

cover a type^ and this has often given as

much fatisfadion as any reafon whatever.

I Ihall take the paffages in which this doc-

trine has been alluded to, nearly in their

order,

Jrer^aeu^
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Irenaeus fays, that ** Mofes's rod, being

** incarnate in a ferpent, was a type of

*' Chrift being produced by the aid of the

** Spirit only, and that he was not the fori

**of Jofeph*."

The pafTage in the prophecy of Jacob,

concerning Judah, Gen. Ixix. 9. which we
render from the prey, my /on, thou art gone

up, is in the Seventy, £« <3Aar8 fro?n the bud.

This Epiphanius applies to Chrift, and fays

that it is a reference to the miraculous

conception, becaufe it is not sk (XTrmiai'^^,from
thefeed -ff.

*' Chrift/' fays Jerom, '' is called both a

** worm and a man ; a worm, as the pro-

** phet fays. Fear not thou worm Jacob

;

^ Pi-optei: hoc autem et Moyfes oilendens typum, pro-

jeclt virgam in terrain, u^: ea incarnata omnem iEgyptio-

rum praevaricationem, quae infurgebat adverfus dei difpo-

fitionem, argueret et abforberet : et ut ipfi iEgyptii teftifi-

cai;entur, quoniam digitus eft dei, qui falutem operatur

populo, et non Jofeph filius. Lib. 3. c. 29. p. 258.

* H Se T8 x^^^^ ymmi; koIsc <puaiv fjLsv ek yuvaifcog 'sra^^iv*

Ma^iag TJ1V svavxvB^uTTria-iv ejx^he, ^a^ot ^uo-iv h ilim^n onto rng

xdht Tm, m^^uttqIti^Ioi afcoT^a^iag ' cog uai lamQ 'siEpi aula ^£y«, ek

^harn VIE ^H avE^n;, uai ax elttev ek aTt^ixaH^ avE^vg, Haer. 30.

Opera, vol. I. p. 15^.

'' and
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" and a man, becaufe he is born of Mary.
*' His nativity refembles a worm that is

'* bred in wood, which has no father, but
'* only a mother*." Jerom is not the only

writer in whom I have found this obferva-

tion. Eufebius gives three reafons why
the Meffiah is called a wormy and not a man,

in his Commentary on Pf. xxi. 6. the fe-

cond of which is, that he was not produced

like men, from the conjun(flion of male

and female
-f-.

A ray of good fenfe, how-

ever, appears in Theodoret, on this fubjedr,

as well as on many others. He fays, that

^* by a worin and no mariy nothing was

f Chriftus et vermis dicitur, et homo. Vermis, ut ait

propheta : Noli timere vermis Jacob. Et homo, quia ex

Maria natus affimilatur fua nativitas vermi, quia vermis

qui in ligno nafcitur, non habet patrem nifi matrem. Et

Chriftus ex Maria eft natus abfque coitu viri. In Pf. xxi.

Opera, vol, 7. p. 24.

f Kai a>.xa)j ^' av eittoi; crKu^ma aulov mofiaa^ai ai hk av^^a-

TTov-, ^la- TO fjtri c/jLoico; ocvB^coTraig, tK cruvacriag a^^tvo; koci %>.£iag mv

roig £| a^^Evo; xai ^Xiicx.; auvirctfjiEVOLg ' nai rcc t/]i; avla ysvscrecog

cwslsMilo . £(%ev h ri 'SjXeico isa^cx, t>]v xoiwiv (puTkV, Montfau-

con's Colleclio, vol. i. p» 81

.

'Miieant
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1

** meant but the meannefs of David/* la

Pf. xxi. Opera, vol. i . p. 477.

' Thou hideft me in my mother s ivomb, Pf.

cxxxix. 13. is, by Eufebius, applied to

Chrift, *' whofe miraculous conception w^as

** hid from the world*.''

** The bridegroom proceeding from his

<« chamber^' fays Jerom, *' means from the

*' virgin's womb-f-."

David fays, Pf. cxxxix. 16. In thy book all

my members were written. This book, fays

Epiphanius, is the virgin's womb:f:.

In the fong of Solomon, mention is made

of a garden that "was clojedy chap. iv. 12.

This many of the Fathers fay muft mean

the virgin's womb, particularly Ambrofe
|[,

But the capital argument in proof of

the miraculous conception from the Old

* E'TTEt Ha\a TYiv 'sj^ccIyiv a-uy.M'^iv CO rsoL'Kiv to h^Jx yarpot; £7n-

CHiaa-ag, cog av >>a^arsg a^x'^vlaq ts oaavog tsIs y\ £| ayiH 'SJVEU/jixlog

Tr]g ayiag zja^^&va c7yXA>74';. Demonllratio, lib. 20. p. 400*

t Et quomodo tanquam fponfus procedens de thalamo

fuo, id eft, virginali utero. In Marc. cap. i . Opera, vol.6.

p. 69.

X Haer, 30. Opera, vol. r. p. 156.

It
Hortus claufus eft virgo. De Inftitut. Virginis, cap.

9. Opera, vol. 4. p. 424,

Teftament,
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Teftament, is drawn from If. vii. 14. in

which it is faid, a virgin fiall co7iceive and

bear a fon^ &c. but if the prophecy be

more narrowly infpefted, it will be found to

teach no fuch dodtrine. The country of

Judah having been threatened with an inva-

fion from the kings of Ifrael and Syria,

Ifaiah aifures Ahaz, that in a fhort time he

jfihould be delivered from all appreherifion of

danger from that quarter, even before a

child then conceived, or foon to be con-

ceived, fhouid be of age, to diflinguifll

good from evil. Behold a virgin conceiveth

and beareth a fon^ and Jhe fall call his name

ImrnanueL Butter and honeyfall he eat, when

befall know to refufe the evil, and chufe the

good. For before this child fall know to

refufe the evil, and to chufe the good, the land

fall become deflate by whofe two kings thou

art diflrejfed. Bp. Lowth's Tranflation.

It is evident, from the circumftances of

the hiftory, that the prophecy related to an

event near at hand, and that it had its com-

plete accomplifhment when the country

was delivered from the two kings who then

threatened
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threatened it with an iiivaflon ; and it is not

pretended that any woman at that time had

a child without a man. It is the quotation

of this prophecy, and the application of it

to the miraculous conception of Chrift, in

the introdudlion to the gofpel of Matthew^

ch. i. 22. that has made chriftian divines

imagine that they were under a neceflity of

defending the common interpretation. But

the difficulty of defending it makes a very

ftrong objedlion to the authenticity of that

introdudtion.

All the orthodox Fathers maintained,

that the word in the Hebrew r\d^V fignifies

a proper virgin, and among the reft Origen

contends for this. In Celfum. lib. 1. p, 27.

But the Jews, and Symmachus the Ebio-

nite, who were certainly better judges thaa

either the Greek or Latin Fathers, fay, that

it often fignifies 2.young woman only. Iren^us

fays, that *' Theodotion of Ephefus, an4
•* Aquila of Pontus, both Jewiih profelites,

** tranflate it a young woman Jhall bear a
*' child : and that the Ebionites followed

*' them^
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** them, believing Jefas to be the Ton of
« Jofeph */'

Eufebius has fomething curious in his

explanation of this prophecy. He thought

that the child by the prophetefs vv^as the

fame with the child Immanuel ; but think-

ing the Holy Spirit to be the fpeaker in

the delivery of the prophecy, he explains

his going in to the prophetes, by the en-^

trance of the Holy Spirit into the vir-

gin +*

Chryfoftom fays, that when Ifaiah fpeaks

of Chrift as a root out of a dry ground,

XcH n vza,v:; fv yatr^i flsi, nai riiilai mov, cog Sso^oliojv Yi^fxr.v£U(7£v p

'E'^ECTio;, y-oa AnuT^ag o IIov7i«oj, af/.(po}s^oi laoaioi '^spoarikuloi ; oiq

KoSaKoT^^o-avisg oi ECjwyatoj, eI Icoayip avlov yeyevyktBm (paaKuc-t.

Lib. 3. cap 24. p. 253.

rt^elxi wov, avaf}iai.o)g ziri ts ^a^ovhg, 'asag av ysvoiJo nf.o oixcrsccpst

aulcg Hvpiog^ "hzyav^ k<xi 'zs^ocmT^Bov 'S^pog rr]V 'U^o^ttIiv ' avli tx, tya

avlog 'SJpoaey^sva-OfA.a.i ty] 7!j^o(pii{li^i . 'srpoi^yjltv ya^ ovof^a^ei Tr,v tov E/x-

(/.acv^Yi?^ TS^OfMSVYiV, ^KX TO '^vwfA.oJog aym fxslacrx^iv ^cclof, tov (pwavlac

•zspog avinv ' 'sjnufjux ayiov S7rsh£: ctsIm Em cte, Ha.i Cuvcxpug vi^irn £7rh

irKia<rsi(Toi. In If, 8. 3. iyiQntfaucon'scolle(5lio3 vol. 2. P'384.

dry
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the dry ground means the virgin's womb *.

But this is not the only paflage in Ifaiah

that has been thought to refer to the mira-

culous conception. Epiphanius imagined,

that when an order was given to the pro-

phet, ch. viii. 1. to take a great roll, as we

render it, and which he fappofed to be a

fheet oi blank paper^ on which nothing was

written, it was a type of the virgin's womb f.

In If. xxix. 11. mention is made of a

Jealed book^ given to a man who was ac-

quainted with letters, who (zy?,, I cannot read

ityforit is fealed. " This fealed book,'*

fays Gregentius, " is the virgin Mary, and
** the man who was acquainted with letters

** is Jofeph, who had been married, and had
** children by a former wife J."

* Kat eIed^ Tuahiv ei^o/XEV avlov cog Tsccid'm cog ^i^ocv ev yv] 3i-

^(£i(Tn . y>?v ^E ^i-^o^aav t^v fxy^^av ^syet rrtv 'S7cxp^£VMT^Vy d'lcc To fin

^E^acj^ca (TTrs^fxa, av^pcovra, (/.n^s avvaaiocg amoyavacxx^ a^Aa %wp<^

ya/xwv aJlov Te«£/v. \x\ Matt. xxvi. 39. vol. 5. p. 132.

t Haer. 30. Opera, vol. i. p. 156.

X Kaj ayicg. Mn Co>.om^B ' a ycxp eh crTri^fxalo; Ico(Ty,<p, cog cru

vo(/.i^£ig, a>^ Eft 'meufxoiog ayi8 ysyEvvi^cici • AeAaAii»£ ya^ 'S^spi avis

'zspo(piniv\g^ km VTroosmvcov oli nx Ep^apYi 'srapct th Icooyjcp vj 'S^ap^Evog^

fade (pyi(Ti '. oo^-na-slcxi to Ea-(p^o!.yia(jLEVov ^i^>^iov av^p^ £i5b7{ ypafXfxaiu

—Ti TO jSi^Aiov Ea(pp(xyio-fA,ivov ix.7<h r\ y] Wf^efSEVo; «J ^^oloHog J rig o

Vol. IV. 1. cvr^p ;
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Ifaiah, in a remarkable prophecy con-

cerning Chrift, ch. liii. 8. fays. Who Jloall

declare his generation. The true meaning

of this pafTage it is not eafy to underftand,

and the beft critics are by no means agreed

about it. But Juftin Martyr thought that

it fignified that " Chrift fhould not be of

*^ the kt^ of m.an *."

There is one more pafTage in Ifaiah,

which Epiphanius imagined to refer to the

miraculous birth of Chrift, and that is

chap. Ixvi, 7. Before Jhe travelledflje brought

forth ; before her pains came^ fhe was delivered

of a man child -^^ For all the ancients be-

lieved that Mary was delivered without

pain, the delivery i'tfelf having been proper-

ly miraculous. They always compared it

to CJirift's coming into a room, after his re-

furreftion, when the door was fhut;}:.

«wip \ Ico(T7](p Tiiclav . Ti d's oIe }c, y^sifjLfjLcSi Ei^oli ', Tiit in yafjLCi) zv

cO^vi yuvMHi 'BipQ<7ciJU>riaavli £({> n yuvcAKi iy tehvos. EKBKltilo. Dialogus.

p. 45-

* Kayo) isa>^v , Vfjt,ccv «v rcwla a?\-^Ba^ auvliQsiasvm, uai th T^oya

7<Ey0vl@- TYiv ysvfav oluIh Tig ^myYiuBlai^ hk «5>] nai voeiv o^piixdz oil

UK tri ysvag avO^aTTii airs^ixa ; Dial. p. 28 j.

f Haer. 30. Opera, vol. i. p. 144.

X Seejoannis Geometrae Hymnum in Virginem Deipa-

ram Bib. Pat. vol. 8. p. 437.

This
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This whimfical notion of Chrift coming

out of the virgin without any change in

her, was derived from the Gnoftics, and,

like feveral other opinions of theirs, v/as

afterwards adopted by the catholics. Beau-

fobre fays, it was borrowed from the Prote-

vangelion, quoted by Clemens Alexandria

nus *. Auftin, in anfwer to a Manichean,

who thought it degrading to Chrift to pafs

through a woman at all, compares this paf-

fage to a ray of light through glafs
-f*.

Recalls Mary ** a virgin before the birth,

*' in the birth, and after the birth +/'

Theodoret fays, tw OT^^Sevww ^mm a tyi a-vTM-^^i T^va-ag^

»iTvjygm(rsi^ioi^pYi^aig. OpCra, Vol. 5. p. 20. " A
'* virgin,'' fays Petrus Chryfologus, *' con-

** ceives, a virgin brings forth, and re-

** mains a virgin § ;" and Proclus fays, the

* Hiftoire de Manicbeifme, vol. i. p. 362*

t Ibid. vol. 2. p. 525.

X Nifi quia Maria virgo ante partum, virgo in partu,

virgopoft partum. Scrm. 14. Opera, vol. 10. p. 598.

§ Virgo concipit, virgo parturit, virgo permanet. Pc«

tri Chryfologi, Ser. 117. p. 352.

L 2 '' babe
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** babe left the womb, leaving the gates un-

** hurt*.'' Lallly, John the Geometrician,

in his poem on the Virgin Mary, fays, that

flie was delivered without paint.

It was fo much taken for granted, that

Mary remained a proper virgin after the

birth of Jefus, that it was ufed as an argu-

ment againft Photinus, by Theodotus, bif*

hop of Ancyra, at the council of Ephefus.

A mere man, he faid, was never born in

that way J.

Of this Ambrofe interpretes what Eze-

kel fays, ch. xliv. 2. of a gate in the

temple, which he faw in vlfion, concern-

ing which it is faid. It Jloall be fhiit^ bccaiife

* Eln^Sf yrtp TO ^fiE'P'^-, KM cM^paiag th; KOiluvag rvig yctrpc;

aTTsy^iTTsv. Horn, in Nativitatem -Domini, p. 150.

-j- Ticcp^svYi '3IAW KccfMOiiuy iXTni^p aviu c^vvn;. Bib. Pat. vol. 8.

Ed. Paris, p. 437.

^eywv ^£8 eivai tokov, ;^ tov sh /xnlpag ^zposT^^ovloi,^ ocj^^cottov vKoh'^zlxi

^ir,py)f^£vov ^£s' T^syslco /jloi vjv, isa; (pv(Tig av^^pTTivYi ^:a fXYil^ag 'SJCtp^Z'

yap ai^^uTTH (uriirj^, 'siap^Bv^ fx'^ixzvriHEv. Biniiii Concilia,

vol. I. pt. 2. p. 390.

the
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the Lord God of Ifrael has entered in by it *.

He alfo proves it from the prophecy con-

cerning Imn:ianuel, in Ifaiah, ch. vii. faying

that, according to that prophecy, Mary was

to bring forth y as well as to conceivey while

Ihe was a virgin
-f-.

Irenaeus fays, that *' it was with a view
'* to the virgin's conception, that Daniel

" fpake of Chrift as a ftone cut out of

*' the mountain without hands, or the

*' hands of man ; not Jofeph, but Mary
*' only, being concerned in it J.'* The

* Et infra dicit propheta vidifle fe in monte alto, nimis

sedificationem civitatis, cujusportae plurimas fignificantiir,

una tamen claufa defcribitur, de qua fic ait. Porta igitur

Maria, per quam Chriflus intravit in hunc mundum,

quando virginal i fufus eft partu, et genitalia virginitatis

clauftra nonTolvit. De InftitutioneVirginis, c. 7. Opera,

Vol. 4. p. 423.

t Ecce virgo in utero accipiet, et pariet filium. Non
enim concepturam tantummodo virginem, fed et paritu-

ram, virginem dixit. Epift. lib. i. n. Opera, vol. 4.

p. 186.

X Propter hoc autem et Daniel praevidens ejus adven-

tum, lapidem fmc manibus abfciflum advenifle in hunc

mundum. Non operante in eum Jofeph, fed fola Marii

CO'Operante difpofitioni. Lib. 3. cap. 28. p. 258.

L ^ fame
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fame obfervation is made by Cofmas Indi-

copleuftes "*.

With refpedl to the New Teflament, the

only argument for the miraculous concep-

tion brought from it is, the hiftory of it

by Matthew and Luke ? except that Paul's

faying, that Chrift came ;wW<? of a woman^

was interpreted by Cyril of Jerufalem, of

Chrift " not coming by man, but by woman
'* only ^-." This I have explained before.

* K«t ivlcx.v'^cx, yap anv %£i^<ijy btev * iva. Sicru, ctvtv aTrspfjLctlo;

av^pog. Lib. 2. de Mundo, Montfaucon's Colledio, vol. 2*

p. 145.

•f E^aTTsre'M yap Sfo^ tov viov avla^ (pmiv XlavT^og., a ysvo-

fjbiyov £| av^poq ty yvvaimt;^ aAAat y^vofjizvov m yuvaiKOi; (jlovov^ ihI Sfiv

8K -KT^^^Eva. Cat. 12. Opera, p. 165.

S C E
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SECTION VIII.

Ohjedlions to the Miraculous Conception hy the

ancient Unbelievers, and the Anjwersofthe

Chnjlian Fathers to them.

IT may well be imagined, that fuch a hif-

tory as that of the miraculous concep-

tion would not efcape the ridicule of unbe-

lievers. It is a miracle of fuch a nature, as

was not likely to gain credit without very

eircumftantial evidence, which is not pre-

tended to in the cafe ; and, therefore, it

was lefs in the power of chriftians to

make out a defence of it. The doctrine of

the refurre£iion was alfo expofed to ridi-

cule 'y but then the chriftian had to reply,

that the evidence of a thing of fo extraordi-

nary a nature was proportionably full and

clear. Our Saviour's own death and refur-

redlion were fo circumftanced with refpedl

to the notoriety of the fadt in the one

L 4 cafe.
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cafe, and the number and choice of wit-

nefles in the other, that the hiftory may-

defy all ridicule, and the importance of the

obje^ made all the precautions proper.

On the other hand, the pretended cir-

cumftances of the birth of Chrifl, though

no lefs extraordinary, and naturally as in-

credible as thofe of his refurredion, are to-

tally deftitute of all fimilar evidence; not

one perfon who is faid to have been a v^it-

nefs of the fad:, having borne his teftimony

to it. A miraculous birth is, indeed, afa6l

of fuch a kind, as muft be peculiarly diffi-

cult to prove ; and on this account it v^as a

kind of miracle that v^as not likely to bo

chofen by infinite wifdom.

We hear of no objedion being made to

the miraculous conception in the book of

Acts, w^hich, as I have obferved, is almoft a

proof that the pretenfion to it had not been

made in the age of the appftles y for we

find that, as foon as it was believed by any

chriftians, it was objeded to by unbelievers,

and that chriftianity fuffered not a little oa

this account, both from Jews and heathens,

Trypho^
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Trypho, iii Juftin Martyr's dialogue, was

much offended at this do6lrine, and thought

it would be extremely unacceptable to his

countrymen. Had the dialogue been writ-

ten by a Jew, and not by a chriftian, the

cenfure would probably have been expreffed

in ftill ftronger terms.

According to Origen, Celfus introduced

a Jew ** difcourfing with Jefus, and re-

*' proaching him on many accounts, but
*^ efpecially as pretending to be born of a

** virgin*.'* He makes the Jew fay that

*^ the mother of Jefus was difmiffed by her
** hufband, the carpenter, on account of
** adultery, and being v/ith child by a fol-

" dier, called Panthera-f- /' an idle ftory,

which is told at full length in a Jewifli

tradl, entitled Toldos Jefchu,

Accounts of the objedlions of the Jews

to the miraculous conception are without

end. <« Tell the Jew," fays Ifidore Pelu-

liota> ** who difputes about the divine in-

* yida ratJla 'uy^ocuTTOTTOiSi la^aiov avlcc haMyo/xsvov too lij<78y

jjj £X£7%cv7a au%v 'sje^i 'zso>7sm fxiv, a^ oiiJai ' 'zu^ulov &, cog 'm'ha.cra-

l/sva aula tw zk wafSsva yevEinv. Con. Celfum. lib. i. p. 22.

t Ibid. lib. I. p. 25.

3
^* carnation.
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^^ carnation, and fays it is impoffible in

*^ human nature to bring forth without

" marriage, &c ^." *' The Greeks and

'* Jews/' fays Cyril of Jerufalem, *' infift

^ *' upon it, that it is impoffible that Chrift

*' fhould be born of a virgin +.'* *' Many,*'

fays he, ** contradift, and fay, what fo great

** caufe was there that God fiiould defcend

** and become man ; and if it be poffible for

** the nature of God to become rnan, how
** could a virgin have a child without a

*^ man J." On account of the infidel Jews,'*

fays Proclus, ** I will interrogate the vir-

** gin. Tell me, O virgin, what made the«

** a mother before marriage §
?"

CTEiog^ KJ ^Eyov]i, oti a^yvolov Eft (puasi av^^uTTiia Six^ auvaa-iotg kJ

cTTE^f/^alogrEKEiv. Epift. lib. I. Opera, p. 43.
-|- A^Xa ^laau^HJLV vifxag eX^wej te Kai In^aioi^ xai (pa,<nv^ oil ady-

va7ov rjv Tov ;<;fircv £« 'ZCiX^Sevs 7Eyy)iS»vat. Cat. 12. p. 162.

- X -AxAa avli'hEy^ai, tsoyosoks xai ^^syacri^ ri TO(nilov w ailiov-, ars

^ov £i; ayl-^'xiTTcl-nia KcclocQmai ' xou £i o7^ag Sfa ^uai; etiv av^^oiTTOig

crvvavar^E^Pciv ' hm ei ouvalov eti <S!ap^Evov TcKeiv anv av^^oi;. Ibid,

p. 150.

§ ©E^w QE 3ia TifJ ocTriTiig Iy^ai8j, p.ai rov -ar^^Scvw e^uIyktm . Ei7[t

fiDi 'sraf^SsvE, rt at (aeIe^o. 'lS^o tuv yxy/j^v ^TroimE, ' Hom. in Na*

tivitatem Domini, p. 152.

- 1 This
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This was a circuinftance relating to

chriftianity that did not efcape the vigi-

lance of Julian. Speaking of the prophecy

of Jacob concerning Shiloh, he fays, " This

** has nothing to do with Jefus, for he is

*^ not of Judah ; for, according to you, he

*^ was not defcended from Jofeph, but was

*^ of the Holy Spirit -, and it is the genea-

** logy of Jofeph that you carry up to Ju-
** dah. Andeven this you do not make out

^^ well ; for Matthew and Luke contradid:

*^ one another*."

Let us now fee what the chriftian Fathers

have faid in order to lefTen the difficulty

attending the dodlrine of the miraculous

conception. Origen fay a, *' the Greeks

** who will not believe that Jefus was born

** of a virgin, muft be told that the maker

" of all things, in the formation of feveral

Ih^oc (tetw^ ya^ o Hct^ UjAag m e| Iwcrnt^, a^^' £| aym ^V£y^a?@- 75,

yovcog) rov looarj(p yma^oyavlEg sig rov ladav avaipz^sle^ jcai s^s ts7o

7>if yvj2a'hoyia(; aula ^ioi(pmHvl£<; -27^05 a^AriT^sj. Cyril, contra Jul,

lib. 8. Juliani Opera, vol, ?. p. 253.

*^ animals.
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*' animals, has fhewn that what he has done
'* with refped to fome, he might have done
** in others, and even in man. For among
** the animals fome females have no com-
•* merce with males, which naturalifls fiy

** is the cafe with vultures, which are pro-

^' pagated without it. Plow then is it ex-
** traordinary, if God, intending to fend a

** divine meffenger to mankind, inftead of
*^ the ufual mode of generation, by the

** commerce of man with woman, (liouid

*' employ another method"*." He pro-

ceeds^to mention Grecian fables, in which

fomething of a llmilar nature was fuppofed

to have taken place.

RufRnus, to make it appear lefs incre-

dible, fays, '' the Phcenix is reproduced

a'Sloo ^nM^Bvli ^ui'cclov ^oiwoci^ CTiE^ tp svo^ ^0)8, }ic(.i ETT aAAa;v. xai

rTC avJav tojv cei'^^o)7ruv. Ev^kthsIcci h riva rcov ^uuv ^5i^e.c8i /xv

yuTTw ' Jtai Tiilo TO t^aov x^r^^ fii^zcoi; (Tjj^si mv ciaooxyiv tuv ysvoov.

Tt Hi/ TTi^tpaSclov. £1 ^HT^YiBei; Beo; Bsiov rivx oiOxc-nocXcv 'ZETE/x^'Et toj

ycVEi Twv avS^wcT^v, 'ujETroimBv^ avli (TTr^^/MxlDiH Acys, ra ek /jli^eco;

ruv ao^ivm raig yvvM^i ['zs'wtaai] a?^.o) t^ottu ytvzaBai rov xoyov

T-4 TE^Bri(TQ{JiEVH.

^* without
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*• without a male, and without the con-

•* jundion of the fexes *." " If fome ani-

'* mals/' fays Ladlantius, '* as is well

** known to all, conceive by the wind, why
*' fhould any perfon think it w^onderfal

** that the virgin fhould be with child by
** the breath of God, to whom it is eafy to

** do whatever he pleafes -[- ?** *« That the

** miraculous conception fliould not appear

** altogether incredible," fays Bafil (almoft

copying Origen) " even to thofe who do
** not readily apprehend what relates to the

** divine oeconomy, God has made fome
*' animals produce their young by the help

* Et tamen quid mirum videtur, fi virgo concepcrit, cum
orientis avem queiii Phaenicem vocant, m tantum fine con-

juge nafci vel renafci conftet, ut feraper una fit, et femper

fibi ipfi nafccndo vel renafcendo fuccedat ? Apes certe nef-

cire conjugia, nee foetus nixibus edere, omnibus palum

eft, fed et alia nonnulla deprehenduntur Tub hujufcemodi

forte nafcendi. In Symb. Opera, p. 176.

i Quod fi animalia qusdam vento, aut aura conclpere

folere, omnibus notum eft ; cur quifquam nurum putet,

cum fpiritu dci, cui facile eft quicquid velit ; gravatafli efle

virginem dicimus,? Inftic. lib. 4. kd:. 12. Opera, p. 383.

^* of
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*^-of the female only, without the ufe of tha
*^ male, which nataralifls fay is the cafe

** with the vulture ^ .''

" What is the reafon," fays Chryfoftom,

** why, when you fee a virgin bring forth

*' our common Lord, you do not believe it*

*' Exercife your underftanding with refpedl

** to women who were barren y that when
*' you fee the womb that was faft clofed,

*' opened by the grace of God, you may
" not wonder when you hear that a virgin

*' has brought forth. Wonder, indeed,

*' and be aftonifhed, but do not difbelieve

*' the miracle. When a Jew then fays to

** you, How can a virgin briiig Jorth^ aik

** him how can a woman that is barren and

*' old have a child. Here are two impedi-

** ments, age and infirmity, but with refpeft

** to the virgin there is only one impedi-

** ment, viz. that fhe is not married. Let

^oig ^(TTra^czd'sfPiCog 'Tue^t tyiV Bsiav oiKOVo/xiav ^lafiEifjLEVoig . f«7/<7£ riv/x

ruv ^uuv 5>?//Ci«fyoj dvvccjusva utto [xova ra SjiAeoj, xw^j^ mg ruv a^~

^svav sTTiTTT^ofiYig^ cx.'TroliKlziv . Totocula ycx^ iTCf^aai 'jo-f^t yviroov^ 01 tac

wffi ^««y TT^ayy^livo-afAivou In If. 7. Optra, vol. 2. p. 186.

'' the
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*' the barren then prepare the way for the

** virgin *."

Auftin fays, " If the miraculous con-

*' ception be thought incredible becaufe it

** happened but once, other things like-

** wife have happened but once/' and thus

he thought the objection anfwered-f-.

But the beft anfwer of all, is that which

is given by Cyril of Jerufalem. " The
** Jews contradid:, and will not be per-

* T/j 8v ZT\,v y\ atlia ; ivcc olav i^ns rm> 'Sja^^svof rixlna-av rov kqivov

vi^og tsot-i^oTToiiav avoiyo/jts-^/i^v ek rrt; T8 Sea X^/^i^o;, fzii ^<zu/jt,a,<rng

euMm oli 'ssa^^svog Heks . ^cOO\ov ^z ^aviMx-aov itca ehttX^xj-Si^ o.'KKcx.

y.Yj (XTTiTmng tu ^ayi/.ali . olavHv Xsyri 'S^^og crs o In^aiog^ ^coi^slsKev vj

'saa^^svog , sitts 'ss^og aulov-, tsag Hekev y] tei^os, km ysyYipajiuia ', ^uo

ya^ >ca7iu/xaloc. tcIs nv^ ro^ te aco^ov TY\g y]\uciag^ km to ax^nrov rti;

^ucreag ' E'^i oe Trig 'sra^^zvbs ev HaXu/xa m-, to (XY] /xslszcrxsiy aviry

yctyi-i . '37^00 3b9rcift toivuv tjj -zET^^^evw -n f£i§(z. In Gen. Horn.

49. Opera, vol. 2. p. 684.

t Quod fi propterea non creditur quia femel fadum elf,

quaere ab amico queni hoc adhuc movet, utrum niliil invi-

niatur in literis fecularibus quod et femel fa6lum efl: et

tamen creditum, non fabulofa vanitate, fed ficut exiftimans

hiftorica fide. Quaere obfecro te. Si enim tale aliquid

in illis literis inveniri negaverit, admonendus eft, fi autem

faflus fuerit, fuluta quxftio eft. Epift. 7. Opera, vol. 2.

^* fuaded
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** fuaded by what we fay concerning the

'* rod'' [If. vii. 3.] '* unlefs examples be

" brought to them of births equally ftrange,

'* and contrary to nature. I, therefore,

** queftion them in this manner. Of whom
** was Eve generated from the beginning ?

«« What mother conceived her, who had no

*^ mother 3 for the fcripture fays, that fhe

*' was produced from the fide of Adam ?

<' Was Eve, therefore, produced from the

*' fide of a male without a mother, and

" cannot a child be generated from a vir-

** gin's womb without a man * ?*' • To

the fame purpofe Petrus Chryfologus fays,

** How can it be wonderful that he fhould

** inhabit a virgin's womb, who himfelf

** made woman from the fide of a man.
** He took a man from the womb of a

*^ woman who formed a virgin from the

* A'Sha, ill avliMysaiv IsSatoj, xj « 'siEi^ovlai roi; -srf^t pCSk >,o-

'yoigx EW fJLYi Ofxoioii 'syoi^a^o^oig y^ "sja^a (puaiv 'nsiiar^a^iv lOKiloig^

s^sia^u Toivuv aulas iilcog ' n Eva £| a^x^? ^^ tiv^ £y£'m% j 'S^oice

fjLylvi^ cyvEiM^Ev efceivyjv mv a/Jiyilo^a : Aeyei Se yi y^ct(p)i qIi ex 's;>^£U'^cig

ysyovE ra A^Xfji. ', a^a hvn fAsv Eua ek 'ur^Ev^ocg a^asvO-, X'^^^i;

f/.Y\i^^^ yswdlai-, eh ^e 'sra^^svixr); yuT^^^ PC^f*? avo^<^", ^ocioicv a

7£^va7a( ; Cat. 12. Opera, p. 163.
'' body
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*^ body of a man ; fo that what appears

^' n^\N to you is old with God *." It is

alfo very prudently and pertinently obferved

by Maxiiiius Taurinenfis, " Whofoever is

** difpofed to examine the works of God,
*^ rather than believe them, is influenced by
** the flefh, and not by the fpiric. V/here-

** fore, my brethren, let us not difcufs in

*^ what manner God is born of God, but

** let us believe it. Nor let us retradt the

*' miraculous conception, but admire ; that

" acknowledging the only begotten Son of
** God to be both God and man, we may
*' hold the true heavenly fiich unblame-
*' abicf.'' To the fame purpofe Ilidore

* Quid niirum modo, fi virginis habitavit utero, qui

mullerem hominis fumpfit ex latere \ Ipfe hominern mu-

lieris refumfit ex utero, qui virginem viri formavit ex cor-

pore ; ac perinde, homo, quae tibi videntur nova, deo

habentur antiqua. Ser. 145. p. 372.

f Omnis ergo qui opera dei magis vult examinare quam

credere, non fequitur animse fenfum, fed carnis errorem,

Et ideo, fratres ! non difcutiamus, qualiter deus de deo

natus eft, fed credamus : nee retra6lemus partum virginis,

fed miremur ; ut unigenitum dei deum et hominern confi-

tentes, inoffeiflkm tcneamus cceleftis fidei veritatem. Ope-

ra, p. 195.

Vol. IV. M al£b
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alfo fays, ^' Behold therefore a man from

** the earth, and a woman frpm a man, and

*^ both without the conjundion of fexes*."

The conception of Chrift by a virgin,

is, no doubt, within the pov/er of God,

who made man originally ; but as miracles

are never wrought without a reafon, and

where a great and good end is to be an-

fwered by them, we ought not lightly to

give credit to accounts of miracles for

which wx cannot imagine any good rea-

fon, and the very report of which is cal-

culated to expofe chriftianity to ridicule,

without any neceffity, or conceivable ad-

vantage. Whether the hiftory of the mi-

raculous conception of Chrift be fo circum-

llanced, as that the evidence in favour of it

is able to overbear the force of this objec-

tion, and the many others that have been

ftatcd in this chapter, let the reader now

judge.

All thefe, it is to be obferved, are the

objedlions of Jews or heathens, and the

[cvvoucficti x^^^i* Epift* 14^* P'43«

anfwers
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aiifwers apply only to the light in which

it W21S coniidered by them. What any

chriftians, who equally diihelieved the mi-

raculous conception, f^iid to it, \vc are no

where told, though we find that they pub-

lifhed their ohjedions. That the learned

Symmachus in particular wrote again ft this

dodrine, we are informed, but w^e find not

a iingle quotation from the book, or that

it was ever anfwered ; and yet it is not faid

that it was undeferving of an anfwer.

The filence of the chriftian Fathers on

this fabjedt will be differently interpreted,

as perfons are differently difpofed with re-

fpecSt to the dodrine itfelf. All the cir-

cumftances confidered, it appears to me that

fo truly refpedable a perfon as Symmachus

writing againft the miraculous conception,

in fo early a period (as early, probably, as

the belief of it came to be genera!) and that

no perfon anfwered his book, are both of

them remarkable fads, and both unfavour-

able to the truth of that part of the hiftory.

Two of our gofpels, indeed, contain the

account, but it was not in the gofpel that

M 2 was
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was received by Symmachus, and the reft ^of

the Ebionites ; and this they, who were

certainly the beft judges in the cafe, main-

tained to be the authentic gofpel of Mat-

thew.

Had the work of Symmachus been extant,

or had the reafons of Paulus Samofatenfis

and his followers (whofe opinion was proba-

bly that of the ancient Gentile unitarians in

general) for believing that Jefus was born

at Nazareth, and not at Bethlehem, been

tranfmitted to us, together with the re-

marks of their adverfaries, we (liould, no

doubt, have been in poffeffion of materials

on which we might have founded a more

decifive opinion than we can pretend to do

at prefent. Wanting thefe important ma-

terials for forming a dccijive judgmenty let us

not be wanting in candour in a cafe in which

all we can fay is, that one probable opinion

is oppofedto another lefs probable.

THE
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OV SOME CONTROVERSIES WHICH HAD A
NEAR RELATION TO THE TRINITA-

RIAN OR UNITARIAN DOCTRINE.

CHAPTER I.

Of the Arlan Controverfy.

WE have no account of any thing,

in the whole compafs of ecclefiaf-

tical hiftory, that ever occafioned

a greater revolution in the theological ftate

of the world, than the doctrine of Arius ;

and the revolution was equally fudden, and

lafting. Within much lefs than the life of

M 3 man
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man, this dodrine, from being wholly

unknown, overfpread perhaps, one half of

the chriftian world, and more than once bid

fair for having the feal oi orthodoxy ftamped

upon it. In two pretty long reigns, it was

the religion of the Roman court, and it had

the fandtion of feveral numerous councils

;

and this not long after its condemnation

by the famous council of Nice, in the

reign of the empei-or Conflantine.
,
Socrates

fays that, upon the publication of the doc-

trine of Alius, it immediately fpread from

Alexandria through all Egypt, Lybia, The-

bais, and the other provinces and cities

;

and that many perfons of character took the

part of Arius, efpecially Eufebius of Nico-

media*. An event of fuch magnitude re-

quires to be carefully inveftigated.

Before the time of Arius only three fyf-

tems of chriilianity, or rather three opi-

woM8$ 'sjpcg TO t,;]iy]yi.a . koci avctTrWai cn/KO cyiAK^ii aTTivSn^og /xsyix

7f£%£ TYiv avi^TT01.(1av Ar/i-'^rlov te kolx Ai^um-, x-ci tycj otvco 0;;to«i^a
*

x^-n OE Kcu tot-g T^mug STrsvsfjislo STra^x'^ag te Kai iz'Mig • •7vvz>.o!,yi.'~cx.'

vovlo T>? A^siH h^v] fssoT^KQi (jLZ'j KM cc?^/.oi^ //oAjf-sj Bv EujsQiog aulvig

av%X,ilo. Hift. lib. i. cap. 6. p. lo.

I nions
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nions concerning the perfon of Chrift, had

been the fubjedl of difcuflion. The firft

was that of the unitarians^ who believed

Chrifl to be a mere man, and to have had

no exiftence prior to his birth, in the reign

of Auguftus. The feeond was that of the

Gnojiics, who thought that to this man, or

fomething that had the appearance of a

man, was fuper-added a pre-exiftent fuper-

angelic-fpirit, called the Chrijl. The third

was the dodrine of the perfoniJicatio7i of the

logos, according to which Jefus Chrift, who
had a body and a foul like other men, had

alfo a fuperior principle intimately united

to him. But this principle was nothing

that had ever been created -, for it v/as no-

thing lefs than the logos, or the wifdotn and

power of God the Father, and which, in a

ftate of perfonification, had been the imme-

diate caufe of the formation of the uni-

vcrfe, and of all the appearances of God in

the Old Teftam.ent.

Now we find all at once a do6lrine to-

tally different from any of the preceding

fchemes, viz. that the intelligent prin-

M 4 ciple
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ciple v/hich animated the body of Chrifh

(for it was not thought that he had any-

other foul) was a great pre-exiftent fpirit,

and created^ like other beings, out of no-

thing y that this pre-exiftent fpirit, to which

was ftill given the name of logos^ had been

employed by God in making the univerfe,

and in all the appearances under the Old

Teftament, and then became the proper

foul of Jefus Chrift. Such is the outline

of that doctrine which, from Arius, a pref-

byter of the church of Alexandria, obtained

the name of Arumifm^ and which, with

fome variation, has continued to be held

by great numbers of very intelligent chrif-

tians to this day. ^

Of the three fchemes which were prior

Arianifm, it has the greateft refemblance

to that of the Gnoftics, but differs from it

chiefly in two refpeds. Tirft, the Gnoftics

fuppofed the pre-exiftent fpirit which was

in Jefus, to have been an emanation fron^

the Supreme Being, according to the prin-

ciples of the philofophy of that age, which

made creation out of nothing to be an im-

poflibility i



Chap, I. Of the Arian Contxoverfy. 1 69

poffibility; whereas the Arians fuppofed

this pre-exiftent fpirit to have been pro-

perly created. But this difference is ra-

ther philofophical than theological ; be-

caufe they both agreed in fuppofing that

this pre-exiftent fpirit had the fame ori-

gin with that of angels, and other beings

of a fpiritual nature, fuperior to man.

Secondly, the Gnoilics fuppofed that this

pre-exiilent fpirit was not the maker of the

world, but was fent to redlify the evils

which had been introduced by the being

who made it; whereas the Arians fup-

pofed that their logos was the being that

had been employed by God in the making

of the univerfe, as well as in all his com-

munications with mankind.

But even this difference, refpecting the

nature ancT office of Chrift, was not of fuch

a nature as to make any material difference

in the refpedi that they entertained for

Chrift; both the Gnoftics and the Arians

agreeing in this, that Chrift was a great

pre-exiftent fpirit, and that we owe liini

the greateft obligations for his condefcen-

fion
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fion in coming into this world, and under-

taking to redify the abufes that he found

in it. In fad:, therefore, the influence of

the two fyftems on the mind muft have

been nearly the fame. The Gnoftics and

the Arians m.Uil alfo have agreed in fome

meafure with refped to the idea of the na-

ture of matter^ and its tendency to con-

taminate the mind, and to impede its

operations. But in this all the fyjftems

v/hich fuppofe that there is an immaterial

principle in man, the caufe of all fenfa-

tion and thought, muft be nearly alike,

Athanafius cenfures the Arians as borrow-

ing from the Gnoftics*, He even fliews

at large, that they are worfe than the

Gnofticst-

I do not fay that Arius himfelf was the

very firft who advanced the dodrine which

bears his name ; but I find no trace of its

exiftence prior to what may be called the

age of Arius. Jerom allows that fome of

the Antenicene Fathers had given counte-

^- Contra Arianos, Or. 2. vol. I. p. 363. Or. 3. p. 392.

t Ibid. p. 414.

nance
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nance tq the Arian dodlrine'"^ ; but this was

not by advancing his proper doctrine, as I

have (hewn, but by incautious expreffions,

of vx^hich the Ariaos afterwards took ad-

vantage. The firft perfon who is men-

tioned as holding the proper Arian doc-

trine is Lucian of Antioch, who fuffered

martyrdom in A. D. 312. For Epipha-

nius lays, that '* Lucfen, and all the Lu-
'* cianifts, denied that the Son of God took a

^* foul, but had flefli only
-f-/'

According to

Pliiloftorgius, Eufebius of Nicomedia, and

other chiefs of the Arians, were the dif-

ciples of Lucian, as Maris of Chalcedon,

Theognis of Nice, Leontius of Antioch,

Aiterius the fophifl, and others :|:.

* Vel certe antequam In Alexandria quafi dsmoniurn

meridianum Arius nafceretur, innocenter quaedam et mi-

nus caute loquuti funt, et quai non poiTant pervcrforuin

hominum caluiiniiam declinare. Adv. Rufii. lib. 2. cap. 4,

Opera, p- 513.

7£7cvw5, cv or^Bv 01 A^£iavoi £V fxa-fluaiv £7riil'r<(pi^ov}ai . yiV yap next

aviog Aamcxvog ^fcafpaio; (pr^yA 7rpoaav!;xxv t» rav ApfiavAJV ai^z<jzi»

Hi£r. .13. fed. i. vol. i. p. 370.

7f«<f £'1 oig /;• ILvaiQiQv rov NiHc/j.Y,hiag t^ Ma^iv rev X:y.?.x'd'ovoi; kJ~'

TCV^iKCuac^Osoyviv (7yv]«]7n, &c. Hift, Jib. 2. cap. 14. p. 4B4.

But
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But on the other hand, Alexander, bilTiop

of xAlexandria, affirms that Lucian adhered

to Paulus Samofateniis, and feparated from

the church. Lardner fays, one might be

apt to fufped from Alexander's words, that

Lucian had fucceeded Paul in the epifcopal

care and overfight of thofe who were of his

fentiments at Antioch *. It is therefore

doubtful, whether any perfon before Arius

himfelf held his dodrine, though it is moft

probable, that many others about this time,

did fo ; their minds, as well as his, having

been prepared for it in the manner that I

fliall prefently defcribe.

Though the appearance of the Arian

doftrine was fudden, and the alarm which

it gave to the chriilian world was propor-

tionably great (v/hich is a proof that it was

imagined to be quite a new thing, and of a

very extraordinary and dangerous nature)

there were feveral pre-exiftent caufes, which

had gradually prepared the way for it; and

thefe I flaall endeavour to explain.

* Credibility, vol. 4. p. 641.

SEC,
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SECTION I.

Of the antecedent Catfes of the Arian Doc-

trine.

^npHE controverfy with the unitarians had

led thofe who were called orthodox (by

which I mean thofe who held the do6lrine

of the perfonification of the logos) to fpeak

cf Chrift as greatly inferior to the Father,

of which examples enow have been pro-

duced. So willing had they been to make
conceffions to the great body of zealous uni-

tarians (or fuch were the remains of their

own unitarian principles) that had .they

confidered Chrift as, in all refped:s, a mere

ctcatiirey they could not have fpoken of him
otherwife than they did. They were evi-

dently afraid of incurring fo much odium

as they were fenlible they muft have' done,

by fetting up their fecond God as a rival to

the firft and fupreme God. Their prin-

ciple of Chrift having been the logos of the

Father
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Father certainly led them to confider him

as being Q>i thefame nature with the Father,

and in all refped:s equal to him; and it did

produce this effedl afterwards, when the

obflacle to its operation, in the general

opinion of the chriftian world, was re-

moved* But during the great prevalence

of the doctrines of the unity of God, and

the inferiority of Chrift to the Father, it

had been the cuftom of the orthodox to

fpeak oi thtufecond God as the vnt^Qfervant

of the firfl.

Farther, in oppofition to the Patripaf-

Cans, or the philofophical unitarians, who
faid that the Father and the Son (meaning

the divinity of the Father and Son) were

the fame, the orthodox had been led to

fpeak of them as being entirely different^ fo

as fometimes to fay that they were of dif-

ferent natures j though the language mult

have been improperly ufed by thofe who
confidered Chrift as being derived from the

very fubfiance of the Father, and having

been his proper ^vifdom and power.

In
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In confiftency, however, with this lan-

guage, fuggcfted by controverfy, it had been

the ciiflom of the orthodox to fpeak of the

generation of the Son from the Father, as if it

had been a proper creation^ and as if the Son

had flood in the very fame relation to the

Father, with that in which other creatures

flood to him ; which correfponded very well

with the ideas of the Platonifts, in vvhofe

fcale oi principles, ox ccmfesy the 7ioiis or logos,

held the fecond place; the iirft principle

being ftiled a caiife with refpe(5l to the

fecond, as the fecond was with refped: to

the vifible world.

Another circumftance which contributed

to .the rife of Arianifni was the gradual

influence of the dodrine of revelation, con-

cerning creation out of nothings which had

been unknown to^all the philofophers, who
had thought that the material world had

been created out of pre-exiftent matter, and

that fouls were either emanations from the

fupreme mind, or parts detached from the

foul of the univerfe. But the apoftle hav-

ing faid, Heb. xi. 3. that the world was

made
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made £» ruv //.^i <pam(j,zvm, from things that do not

appear (fuppofed to be equivalent to mi:-m ««

ci?cjv, things that are not, or out of nothing)

the term creation^ on whatever account it

had been ufed, would at length fuggeft the

idea of a creation out of nothing. This

Athanafius fuppofed to be the meanii;)g of

Paul in this epillle ; for he makes the

phrafes from nothings zxi^from that which did

not appear^ to be fynonymous ^. In this

manner would the minds of many be pre-

pared to pafs from the idea of the perfoni-

fication of the logos, or the generation of

the Son from the Father, to that of a pro-

per creation.

Things being in this ftate, the warmth

of controverfy was fufficient to lead perfons

whofe real opinions were the very fame, to

diifer, firfl in words only, and afterwards

in reality. And a real difference being

once formed, it would eafily extend itfelf,

* K«{ rzQ\,ma.(^ £« t8 ix'f\ o^JJo; £ig to moci ' oTTEp xj ^ay^(^

(TrjiMccivav (py\<n ' tsim voa/xsv KcSriflia-^ou rng aiuva; ^r,fAxli ^eh . ei^

TOfjLVi £}i(paivofji.£vav ra^?\^7ro(ji.Eva ysyovsvcti, De Incarnatione,

Opera, vol. i. p. 55.

by
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by analogies and confequences, on both

fides. I fhall now enter upon the proof

of thefe particulars, and then fliew their

adlual operation in the rife and progrefs pf

the Arian controverfy.

That it had been the cuftom of all the

Fathers before the council of Nice to fpeak

of Chrift, though they confidered him as

the logos, or the wifdom of the fupreme

God, as neverthelefs greatly inferior to him,

has been abundantly proved. I fhall, there-

fore, proceed to give inftances in which

thofe of the Fathers, who undoubtedly

confidered Chrift as having been the logos

or wifdom of the Father, and therefore

properly uncreated^ yet defcribed his gene--

ration in language equivalent to that of a

proper creation.

The very term 7sW(^", by which the Fa-

thers generally expreflTed the logos becom-

ing a Son, was the fame that the Platonifts

had always ufed to diftinguifh a creature

from the creator, or the thing caufed, and

the caufe-, fo that the terms S£(^ and y^WO-

had always been oppofed to each other.

Vol. IV. N Thus
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Thus Philo fays, ** There is no created

'' God ; for he would want the neceflary

"attribute of eternity*." And a writer

who perfonates Origen makes yswrjia and »Vjc

generated and created, to be fynonymous
-f.

In later times, there was a diftindion

made between y^vY^^ and y^'r^i^, as if the

former fignified created^ and the latter gene-

rated -,
but the diflindtion was not very an-

cient. Tatian makes no difference between

vfvyil©- as applied to the produdion of the

Son from the Father, and the creation of

other things by the Son ; but fays that,

** the logos being generated in the begin-

** ning, again generated our world, fafhion-

**^ ing the matter of it for himfelf. Mat-
*' ter," he fays, '^ is not ^va^j^©-, without

** origin y like God, but v^vfyi^)!, generated^

** being produced by the Maker of all

** things J.'* Alfo the fame word m7eiv, to

* Fev/tIoj ya^ s^st^ a'kSiicx. Ssog, aAAa ^o^y] (xovov, to avayxaiolalo^

cc<pY\^y]f^svo^ ai^iolyilcic. De Charitate, Opera, p. 699.

-j- Eyco a^ £v sie^ov aysvvlov >^Ey«, n (Jlovov tov ^eov . ra h "koiTra

'csaviaL', o(7a ET^ysvy^oi jcai xlira. Contra Marcionitas, p. 72.

% Ouls y(x^ ava^x'^i ^ ^-^i? uoLQaTTS^ ^£c;, a^z "^la. to av:^^x°v y^

auin iffo^yycciMo^ toj Ssco • ymnly] h kca m viro th aXha yEycwia-, fxova-
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bring forth ^ is ufed by Synefius of the gene-

ration of the Son, and the creation of other

things by the Son*.

The term correfponding to caufe was

likewife ufed promifcuoufly with refped:

to the generation of the Son, and the pro-

dudlion of the creatures. Thus Gregory

Nyffen makes the terms iinbegotten and with^

out caife to be fynonymous '\. Indeed, it

was always allowed that the Son, though

generated, had a proper caufe ; and, ac-

cordingly, the word «?x>i> origin^ by^'hich

the logos was diilinguiflied from the crea-

tures, was, without fcruple, applied to the

Father with refpe^t to Chrift ^ and the

term «v«p%©-, uncaujed, was always confidered

as the incommunicable attribute of the Fa-

ther, he being the iq\q jountain of deity, and

whenever the fame term is applied to the

Ss vTTo m 's^avlav ^tifjua^ya 'ss^o^e^Mi^EVYi. Ad Graecos, fe£t. 8.

P-23-
* XoiTEx,^2v}i is(£ir\^ £VEV(re riHieiv, Hymn. 6. Opera, p. 343.

-|~ A^^' £« ixev TY\; TH ayEvvyda 'S^^ocrvjyo^iocg^ to avsu aiiia^ mat tov

'Jlug ovo(jLaa-fA£vov £iA.x^o(XEv, Contra Eunomium, Or. 12. Ope-

ra, vol. 2. p. 302.

N z Son,
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Son, or the Spirit, it was only meant to

fignify that they had no beginning, not that

they*had no caufe/

Thus, a writer, whofe work has been

afcribed to Athanafius, fays, '* the Son is

*• not a caufe, but caufed -, fo that the Fa-

** ther is the only caufe, and there are two

^* that are caufed, the Son and the Spirit.

" But they are all ava^xoi, becaufe they are all

*^ without beginning*." Nicephorus, in

•' his epiflle to Leo, fays, '' Chrift is not

** without origin with refped: to the Fa-

'* ther, who is his origin, as being his

*' caufe ; but with refped to his genera-

*' tion, he is without origin, being before

" all ages f." Conftantine alfo, in his

oration, fays, *' the Father is the caufe,

'' the Son caufedX'* This language, being

Cuo/jif
• rcc ^e ailixia ^yo, woj, km to ^jivixcc. Opera, vol. 2*

P 443-

yTrapxcov . s ya^ f« t(v©-, ev zavlu ya^ to uvai £»^i', to d£ vio; xai

UK. ccvapx^ f>* '^« ^cci^^ 7af , «f%>i 7«f w« 'nrcclvf, w? afliov . ei os

T71V aTTo %fov8 7^fA.<^orjoig af%)iv, ««< ava^x^- Zonaras, p. 769.

% KaOa^fs^ «<?'« t^sv via Tuairif aihcCiov 03 wcj. Cap. II.

p. 688- .

once
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once eftabliflied continued to the lateft

period. Thus M. Caleca called the Son

aiJi^l^, 7£W>i1@-, and ym'rifxx "*.

Another circumftance which made way

for the introduction of Arlanifm, and which

greatly contributed to embarrafs the ortho-

dox in the controverfy was, that in order

to oppofe the Sabellians, they had repre-

fented the Father and the Son as differing

ejfentially from each other. Becaufe they

thought that the Sabellians had confounded

the three perfons, they, as was natural, made

a point of feparating them y and they did

it to a greater degree than their principles

really admitted. For they maintained that

their very «<T<a, ejfencey or nature^ was dif-

ferent; whereas they (hould have contented

themfelves with faying that they differed in

ranky or dignity. But, whereas the Sabelli-

ans maintained that the three perfons v/ereof

the fame a^.a, ejfencey and w^ere therefore oixoaaici^

confubjiantial to each other, this w^as pofi-

tively denied by the orthodox; and what

* O Se uiD^XsyelM atliotlo^^ yEvvrllog^ 7£W/](Ji.a. Combefis Auc-

^uarlum, vol, 2. p. 222.

N 3 was
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was particularly unfortunate for them,

they had pafled a cenfure on this very

term in the condemnation of Paulus

Samofatenfis. Thus Athanafius fays, that

** they who condemned Paulus Samofaten-

*' fis, faid that the Son was not confub-

** ftantial with the Father =^." Bafil fays

the fame, adding, that the reafon why they

rejedled it was, its implying that God was

a fuhftance that was divifible
-f*.

The efFedl of this circumftance remained

a long time with the orthodox ; many of

whom were with great difficulty reconciled

to this term, efpecially as it was not a

fcriptural one, which is acknowledged by

Atnanafius %, Ambrofe fpeaks of fome

* ^ix ra, eiKolag £y^aC>i^ej/7£$ to rot Slov (ro<pi(7(X!x th 'EafA.oa-c^scog^

si^YiHuai fxn £ivM Tov %^irov o/AOiiawi/. De Syn. Arm. Opera,

vol. I. p. 919.

f Ka: yap tw ovli 01 btti TlcxuT^co ra XafzoircSsi (TW£>^ovl£^^ ^ie^cc

Xov Tnv AeIjv cog Hfi evjyi/aov . £(pa(rav ya^ ekzivoi tyiv ts oimqho-ih (puww

'Bcx^irav Evvoiav aa-iag te koci tcov aTC aul-ng^ w? te Halufxspia-Beicrav

TW aaiav 'sra^exstv t« ofjLoacriH tyiv 'srpoayjyopioiv roig ei; ct ^ir)^£^.

Vol. 3. p. 292.

-J Ou >\£yovlii 10V x^iTQv oiirmam sivcxi ra Sew. E/ ya^ ^: to

ovof/a Tslo ^>i//ti (/.>) EvpmEvaii fxrih avEymxEvai tth ruv ayim ypa(pm-,

aJhra -ye, &c. De Sententia, Qpera, vol. i. p. 561.

who,
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who, without being Arians, yet fcrupled to

fay that the Son was of the fame fubftance

with the Father, becaufe it was not a fcrip-

tural expreffion. But, he fays, '' they

'' ought to be deemed heretics if they did

" not exprefsly acknowledge it, and that for

«' the fame reafon they might objea: to the

*' phrafes GodofGod, and Light of Light'^S*

Sozomen fays, that *' the Fathers of the

«' council of Antioch acknowledged that

*' the word confiibjlantial (o/^o«^'^) which ap-

'^ peared new and ftrange to many, was

*' cautioufly interpreted by the Fathers,

'* and not according to its ufe among the

*' Gentiles, but only in oppofition to the

** fentiment of the Arians, that the Son was

«« made out of nothing-^,''

* Vel fi Arianus non es, et verum filium de vero patre

natum non fadum agnofcis, cur non eum cum patre unam

fubftantiam dicis ? Fruftra times homo profiteri quod cre-

dis, et fruftra credis fi ita non credis, et merito hseretlcus

denotarJs. De Filii Divinitate, lib. I. cap. 3. Opera,

vol. 4. p. 278, 279.

f O^olz h TO hytav £V avlY\ tm |£VOv ovona, to ts Ofj^omia (pai^evy

a(T(poc>^; r£%xmE 'sioc^cc rot; 'mdl^ciJiv s^(jt>nvBici;, cY^ixama-Ag ou ik t,%

N4 '^
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Dionyfius, bifhop of Alexandria, in whofe

neighbourhood there were many Sabellians,

and who pppofed them with great vigour,

as he alfo did Paul us Samofatenfis, made no

fcruple, as Bafil fays, to affert, in this con-

troverfy, that *' the Son was of a diife-

" rent efTence, as wxll as hypoftafis, from

*^ the Father^ that he was inferior in

** power, and lefs in glory */' Ruffinus

fays, that *' Dionyfius of Alexandria, in his

" books againfl Sabellius, advanced things

'^ pf which the Arians took advantage -f-/*

^£ wj ^usa^-i^ rivo; 'sia^a tw a^f>}j}ov yswYicnv sttivos/xevs, «?£ nala rivet

Xpwiv £>:>.mfiviv ^afjd^avilou to ovofxa ty\; a^riag, Eig avalfOTTw ^s ts f|

iiic ovlavsjEpi T8 viH acTzQ^^ To'hixYi^ivl^ A^Eiw. Hift. lib. 4.

fe6t. 4. p. 224.

* Ka< 8% (lE^ol-Aia fioi'ov rcov vnoTaamv ti^slait a>^>^ >y 8(ti(^

^ia<po^av^ y^ ^uva(X£u; v^Bjiv^ JO ooty^^ isafaX^yviv. Epift. 41,

Opera, vol. 3. p. 60.

t Dionyfius Alexandrinus epifcppus, eruditifTimus aiTer-

tor ecclefiafticaK fidei, cum in quamplurimis in tantum uni-

tatem atque equalitatem trinitatis defendat, ut imperitiori-

bus quibufque etiam fecundum Sabellium fenfifTe videatur,

in his tamen libris fuis quos adverfus Sabellii haerefim fcri-

bit, talia invcniuntur inferta, ut frequenter Ariani audlori-

tate ipfius fe defendere conentur. Apologia pro Origine,

Hieronymi, Opera, vol- 8. p. 130.

Thotigh
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Though this was nothing more than

had been faid by others, and efpecially in

the fame controverfy
; yet, when, after-

wards, things had taken a different turn,

and advantage was taken of this language,

this Dionyfius came to be confidered as the

fountain of Arianfm^ as he is called by Auf-

tin *. Athanafius, however, apologized for

him, and for the inaccuracy of his ejcpref-

fions, from the nature of the controverfy in

which he was engaged.

For the fame reafons for which the me-

mory of Dionyfius was refledted upon, fimi-

lar reproaches fell upon that of Clemens

Alexandrinus, and that of Origen. But,

indeed, none of the ancient writers ought

to have efcaped, fince, for the reafons that

I have given, they all ufe fimilar language.

But as thefe two writers have been the moft

cenfured, 1 (hall give a more particular ac-

count of the ground of thofe cenfures.

Pamphilus the Martyr, in his apology for

Origen, fays, that *^ Clemens Alexandrinus

. * Ut vult Dionifius fons Arrii. De Dcfinitlonibus,

Opera, vol. 3. p. 196.

^' called
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*' called Chrift a creature*." Photius fays,

*' that Clemens Alexandrinus, in his Hypo-
*' typofes," a work now loft, ** has many
** right things, but fome things impious

** and fabulous. He makes the Son a crea-

'' ture, fays that the logos was not made
** flefti, but only feemed to be fo. He fays

** that the logos, the Son, has the fame name,

** but that it was not made flefh ; for it is

*' not the paternal logos, but a divine

** power, or efflux from the logos itfelf ^

*' being the nous which pervades the hearts

''ofmen-f/' ** His Stromata/' he fays,

*' have many things not found, but not fo

* Clemens quoque alius Alexandrlnus, prefbyter et ma-

gi Her ecclefise illius, in omnibus pene libris fuis trinitatis

gloriam atque aeternitatem unam eandemque defignat ; et

interdum invenimus aliquain libris ejus capitula, in quibus

filium dei creaturam dicit. Hieronymi, Opera, vol.g.

p. 130.

t K«i IV T{c-i (X£v avlcov op^ug Soke: T^sysiv ' £v riai 0= 'SJCi'JJs?.Ji;

Eig acrsQeig nai fxo^ahig, T^oyEg £H(p£pE}ai. Kai rov uiov ej$ «V//a

KocJayEi. Kai fin a-apHooGwai lov >v07ov, a»>a ^o|at. Aiydoii (xv;

ncu viog T^oyo;^ cyMW/Aug ro 'mai^iHO) ^oyw, a?\^ so£ a^oj sriv acc^^

y£vofA£vog . a ?£ /xnv 'ssal^aog ^oyOJ, aTO^oc ^uvafxig Tig ts Ses, oiov

aTToppoia Ta >.oyii auin^ V3g ys: oft?voj Tag tuv avB^ccTrov na^Oiag moc-

7i£(poiimz. Bib. S. 109. p. 286.

'' many
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*' many as the Hypotypofes, and in them

*' he refutes what he had advanced in thefe.

'* His Pedagogue is quite free from

** them *."

As Clemens Alexandrinus had been much

addifted to philofophy, it is very poflible,

that when he wrote the Hypotypofes, he

might retain fome opinions fimilar to thofe

of the Gnoftics, as the quotation feems to

indicate. As to the fenfe in which Cle-

mens might call Chrift a creature, it has

been explained already, and fliewn to be

fufficiently conGflent v/ith all the ortho-

doxy of his age ; and as to his error about

the logos, it is very pofiible that he might

fpeak favourably, as Juftin Martyr did, of

the dodtrine of philofophical unitarianifm ;

or he might have faid what Origen did,

about the logos being in all men. How-
ever, he certainly confidcred the logos that

T'n'6lu7rco<T£ig alot oi >.oyoi . tuv t£ yap fjuzJaiav nai ^'\o(,(r(pY\(xav aTrn-

}\ay{JL?voi ^o|wv Ko^mccai— Auln h n tcov ^^afjLoDzo^v ^i^>.og-£vixxi^ ««

uytoig oi(X>^(Xf/Joavei . a /xsvIqi ye oxtttc^ a,i TTrcJuTTUJEig-. a>^.oc km 'TS^og

^Q>^a Tcov ex^t^iafActx^lM. Bib. S. log. p. 207.

was
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was in Chrift, as the proper wifdom of

the Father, which was all the orthodoxy

that was known before the council of

Nice.

Origen, being a perfon of more reputa-

tion, and whofe writings were more nu-

merous than thofe of Clemens Alexandri-

nus, fuffered more from this kind of c^nfure

than he has done. Origen certainly called

Chrift a creature, *' The facred oracles/'

he fays, '^ fpeak of Chrift as the oldeft of
** all the creatures, and by him it was that

'* God fpake, when he faid. Let us make
** man *.'* But whatever expreffions he

might ufe, he certainly could not differ in

idea from the moft orthodox of his age, io

long as he maintained, as he unqueftionably

did, that Chrift was the proper wifdom of

the Father. For then he muft have fup-

pofed him to have been eternal, and uncrcat-

ed, though perfonified in time.

* TlpsdQuKxlov yixo xvlov 'Sjavlcov Tm ^Yi/junyYi/jLoP.jJV Ljaaiv oi ^emi

?zyci . Kcci av% rov Seov -srEoi th; t« av^paTra ^n/M^pyioi^ upmzvaiy

Xl.om(TU(MZ)i av^pu'Kov hoS bikovx ftoci ofj^oiamv YifA'lsoav. Ad Celfum,

lib. 5. p. 257.

On



Chap. I. Of the Avian Ccniroverfy. 1S9

On this accoujit, however, he was feverely

cenfured after the rife of the Arian contro-

verfy. Epiphanius fays, ** Origen was
*' blamed for calling Chrift a creature,

*' though he allowed him to be produced

** from the fubftance of the Father */' To
this he adds, that '* he had faid that the Son
** could not fee the Father," a phrafe much
ufed in that age, to exprefs great inferiority

either in rank or nature. But no language

can exprefs that inferiority more ilrongly

than Jujflin Martyr, and others, whofe or-

thodoxy was nevei* called in queftion, have

repeatedly done. What was meant by the

phrafe, " not being able to fee,'* may be

clearly underftood from another pafTage of

Epiphanius, in which he ftates the accufa-

tion of Origen more diftindlly, <* Origen,"^

he fays, ** is charged with faying, that, as

*' the Son could not fee the Father, fo the

" Holy Spirit could not fee the Son; alfo

** the angels cannot fee the Holy Spirit,

Hser. 64.. Opera, vol. i. p. 527.

** aor
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*' nor can men fee angels^/' That in this

manner Origen only meant to exprefs infe-

riority, or a difference in rank, and not in

nature, is evident. For, as both men and

angels are creatures, though of different

ranks, fo the Father, Son, and Spirit might

each be God, though they differed in rank

and dignity^ which was the univerfal opi-

nion in the time of Origen. Jerom alfo

fays, that *' the herefy of Origen was, that

** the Son was not generated, but made,
** and that he could not fee the Father f."

Origen w^as likewife faid to be heretical

with refped: to the Holy Spirit. Jerom

fays, that *^ Origen's herefy confifted in

*' part in placing the Spirit the third in

" dignity and honour after the Father and

** Son j and in his faying that he did

* €1; s ^vva]ai opav rov 'ZuoD^^ix o viog-, Hoa to ayiov isvEVfAa h 3i;-

vMai i^Biv rov uiov . nai i^aXw-, oi afyzXoi h ^uvavlai iO£iv ro ctyiov

isvsviMcc^ Hoii ot av^pooTTOi a ovvavtai i^siv tsj a/yE^Kj. Ancoratus,

fe<9:. 63. Opera, vol. 2. p. 66, 314.

•f- Chriftum filium dei non natum efle fed fadtum deum,

patrem per naturam invifibil|m eti^A^j^ filio non videri.

Opera, Vol. I. p. 439- -g 5?r

3 f ' *' not
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** not know whether he was made or not

'^ made*." But in this he was very far

indeed from being fingular. Juftin Martyr,

Tertullian, and other writers before the

council of Nice, having expreffed them-

felves in the very fame manner with refpedl

to the Holy Spirit.

Origen, however, though condemned by

many, did not want able defenders. Atha-

nafuis, who wrote in defence of Dionyfius,

likewife declared himfelf the advocate of

Origen
-f*.

Socrates obferves this with re-

fped: to Athanafius ; and fays that they v/ho

condemn Origen, condemn Athanafius alfo+.

That Eufebius Aould defend Origen, is

not to be wondered at, as he himlelf lay

* Tertium dignitate et honore poft patrem et filium

afTerit fpiritum fancftum, de quo cum ignorare fe dicat

utrum fadlus fit an infedlus, &c. Opera, vol. i. p. 440.

f Syn. Nic. Decretum, Opera, vol. i. p. 277.

A^eiavm ^.oycig^ iMya7\y[ ty\ (pccvri^ (xafv^ix Tr}<; olheux^ 'nnTScog rov avd'^a

Hochu^ rug £K£iv'd My'dg Toig i^iQig auvaTrlav^ kJ T'.syuv . Sat'^aruf,

(pmiy >y (pi'hQTrovcSlaiiQg Cl^ic/zvYig^ rrj^e 'dSEpi m uia rco Bsa rn nfAsls^a

^c^y] f/.aflv^si, (juvai^iov . aulov 7^£yuv rco '^cxlpi . i7\a%v 8V eavlag 01

?,Qih^r><iixv}£g riayEvnv, ^'kdacpr^ixHTpiBg Aj tov £7ramlr.v av% A^avaa-iov.

Hift. lib. 6. cap. 13. p. 329.

under
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under the fame fufpicion. As Jerom fays,

** Eufebius defends Origen, that is, he

** proves him to have been an Arian*/'

That the writers before Arius had exprefled

themfelves in fuch a manner as to give

advantage to him and his followers, was

generally allowed.

Photius, in giving an account of the

writings of Pierius, fays, that *' they con-

*« tain many things contrary to the then

<« eftablifhed faith of the church, but per-

** haps after the manner of the ancients
-f-;**

meaning, probably, that he exprefled him-

felf without fufficient caution and accuracy.

* Sex libros, ut ante jam dixi, Eufebius, Caefarienfis

epifcopus, Arianae quoBiltm fignifer faclionis, pro Ori-

gine fcripfit, latiflimum et elaboratum opus : et multis

teftimoniis approbavit Originem juxta fe catholicum, id

eft, juxta nos Arianum efle. Opera, vol. i. p. 492.

ifffijj, acTTo^aivflai. Cod. ig. p. 300.

SEC
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SECTION II.

Of the Tenets of the ancient Arians.

T Shall now confider what were the tenets

which the ancient Arians avowed, or

with which they were charged. The prin-

cipal article, for which no particular au-

thority can be neceffary, was that Arius faid

that the Son, logos, or Ghrilt, was created

VA rail m ovlav, or, oi/t of nothing, like other

creatures ; and this was certainly very dif-

ferent from the received dodrine. For

all thofe who had the charader of ortho-

dox before him, even including Clemens

Alexandrinus, and Origen, held that the

logos had always been in the Father, as his

proper attribute.

The fecond article in the Arian creed

was, that there had been a time when the

Son was not. This had frequently been

alTerted by the orthodox, and at firft was, I

Vol. IV. O doubt
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doubt not, the univerfal opinion, if by the

exiftence of the Son be meant his perfonal

extjlencey which was fuppofed to have com-

menced in time ; but, as an attribute of

the Father, they maintained that he had

always cxifted.

In the third place, the Arians denied

that Chrift had any human foul. This is

afferted concerning the Arians in general by

Athanafius*, and by Epiphanius-)-, Theo-

doret aflerts the fame of the Arians and

EunomiansJ; and fo does Glycas§. It

does not appear, from Arius himfelf that

he aiTerted this ; but it is the neceffary

TT) S£o7n7; 's:po7ay£iv toA/xwv, De Adventu Chrifti, Opera,

vol. I. p. 636.

•f A^vA; ^vx,nv cculov av^^aTTsiocv stXjjf£v«i. Hser. 69. Opera,

vol. I. p. 743. 771.

TOV ^£0v >^Qyov (pacriv^ aviov h ms i^nx^^ ^*' '"'^ o-UfiaJi ^T^v^oicrtxi Tr\f

X^^i^v, Ep, 104. Tom. 4. pt. 2. p. 1 174.

§ Tuv A^siatvav P^syovluv a^'^X'^v sivM Tvv th ku^ih <ra^Ha*

Annales, pt. 3. p. 244.

confequencc
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confequence of his principles, and it was

univerfally adopted by his followers. Indeed,

it would have been exceedingly abfurd to

fuppofe that there were two intelligent

principles, both created beings, inhabiting

the fame body. This, however, is a de-

ciiive proof of the novelty of the Arian

dodrine. For, as I have obferved, all the

ancients, Origen himfelf included, fuppofed

that there was a proper human foul in

Chrift, befides the logos.

In after times, fome Arians made con-

ceffions to the orthodox, and on that ac-

count were called Semiarians. Thus Auf-

tin fays, that *' fome of the later Arians

** acknowledged that Chrift had no begin

-

*^ ning*. The Semiarians in general alfo

faid, " that though Chrift was not oi thtfame

^^fuhjlance with the Father, he was of a like

^^fuhflance ^ J\ *' This term, ofxoisin^, oflike

* Unde quidam pofteriores Arriani objecerunt iftam

fententiam, failique funt non ex tempore coepifle filium dei.

De Trinitate, lib. 6. cap. i. Opera, vol. 3. p. 326.

f 0{ 'ZETE^j BaciXEJOv, (^>?,u<, ;^ Few^yiov, yu rvj; nfxia^eiuv raving

Epiphanius, Hjer. 73. Opera, vol. i. p. 845.

O 2 fubftance;\
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*^ fiibjiance,'' fays Sozomen, '^ was intro-

'* duced by Eufebius, and others of the

** moft celebrated bifliops of the Eaft, as

** preferable to confubjlafitial, which they

^* faid was rather applicable to corporeal

*' things, as animals and plants ; whereas

*' the term of like fubjlaiice was more appli-

** cable to incorporeal things, as God and

*' angels*."

But thefe conceffions w^re difliked by

others ; and Aetius, the mafler of Euno-

mius, maintained that ** the fon was diili-

** milar to the Father -f," Bafil fays, that

*^ he was the firfl who dared to teach this

'* dodtrine J."

* 0{ ^£ a/x^i TovEycr^^iOV, ;^ oAXoi rivff t^'v loii. ava rnv sco etti.

7>oyw i^ i^iw Bav/xa^OfXBWv eTTiajiCTrm d'ia'fOcctv^ cog syvomiv, ektyt

yaylo ts cfxo'da-iov >^zyav^ )y kcx/x aaiixv qixqiov, OTTEp oixoi^ulcv mOfxa^ov .

TO y.EV yap oixqutiov^ etti aoifxaluv Kuoicog voEia-^ai^ oiO]f ov^^xttuv >u

yEVE(ng sri . to Se oiAOiaaiov, etti otija/xixluv, ciov etti Sea nai ayJEAwv,

EKccis^a 'TToog Eaylov voaf^EVii hsct t^iav aaiav. Hift. lib. 3. cap. 18.

p. 123.

t Ibid. Lib. 4. cap. 13. p. 147.

ij: Eri 3£ fXEv 'zupcolog eitteiv (pavs^ag hm Oi^a^ai ToX(j,yi(Tag^ avo-

fxoiGV eivM^ Hola. t?iv xcriav, tov fxovoyEVYt vicv ra ^eu hcxi 'zsal^' oaa,

7£Y]fxEig lo-fAEv, AeIio; q ^u^og. Ad Eunomium, lib, 1. Opera,

vol. 1. p. 695.

Such



Chap. I. OftheArianControverfy, 197

Such were the tenets of the Arians, and

they by no means differed \o much from

the eftabllfhed dodlrine at the time that

they were firft advanced, as they did from

the orthodoxy which grew out of this con-

troverfy. And, accordingly, before there

had been much difputing about it, it ap-

pears to have been viewed in a very dif-

ferent light from that in which it appeared

afterwards.

Alexander, biiliop of Alexandria, under

whom the Arian controverfy arofe, after

hearing m^ny debates on the fubje(5l be-

tween Arius and his opponents, and after

having called a fynod on the fubjeft(the

queflion appearing to him to be of a doubt-

ful nature) was at firft diftreffed what part

to take 5 favouring fometimes one fide, and

fometimes the other, but at length acceded

to thofe who affirmed that the Son was

confubftantial with the Father, and co-eter-

nal with him*.

OS, roig QixoHoriov Hoti ffvvxi'^iov sivai rov viov aTro^pamjin'OK; Edzlo.

Soxiomen, Hift, lib. i. cap. 15, p. 3!?.

O 3 Conftantine,
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Conftantine, in his letter to Alexander

and Arius, reprefents the diiFerence be-

tween them as a thing of no confequence*.

So little was Alexander himfelf ufed to

the diftindtions, and the precife phrafeology

which took place afterwards, that, in his

letter to Alexander of Conftantinople upon

this fubjedt, he calls the Father and Son

two things^ infeparable from each other

;

the very language which had been ufed in

anfwer to the Sabellians f.

els yap (TV a Ahz^cxv^s E^y{isig 'Siapa rcov "sspzcrQijli^m, ri hTrole suaTOi,

aulav uTTEp Tivoq TOTT'd Tcov £V TO) vo[JM ysypafifxsvuv^ ixaTyhQV Se y^rs^

vivQi iioUiaiH ^nlYifjLoioi /ji£^iii isuvQavoio. Socratis, Hift. lib. i.

cap. 7. p. 16.

fJH^CtyiJUxix ho^ 7QV "SHxi^Ot, 39 TQV UiOVt Ovloc avloV £V 701S KQ'hTroi^ TH

tsal^oi ccvoiJLoiaev, Theodoreti, Hift, lib, i. cap. 4. p. 12.

S C E-
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SECTION III.

The Arguments ofthe ancient Arians.

WE ihall be affifted in forming a juft

idea of the nature of the Arian con-

troverfy, by confidering the arguments which

the ancient Arians ufed in defending their

doftrine.

It was probably fome impropriety in the

language of Alexander, in his difpute with

Arius, that gave the latter an advantage,

Alexander was thought by Arius to ad-

vance fomething too favourable to the Sa-

bellians, as he laid great ftrefs on the ne-

ceffity of maintaining the unity of the

three perfons in the trinity; and it was

always faid by the ancients, that this cir-

cumilance drove Arius into the oppofitc

extreme ; and it was probably the means of

procuring Arius fo many friends.

Nicephorus fays, that almoft all the

churches in the eaft, except that of Jeru-

O 4 falem.
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falem, were Arian*. Jerom, fpeaking of

the council of Ariminuni, fays, that the

term acna was abolifhed, all the world groan-

ed, and wondered to find itfelf Arian t-

The orthodox confidered themfelves- as

holding a middle opinion between the Sa-

bellians and the Arians, the former con-

founding the three perfons, and the latter

feparating them too far ; the former mak-

ing too much of the divinity of Chrift, and

the latter too little. Thus, at leaft, things

flood at the beginning of the controverfy.

It is poffible that Alexander had repre-

fented the Son as ayewnK^^ unbegoiten^ as well

as the Father ^ fince Eufebius of Nicome-

dia, in his letter to Paulinus of Antioch,

fays, *' We never heard of two that were

** unbegotten J." And confidering Chrift

* 2%e5bv S'e ':sMv h^oaoT^vixcov tuv am rm ec» mnXmiav oi gf

A^Eia sH^oilav. Hift. lib. 12. cap. 2. vol. 2. p. 225.

f Tunc ufise nomen abolitum efl, tunc Nicenae iidei

damnatio conclamata eft. Ingemuit totus orbis, et Aria-

num fe efle, miratus eft. Ad Luciferianos, Opera, vol. I.

p. 427.

X Ole y«f «?£ ^vo aymrila aHYiH0CiiJi'S\>9 Theodoriti, Hift.

lib. I. cap. 6. p. 24.

^ as
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as being the original logos of the Father,

or his neceffary attribute, which was cer-

tainly the orthodox dodrine of the times,

he was juftifiable ; but confidering him as

an aSiualperfon^ the language was evidently

improper. For the commencement of per-

fonality in the Son had always been called

a generation i and therefore the Father and

Son had been diftinguifhed from each other,

by the former being faid to be aym^<^^ unbe^

gotten, and the latter ^evvnl^, begotten, and

fometimes ys'^^i"^, &c.

But according to more ancient ufage, the

terms aym^^ and r-jm^B- had been ufed to

diftinguiih the Creator and the creature ; and

the diflindtion between vm^^ and 7£vv»i]©- (as

if the former figniiied created, and the latter

generated) was peculiar to chriftian theology,

and, as I have fhewn, was not univerfally

obferved by chriflians. This gave Arius

an advantage. For if Chrifl was properly

yfvv?]©-, he muft have been a creature 5 and if

a creature, he muft have been made as

other creatures were. Arius fays, ** I am
^* perfecuted, becaufe I faid that the Son

*^is
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** is made out of nothing, fince he is not

** a part of God, nor made out of other

*' matter^/'

Here we fee the proper ground of Arius^

opinion, and that it was evidently a depar-

ture from the fundamental principle of efta-

bliflied orthodoxy. It was a virtual denial

of the Son being an attribute of the Father.

Arius, no doubt, faw the abfurdity of the

received dodrine concerning the generation

of the Son from the Father, and thought it

muft imply the taking from him part of

his fubftance. He, therefore, argued, that

fmce Chrifi: was not taken out of the fub-

ftance of the Father, and it was acknow-

ledged that he was not made of other maU
tery he muft neceffarily have been made out

of nothing 'y which was the chriftian doc-

trine that had taken place of the great

maxim of heathen philofophy, which fup-

pofed that fuch creation was impoflible.

* dkia Tiilo hcoHOfAiGa^ tej olt £i7ra/Jt,£v^ oJi el m ovlm sriv ' ifico; ^£

^io)xo(^. ThQodoreti Hill, lib. i. cap. 5. p. 23.

It
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It appears that the Arians ridiculed, and

very juflly, the diftindlion which the or-

thodox made between creation and generation-,

and therefore Chryfoftom, in reply to them,

fays, ** how do you know that to generate

** and to create^ is the fame thing with

'* God*?'* In that age, however, it was

thought neceffary to lay the greateft ftrefs

on the difference between thefe two things,

as every thing in orthodoxy depended upon

it. But though the orthodox always faid

that the Father could generate, and that the

Son was generatedy yEwiflS^, they would not

allow that he could not be called yejwj^aa. Ba-

fil fays, ** that the Father has generated,

** we learn in many places, but that the Son

*Ms 7£vv>i/x<x, we learn no where f.'' This,

they thought, was putting Chrift upon a

level with creatures^ properly fo called.

The doftrine of the derivation of the Son

from the Father, without diminifhing his

* rio^Ev 0{5b{5 oli TO }(\i<Ton Kcci TO yivwio-M Toivlov, Dc di£lo

Abraham, Ser. 4. Opera, vol. 6. p. 43.

t TsyiimxBvcu (xev ya^ rov Tfials^a^ 'K^o^^a;<;s JsJiSbfy^fSa . ysvjnfJLa

^£ iimt rov urn ii^sTra nai Tn/xe^ov amHoaiAsv. Ad Eunomium,

lib, 2. Opera, vol. i. p. 731.

fubflance.
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fubftance, had certainly been very ill de--

fended by the orthodox of the age before

Arius; but neverthelefs it was the ortho-

doxy of the age, and of this Arius took a

very proper advantage. ** The Arians,"

fays Hilary, ^' derived the Son from no-
** thing, left the Father fhould be dimi-
** nifhed by the generation of the Son, fo

*^ that he v^ould remain lefs perfed:^/'

Arius, in his letter to Alexander, fays,

** If the phrafe coming forthy and co?mng

*^ from the Father ^ be underftood by any
** as of a part of the fame fubftance, and
*' as a probole, then is the Father a com-
*' pound being, divifible, changeable, and

'* a body ; and, as far as in them lies, they

'* make an incorporeal God to have the

'* fame aifeftions as a bodyf*."

* Ne fi ex patre fit filius, deus fit imminutus in iilium,

foliciti nimium, ne patrem filius ab eo iiatus evacuet :

atque idcirco deo in filii creatlone fubvcniunt, eun*! non

de cxtantibus comparando, ut intra naturae fuse perfedio-

nem pater, quia nihil ex eo fit genitum, perfeveret. Lib.

t )Lxi It TO, m 7arf0^, km to, m nzixl^oti s^-f]hGov^ Hoii ma^ u; {jlep©^
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Arius had a fcill more plauiible handle

agalnft the orthodox, with refped: to their

dodrine concerning the Son being of the

fmne Jubilance with the Father, becaufe, in

the controverfy with the Sabellians, this

language had been conilantiy reprobated.

The Arian s, therefore, liad a very good pre-

tence for calling the orthodox Sabellians,

becaufe they adopted their peculiar lan-

guage. *• The Arlans," fays Auftin, '* call

*' us Sabellians, though we do not fay that

*' the Father, Son, and Spirit are one,

*' which the Sabellians did j but we fay that

** they are of one nature*." ** They wh©
*' diflike the word confubjlantlal^'' fays So-

crates, " charged thofe who introduced it

^* as favouring the opinion of Sabellius and

^aj ^»a{^£7oj, xa< rjO£7r7oj, nai a;^[Ma. hoc! aula^ kcci to oaoy for* auloi; rs

aK0>,ii9a a-aixali ^cca-xj^v o acrai/za'/©- Sfoj. Epiphanius, Haer.

69. vol. I. p. 733.

* Sed ficuti Arriani Sabellianos nos efle crimin.^ntur,

quamvis non dicamus, unum eumdernque efTe patrem et

filium, et fpiritum fl^mdum, quod Sabelliani dicunt : fed

dicimus unam eandemque efle naturam patris, et filii, et

fpiritus fandi, quod cathoHci dic;iint. De Nuptiis, Opera,

vol. 7. P- 849.

*' Montanus,
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*^ Montanus, and therefore called them
" blafphemers, as taking away the fubflance

*' of the Son of God ; while they who were
*^ attached to the word confubjlaniial,

'* charged the others with polytheifm, and

** as introducing heathenifm */' But, as I

have obferved, it was contrary to their pro-

per principles, that the orthodox ever dif-

claimed the term confubflantial. For if the

Son was the proper reajon of the Father, it

muft have been right to fay, that he was of

thefamefubjlance with him.

The Arians had no lefs advantage with

refpeft to their other pofition, viz. that there

was a time when the Son wasfiot*, becaufe,with

regard to his perfonality, this had been the

declared opinion of the orthodox before that

age, and he had never been confidered as

having exifled from eternity, except as the

proper logos, or reafon of the Father, without

Movlccm '^oia'v sianyeia^sci av\v rag 'Wpoo-^EXO/xevsj svofxi^ov *
y^ 3ja-

lalo ^haa^w^i'i ty^uT^v, a; avatpavla; Tnv vTra^^iv m w8 rs Bus •

ct 5"e TTahiv Tco o/aosctjoj 'SsooaKiifxivot, 'S^oT^kiav £t<7ay£iv m; ils^ng v-

fii^iDvIsi, a; i\\m<7iJt.Qv tiaayovlag s^f^sTTovlo. Hift. lib. i. cap. 23.

which
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which he would not have been ^oyw^-, a ra^

ttonal being.

Arius, in his letter to Eufebius of Ni-

comedia, fays concerning Alexander, '* the

*' biihop violently perfecutes us, moving
'* every thing againft us, fo as to expel us
•* from the city as atheifts, becaufe we can-

** not agree with him, when he fays in

*^ public, there was always a Father, and
** always a Son, Father and Son at the fame
*' time; that the Son exifts together with
** God in an ungenerated ftate; he was al-

** ways generated from him that was unge-
*' nerated. God did not precede the Son
•' even a thought, or an atom */' And yet

in this Alexander advanced nothing con-

trary to the anciently received doftrine, ex-

cept in faying, that the generation of the

fon was from eternity.

HCC^ YlfJLm ETTia-KOTTOi ' CO; TE ;y Ek^lOJ^Ctl y\[JkCtq ZH. TYig '370?JSa)J COS

a£L uiog • ufAa '57a7rj^, a/xa viog ' avwTrapx^i ayswnlag o viog rca Sew,

asiyivvn; ertv, afEwiiloyEvrig eriv ' als sTrivoia, iiis otlofjca rm rs^^oaysi 9

%toi 7itvnt, Theodoriti, Hift. lib. i. cap. 5. p. 22.

The
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The Arians, however, rejeding the dif-

ference htX.vjt^x\ generation 2.x\A creation^ faid,

according to Athanafius, '* God was not al-

" ways a Father, and afterwards became fo.

'' The Son was not always . The
*' Son of God was made out of nothing,

*' and there was a time when he was not;

" that he was not before he was generat-

" ed */' Hilary alfo fays, *' the Arians

** take advantage of the expreffion, he was
*' not before he was generated^ as if the na-

** ture of his fubfilHng origin was de-

** nied t/' i- e. the principle from which

he fprung, which exifled in the Father.

The Arians derived the fame advantage

from the doftrine of the primitive Fathers,

that the Father generated the Son voluntas

+ Om asi ^Eog ttocIyi^ nv^ aX>^ m ois ^£og {xovog w, xai 87rco 'sralyi^

nv, VTEPQV Se £9r£{ y^yovz 'Zl^oSyi^^ UK ail nv o vio; ' 'siavlav yccp yEVOftS'

vm h| UK ovicov, jcai 'siavluv ovlav }ili(riji,<xluv nai rssci-nixc^m ysvoiAZvcov^

xai auiog t8 Bsa T^oyog e| hh ovlm ysyovsv ' KCii w 'mole oIe hk hv, xai

ifxrjvis^ivyEwvi^' Contra Arianos, Or, i. Opera, vol. i. p. 310.

* Excufationem, dicens : non erat antequam nafcere-

tur : ut in eo quod non fuit antequam nafceretur, natu-

ram ci fubfiftentis originis denegaret. Lib. 6. p. 106.

rify.
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rlly, '' -The Arians," %s Epiphanius,

*' fay, did God generate the Son volunta-

'' rily, or involuntarily? If we lay invo-

'•' luntarily, then we fubje^l: God to nccef-

^* fity. If voluntarily, we allow that avo-
*' lition preceded the Son. But thefs

*' things, he fays, bear no relatio.n to God.
'* He neither generates the Son Voluntarily,

^' nor involuntarily; for the divine nature is

*' above all will, and is not fubjed: to time,

** or neceffity *."

Such v/ere the metaphylical arguments of

the ancient Arians. They likev/ife proved

from the fcriptures, that Chrift was a crea-

ture ; and as they fuppofed that the ivi-fdom

in the book of Proverbs referred to Chrift,

they laid great flrefs on its being there faid

that God created this wlfdom. The Arian,

in Athanafius's difputation, fays, " but do

naZ'^lQoOO'JjlX.^V TO BsiCV . KCll £CCV Zl7[U(Jt.ZV oil SeAJJV, ^l^Oa'XSV oil W TO

^0:f][JLcx> 'm^Q TH 7\oy>i. OuK £Ti h Tslav ic?y zl; ^eov-. cog u7ro7\af^ca^

ve/;, w «cvo3b|£ . ^a^cc ^'zco yap Tavlcx, hk, iTiv . «7£ £-£>.wv towvv bjev-

(pvaig ^iiAYiv-, Kai v;<^ uTrcTTiTrlsi. %fovw, als avccykv ayd-M* Ancora*

tus, {cdi. 51. Opera, vol. 2. p. 55.

Vol. IV, P '' thou
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** thou anfwer me with refped to the Lord
** created 7ne, The Lord acknowledged
** that he was created by his Father *."

*'' Wiien they are defeated," he fays, ** they

*' have recourfe to the Lord created me in

** the beginning of his way
-f-." They like-

wife alledged Chrift being called the firjl

born of all the creation %.

I fhall conclude this article with obferv-

ing, that, if what Theodoret fays be true, it

will be probable, that the Arians imagined

that there was fomething unfavourable to

their fentiments in the epiftle to the He-

brews ; for he fays that they thought it to

be fpurious §.

yria-avloi zcxvlov bhIict^'m vttq th i^ia ^zdl^o^* Opera, vol. i. p.

I20i

•j" Ev :j ya^ Yiriccvlai 's^ETTci^acriv £v raig rsrafoifAiai;- tu AcyovJi

'

jt'jpiog BKiicrs fjis aoyjiv o3wv aJJy f/j e^ya aJ/a. 6ermo Major, de

fide Montfi^jcon's Colle6lio, vol. 2. p. 10.

X Nomen prirnogenitus fimplicioribus objlcientes.

Coll. I. 15. Cyrilli Alex. Thefaurus, lib, 10. cap. 3.

§ ©oiV(AiXTov aOkv ^pcoaiv 01 tyiv aptcxvixriv £i<7^s^cifX£voi vo<tov^ xala^

TOV a7roTO?\MCov XiiTlojvlsg ypafXfAxJuv^ nai tijv 'tff^og E^^ociag tTTiTOMv

rm T^oiTTuv a'ncKpivovl^i kou vo'^ov taukv aTToxc^T^vitg, Ad. Heb. i.

1. Opera, vol. 3. p. 5]2 Ed. Hal«,

SEC-
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1

SECTION IV,

Of the ArgujT.ents of the Orthodox agalnjl

the Arians,

A V I N G feen on what principles

the ancient Arians defended their te-

nets, and particularly what advantage they

took of the received language of the ortho-

dox, I fhall likewife give a view of the light

in which the orthodox of that age conlider-

ed the principles of Arianifm -, by which

means we fhall have a pretty clear idea of the

nature of the controverfv.

The capital argument of the orthodox

was, that the Son, being the logos ofGod, was

the proper reafon of the Father^ and there-

fore could not have been made out of no-

thing, but mull have been from eternity in

him^ and confiibftantial vfiih. him.- Eufebius

fays, '* the Father produced the Son from
•^ himfelf *." *^ God the Father," %s

* Avloi tl zotvln yivm^a^, De Laudibus Con. p. 746.

P 2 Ruffinus,
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Ruffinus, *' is, therefore, the true God, and

** the Father of truth, not creating from
** within, hMl generating the Son from what

*^ he himfelf is, as a wife man generates

** wifdom, a righteous man righteoufnefs,

^* &c. as light generates fplendor, and as a

** man generates a word [or thought]*."

Cyril of Alexandria fays, '* If the Arians

*' attack us, and afl^ whether there be two

** that are unbegotten, and on our faying

** there is only oney and that one the

*^ Father, they fay that then we make
*^ the Son a creature; we anfwer. If the

*^ Son be the wifdom, the power, and the

** word of the Father ; and the word, wif-

*^ dom, and power were always in the Fa-

** ther, the Son cannot be faid to be made
** afterwards ; but he is God of Gody and

*^ light of light. So that the begotten is

^ Eft ergo deus pater verus, tanquam veritatis pater,

non extrinfecus creans. fed ex eo quod ipfe eft filium ge-

nerans, id eft, quia fapiens, fapientiam, quia juilus jufti-

tiam, quia fempiternus fempiternum, quia immortalis im-

mortalem, quia inviubilis inviiibileni, quia lux fplendorem

quia mens verbum. In Symbol. Opera, p, 172.

*^ from
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*' from him that is unbegotten, and from
'* him that was not made, himfelf alfo not

'^made^."

It was acknowledged by the orthodox,

that many of the ancient writers had ex-

prelTed themfelves as if they had coniidered

Chriil as being a proper creature j but it

was obferved, that what was innocent in

them, was not fo afterwards. Baiil fays,

that ^* many words were innocently ufed in

** former times, of which the heretics now
*^ take advantage ; as the words creature,

*' and a ^ivork, &c, t'*

* Si Ariani nos aggrediantur, Interrogantes utrum unum

fit quod ingcnitum eft, an duo : ut quum unum certe

dixerimus, et in patrem id retulerimus, inter creaturas

filium connumerare cogamur : fic refpondere oportet.

—

Si fapientia et virtus, et verbum patrls filius eft, eratque

femper in patre verbum, et fsipientia et virtus, non eft:

fadus poftea hlius, qui fic appellatur et fic eft. Sed quem-

adinodum ex deo deus, et de lumins lumen efFulfit : fic

ex ingenito genitus, hoc eft, ex non fa6lo non fadlus;

Thefaurus, lib. i. cap. i. Opera, vol. 2. p. 215. .

(xzyiTW i^x^'v TsoL^^xP^zvoci; . uq to Hliafxix^ Kj to z:oiy],uoit nai £i ti

To.i^ov. Epift. 61. Opera, vol. 3. p. loi.

P 3 Gregory
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Gregory Nazianzcn fays, that ** accord-

** ing to the doftrine of Arius, Chrift muft

** not only be a creature, but the meaneft of

** creatures, being created merely for the

*^ fake of creating other things ; and adds,

'* that for the purpofe of creation, the mere

*' will of God was fufficient*."

Another great advantage which the or-

thodox had over the Arians arofe from the

latter confidering Chrift, though a creature,

as having been the creator of the world, and

entitled to be called God, and to be wor-

fliipped. This arofe from their afcrlbing

to their created logoSy all that had been

afcribed to the uncreated one^ which all the

ancient Arians, without exception, did.

This, the orthodox faid, was fetting up

another Gc/<^, and incurring the guilt oi foly^

theifm ; whereas their logos^ they faid, was

uncreated, and being the logos of the Fa-

* Ta \ oil iMK^a Kai fm klufxala /jlovov^ cO0\a. xj isavrnv xlip-fjut-

%v 'zsQiELg aiifxolE^oc^ siys r^av svekev VTre^y)^ iu 'usoIb^ uaTTsp c^yavc$

rexvlln^ 'sf^o rav tbxviIuv 'mpoli^ov an ovla^ al'^ av aA^wj yEvofjbeva^

SI iir\ Ti xli<rai ^i aiJlm iQuT^Y^n St©", m Wf a^K>ivlo<i ts QaUa^^u.

Ox, 13. p. 209,

ther.
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ther, was one with hiniy fo that they did not

make two different Gods. This charge we
find from the earliefl: ftage of this contro-

verfy to the laft.

Athanafius reprefents St. Anthony as

faying '* they, calling the logos which
*^ is from the Father a creature^ do not

*^ differ from the heathens, who worfhip
** the creature inftead of the creator */'

Hilary fays, ** Let the heretics blot out

*' from the gofpel, I am in the Father^ and
** the Father in me^ and I arid the Father

** are one ; that they may either preach two
*' Gods, or one God-f-/' In this he has a

view to both the Arians and the Sabellians,

Bafil fays, *^ they who fay that the only be-

*^ gotten is a creature, and then make a god

70V EK TH 'mOil^Og^ VIOV T8 SfS xj hOJOV-, S^£V ^lO(.<pE^ii<riV E%KUV T^Oli^EU-

evls; m KhiEi 'sia^a tqv Hliacivla Seov. Vita Antonii, Opera,

vol. 2. p. 491.

f Deleant hasretici evangelicam filii de fe profeflionem:

ego in patre, et pater in me ; et ego et pater unum fu-

jnus ; ut pofTmt vel duos decs praedicare, vel folum. Lib.

7. p. 151.

P4 of



2i6 Ofthe Ar'ian Conircverjy. Book IV.

^' of him, and worlhip him ; by Vvoriliip-

*^ ping the creature rather than the creator,

** evidently introduce heathenifm ; but,''

alluding to the unitarians, *Uhey who deny

*' the logos to be God of God^ while they

*' confefs the Son in word, they in rea-

*' lity deny his exiflence, and renew Ju-
'' daifm^."

*^ To make a created god," fays Gregory

Nyflen, '' is an agreement with the error

*^ of the heathens
-f."

* The Arians," fays

Epiphanius, *' are the moft impious of all

*' heretics, who divide the Son from the

*' Father's fubftance, and therefore make

*' him another principle '^''' ** We," fays

'lUpCCKUVii'M^ «; ^^OaOJUvIe; . £K TS Xoti^EVElV TV) xliCTEt xj ^vj TO) «7i£T-

avli, T« Tccv eMtjvojv aflLK^vg ETrsLO-ctyacriv . oi h rov sz ^ee ^eov Aoycv

apa^^svoi, iCj cvopiiJili (W.£v oi^oXoyavlEg uiov^ E^yco ^e hoc: aAY,'^Eia, Tr,v

vTTcc^^iv a^ilaviEg^ rov Ih^mjiaov issolUv avscvsaviai . Horn. 27.

Opera, vol. i. p. 519.

i Tw /AEv .ya^ jcliTov avocTiXaTlEiv ^Ecv^ rr,g rav E7^r,icjv aTiAin;

eruvr,ycr^ yivmi. Contra Eunomium, Or. 12. Opera, vol.

2. p. 300.

% A^eio/xavhu ^e 01 'osavlav a^EQETocloi^ oi rcj viov a.'no rng 'maJpaag

aaia; Oiai^sjv, km aTioT^'hol^mv To^ixwlsg-, hk (x^.mcn tov viov OfjjfhfXov
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Ambrafe, *' lay there is one God, not tv/o,

*^ or three, like the impious herefy of the

*' Arians, which falls into the very guilt

** with which it charges others. For he

** fays there are three Gods, who feparates

" the divinity of the trinity*/' Agreeably

to this, Auftin writing againft the Arians,

quotes. Hear, O Ifrael, the Lord thy Gcd is

one Lord, and then fays, '' Why will you
*' make us two Gods, and tv/o Lords ? You
*^ fay that the Father is Lord and God, and

^' you fay that Chrift is Lord and God. I

** afk, whether thefe two are one ? You
*' anfwer, they are two Gods. It remains,

*^ then, that you ered: temples and images

** to them-f-." Fulgentius alfo confidered

coratus, fe'ft. ii8. Opera, vol.2, p. I20.

^ Unum ergo deum, non duos aut tres deos diclmus, ut

impia Arlanorum h^erefis dum criminatur incurrit. Trcs

enim deos dicit, qui divinitatem feparat Trinitatis. D^
Fide, cap. i. Opera, vol. 4. p. 114.

-f Audi Ifrael, dominus deus tuus, deus unus eft. Qiiid

nobis vultis facere duos deos et duos dominos ? Dicitis

dorninum patrem, et deum patrem, dicitis dominum

Chriftum et deum Chriilum : interrogo, utrum ambo

fimul
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the Arians as worfe than the Sabellians.

*' Thefe,'* fays he, '' did ill to join the

*' divine perfons, but the Arians did worfe

** to feparate them*."

It is alfo with great juftlce that the or-

thodox expofed the dodlrine of the Arians

on the idea of a creature being capable of

creating, Auftin ftys, '* If Chrift was fnade^

** he muft have been made by himfelf ; for

'* without him was not any thing made

•^ that was made f." " If the power of

*' God," fays Cyril of Alexandria, "cannot

** be received by the nature of a creature,

*< how can a Son created out of nothing be

** capable of this, according to you J?"

fimul unus fit > Refpondetis, dao dii : fuperefl ut eis et

terr.pla et idola faciatis. Contra Max. Opera, vol. 6.

p. 683.

* Quia et Sabellius male conjunxit, et Arrius fcelera-

tius feparavit. Adv. Pent. p. 719.

t Noli putare fa6lum efie inter omnia : nam fi et ipfc

h€tws eft, non per ilium fada funt omnia ; fed inter

cetera faftus eft ipfe. Ser. 3. Opera, fuppl. p. 32.

X Verum fi capi non poterat dei virtus a natura crea-

turarum, quomodo creatus a nihilo filius capax ejufdem

fecundum vos eft ? Thefaurus, lib. 4. cap. 2. Opera,

vol. I. p. 265.

Gregory



Chap. I. Of the Arian Controverjy, 219

Gregory Nazianzen emphatically fays,

** he is not God who is created ; nor can

** he be our mailer, who is our fellow-

** fervant*.

Athanafius fays, ** there is no created ma-
*' ker of all things. For all things were

^^ made by the logos ; but he could not make
" all things if the logos himfelf had been

* made. Nor can angeis create, being them-
*^ felves created, though Valentinus, and

^* Marcion, and Bafilides think fo, and you
*^ are imitators of them -f-/'

He charges the Arians with diverting

the Father himfelf of his divinity, by

depriving him of his logos, and denying

that he is properly a Father. After fpeak-

ing of Arianifm as the woril of herefies,

he fays, " fome err in one refped:, and

* Ov yao Seo; to fSi^oixEvov^ nh hiTTroIiHov to o{ao^8Xov. Or. 13

.

p. 210.

f Tuv ya^ yevofxevcov xJkv sri 'ZJOlt^ihov aiJiov * fssavla yr^o ^nx T8

>\oyii veyovEV • ax av E^yao-a/jLEva *^ avla ra tuctylocy si x^ aula

^07® Twv xlicriJ.<xlcov rw ' s^e ya^ 80£ ayyEXoi ^Yj/j.i8^yeLV ^uvtiaoviai

KlidfMSi ovlsg Kcci auloi ' uav OvcchEvliv^i km Mapmav, Kcti BaaiMidrig^

Toiauia <ppQv^(Ti ' KM vfjLBis EKELvuv ^y]7\xJM Tuyx^iv^^' Contra

Arianos, Or. 3. vol. i. p. 392.

** Others
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'* others in another. Some, like the Jews,

** fay that the Lord v/as never incarnate.

«' This alone, with great madnefs, attacks

" the divinity itfelf ; faying, that there is

** no logos, and that God is no father*/'

But this argument feems to afFeft the uni-

tarians as much as the Arians.

It Vv^as on the idea of the Arians fetting

up t^vjo principles of' diviniiy^ and thereby

making more Gcds than one, and of the

Sabeilians making no difference between the

perfons of the trinity, that the orthodox

always reprefented themfelves (as I have

obferved) as holding the middle betVv^een

two extremes. The idea occurs a thoufand

times in their writings. They are con-

ftantly guarding their hearers againft con-

founding the perfons with Sabellius, or fc-

farating them with Arius. Thus Gregory

Nazianzen fpeaks of the orthodox, as '' in

Kivai rov Kv^iov, cog ly'^scioi vofjLi^ovlsg^ ETrT^avrt^mav ' am os ixovy]-> fia-

vi'rJl^Pov £ig avlr.v Bcoinvcx. n:£lo'A[jL-^HZ^ hiy^aa^ (j.rio o>^ag sivai tov ?^oyov,

fA-oh Tov ^£ov 'sjale^ix £ivai. Contra Ariaiius, Or. i. Opera,

voL I. p. 300.

I
*^ a middle
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<f a middle way between Sabelliaaifm on

*« the one hand, and Arianifm on the other,

" the former confounding the perfons, and

<' the latter dividing them*/' Again,

fpeaking of the fupreme power, he fays,

'' itconfuls of the caufe. the demiurgus, and

'' th^ fcrfe^ter, I mean the Father, Son, and

** Holy Spirit ; which are neither fo far

" removed from each other, as to be fepa-

" rated by natura, nor fo clofcly united as

*' to be circumfcribed within one perfon.

'*•' The former is the Arian atheifm, and

" the latter the Sabellian -j-/'

On this principle, he, as well as many

others, compares the Sabellians to Jews,

and the Arians to Gentiks. Ifidore Pelu-

^ n^oanw^^im av '5ri&'?fp, km wov, kcci aym 'SJi-styx^, ra<; (xiv

Xa^c/y.£V, iva ^>i rr^v XaQeXMnvcaov voar^^m^^ '
^^b ^iui^^ff^sv stg Tfi«

gK(pv>a Kdi aT^ol^ici, iva {Jt,n -ra Amn imvcoixiv. Or. 29. Opera,

p. 489.

«.«; V^r/" ;<M TS^SiOCTc::., to; t^aloi mco nai t« ^^^^^ «^» to; ayc^"

^vE.,oc^/:
• « ^.7£.«7co^ a7^r;^v uTTsf-nlM, m (pvasi T.^za^ca ' iAyi>^

^M '^rEva.7^', ^5 £^5 sv 'srpo^^^ov '2?.^:7?^.?h?^«' •
To /.sv r^f r.^

AP£i«vi«5, TO h m; 2«C£.v,faw«nc aS^fl!? er^v. Or. 24- P- 428.

^ fiota
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iiota alfo fays, " Let this be faid, that Sa-

*' bellias and the Jews may be iilenced, and

*' thofe that Arius, Eunon^iiis, and the

** Gentiles, may be demolifhed "^
/'

The orthodox Fathers were perpetually

complaining of the diiiiculty they were in

between the two extremes of Arianifm and

Sabellianifm, and of the addrefs which it

required to keep clear of them both. Hi-

lary is particularly pathetic on this fubjecfl.

*^ I am always,*' fays he, *^ in danger, al-

^* ways in fear of falling into ftraits, or

** caverns, or of being entangled in fnares.

*' For when I preach, according to the law,

** the prophets, and the apoftles, that there

^ is but one God, Sabellius is upon me,
** ready to feize upon me, and devour me
** whole, as a moft delicious morfel 3 but

** if, preaching againft Sabellius, I deny
** that there is only one God, and acknow-
'' ledge that the Son of God is truly God,

* Ta (UEv 7af eip^iJat iva. 2a^£X^t(^- km IsJcKtot £7nT0)fAi(r%<Ti^

hb. 3. Opera, p. 267.

*' the
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** the new herefy waits for me, and tells

** me that I preach two Gods*.'*

Arianifm was always confidered as a new

herefy, and unitarianifm at an old one. Am-

brofe fays, that *' the x^rians were the anti-

<* chrift intended by John, being the lall: of

** the herefies, and drawing poifon from

*^ them all-f-."

Theodoret having diftributed his work

on heretical fai/es into dvQ parts, and hav-

ing mentioned his treating fir ft of the fed:

of the Gnoftics, then that of the unitarians,

from Ebion to Photinus, as holding oppo-

lite opinions -, then thofe who held middle

* Mihi vero, aut in auguftlas decidere, aut in defofla

incidere, aut plagis illaqueari, femper in periculo Temper

in metu eft. Praedicaturo enim fecundum legerp et pro-

phetas et apoftolos unum deum, adeft mihi Sabellius, to-

tum me fub hujus verbi profeflione, tanquam defideratum

cibum morfu fasviffimotranfvorans. Negantem me rurfum,

contra Sabellium, unum deum, et confitentem verum deum,

dei filium, expeclat nova hsrcfis, et a me duo« deos ac

prasdicari. De Trinitate, lib. 7. p. 131.

t Et Joannes dicit hasreiicos elTe antichrlftos Arianos

utique defignans. Haec enim hasrefis poft omnes hserefes

caepit, et ex omni haerffi venena coUcgit. Opera, vol. 4.

P- H3- . .

opmion^
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opinions between them, fays, *' In the

*' fourth place I fliall explain the later

*' herefies^ viz. thofe of Arius and Euno-
" mius*/' »,,

I do not, indeed, find any fuch pretences

to high antiquity made by the Arians, aa

the unitarians laid claim to. They only

appeal to the language of the fcriptures,

which all perfons interpret fo as to favour

their own opinions, and fuch e7i:preffions of^

the orthodox Fathers, efpecially Clemens

Alexandrinus and Origen, as have been al-

ready mentioned, and which I have fliewn

to be fufficiently agreeable to the ortho-

doxy of the age in which they lived ^ the

principles of which were very remote from

thofe of Arianlfm.

One of the weak fides of the orthodox

hypothefis, was the fl:refs that was laid upon

the diflFerence between generation and crea^

tion. From this the Arians had derived

confiderable advantage, efpecially v/ith re-

^fM. kai Ewc/^j«, Hcu oacci f^zl amvaq iCpiwav, Opera, vol. .4.

p. 188.

fpeca
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fped to what is fald concerning wifdom in

the book of Proverbs. In the tranflation of

the feptuagint we read the Lord credited

me the beginning of his ways, which certainly

had the appearance of making this ivlfdom

(or Chriji^ fiippofed to be intended by it)

a creature . In what manner the orthodox

interpreted this paffage, fo as to evade the

force of the argument, without rejecting

the tranflation of the feptuagint, we have

k^w already. Here I fliall only obferve,

that, notwithftanding the diflike which the

orthodox had for the tranflations of Aquila,

Theodotion, and Symmachus, as being uni-

tarians, they were glad to avail themfelves

of their interpretation of this paffage. For

they rendered it, the Lord possessed me

the beginning of his ways^ a rendering which

is much approved by Eufebius *."

iv^oi av -TYiv iQ^aixw avayvaaiv a "Ste^iexho-ccv to-, s^cIkte /xs . oiotte^

sJe Tijy >>oi7ruv s^/XYiveuluv^ ixvln Tig Htx^rilai tyi 7.cir\ • ccJliKa ^ av o

f*£V AkWAXi;^ HU^lOg £>iln<TCclo fJLS K£'pa7.iOV Ta)y Q^'jiV aul'd^ ElfriKSV . 0^6

uilniTaio jAs a^X'>^v oh cvSla. Ec.TIieol. lib, 3. cap. 2 p. 152.

Vol. IV. Q, That
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That the word made does not always im-

ply a proper creation, the orthodox attempted

to prove from other pafiages of fcripture;

and the extreme ^veaknefs of their reafon-

ing may ferve to Ihew how much they felt

themfclves prefTed by this argument. Cy-

ril of Alexandria fays, ** Vv^e read, that God
** is made a refuge, but this does not imply
** that God was created'^," That Chrifl

was only generated, and not made, Auftin

proves from its being faid, ** This day is

** born zinto us a Saviour, not made t*'* Hi-

lary alfo proves that " Chrifl: was not made
*' out of nothing, but was derived from the

** fubftance of the Father, becaufe he faid,

** I came forth from the Father \,''

* Et fa(5lus eft mihi dominus in refugium ? Nunquid

concedes fadum eflc dcum. De Trinitate, lib. 4. Operat

vol. 2. p. 422.

f Chriftus non faclus fed natus eft, dicente angelo pafto-

ribus, ecce natus eft vobis hcdie falvator qui eft Chriftus

dominus. Queftioncs exN. T. 50. Opera, vol. 4. p. 735.

% Qiiod dixit: ex p.Ure exivi, et veni, utrum ambiguf-

tatem reliquerit, quia intelligeretur non aliunde quam ex

patre efTe quod deus eft.—A patre enim veniftTe, et ex dec

exifle, non eft figniftcationis ejufdem : et quantum intereft:

inter
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That. Chrift had a proper humaji fouJ^

having the fame affedions Vv'ith the fouls of

other men, the orthodox proved from our

Saviour being faid to grieve, and to be i/i an

agony, &c. Thus Athanafiusjn anfwer to the

Apollinarians, alledges Chrift being difturbed

jnfpirit. ** This," he fays, *' cannot arife

*"* either from the infenfible body, or the un-
^' changeable Godhead "*/' In another place

he alledges, againfl this part of the Ariaa

fyftem, that, according to it, the divinity mafl

have fuffered and have rifen from the^ead-p,

" How can any one fay that the bodyof Chrifl

" was without foul, or without underftanding

inter nafciet adefle, tantum a fe uterque fermo difccrnitur:

cum aliud fit a rleo in fubflantia nativitatis exiffe, aliud fit

a patre in hunc mundum ad confummanda falutis »noilr2e

facramenta venifle. Lib.6. p. ic8.

ila^ax^ Se to? 'SJVEL/fxan o Ir.a^g '^i^/<^o(.7f\-JA . ravla ^> als ctcc^ko^

avoy^la av sm, ale S£o'5)-j](^ cP.^B'TtIb, aXha ^ux'^i vcmtv E^acrjij, Ay^a-

'SjaSs^, De Incarnatione, Opera, vol. i. p. 628.

IyHi 'Si^Q7aym toT^awv, Ibid. p. 635.

0^2 .
'« —Terror,
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" —Terror, and grief, and anxiety, are aiTec-

" tions of the foul ; labour, and fleep, and

*^ wounds are of the body, the weaknefs of

'* the fiedi *." Epiphanius alfo, in the

fame controverfy, alledges, but with n^uch

lefs propriety, i Cor. ii. 6. IVe have the

mind of Chrlji
'f, Fuigentius argues, that

if Chrill had had only a body, and not a

foul, he could not have faved more than the

bodies of men ; but having recovered the

whole of the loft flieep, and not a part of it

only, he. infers that he was able to fave

both J. He alfo cbferves that, if Chrilt

* Ylu; $£ av >.£yoi rig^ a^uxov km avc>Tlov. ro cuixoc ts %fif«

—

VTTvcgs Kcti r^ao'tg aaixoclc;-, aa^Hog oca^svrf'^dicc. Anathemas, af-

cribed to Gregory Thaumaturgus, Opera, p. &•

i Ancoratus, feci. 76. Opera, vol. 2. p. 81.

J Quapropter cum error ifte animae fimul intelllgatur,

et corporis, fi dei filius abfque anima rational! folam acce-

pit hominis carnem, inferiorem partem illius ovis domum

retulit, meliorem vero (quod abfit) errori perpetuo dereli-

quit: nam manifellum eft, quoniam hoc revocavit, quod

propriis humeris reportavit : fi autem ipfe totam fe profi-

tetur ovem propriis humeris impofitam reportafie, totus

homo cognofcatiir in Chriflo : quoniam tunc eft hominis

credcnda redemptio: fi in filio dci fufcept pnis huminae, id
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had not had a human foul, there would have

been nothing extraordinary in his being

without fin, as the divinity cannot poflibly

iin *. That all the orthodox Fathers held

that Chrift had a proper human foul, as well

as a human body, I have produced abundant

evidence. Vol. 2. p. 198.

Laftly, Athanafius urges the Arians with

the conformity of their principles to thofe

of the Gnofliics, on the idea that, according

to them, Chrift was a being of the fame

nature with the angels. *' If,'* fays he,

** the Son be not of the things that are

** made, but of the Father's effence, the

*' reafoning of the Arians concerning the

** word made is foolifli • and if they im-

** pudently aiTert that it is ufed anly by

** way of comparifon, and that things com-

cft, ovis illius reportatae, non clefuit plenitudo. Ad Tra-

fimundum, lib. i. cap. lo. p. 451.

* Nam fi du^i filius animam bumanam In carnis fufcep-

tione non habuit, et hoc beatus Petrus de ejus creditur

divinitate dixifTc, quid eft, quod pro magno in laudem di-

citur Chrifli ? Quia divinitas ejus immunis cfle potuit a

labe peccati, cum dei fit proprium, non folum non peccare,

fed etiam a peccato fdvare. Ibid. cap. ii. p. 452.

Q^ 3
*' pared
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** pp.red mud: be fimilar, fo that the Soa

*' mult be of the fame nature with the an-

** gels, they ought to be the more afhamed,

** as adopting the opinions of Valentinus,

** Carpocrates, and other heretics 5 of v.hom
** the former faid, that the angels were of

*' the fame nature with Chrifl, and the

** latter, that angels were the makers of

^^ the world. For they muft have learned

*' of them to compare the logos of God
*' with the angels. But they who ima-

**gine fuch things are put to fhame by
*' the pialmiil, who fays, Who among the

** Sons of God is like unto the Lord; who
*^* among the gods is like unto thee, O
*'Lord^?''

loiov y&vvr^jj.a, o woj, {jLEixccIaialcxi roig AoEiavoig n iijeoi ts yEvQf/,zvGi;

'm^o(pcccrig . kolv ya^ ev T'dloig aia%wS£v7c5 ^la^cuvJcci '^aKivMy^'-vauy

Hpihrj)^ li^ncr^ai zee f^ila ' xxl h)a. TiiJo moci to cruyK^mixEva o^oyev/j,

ftjrs Tov vicv TYig rav o^fy£?.^v eivm cpvaEag^ ciia-x^^yi^o^P.cci (jlev 'ST^ojiys-

fXEvcij; cog ra Oua?^Evl:m xm Ka^TTOfc^oilii nai twv cuXAojv aioihnm ^yMv -

Isg^ Kcci (p^E^yofXEVOi . cc'j o (xev tsj afyEhag 0{J.oyEVcig EioviKE za %fto; .

oe Ktx^TToa^al'/ig afyET^g ts )cocrf.iH ^Yj/jLi^^yag eivoci (pno'i , 'sscxp cciP.uv

yao icrcog /xa^ovlsg km tla , (TvyH^iva&i tcv th ^es "Koyov roig afysT^o:;
*

aM Evl^TTWQiiai TOiavla. cpavla^oixEvoi '^cc^a uzv ts v/jlvu^h T'-Eyovfog-,

rig ofxoic^^no-Elcxi tw ku^ico ev uioig ^e^^ Ksa rig ofj-oiog aoi £v Seo;$ zv^a.

Con. Ar. Or. 2- p. 36?.

SEC
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SECTION V.

General Obfervations on the Arian Con--

trcverjy.

npHUS have I given the beft view that

•*•
I have been able to colled of the

principles on which the Arian controverfy

was concluded in early times ; and the

following circumftances clearly prove, that,

notwithftanding the advantage which the

Arians derived from the conceffions and

abfurdities of their antagonifts, their doc-

trine was really a novel one. All the or-

thodox Fathers before the age of Arius

confidered the logos which made the » world,

and which was the medium of all the di-

vine communications to the patriarchs, as

having been the proper attribute of the

Father, and therefore uncreated. They alfo

all fuppofed that Chrifl had a human foul,

as well as a human body, and that the logos

was united to the man^ and not to the body

only.

CL4 The
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The Arian dodrine, therefore, that Chrift,

or the logos, was a created fu per- angelic

fpirit, the creator of the world, and the

medium of the divine communications to

the patriarchs, &c. (which ail the Arians

of that age believed 3 for, as I have mere

than once obferved, they all transferred to

their created logos ^ whatever had been fup-

pofed to have been the ofiice of the uncre-

ated one) and that this great fpirit animated

the body of Jefus in the place of a human

foul, was altogether a novel dodlrine, and

not older than the aH:e of i^rius himfelf.

As to the dodlrine of Chrifi: being a pre-

cxiftent fuper-angelic fpirit, and not the

creator of the world, or not the medium of

the divine communications to the patri-

archs, it is much more novel; probably

not older than a fingle century. In the

fame predicament alfo is the notion tliat

the great powers of this fuper-angelic fpirit

were in a flate of fufpenfion, fo that while

Upon earth he was reduced to the condition

of a mere human foul ; a ftrange notion,

which nothing but the moil infuperable

difliculties
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diilicultics attending the original Arian hy.

pothefis, could have led any man to adopt.

That the Arian dodrine, in any form,

was not older than the age of Alius, is an

infuperable objection to its truth, or to its

being the doftrine of the fcriptures. For
they were always admitted to be the rule of

faith by all chriilians. And certainly thofe

who lived neareft to the age of the apof-

tles, for whofe ufe the books of the New
Tefcament were written, and who had not

the difficulties that we labour under, of

learning foreign languages, and inveftigating

ancient cuftoms and ancient idioms, to em-
barrafs and miilead them, muft have been

better qualified to underftand the true fenfe

of fcripture than we are. Can that, then,

be the true fenfe of fcripture (how much
foever we, with all the prejudices of edu-

cation about us, may fancy it to favour any

particular hypothefis) which, it is evident,

no perfon in the three firfi: centuries put

upon it ? This conlideration oupht cer-

tainly to check the confidence of thofe who
are ever fo well fatisfied that their doftrine

is
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is taught in the fcriptures. Much more

ought it to ftagger thofe vvhofe opinions

had no exiftence before the reformation,

which is the cafe with many of the modern

Arians.

On the contrary, it cannot be denied,

that the great body of the common people

in early times were properly unitarians^

that their dodlrine exifted and prevailed in

the time of the apoftles, and that they had as

great a veneration for the books of the New
Teftament as we can have at this day; and

yet they never found in them that dodlrine

of the pre-exiftence of Chrift, which many

now think to be clearly and repeatedly

taught in them. This is certainly an argu-

ment of great weight in favour of the uni-

tarian interpretations of thofe particular

texts,which, according to their literal mean-

ing, feem to favour the do6lrine of pre-

cxiflence, and ought to lead us to fufpetl,

that it is owing to nothing but our early

prejudices, that fuch interpretations, on the

firft propofal of them, appear unnatural.

It
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It is pretty remarkable that the common

people feem to have taken little or no part in

the Arian controverA\ For a long time at

leaft, it was confined to the bifhops and

clergy. Indeed, the Arian dodrine was of

fuch a nature, that it was not likely to

intereft the common people, who w^ere then

generally unitarians. Theyvvho had been

accuftomed to conlider the logos as nothing

more than the wijdom and power of God
(which, we have feen, was the cafe with all

the ancient unitarians) could not be fup-

pofed to take any part in a debate, in which

the difputants on both fides agreed that the

logos was a perfon^ and the difference be-

tween them v/as, whether he was createdy or

uncreated. .

Neither does it appear that the Arian

doctrine ferved as an intermediate ftage, by

which the common people, who were uni-

tarians, were brought to the trinitarian doc-

trine, which was univerfally prevalent in af-

ter ages • though this would not feem to be

improbable, as it is very common at this

day for perfons to pafs from Athanafianifm

I to
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to Arianifm, and then from Arianifm to pro-

per Unitarianifm.

It Is evident, from the writings of Bafil,
•

and efpecially from his letters, that the

odium he lay under was chiefly with the

common people, and that they were unita-

rians \ and there are many other marks of

the more ignorant of the common people

being unitarians in a very late period, but

none that I have found of their being gene-

.

rally Arians. Indeed, there was too much

oi phihjophy in the Arian doctrine for the

common people to enter into it. What a

prophet was, a prophet mighty in word and

deed, they could underftand ; but the doc-

trine of a created logos ^ a created creator^ muft

have appeared ftrangp to them ; though,

perhaps, not quite fo much fo as that of a

perfonified attribute.

That the Arian dodrlne gave no more

fatisfacl:ion to the learned unitarians than

that of the orthodox, may be concluded

from the peculiar animofity with which the

Arians always purfued the unitarians, as we

fee in the writings of Eufebius againflMar-

cellus,
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cellus, and in the perfecution of Photinus,

which was carried on chiefly by Ariaris.

The fame may alfo be inferred from the

orthodox of that age fpeaking more favour-

ably of the unitarians than they do of the

Arians.

Nor is this fo much to be wondered at j

for, beiides the refped: with which unita-

rianifm would be treated as an ancient doc-

trine^ and ftill held by the generality of the

common people, the Athanaiians thought at

leail: that they w^re agreed with, the unita-
^

rians in an article which was deemed to be

of much more confequence in that age than

it was afterwards, which was the preferv-

ing of the unity of God. This the Athana-

fiaiis maintained that they did, by fuppofmg

the logos to be what the unitarians faid it

was, viz. the <wifdom and pov:er of God tks

Father, difFering from them only with re-

fpedl to its perfonification. On the other

hand, it has been feen, that they confidered

the Arians as abfolutely /)^/}'//^^f)?i, holding

the dodrine of two God:. -y
from which

charge, while the Arians conilder Chrift
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as the maker of tbe worlds and the obje^ of
prayer^ I do not fee how they can excul-

pate themfelves. No doubt, however, a

great part of the animofity of the orthodox

againft the Arians, arofe from the oppofi-

tion they met with from them • there

being more men of learning among the

Arians than among the unitarians.

It is much to be lamented that there are

no remains of any controverfy between the

ancient Arians and unitarians, efpecially of

the conference between Photinus and Balil

of Ancyra. This would, no doubt, have

thrown much more light than we now have

on the fubjedt of thefe differences, and on

the Hate of ancient opinions in general.

CHAP-
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CHAPTER IL

Of the Nejioriafi Controverfy,

TH E opinion of Neftorius being

nearly allied to that of the ancient

unitarians, it may not be innproper to give

fome account of it, and of the controverfy

that was occafioned by it.

The mafter of Neftorius was Theodorus,

bifhop of Mopfueftla, who is faid to have

held the fame opinion before him ^. From

what Facundus has faid in his juPclfication,

it fliould feem that he was more properly

an unitarian, fach as Photinus was. But it

is probable, that their dodlrine was fo much

alike, that few perfons in that age thought

there was much difference between them

;

and Theodorus is faid to have had his in-

ftruclion from Diodorus, bifhop of Tarfus,

while he was a prefbyter at Antioch t-

* A'Kha xj ^STO^iH hyfxcc, ft >tj zj^o NETOfm mripx^ u^cczwyo-

(ji^v^. Photii. Bib, fe6t. 39. p. 23.

i Lardner, Credibility, vol, 9. p. 351.
Upon
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Upon the condemnation of Neftorlus,

his partilans, not being able to avail them-

felves of his writings, publifhed thofe of

Theodoras, in the Greek, Syrian, Arme-

nian, and Perfian languages ; alfo an epiftle

of Ibas, bifhop of Edefla, and feme pieces of

Theodoret, which they thought favourable

to them. Thefe were generally denominated

the three chapters -^ and it was thought ne-

ceiTary to hold a particular council for the

purpofe of condemning them ^". The fame

is obferved by Juftinian himfelf, in his epif-

tle
-f*.

The Neilorians ftill preferve the

v/ritings of Theodorus with great care, and

confider him as a faint of the firft rank \.

There mull have been fomething very

popular in the doctrine of Neftorius. Juf-

* See die preface to the works of Juflinian, StC. by

Eandini.

£jr/!^£vwv, aJIcv Netopicv^ y^ t/iv KxzoGci'.av aula Bio-ayccynv £CT£%£ipv,

Vol. I. p. 6.

:j;
Moflieim's HiR. vol. 1. p. 208. Jortin's Remarks,

vol. 4. p. 288.

tinian
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tinian fays, that he drew many into error*.

Proclus, in an epiftle to the Armenians,

A* D. 435, in which he condemns the er-

rors of Nefloriu.s and Theodorus of Mop-
fueftia, did not, as Cave fays, mention the

pame of Theodorus, left he fhould too

^iiich offend the Armenians, to whom his

memory was dear f

.

• Socrates, fays, that *•* Neftorius w^s ac-

*' cufed by many as making Chrift a mere
*' man, and as introducing the opinion of
'* Paul us Samofateniis and Photinus into

*' the church J/' Marius Mercator alfo

confidered the herefy of Neftorius as " in

*' part that of Paulus Samofatenfis, in part

*-' that of Ebion, that of Marcellus of An-

p. 124.

t Anno 435, data ad Armenos epiftola, Neftorii et

Theodori Mcpfuefteni errores damnavit, intado tamen

Theodori nomine, ne Armenos, quihus cara erat iftius

memoria, nimis ofFenderet. Hiltoria Literaria, vol. i.

P- 423-

t Nsropiog OS ^o^av nsaDOL rag 'sro^Xoi^' £iX£f, ag ^i>^ov av^pcoTTov

T^iycov rov HUpm^ y^ cog IlayAa th l.aixaadlsojg xj ^«7£iva Sby/^a? £i9

^nv £KH,>y\cnav cvym. Lib, 7. cap. 32. p« 381.

Vol. IV. R " cyra.
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*' cyra, and Photinus */' And Theodo-

ras de Rhaita fays, that ** Theodorus of

** Mopfueftia held Chrift to be a mere man,

** who, by the grace of God, deferved to be

" called God f/'
" The Neftorians," fays

Cyril of Alexandria, ** called Chrift homo

** deijerusy a man hearing a GodX'—** apian

** aftuated and impelled by the deity, and

*' that he worked miracles by a power not

*' his own §
;'' and that ** the fonfhip

*' and divinity of Chrift belonged to the

*' logos only ||/' He likewife fays, that

** Neftorius afcribed the title oi Jon of God

^' in one fenfe to the logos, and in another

* Aut cui eft, vel fuit, vel erit aliquando poflibile, per-

fcrutari omnia, et omnia commemorare, quibus probetur

non novella hunc, fed vetiere, partim Pauli Samofateni,

partim Ebionis, partim Marcelli Galatae, ct Photini eflfe

cum impietate diftortum. Epift. p. 50.

f Qui et per gradus promovens, accepta a dec gratia

promeruit nominari deus. Bib. Pat. vol. 8. p. 661.

t Si quifquam Chriftum deiferum hominem audit di-

ccre, et non magis deum fecundum veritatem, anathe-

ma efto. Epift. vol. 2, p. 26;

§ Ibid.

H Ibid. p. 51.

^* fcnfc
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'* fenfe to him that was born of a woman*,"

meaning the one by nature, and the other by

adoption. According to Caffian, Neftorius

faid, it was ** the Spirit that made Chrift

*^ formidable to djEmons +•'' According

to Theophyka, Neftorius faid, that '' Chrift

"was deified after his refurredlion + ;'*

meaning probably, that he received power

and glory as a God, in confequence of his

fufferings, which was the do^rine of the

proper unitarians.

On the other hand, if we may depend

on Marius Mercator, Neftorius denied that

his dodtrine was the fame with that of Pau-

lus Samofatenfis and Photinus, as they held

* Neflorius fimulat quidem in exegefibus fuls dicere fe

quod unus filius, et unus dominus, fed filiationem 'ac do-

minationem ad folum dei vcrbum refert. Non ficut

Neftorius, qui alias deo verbo feparatim, alias ei qui ex

muliere fit, tanquam alteri filio, adfcribit. Epift. p. 52.

t Djcis quoque quod fprritus eum fecerit dsmonibus

metuendum. De IncaFftatione, lib. 7. cap. 19. Opera,

p. nil.

« X/"s"o^ In John, cap. 6. vol. I. p. 64.8.

, R 2 that
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that Chrift had no divinity at all*. He
faidj ** it v/as a calumny by which he was
*' charged with afferting that Chrift was a

*^ mere man ; for that he was God and manf."

According to Caffian, alfo, Neflorius faid

that *' Chrlft was not a man as Adam
** was + " And if we may prefume that there

is a faithful reprefentation of the principles

of Neftorius in the dialogue of Maxentius,

who fays, that ** he fuppofed the word of

** God to have been united to Chrift in the

" womb of the virgin |j," he did not in fad

differ from the orthodox, except in words.

But he is much m.ore generally reprefented

as approaching to an unitarian.

* Sic et quse apoftolorum funt praedicabis, et haeretico-

rum prudentur efFugies, et maxime quae funt Samofateni

Pauli atque Photini, quae tu fcire confingens, prorfus ig-

noras. Nam Paulus et Photinus nefciunt filii deitatem.

Opera, p. 79. v

t Sed non nudus homo Chriftus, O calumniator, fed

J)omo fimul et deus. Ibid. p. 61.

X De Incarnatione, lib. 7. cap. 6. p. 1093.

}|
Quia antequam nafceretur, non erat qui fieret dcmlnus,

ncc pofteaquam natus eflr, fa6lus eft dominus, fed in Ipfa

prorfus vulva unitione filii dei fa(Slus eft dominus. Bib.

P^t, vol. 5. p. 532.

Glycas
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Gly.cas fliys that Neftorius confidcred

Chrift as a mere man, who received the

Spirit at his bnptifm^^'. Jaftinian, quot-

ing the words of Thecdorus, reprefents

him as faying, *' It is abfurd to fay that

** God was born of a virgin ; for what
*' is that but to fay that he was of the

** feed of David, made of the fubftance

''of the virgin, and formed in her f
."

This is of a piece with the remarkable fpeech

of Neftorius, and fix others, at the council

of Ephefus, '' We cannot call him a God
" who is only two or three months old J."

Tw nysfxovixv "Nxxm-, ^vcrpniJLCov tov Kupiov evoc rav kcx^ yjixocs fica xoivov

lyi; Tn ^dvayiH 'srvsvf.ioilog dlo^sa^ ysvoixEvov (xsloxov* Annales, pt.

3. p. 245-

t Erz (UEV ya^ avoyilov to rov ^sov £K mg 'Tsap^sva y£yF.vm^ai

^£y£iv • ralo ya^ a^sv eIs^ov frtv, r, £>< CTTs^ixaioi avlov Uyziv Aa^*o,

iK TYig 8(na^ T^g ^a^^svd rflsHf-rtVoy, nai £v av% ^laTrETrT^jfxsvov,

Epift. p. 38.

:|: O 5^£ ^ua-aE^}% Ne^o^iog <tvv eI optQ(pfoa-iv avm tUyzv . oil oif^-

vaiov Kai TfifMrwaiov a d'uvat.uKi T^.syuv Beov, Glycse Annales,

pt. 4. p. 261.

R3 It
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It (hould feem, however, that Neftorius

would not exprefsly fay, that Chrift was not

God, but only that what was born of Mary

was not fo. But his enemies drew the

inference for him. ''They,'' fays Jufti-

nian, " who do not acknowledge that the

*' word of God was made flefh, plainly

*' make Chrift to be a mere man, and to

*' be the Son of God by favour only, ac-

*' cording to the herefy of Neftorius, and

'* his mafter Theodorus*/'

Cafiian more particularly compares the

opinions of Neftorius and thofe of the unita-

rians, faying, " They maintain that Chrift

** was a man born of Mary, and thou the

*' lame. They fay that Chrift was made a

** Saviour at baptifm, thou that he became
** the temple of God in baptifm. They do
*' not deny that he was made God after his

'* fufFerings. Thou denieft that he was

* O; 0£ aJiov rov ^sov >^cyov £va,v^^c>)7rvj(T(Xt (m oixo'hoyHvlz;, (pavs^oi

«i/^a-^£7f;, Epift. p. 14.

'' fo
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<* fo even after his afcenfion */' This was

making him more heretical than the unita-

rians. But then Caflian had no authority

for faying that the unitarians held that

Chrift was God, in any proper fenfe of

the word, after his fufferings. Indeed, if

he was not God before, it was impoffible

that he fliould become fo afterwards.

From all thefe circumftances, it is poffible

that Neftorius might confider Chrijl to have

been as much a mere man as the proper uni-

tarians did, till after his baptifm ; after

which he faid that the logos (whom he

perhaps confidered as the fecond perfon in

the trinity) was united to him, fo that from

this time he was the fame compound being

that the orthodox fuppofed him to be,

Juftinian fays, that '* Neftorius diftin-

** guifhed God the word from Chrijl a mere

* Illi folitarium hominem ex Maria natum adferunt, et

tu idem. Illi fervatorem aiunt per baptifma Chriftum

efle fadum, tu in baptifmo templum dei fadtum. Illi cum

deum non negant fa6lum poft paffionem, tu negas eum

etiam poft afcenfionem. De Incarnatione, lilx 6, cap. 14.

p. ic66.

R 4 *' man.
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** man, and afcribed to the man only all

*' the low things that were faid of him^/'

But it will appear by his own arguments

in defence of his principles, that whatever

he might occafionally give out, he differed

very little from the unitarians.

It is fomething remarkable that, as the

Pelagians v/ere charged with being unita-

rians, or Neftorians; fo the Neftorians are

likewife charged with being Pelagians, af-

fcrting, that " i\dam and Eve were created

*' mortal, and that none of their pofterity

*' receive any injury from their tranfgref-

*' fion^.'' They who held this dodrine

'^- Oi ^£ Nerofiavoi ^uo vim; Eia-ayziv ^uXoiazvoi^ «f%fijP!(7|aEv«$

xoii (jLQvoi TO) av^^o)7ru TO. raTTSLva aTrovsiA-ajiv. Epift. p. 70.

-f-
Qusllio contra cathollcam fidem apud nonhullos

Syrorum, et prascipue in Cilicia, a Theodoro quondam

cpifcopo oppidi ^vlopfuefteni jamdudum mota, nunc

ufque penes paucos eorum admodum roditur, nee ea pa-

lam profertur fed abipfis qui de ea fornicantur, velut ca-

tholicis, intra ecclefias interim retinentur, progenitores

videlicet humani generis Adam et Evam mortales a deo

creates, nee quemquam pofterorum fui prasvaricationc

tranfgrefli lasfifTe, fed fibi tantum nocuifle, ftqus mandati

reos
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are here fuppofed to have been in the

church. And yet there are extant in the

tranflation of Mercator, feme fcrmons of

Neftorius againft Pelagius*.

If we conlider x\-\QaYgirfne?2ts that Nefto-

rius is reprefented as making ufe of in the

defence of his principles, we fhall not find

that they differed at all froai thofe of the

unitarians. It is not evenabfdlutely certain

that he made anty trinity in the godhead, ot*

that he held the dodirine of the perfonifi-

cation of the logos. He certainly did not

think that there was any proper divinity

in Chrift, till after his birth, or indeed be-

fore his baptifm.

According to Cyril of Alexandria, Nefto-

rius faid, *' 'How can he, who cannet be

'^ comprehended, be confined in the womb
*' of a virgin t?" U^gi^g ^he words of

the^gofpel, T/je book of the generation ofjefus

reos apud deum fecilTe, alterum penitus nullum. Mar.

Mercatoris Commonitorium, p. i.

* Opera, p. 119, &c.

X Quomodo qui cornprehendi nequic in utero virginis

comprehenfus eft. Ds Incarnations, vol, 2. p. 66.

1
'

Chrijl,
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Chri/t^ thefon of David^ the fon ofAbraham,

he faid, *' It is plain that God the word was
*' not the fon of David */' According to

Marius Mercator, Neflorius faid, that " they

" who faid that Mary brought forth a God
*' gave occalion to the Pagans to reproach

** chriftianity "f
/' Caffian fays, that Nef-

torius afferted, with refpedl to the virgin

Mary, that '' no perfon could bring forth

«* another older than herfelf
:{:

;" and that

** no creature could bring forth any thing

• Liber, inqult, generationis Jefu Chrim filii David

filii Abrahae. Manifeftum vero eft, quod deus verbum non

fuerit filius Davidis. Ep. vol. 2. p. 2r.

f Qui deum fimplicitur dicit de Maria natum, primo

omnium nobilitatem gentilibus proftituit dogmatis, atque

exponens in medium, vituperandum id ridendumque pro-

ponit. Statim enim paganus, cum reprehenfione acci-

picns, quia de Maria deus natus eft, infert adverfus chrif-

tianum. Neceflario enim qui dicit fimiliter de Maria na-

tum deum, et non ilium conjun(3:ione duarum naturarum,

divinae fcilicet et humanae, t{^Q reputaverit, audiet ; ego

natum et mortuum deum et fepultum adorare non queo.

Opera, p. 70.

X Nemo enim, inquis, antiqulorem fe parlt. De Incar-

natione, lib. 2. cap. 2 p. 973.

'I
'* unlike



Ghap. 11. Of the Nejlorian Confroverfy. 2^1

** unlike itfeif «=.'* With this view he al-

ledged, John ii. i, T/jiU which is born of the

fiejlo isfefi^.

Like the proper unitarians, Neftorius ar-

gued from Chrift being called a man ; as

from Paul faying, By man came deaths and by

man came alfo the refurreElion of the deadt
;

and from his being called a child^ Take the

child and his mother, and flee into Egypt §,

Jigainft thy holy child Jefus, Herod and Pon^

* Quod diffimllem fibi res quaelibet parere non poflit.

De Incarnatione. lib. 2. cap. 2. p. 1089.

t Cum deus dicat, quod de carne natum eft, caro efl,

quod autem natum eft de fpiritu, fpiritus eft
; quomodo

puerum natum ex fcemina non unitione, fed natura, dcum
afljris? Maxentius in Bib. Pat. vol. 5. p. 521.

X Q^ioniam enim inquis, per hominem mors, ideo et per

homincm refurreclio mortuorum. Caffian De Incarna-

tione, lib. 7. cap. 7. p. 1095.

§ Tolle, inquit, puerum et matreni ejus, et fuge in

iEgyptum, futurum eft enim, ut Herodes qu.-erat perdere

puerum. Et rurftis : defundi funt omnes, qui qu^erebant

animam pueri. Nunquid nam didum eft. Defun6li

funt, qui quaerebant animam dei ? Aut : tolle deum et

fuge in Egyptum ? Maxentius in Bib. Pat. vol. 5. p,-

5.8.

tins
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tius Filate bave con/pired^. He likewife

urged the abfurdity of fuppdfing the logos

to have been fuckled, and to increafe in

wifdom^f*.

According to Caffian, Neftorius likevvife

argued from Chrill being faid to be jujlificd

in ihefpTit J.

Theodorus, who preceded Neftorius, faid,

that being baptized into the name of Chrifl

w^as no more a proof that Chrift was God,

than being baptized into the name of Mofes

is a proof that be was God ; as we learn

from an extradt from a book of his, pro-

duced at the council of Conftantinople,

* Convenerunt enim vere in civitate ifta adverfum fanc-

tumpuerum tuum Jefum quern unxiRi, Herodes et Pontius

Tilatus. Maxentius, in Bib. Pat. vol. 5. p. 520.

f Necefle eft cnim eos qui appropriationis nomen ita

vexant, ct in diverfam trahunt, deum verbum participem

ccnflituere la6tationis, et incrementi paulatim accepti, timi-

ditatifque tempore paffionis declaratae, &c. Cyril of Alex-

andria, Ep.' Opera, voi. 2. p. 21.

:|: Jam primum enim hoc quod ais, quia juflitia reple-

"Verit quod creatum eft ; et hoc apoftolico vis teftimonio

eomprobare, quod dicat, apparuit rn came, juftificatus efl

in fpiritu. De Incarnatione, lib. 7. c:?p. 18. p. mo.
A. D,
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A- C). SS3^* ^^^ likewlfe faid that Tho-
mas's exclamation. My Lord and my God,

was no acknowledgment of the divinity of

Chrift, but an expreffion of praife to God
for raifing up Chrift from the dead f-

Thefe are properly unitarian arguments.

Neftorius evidently confidered Chrift as

being a mere man in his fuiferings. ^' He
** faid he knew no God the v/ord, the maker
** of all things, w^ho w?s impailible, invi-

** fible, and unalterable, and not to be crr-

*' cumfcribed, fufFering death on the crofs,

** on a vile piece of v^ood J/' In reply to

^ Ejufdem Theodori ex comnaento quod eft in a£tis

apoftolorum, libro primo, in quo dlcit, quod baptizari in

nomine Jefu Chrifti, fimile eft fcripto illi, quod baptizati

funt in Moyfe, et vocari chriflianos, fimile ell: illi, quod

vocantur Platonici, et Epicurei, et Manichaei, et Marcio-

niftae ab inventoribus dogmatum. Binnii Concilia, vol. 2.

pt. 2. p. SI-

\ Thomiis quidem cum fic credidiflet, dominus mens et'

deus meus, dicit, non ipfum dominum ct deum dicens"

(non enim refurredlonis Icientia docebat et deum efle eum

qui refurrexit) fed quafi pro miraculofo facto deum col-

laudat. Ibid,

% Quomodo deus verbum omnium, conditor, Impalpa-

bilis, invifibilis, inalterabiiifque, et circumfcriptionem non

fuftincns,
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this language of Neflorius, his antagonift

fcrupled not to talk in a ftyle that nothing

but the heat of controverfy would have led

hini to adopt. ^* I anfwer,*' fays he, " that

*' the word of God fufFered death on the

** crofs, in his own flefh, that he might

" deliver us from death and corruption*,"

But when he explained himfelf, he only

meant that the divine logos, without actu-

ally feeling any pain, only appropriated to

itfelf the fufierings of the body to which

it was united, as has been explained before.

If this account of Neftorius^s principles

and mode of reafoning may be depended

upon, he did not in fad: differ from the

unitarians ; and the popularity of his doc-

trine, and the fpread of it in the caft, may

be confidered as a proof of the leaning that

the common people ftill had for their ori-

ginal principles. Sandius fays. It is eafy

fuftinens, in vili ligno crucem paflus eft et mortem ? Re-

fponQCO. Verbum dei mortem et crucem in propria carne

pafium efle dicimus, ut nos amorte et corruptione liberaret.

Cyril of Alexandria, De Incar. Opera, vol. 2. p. 66,

* Ibid.

to
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to prove that there are five times more Nef-

torians than papifts. Hift. p. 119. They

were probably in all parts of Europe, as

v/ell as in Alia. It appears from the pro-

ceedings of the council of Hifpalis, A. D.

657, that there were both Nellorians and

Eutychians in Spain at that time*.

If we confider the anfwers that were made

to Neftorius, we fhall find that his oppo-

nents went upon the fame principle that

they would have done in anfwering Paulus

Samofatenfis or Photinus ; except that his

making a trinity in the divine Being laid

him open to fome attacks, to which the

proper unitarians were not expofed.

CafHan treated him as a proper unitarian,

when, in reply to him, he faid, ** T.here

* Tertia decima profecutione breviter narrandum puta-

vimus, ad refutationem eorundem haereticorum qui duas

naturas Chrifli poft unionem deliranfes confundunt, et paf-

fibilern in eo divinitatis fubftantiam afferunt. Contra quo-

rum blafphemias oportet nos in una perfona Chrifti ge-

minae naturas proprietatem oitendere, paffionemque ejus in

fola humanitatis fufceptione manifeftare ; ut fi forte aliqui

ftultorum, hujus fententiae errore decepti funt, dum ifta

legerint, refipifcant, redlasque fidei veritatem firmiter te-

neant. Binnii Concilia, vol, 2. pt. 2. p. 329.
*' will
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** will be no diiFerence between Chrift ^nd

** the f.iints, as they had God in them * j^"

and fo did Theodoret, when he faid, thaft

** Neilorianifm is a denial of the whole

** oeconomy of the Son of God 5 fince it

*« was not God who undertook it ^ for the

«* logos did not empty itfelf, nor affunae the

<* form of a flave/' Opera, vol. 5. p, 57.

On the fame principle Cyril of Alexandria,

in anfwer to Neftorius, fays, *^ If Chrift

*< was. a mere man, how could his death

** profit us
-f*

. '' On the fame princi-

ple alfo an orthodox bifliop in Zonaras,

charged Neftorius with worihipping a

man t

, But Neftorius being fuppofed to hold

that there was a proper. iS^j/^ of God in the

trinity expofed him to the objection of

* PToc modo ergo nihil inter eum et omnes qui fuerunt

fancies homines effe afleris : quia omnes utique fandi ho-

mines deum in fe habuerunt. De Incarnatione, lib.5. cap.

3.p. 1021.

^aTiH (puaiv avS^wTTa ^civcclo^. Binnii Concilia, vol. i. pt.

2. P- 45-
^ •'.^- - •

^

-^

making
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making two ChriftSy and two Sons of Gcd^

of which great advantage was taken by his

opponents *. Theodoret, who was thought

at one time to favour Neftorius, fays, that

he fell under the fame cenfure. Becaufe

he faid that there were two natures in

Chrift, they charged him with holding

that there were two Sons-f*. Cyril fays,

** If there be two Sons of God, how
** is the faith one, and baptifm one, and
** into which of them are we baptifed J

?"

In confequence of making two natures

in Chrift, which was faid to be making

two ChriftSy Neftorius was charged with

holding a quaternityy inftead of a trinity^.

This quaternityy confifted of the three per-

* Annon atque manifeftiffime duos efTe Chriftos dicit.

Cyril of Alexandria, Epift. Opera, vol. 2. p. 48.

Kn^TlELvviii^. Epift. 145. Opera, vol. 3. p. 1023.

J Hag ^s Hoti fxicc 'usiTii; ; n 'srwj £v to ^oi7rli(T/x.a ; st ya^ moi diio

Hola rivaig sig rivoc ^ssitzvoimev ; ncm sheivuv afjLo^ia^ s^yov av ein MysiVy

Bi^ TE Tivo; ovo/xcc ^£^a7rJi(7fXB^x j Hai Toi ^(XTrlicrfxalog ovJog 2va;»

Binnii Concilia, vol. i. pt. 2. p. 45.

II Qp^ proptem trinitafem non quaternitatem adoramus.

Cyril of Alexandria, Horn. Opera, vol. 2. p. 73.

Vol. IV- S x fons
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fons in the orthodox trinity, one of which

was the logos, or the Son, and the fourth

was Jefus who was born of the virgin.

Had Neftorius contented himfelf with

faying that there were two natures in Chrift,

there would have been nothing in his doc-

trine that could juftly have offended the

orthodox of his age ; but it was his not

making a fufficiently perfedt and infeparable

union between the divine and human nature

of Chrift, that gave the offence. The

orthodox fuppofed that the hypoflatical unioUy

as it was afterwards called, commenced at

the moment of the exiftence of the human
nature, or the very inftant of the concep-

tion of Jefus in the womb, and that it was

never afterwards difTolved, not even by the

reparation of the foul and body of Chrift

by death. Whereas Neftorius confidered

Jefus as having been a mere man till the

Spirit of God came upon him at his bap-

tifm i and alfo that he was a mere man in his

fufxerings and death. Perhaps they thought

that after Jefus was grown to be a complete

man, it was too late for the hypoftatical union

3
^^
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to take place. Otherwife, as all depended

upon that union, it could not, one would

imagine, have been thought to be of much
confequence at what time that union took

place. But as Theodorus is quoted by

Juflinian, he did not make a fufficiently

perfed union between the divine and hu-

man nature of Chrift. For he compared

it to the union between man and wife^/'

Juftinian had juft before obferved, that

Theodorus ufed the term nature^ when he

ought to have ufed perfon
"f-.

It is not to my prefent purpofe to

take any notice of the doctrine Eutyches,

who, in oppoiition to the Neftorian doc-

trine, of two natures in Chrift, held that

he had only one nature. Both he and

Apollinarius are faid to have had an opinion

with refped to the body of Chrift, the

fame with that of fome of the Gnoftics,

* n? T£ 01:10 HU^iOg STTi T£ 78 OCV^Og^ KOLl TYjg yVvaiKQ(; ^Yi7lV^ co^

T£ hkUl sicri ^iiOy a'h'Koi. aa^^ (xix-, siTTOifXEv av Km Yif/,£Lg £ix6loog xotia

Tov Trig £VcoaEcog Tvoycv, wj T£ hjceIi £i<n ^vo '^poaco'Ka.t aM* £v ^y}>^ovo1i

Tcov <pv(j£m ^iaK£fi^i(X£vuy» Epift- p. 74.

•f A7ro^£i^avl£g roivuv tov GuG'cr£'^-/i ^sc^apov Tag (pvcrsig avli 'STpoca-

7rm ?\£yovliX. I hi J.

S 2 viz.
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viz. that it came from heaven, and v/as not

derived froai his mother. This opinion

i^ afcribed to him, as well as to Valentinus,

and Marcion, by Vigilius Martyr*. It ap-

pears that the orthodox of that age had

great difficulty in keeping equally clear of

the two oppofite opinions of Neftorius and

EutycheSi of which Vigilus Martyr makes

great complaint f.

* Quoniam Eutychiana haerefis in id impietatis prolapfa

ell errore, ut non folum vtrbi et carnis unam credat efTc

iiaturam, verum etiam hanc eandem carnem, non de facro

Marias virginis corpore adfumptam, fed de coelo dicat,

juxta infandum Valentini et Marcionis errorcm fuifle de-

du6lam. Contra Eutychen, lib. i. Bib. Pat. vol. 5^

p. 560.

•f Si enim paululum in utramque partem nutantia vo-

lueris inferre veftigia, illico capieris. Inter Neilorii ergo

quondam ecclefiae Conftantinoplitanas, non reftoris fed

diffipatoris, non paftoris fed praedatoris facrilegum dogma

et Eutychetis nefarium et deteftabilem fe£^am, ita ferpcn-

tinae gralTationis Mq calliditas temperavit, ut utrumque

fme utriufque periculo plerique vita re non poffint, dum fi

quis Neftorii perfidiam damnat Eutychetis putatur errori

fuccumbere, rurfum dum Eutychianae haerefis impietatem

deftruit, Neftorii arguitur dogma erigere. Contra Euty-

chen, lib. I. Bib. Pat. vol. 5. p. 5 16.

What
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What is fomething more to my purpofe

is, the language of Peter Fullo, who diftin-

guiflied himfelf by an addition to the famous

trifagmi, the fentiment of which was, that one

ef the trinity was crucified for tis, as this was

thought to favour the unitarian dodlrine, in

the form in which it was held by the Patripaf-

iianSjOr the philofophical unitarians. That

the divine nature of Chrift fuffered, we have

feen to have been the language of Cyril

of Alexandria and others who oppofed Nef-

torius 5 and therefore it might be thought

to be the higheft orthodoxy of the times.

But extraordinary as it may feem, the very

fame expreffions were adopted by thofe w^ho

, were moft. highly orthodox, and by the phi-

lofophical unitarians. Some of his contem-

poraries fay, t^hat Peter Fullo favoured the

dodlrine of Neftorius and Sabellius. He
. is particularly charged with this by Fauf-

tus, bifhop of Appollonia"^. By Juftin, a

E^e^cxfXE^a, ra ayifjcccivovla >i/>tiv, cog oli v c^'A SfOipiM^ to 'iscchai awTrv)-

Sev OuoKivlm ooyy^a, avEhaQs, kcci a^Mui i^ao uixiv n a-co%^io; svar-

dpcoTrncrtg, km cli £{$ to Mavixam> ^oyfxx, A^^fja t£, hoci ATO^vst^

pi^, KM Vi-avha T8 Xcifj.Q7£scog '3r£^iW£x^>]l?. Zonaras, p. 533.

S 3
bifliop
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bifhop in Sicily, he was charged with hold-

ing the opinion of Paulus Samofatenfis *,

and by Pope Felix III. with going beyond

Paulus Samofatenfis, Photinus, and Arte-

mon-f-. But notwithftanding this, it is

pretty clear that P. Fullo held a dodrinc

oppofite to that of Nefcorius, viz. that

Chrift had but one nature, which was the

diviney and confequently that this divine na-r

ture fuffered ^ from which he and his parti-

zans were called TheopafchiteSy a word of

the fame fignification in Greek that Patri^

fajjians is of in Latin, though they were ap-

plied to very different kinds of men. Ni-

cephorus exprefsly afferts, that Peter FuUo

introduced the Theopafchite doctrine:}:.

* Zonaras, p. 538.

fxoo'aleoi;, >^ ^uIeivh^ t^ A^le/xa. Zonaras, p. 543.

X Upc^ h rccJlaig to Tiar ehsivo nai^a Kai yi tcov QsoTTocrx^^^
'

at^Ecn; ao9:g fialx (mh^ov oLVa^yiiaaay ei; aviw tsy^Eirw 'ZJpcnEi xa^

zxa'TYw E7[m^H<Jcx. . (xih^ov ya§ 'srtxvcrcifjLEvriv^ SeCij^oj 'ara^iv Taulm uai

» E^ EKiVJH '^o'hvKE^pa'hog v^^ot,^ cnpo^pols^ov uvE^^mi^E , Tav%g Se -zo-^w-

%g yEwrilu^ Ilsl^o; EKZivcg EyEvslo^ co Kva<pEU; nv to Eirmvyiov . og t«

r^KTayiU) v/avco, cog fj(,oi hm ava^EV ei^t^oci^ 'STfO(T^mr,v ^elvm ^uaaz^oig

aTCsloT^ixmBv, Hifl, lib. 18. cap. 52. vol. 2. p. 879.

CHAP-
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CHAPTER III.

An Account of the Frifcillianifts and Pauli-

ctans.

T^ToTwiTHSTANDiNG the oppofition be-

tween the principles of the unitarians,

and thofe of the Gnoftics, in the early-

ages of chriftianity, they being always con-

fidered as oppojlte herefes^ the former con-

fifting chiefly of the common and un-

learned people, and the latter of the phi-

lofophical and learned ^ yet, in the fourth

century, we find a mixture of both thefe

fyftems in the Frifcillianifts in the weft,

and fome time after in the Paulicians in

the eaft. This mixture, however, did not

relate to the dodrine concerning the per--

Jon of Chrijl (for in that refpecft the tenets

of the unitarians, and thofe of the Gnof-

tics were neceflarily different and oppofite)

t)ut to other opinions belonging to the fyl-

S 4 tern
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tern of Gnofticifm. As the Prifcillianifts

and Paulicians, may be faid to have been

unitarians, I fhall give the beft account that

I have been able to colled concerning both

thefe fefts, though I am fenfible that it

muft be very defedlive^ lince their enemies,

from whom alone we hear any thing of them,

appear to have been fo violently prejudiced

againft them, that what they fay of them

muft be heard with great allowance.

The PriFciHianifts had their name from

Prifcillian, a perfon of rank and fortune in

Spain, and afterwards bifhop of Abila, who
is faid to have received his principles from

one Mark, who came from Memphis, in

Egypt, and who is faid to have been a

Manichaean. The bifhops of Spain taking

umbrage at the fpread of the docSrine of

Prifcillian, procured an order from the em-

peror Gratian, for his banifhment from that

country. He was permitted to return, but

was banifhed a fecond time 5 and by order

of the emperor Maximus, was put to death

A.D. 384. This cruelty was much ex-

claimed
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claimed againft by the bifliops of Gaul,

and of Italy; the opinions of Prifcillian

fpread much more after this time than

they had done before, and they continued,

fays Sandius (Hift. p. 117.) till the twelfth

century.

That the Prifcillianifts held fome Gnof-

tic principles can hardly be doubted, be-

caufe they are univerfally afcribed to them.

Leo the Great, their bitter enemy, is juftly

fufpecSed of calumniating them. But if

there be any colour of truth in his account,

they muft have conlidered matter as the

caufe of all evil, and have thought unfa-

vourably of the body. According to him,

they thought that the devil v^as not made by

God, but arofe from chaos and darknefs

(Opera, p. 167.) they condemned marriage;

they faid that the bodies of men were made

by the devil, and they denied the refur-

reftion. The fouls of men, they faid,

were of a divine fubflance, and that, having

offended in heaven, they were fent into

bodies as a punifhment of their fins. They

moreover
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moreover faid, that men are fubjed to a

ftate of neceffity, to the power of the ftars,

and to fin.

With refpeft to the perfon of Chrift,

Auftin, who is rather a more unexccptionble

evidence than Leo, fays, that " they agreed

« with Sabellius, and maintained, that the

*• Father, Son, and Holy Spirit were one*/*

The fame is advanced by Leo, who alfo

fays, that '' they agree with the Arians, in

*' faying, that the Son is inferior to the Fa-

** ther ; thv^t there was a time when the Son

** was not, before which time God could

" not be called a Father, and that Chrift is

*' called the Son of God becaufe he was

<« born of a virgin, which," he fays, *' they

<« would not have dared to do, if they had

*' not drawn in the poifon of Paulus Samo-

" fatenfis and Photinus f
/'

* De Chrifto Sabellianam feaam tenant eundum ipfum

cfib dicentes ; non folum filium, fed etiam patrem, et fpi-

litum fan£lum. Catalogus, Hser. Opera, vol. 6. p. 29.

f Patris, et filii, et fpiritus ran6li, unam atque eandem

alTerunt efle perfonam ; tanquam idem deus nunc pater nunc

filius, nunc fpiritus fandiis, nominatim nee alius fit qui

genuitjj
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Prifcilliaii is charged with %ing, that

the Son of God could not be born; and this

expreffion of his is particularly cenfured in

a council held at Toledo, A. D. 438 *.

That the Prifcillianifts were not, in all

refpeds, GnoiHcs, or Manichaeans, is evi-

dent from their receiving, according to

Aujftin, all the books of fcripture, and even

the apochrycal ones ; though he fays they

mifinterpreted, or perverted them
-f*.

genuit, alius qui genitus fit, alius qui de utroque proceflit

quod blafphemiae genus de Sabellii opinione fump«

ferunt cujus dilcipuli etiam Patripaffiaui merito nuncu-

pantur. Cap. 1. p. 166 Arianorum fufFragantur errori,

dicentium quod pater filio prior fit, quia fuerit aliquando

fine filio et tunc pater efle coeperit quando fiiium genuerit.

Cap. 2. ibid. AfTerunt, ideo, unigenitum dici fiiium dei

quia folus fit natus ex virgine, quod utique non aiiderent

direre nifi Pauli Samofateni et Photini virus haufiflent.

Cap. 3. Ibid,

* Ubi Prifcillianus innafcibilem efle fiiium dixit, confiat

hoc contra Nicasnam fidem efle dictum : atque ideo Prif-

<pilUanum bujus di61:i authorem, cum ipfius didi perverfi-

tate, et quos male condidit libros, cum ipfo autore con-

demn©. Binnii Concilia, vol. i. p. 601.

f Prifcillianiftae vero accipiunt omnia, et canonica, et

apocrypha fimul. Sed quaecunque quae contra ecs fiint,

in
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The Prifcillianifls were chiefly famous

for their auflerity and mortifications, and

therefore they were probably the fame that

Philafler calls AhJiinenteSy in Gaul, Spain,

and Aquitain.

Similar, in many refpeds, to the Prifcil-

lianifls in the Weft, were the Paulicians in

the eaft, who had their name, as it is faid,

from one Paul, who adopted and modified

the dodrine of Manes. But we are as unable

to colled: a fatisfadtory account of the Pauli-

cians, as we are of thofe of the Prifcillianifts.

When this fedl arofe is uncertain, but it is

faid to have been revived by pne Conftan-

tine in the fevcnth century. They were

cruelly ufed, and almoft fupprefl^ed by fome

of the Emperors. They were encouraged

hy Nicephorus in the ninth century ; but af-

ter a ihort interval of reft, they were perfe-

cuted with more violence than ever by Leo

the Armenian, and the Emprefs Theodora.

During this perfecution fome of the Pauli-

in fuae perverfitatis fenfus, allquando callida et aftuta, ali-

quando ridicula ct hebeti e:xpcjfitionc; pervertunt. Epift.

251. Opira, Sup. p. 480.

^pians
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cians fettled in Bulgaria. But being op-

preffed there, they took refuge in Italy, and

other parts of the weft, where they were

called Patarini^ and Catbar i^ or Gazariy and

in France Albigenfes, from the town of Albi,

where a fynod that condemned them was

held. Of their tenets, under this laft de-

nomination, an account w^as given, vol. 3.

p. 368. But it is very poffible that a con-

fiderable change might have taken place in

their opinions.

What they held of the Manicha?an fyftem

does not diftindly appear. Peter of Sicily

intimates, that they did not own themfelves

to be Manichaeans *. But they pretended

to great purity and limplicity. They re-

jefted, it is faid, all external ordinance?, as

baptifm and the Lord's fupper, and did not

chufe to call their minifters priejlsy but

fcribes^ or fecretariesy or companioiis in tra-

vel t-

That the PauHcians were unitarians, is

evident, from their being faid by Theo-

* Lardner's Credibility, vol. 6. p. 426^

t Ibid. p. 427.

phiines-
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phanes to deny the incarnation*. They,

were numerous, Sandius fays, in 119!
"f*.

Notvvithflanding the obfcurity in which

this fubjecl is involved, it is fufficiently

evident, that, among the great numbers

who feparated themlelves from the com-

munion of the Catholic church (among

whom there would, no doubt, be a great

diverfity of opinions in a variety of refped:s)

and by whatever names they were diftin-

guifhed in different countries, and different

ages, there were always many who rejedled

the do(flrine of the trinity, and who joined

the reformers of the fixteenth century.

But unhappily the great leaders in that re-

formation, Luther and Calvin, retaining

that dodtrine, and laying great itrefs upon

it, the anti-trinitarians were in mofl places

* 0{ ^£ isoWoi Tuv ravia ^Haa(py\ix-dvlay XW^^ f/.ovov mccv

soojJav ooyf/^cc 'Sja^Ef/.^ouvm t») Toiaulv\ ^^ocpaasi rag afxccBsig 'ma^z-

voSfyov, Kwvrav7iVov lov \ii^aio(p^ovoe, fxana^i^oviEg a; 'm^o(pr%v }^ vikyi-

%Vt }i^ TYiv Hoiivoh^iav aula stt avalfOTrn ttjj m (nxpHH ovKovofxiag th

xvpm YifAnuv I»(78 xpjfii ccaTTa^cfjisvoi, Chronographiaj p. 425*

t Hift. p. 393.

treated
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treated as the word of heretics, and cruelly

perfecuted by all other denominations of

chriftians.

For fome time the unitarians found an

afylum in Poland, and they are fald to be at

prefent in confiderable numbers in Tranfyl-

vania, and other provinces in the eaftern

parts of Europe. But in this country we
are very ignorant of the real ftate of chrif-

tianity in thofe parts., Hov^ever, as the

overbearing influence of the church of

Rome is decreafing every day, and freedom

of enquiry is encouraged, it may be hoped

that great numbers of intelligent chriftians,

who have been fecretly unitarians, wdll de-

clare themfeives openly to be fo ; and as

truth and good fenfe have an infinite ad-

vantage over abfurdity and error, half a

century will probably produce a great revo-

lution in the chriftian world. Men will

awa!:s from th " miferable delufion they have

been fo long under, as from a dream, and

wonder at the long continuance of their

infatuation. Such a hiflory as I am now
con
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concluding, if it be thought worth while

to read it at all, will then be perufed with

aftonifhment ; and if the original writers,

from which it is collected, Vv^ere not in

being, the ftrange tale would gain no crei

dit.

T H £
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THE

CONCLUSION.

SECTION I.

A conneEied View of all the principal Articles

in the preceiding Hijlory.

AFTER fo particular a detail as I have

given in this v/ork of a variety of

doBrines^ and of the arguments by v^hich

they wxre fupported, together with the

caujes of their rife and progrefs, it may not

be unufeful, at the conclufion of the v^hole,

to recite the order in which they arofe and

fucceeded one another, efpecially as it is a

hiftory that is particularly complex in its

own nature, and perhaps unparalleled for

• Vol. IV, T the
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the greatnefs of the efFeds which the fubjed:

of it has produced in the world, and the fim-

plicity of the caufes from which every fuc-

ceffive ftep in the progrefs of it has arifen.

.The opinions concerning the perfon of

Jefus Chrift have always been thought,

though without any fufficient reafon, to be

of the greateft confequence to chriftianity

itfelf. Whereas his bufinefs, like that of

any other prophet, being nothing more

than to deliver a meflage from God, and to

confirm it by miracles, it was not, in reality,

of any confequence whatever, who^ or what

he himfelf was. But, being the founder of

a new religion, his difciples and followers,

who bore his name, foon began to think

themfelves interefted in the perjonal charac^

ter and dignity of their mafter ; and as they

were frequently reproached with being the

difciples of a man who was nothing more

than a crucified malefadlor, they were foli-

citous, by every method they could devife,

to remove this reproach. Not content

with alledging, that though their mafter

died the death of a malefaftor, he had not

lived



Sect. I. The Conchifion. 27-

lived the life of one, that his death had an-
fwered the greatcft purpofes in the plan of
divine providence, and that God had fhew-
ed his approbation of him, by raifing him
from the dead (which was certainly fuffi-

cient for their purpofe) the more learned

among them availed themfelves of the phi-

lofophy of their age, and faid that Chrift

was a perfon of much higher rank than he

appeared to be, even much higher than that

of any other man.

Their philofophy taught them that man
confifts of two principles, or parts, Viz, foul

and body, and that the fouls of all men had

pre-exifled, having been originally unimbo-

dicd fpirits, which, for fome reafon or

other, had been fent down from heaven to

animate mortal bodies ; that fouls were of

very different origins, and that fome of

them which were fent into the world for

great and particular purpofes, might be im-

mediate emanations from the Divine Being

himfelf. However, as before this philofo-

phy was introduced among chriftians, it

was the univcrfally received opinion, that

T 2 Chrifl



276 The Conclufion. Sect. L

Chrift was in himfelf a mere man^ and it

was even generally thought that he v/as

born as other men were, viz. of two human

parents, and that he continued to be no-

thing more than a mere man, till he was

of full age, when he was impowered to

work miracles, and came into public life ;

all that thefe philofophers could advance at

firft, with any probability of being attend-

ed to (and indeed all that they would na-

turally think of themfelves) was, that fomd

great fuper-angelic fpirit had been fent

down from heaven, and was attached to the

man Jefus, or the foul of Jefus, in fome

fuch manner as it was ufually fuppofed

that daemons poffeffed the fouls of men;

and that it was this fuper-angelic being

that was properly the Chriji, or the perfon

fent down, or commiflioned by God, to

come into the world for fo great a purpofe.

This was the dod:rine of the earlier Gnoftics,

fuch as Cerinthus.

But, as it had been the opinion of many,

that angels were only temporary and un-

fubftantial fornas, in the Ibape of men, fo

as



Sect. I. The Conclujion, . 277

as to appear like men to the fenfes, but that

they did not really confift of flefh and blood

;

others of thefe philofophers thought, that

what was called the man Jefus, was nothing

more than one of thefe unfubftantial forms

of men; fo that the fuper-angelic fpirit,

or the Chrifty had no proper body or foul

at all, that it was incapable of feeling,

and not fubjed; to death. Thefe were

thofe Gnoftics who were called Docetas;

and this progrefs had been made in the

time of the apoftles.

Prefently after the death of the apoftles,

and perhaps before that of John, fome of

thefe philofophers profeffing chriftianity,

introduced more of their fyftem into it;

and confidering matter to be the fource of

all evil, and the world to have been the

work of a malevolent being, they thought

that this fame evil being, or one of a fimilar

difpofition, had been the author of the law

of Mofes, and that the Supreme God, who

was a being of perfed goodnefs, had not been

known to mankind till Chrift came to re-

veal him, Alfo holding matter and the

T 3
body.
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hody^ which was compofed of It, in great

contempt, they did not believe the re-

furredion ; which, indeed, had been de-

nied by all their predeceffors, in the time

of the apoftles.

The doctrines which contain the outline

of what was called Gnofticifm (from the

the holders of them boafting of the fupe-

riority of their knozvledge) having been di-

redlly oppofed by the apoftles, and treated

by them with great indignation, the gene-

rality of chriftians held the Gnoftics in

abhorrence, confidered them as heretics, and

refafed to admit them into their focieties.

But the fame caufes continuing to operate,

chriftians being ftill held in contempt for the

rneannefs of their mafter, and being ftill de-

firous to remove this reproach, by advancing

his pcrfonal rank and dignity, they had re-

courfe to another method of doing it.

Having been taught by the Platonic

philofophers, among whom they received

their education, that there were three great

principles in nature, viz. the Supreme

Being, or the goody his mind fnousJ and

the.
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thefoul of the world -, and the Jewlfli philo-

fophers who had embraced thefe do6lrines

having already advanced, that the fecond of

thefe principles, which they denominated

logosy was an emanation from the fupreme

Being, and the caufe of all the appearances

of God recorded in the Old Teftament,

fome of which were in the form of men ;

and having alfo taught that it was this logos

that, by the order of the fupreme Being,

had made the vifible world ; that he was the

image of God, his only begotten Son, and

that he was even entitled to the appellation

of God in an inferior fenfe of the word ;

thefe chriftian philofophers imagined that

it was this logos that was united to the man

Jefus Chrift, and that, on this account, he

might be called God.

For fome time, however, the more learn-

ed chriflians contented themfelves with fup-

poling, that the union between this divine

logos and the man Chrift Jefus was only

temporary. For they held that this divine

efflux, which, like a beam of light from the

fun, went out of God, and was attached to

T 4 the
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the perfon of Chrift, to enable him to work

miracles while he was on earth, was drawn

into God again when he afcended into hea-

ven, and had no more occafion to exert a

miraculous power. This fyftem may be

called philofophical unltarlanifm^ being that

which was held by Sabellius, Marcellus,

and other learned unitarian chriftians.

It was afterwards maintained (and Juftin

Martyr, who had been a Platonic philofo-

pher, was perhaps the firft who fuggefted

the idea) that this union of the logos to the

perfon of Chrift was not temporary, but per-

manent. With the Jewifh philofophers the

learned chriftians likewife held that this lo-

gos was emitted from God when he made the

world, and was the medium of all the divine

communications under the Old Teftament,

before he became united to the man Chrift

Jefus, who, they faid, had alfo a proper hu-

man foul, as well as a body, like other men.

For the great body of chriftians having al-

ways confidered him as being a mariy the

philofophers among them did not at iirft

depart fo far from this opinion, as to fay

that
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that he had no proper human foul ; and

the logosy which they fpake of as being

united to him, they always reprefented as

an efflux from, or an attribute of the Father,

being his proper wifdom^ power, and other

operative perfections.

Still, however, out of refpedl to the opi-

nion which prevailed among the unlearned

chriftians, who knew nothing of this doc-

trine of the divine logos, but thought

Chrift to be a man and a prophet, and who
would have been fhocked at the dodlrine

of more Gods than one^ the philofophical

chriftians, though they faid that Chrift, on

account of the divine logos that v/as united

to him, might be called a God, acknow-

ledged that it was in an inferior fenfe, that

the divinity, and even the being of the Son,

was derived from the Father ; and that

when the one God was fpoken of, it was the

Father only (who was the proper fountain

of deity) that was intended. Nay, in oppo-

fition to the philofophical unitarians, who

aflerted that the divinity of the Father, and

that of the Son, were the very fame, they

maintained
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maintained that they were different ; fince

the Father and the Son could not be faid to

be of the fame nature. For the Platonic

philofophers confidcred the nous^ or logos y as

a middle principle between the fupreme

God and the foul of the world ; and they

fometimes fpake of it as an intermediate

principle between God and the world itfelf.

As it had always been maintained by the

earlieft platonizing chriftians, that the lo-

gos came out of God juft before the creation

of the world, and confequently that there

had been a time when God was alone, and

the Son wfes not ; and as they had always

held, that when the Son was produced he

was greatly inferior to the Father, there

arofe fome who faid, that he ought to be

confidered as a mere creature, not derived

from the fubflance of God, but created out

of nothing, as other creatures were. For by

this time, the chriftian dodrine of a proper

creation out of nothing had begun to take

place of the philofophical dodrine of the

emanation of fouls from God. Thefe (who

were the Arians) confidering the logos as

being
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being the intelligent principle in Chrift,

thought that there was no occafion to fup-

pofe that he had any other foul. They,

therefore, faid that Chrift was a fuper-an-

gelic being, united to a human body ; that

though he was himfelf created, he was the

creator of all other things under God, and

the inftrument of all the divine communi-

cations to the patriarchs, which liad before

been fuppofed to be the province of the

uncreated logos.

In oppofition to the Arians, thofe who,

from the final prevalence of their dodtrine,

obtained the name of orthodox and catholics^

confidering that the logos had never before

been reprefented as a creature, but as, the

proper reafon or wifdom of the Father,

maintained that he muft have always been

in the Father, and therefore (correcfting

their former language, and carrying their

principle to its proper extent, which a re-

fpedt for the unitarians, now greatly dirpi-

niihed in number, had hitherto prevented)

they maintained that he muft be of the

fame fubftance with the Father, and have

been
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been co-eternal with him. In the coiirfe of

the controverfy they were likewife led to

advance upon their former docftrine, fo as

to fay, that that a<Sl of the Father, to which

they gave the name of generation^ had taken

place from eternity, and was not fomething

that had paffed juft before the creation of

the world ; fo that the Son had always

exifted as a fon, and the Father as a father

;

and that there was no difference between

them, but that of Father and Son, and the

different offices that belonged to each of

them refpedively, as the Father, or the Son.

This was the flate of things foon after

the council of Nice, when ther,e arofe a

controverfy concerning the Holy Spirit,

which was faid in the fcriptures to pro-

ceed from God, or to be fent by God,

or by Chrift. On this fubjedt it is re-

markable, that there had been no contro-

verfy among chriflians before that council,

though there had been a difference of opi-

nion among them. Some of the Anteni-

cene Fathers defcribed the Spirit as if they

had conceived it to be nothing but a power

communicated
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communicated by God, though others of

them fuppofed it to be a ferfon^ inferior to

God, and even to Chrift. For it was ge-

nerally afferted, that the Spirit was one of

the beings that had been made by Chrift,,

without whonu they faid, nothing was made

that was tnade. Such dodlrine as this did

certainly pafs without cenfure before the

council of Nice, and it is the lefs to be

wondered at, as the third perfon in the

Platonic trinity, viz. the -^v^^y had never

been defcribed as having been any part of

the Supreme Being, or neceflarily belong-

ing to him, which the nous, or logosy had

been.

There were fome who, while they held

the permanent perjonality of the Son, thodght

that the Holy Spirit was only an occafional

efflux from the deity, refembling a beam of

light from the fun. This opinion alfo was

not deemed to be heretical.

From this time, however, thofe who had

diftinguifhed themfelves the moft by their

defence of the dodtrine of the confubjiantia^

lity of the Son with the Father, did like-

wife
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wife maintain both the proper perfonallty

of the Spirit, and alfo his confubftantiality

with the Father and the Son. This doc-

trine of the confubftantiality of the three

divine perfons foon led to that of their per-

fect equality with refped to all divine per-

fections ; and this completed the whole

fcheme. According to it, though there

is hut one God^ there are three divine perfons

y

each of which feparately taken, is perfebl

Gody though all together make no more than

one perfeft God ; a propofition not only

repugnant to the plaineft principles of com-

mon fenfe, but altogether unknown before

the council of Nice, as is acknowledged by

many learned trinitarians. Among others,

the famous Mr. Jurieu faid, that '^ thefun-

** damental articles of chriftianity were not

** underftood by the Fathers of the three

** firft centuries, that the true fyflem began

** to be modelled into fome ihape by the

** Nicene bifhops, and was afterwards im-
** proved by the following fynods and coun-

** cils.*' Jortin's Remarks, vol. 3. p. 50.

A little
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A little refledlion, however, one would

think, .might fatisfy any perfon, that a

dodrine which was unknown in the chrif-

tian church till the fourth century could be

no genuine dodrine of chriftianity. Leaft

of all can it be fappofed, that any novel

and late dodrine can be of fo much confe--

quence as that of the trinity has always been

conceived to be by thofe who have main-

tained it. For effediual meafures would,

no doubt, have been taken by divine pro-

vidence, that every dodtrine of real import-

ance to chriftianity /hould be fo clearly

expreifed, and fo well explained in the

fcriptures, as that it would not have re-

mained undifcovered, or ill underftood, till

fo late a period as the fourth century. .

SEC-
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been known, it is hardly poffible to fup-

pofe, that the pre-exiftencc of Chrift would

ever have been iinagined, or that any of the

doctrines which arofe from it, or are con-

necSed v/ith it, would have been adopted.

In this cafe, alfo, we fliould never have

heard cf the vvorfhip of dead faints, or the

dodrine of purgatory, which are among

the molt enormous abufes of popery.

Another principle, common to both the

fyftems of philofophy above mentioned,

was, that matter is the fource of all evil, a

dodrine which led either to making light

of the moft criminal fenfual indulgences,

or to that rigour and aufterity which was

imagined to purify and elevate the foul, by

negleding or macerating the body. This

principle induced numbers of both fexes,

to feclude themfelves from the world, and

to pafs their lives in a manner equally ufe-

lefs to themfelves and others. It alfo gave

rife to the favourite dodrine cf the fupe-

riority of the unmarried to the married (late,

and to the injunction cf celibacy on thofe

who were called /r/^'?J".

Vol. IV. U The
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The monadic life was alfo greatly pro-

moted by the Platonic dodlrine of the union

of the foul to God, attainable by con-

templation and prayer, which was eagerly

adopted by many chriflians, who thought

it wife to negled and mortify the body,

and to give their whole attention to the

foul.

Thefe three dodrines, viz. that of the

immateriality of the foul, that of matter

being the fource of evil, and that of the

union of the foul to God, by contempla-

tion and abftradion from matter, have done

unfpeakable mifchief to the fcheme of

chriflianity, aiFeding the whole character of

of it, and almoft every thing in doftrine, or

in pradlice, relating to it. It may not be

amifs, however, juft to notice a few other

things of a lefs general nature, in which

Gnofticifm, or Platonifm, have left traces

of themfelves in the creeds of chriftians.

That the Supreme God was not himfelf

the maker of the v/orld, was a capital ar-

ticle in the creed of the Gnoftics, and this

was alfo a dodtrine of the platonizing

chriftians,
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chriflians, Vv'ith this difference that, accord-

ing to the Gnoftics, the maker of the

v/crld was one of thofe intelligences which

was derived, mediately or immed^:itely,

from the Supreme Being ; whereas, ac-

cording to the platonizing chriflians, the

maker of the world was the logos^ which

had been an attribute of the Supreme Be-

ing. The former alfo thought that the

world was made with a malevolent inten-

tion, and the latter with a benevolent one.

The Arians approached fomething nearer

to the doclrine of the Gnoftics, than thofe

who were called catholics, maintaining that

the world was made by a creature properly

fo called. For according to that philofo-

phy from which Gnofticifm was derived,

all intelligent beings fubordinate to the

Supreme, were fuppofed to be fo far of the

fame nature^ as to have been derived me-

diately or immediately from his fubftance,

though they were not Qx^zX^^out of 7iothing.

According to both fyftems, the world was

made by a being who might be called, if

not an angel, at lead a fupcr-angelic fpirit.

U 2 And
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And all the three lyftems, viz. that of the

Gnoftics, that of the catholics, and that of

the Arians, go upon this common principle,

that it is unworthy of the Supreme Being

himfelf to condefcend to do any thing; he

being fuppofed to be imnioveably employed

in contemplation only, and chiefly that of

his own perfedions.

The Docetse among the Gncftics held

that Chrift had no body, but only the ap-

pearance of one, and that he was incapable

of feeling pain. And though the plato-

nizing chriilians believed that Chrift had a

proper body, confifting of real flefh and

blood, fome of them imagined it was in-

capable of feeling pain, and that in confe-

quence of its union with the logos, the

body as well as the foul of Chrift, had va-

rious privileges fuperior to thofe that were

pofleffed by other fouls and bodies ; as that

befides feeling no pain, it did not neceflfarily

require the recruits of food or fleep, &c.

and that it was not liable to corruption.

It was from the Gnoftics alfo, that the ca-

tholics derived the whimfical notion of

Mary
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Mary continuing a proper virgin after (he

was delivered of Jefus, fo that fhe was, in

all refpedls, the very fame that (lie had been

even before the conception ; a dodrine

which is ftill held facred in the church of

Rome.

Laflly, it is not abfolutely impoffible,

but that Auftin might have been fomewhat

influenced by his former Manichasan prin-

ciples, in forming his dodlrines of pre-

deflinatjon and reprobation. The Mani-

chseans held that fouls had different origins,

in confequence of which fome were necef-

farily good, and would be faved, and others

neceflarily wicked, and would be damned.

And though Auftin thought that all fouls

were, in themfelves, of the fame natiire, it

was, he faid, the mere arbitrary decree of

God that made the difference between thera

with refpedl to their future deflination 3 fo

that there is fome refemblance between the

two fyftcms,

U 3 S E C^
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SECTION III.

Maxims of Hijlorical Criticifm.

ALL reafoning may be reduced to cer-

tain firft principles^ and all propofi-

tions are more eafily examined by having

recoLirfe to them. Maihematicians^ who
reafon in the moft exaft and rigorous man-

ner, always proceed in this way, beginning

with axioms^ the truth of which cannot be

difputed, and reducing the moft complex

propofitions to them 3 fo that the truth of

the one can no more be controverted than

that of the other. In like manner, critics^

have laid down what they call canojis of

criticifm, of which they make a fimilar

ufe.

As I wiih to apply a fpecies of reafon-

ing equally ftridt to fuch hiftorical diA

cuffions as that which is the fubjedt of

this work, I have likewife drawn up maxims

of
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of hijlorical criticifm^ the truth of which
cannot, I think, be controverted, and to

thofe I wifli to reduce every propofition

that I have advanced that is of an hiftorical

nature.

I have, however, made no general fyftem,

but have only noted fuch particulars as I

. myfelf have had occafion for ; and evea

this I am far from pretending to have exe-

cuted with perfedl accuracy ; but I give it

as zjketch, to be examined at leifure, and to

be rectified where it fliall appear to be

requifite.

Thefe maxims are chiefly adapted to the

ioWovfmgfummary view of thofe arguments,

which I apprehend eftabliih my princi-

pal pofition, viz. that the chriftian church

was originally unitarian ; and therefore I

have annexed to moil of them the num-

ber of that article in the fummary view to

which they correfpond, that they may be

compared together. I wifli that trinita-

rians and Arians, would in like manner

reduce into axioms the principles on which

they proceed, that they may be compared

J,

U 4 with
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with thefe; and perhaps we may by this

means be aflifted in coming to a proper

iiiue in this controverfy.

1.

When two perfons give diiierent ac-

counts of things, that evidence is to be

preferred, v/hich is either in itfelf more

probable, or more agreeable to other cre-

dible teftimony.

Neither is entire credit to be given to

any fet of men with refpedl to what is re-

putable to them, nor to their enemies with

refped to what is difreputable ; but the

account given by the one, may be balanced

by that of the other. Summary View,

No 10.

3-

In order to eftablifli the credibility of

any fadt, it muil not only be related by a

fufficient number of cotemporary witnefTes,

but it mull: appear to have been believed by

their cotemporaries in general. Otherwife,

the teflimony of a few, will be overba-

lanced by that of many.

4. Ag^
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Accounts of any fet of men given by

their enemies only, are always fufpicious.

But the confeflions of enemies, and circum-

ftances favourable to any body of men, col-

lesfled from the v/ritings of their adver-

faries, ^re deferving of particular regard.

It is a llrong argument againft the cre-

dibility of any pretended fad:, that it was

not believed by thofe who were fo lituated

as to have been competent judges of its

truth, and who were at the lame time iji^

terefted to believe it.

6.

It is natural for men who wi(h to fpeak

difparagingly of any fedl to undervalue their

numbers, as well as every thing elfe re-

lating to them; and it is equally natural

for thofe who willi to fpeak refpedlfully of

any party, to reprefent the members of it

as more numerous than they are. Sum-

mary View, No. 1 3,

7. When
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/

When perfons form themfelves into fo-

cieties, fo as to be diftinguifhable from

others, they never fail to get fome particu-

lar namcy either affiimed by themfelves, or

impofed by others. This is neceffary in

order to make them the fubjed of con-

verfation ; long periphrafes in difcourfe

being very inconvenient. Summary View,

No. 8.

8.

When particular opinions are afcribed to

a particular clafs of men, without any dif-

tindion of the time when thofe opinions

were adopted by them, it may be pre-

fumed, that they were fuppofed to hold

thofe opinions from the time that they re-

ceived their denomination. Summary View,

No. 4.

9-

When a particular defcription is given

of a clafs of perfons within any period of

time, any perfon who can be proved to

have the proper character of one of that

clafs.
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clafs, may be deemed to have belonged to

it, and to have enjoyed all the privilges of

it, w^hatever they v/ere. Summary View,

No. 9.

10.

When an hiftorlan, or writer of any kind,

profeffedly enumerates the feveral^m^j be-

longing to any genusy or general body of

men, and omits any particular fpecies, or

denomination, which, if it had belonged to

the genus, he, from his fituation and cir-

cumlbances, was not likelv to have over-

looked, it may be prefumed that he did not

confider that particular fpecies as belonging

to the genus. Summary View, No. 7.

1 1.

When any particular dodrine is a necef-

fary part of a fyftem, and it can be made

to appear that within a given period that

doctrine was not known, it may be con-

cluded that the fyftem had no exiftencc

within that period. Or when any dodrine

inconfiflent with the fyftem is held in that

period, it equally proves the fame thing.

Summary View, No. 17, 18.

T 12. Great
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12.

Great changes in opinion are not ufually

made of a fudden, and never by great bodies

of men. That hiftory, therefore, which

reprefents fuch changes as having been made

gradually, and by eafy fteps, is always the

more probable on that account. Summary

View, No. 16.

The common or unlearned people, in

any country, who do not fpeculate much,

retain longeil: any opinions with v/hich

their minds have been much impreffed;

and therefore, we always look for the oldeft

opinions in any country, or any clafs of

men, among the common people, and not

among the learned. Summary View, No.

13, 14-

14.

If any new opinions be introduced into

a fociety, they are moft likely to have in-

troduced them, who held opinions fimilar

to them before they joined that fociety.

Summary View, No. 15.

15- If
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15-

If any particular opinion has never fiiled

to excite great indignation in all ages and

nations, where a contrary opinion has hecn

generally received, and that particular opi^

nion can be proved to have exifted in any

age or country vv^hen it did not excite indig-

nation, it may be concluded that it had

many partizans in that age or country, p'or

the opinion being the fame, it could not of

it itfelf be more refpedable ; and human

nature being the fame, it could not but have

been regarded in the fame light, fo long as

the fame ftrefs was laid on the oppofite opi-

nion. Summary View, No. i. if, 12.

16.

When a tim.e is given, in which any very

remarkable and interefting opinion was not

believed by a certain clafs of people, and

another timoin which the belief of it was

general, the introdudion of fuch an opinion

may always be known by the effeCls which

it will produce upon the minds, and in the

condud of men ; by the alarm which it will

give to fome, and the defence of it by

others.
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others. If, therefore, no alarm was given,

and no defence of it was made within any

particular period, it may be concluded that

the introduction of it did not take place

within that period. Summary View, No. 2,

3. 6.

When any particular opinion or pradtice

is neceflarily or cuftomarily accompanied by

any other opinion or practice ; if the latter

be not found within any particular period,

it may be prefumed that the former did not

exift within that period. Summary View,

No. 5.

SEC.
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SECTION IV.

A'fummary View of the Evidencefcr the pri-

jnitive Chriftians having held the Dodlrine

of theJimpk Humanity uf Chrift,

I. TT is acknowledged by early writers

X of the orthodox perfuaiion, that two

kinds of herefy exifted in the times of the

apoflles, viz. that of thofe who held that

Chrift was fimply a man; and that of the

Gnoftics. Now the apoftle John animad-

verts with the greateft feverity upon the

latter, but makes no mention of the for-

mer ^ and can it be thought probable 'that

he would pafs it without cenfure, if he had

thought it to be an error ; confidering how

great, and how dangerous an error it has

always been thought by thofe who have

confidered it as being an error at all ?

Maxim 15.

2. The great objedion that Jews have

always made to chriftlanity in its prefent

ftatc
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flate is, that it enjoins the worfliip of more

gods than one ; and it is a great article with

the chriftian writers of the fecond and fol-

lowing centuries to anfwer this objedion.

But it does not appear in all the book of Adls,

in which weliear much of the cavils of the

Jews (both in Jerufalem and in many parts

of the Roman empire) that they made any

fuch objedion to chriflianity then ^ nor do

the apoftles, either there, or in their epif-

tles, advance any thing with a view to fuch

an objection. It may be prefumed, there-

fore, that no fuch offence to the Jews had

then been given, by the preaching of a doc-

trine fo fhocking to them as that of the

divinity of Chrift muft have been. Maxim

15, j6.

3. As no Jew had originally any idea

of their Meffiah being more than a man,

and as the apoftles and the firft chriflians

had certainly the fame idea at firft concern-

ing Jefus, it may be fuppofed that, if ever

they had been informed that Jefus was not

a man, but either God himfelf, or the

maker of the w^crld under God, we fliould

have
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hava been able to trace the tiwe and the aV-

cumjfances iii which fo great a difcovery was

made to them ; and that v/e fliould have

perceived the efF^dt which it had upon their

minds ; at lead by feme change in their

manner of fpeaking concerning him. But

nothing of this kliid is to be found in the

Gofpels, in the book of A6ls, or in any of

the Epiftles. V/e perceive marks enow of

other new views of things, efpecially of the

call of the Gentiles to partake of the privi-

leges of the gofpel ; and we hear much of

the difputes and the eager contention which

it occafioned. But how much more muft

all their prejudices have been fhocked by

the information that a perfon whom they

firll: took to be a 77jere man, was not a 'man,

but either God himfelf, or the maker of the-

world under God ? Maxim 16.

4. All the Jewifh chriftians, after the

deftruftion of Jerufalem, which was im-

mediately after the age of the apoftles,

are called Ebionites -, and thefe were in

the time of Origen, only of two forts, feme

of them holding the miracaloiis conception

Vol, IV. X of
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of our Saviour, and others believing that

he w^as the fon of Jofeph, as well as of

Mary. None of them are faid to have

believed either that he was God, or the

maker of the world under God. iVnd is it

at all credible that the body of the Jewifii

chrirdans, if they had ever been inftrudted

by the apoftles in the dodtrihe of the divi-

nity, or pre-exiftence of Chrift, would fo

foon, and fo generally, if not univerfally,

have abandoned that faith ? Maxim 8.

5. Had Chrift been confidered as God,

or the maker of the world under God, in

the early ages of the church, he would na-

turally have been the proper objeft of

prayer to chriftians ; nay, more fo than God

the Father, with whom, on the fcheme of

the dodrine of the trinity, they muft have

known that they had lefs immediate inter-

courfe. But prayers to Jefus Chrift were

not ufed in early times, but gained ground

gradually, with the opinion of Chrift being

God, and the objed: of worfhip. Maxim 17.

6. The chriftian Fathers in general repre-

fcnt the apoftles as obliged to ufe great cau-

tion
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tion not to offend their fifft converts with the

dodrine of Chrift's divinity, and as forbear-

ing to urge that topic till they were firfl

well eftabiifliedin the belief of his being the

Meffiah. Athanafius, in particular adds,

that the Jews being in an error on this fub-

je6t, drew the Gentiles into it. They all

reprefent the apollles as leaving their dif-

ciples to learn the dodrine of ChriiVs divi-

nity, by way of inference from certain ex-

preilions ; and they do not pretend to pro-

duce any inftance in which they taught that

doctrine clearly and explicitly before the

publication of the gofpel of John. Maxim

16.

7. Hegefippus, the firft chriftian hifto-

rian, enumerating the herefies of his* time,

mentions feveral of the Gnoftic kind, but

not that of Chrifl: being a mere man.

He moreover fays, that in travelling to

Rome, where he arrived in the time of

Anicetus, he found all the churches that

he vifited held the faith which had been

taught by Chrift and the apoftles, which, in

his opinion, was probably that of Chri/l

X 2 being
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being net God, but man only. Juftin

Martyr alfo, and Clemens Alexandrinus,

who wrote after Hegefippus, treat largely

of herefies in general, without mentioning,

or alluding to, the unitarians. Maxim lo.

8. All thofe who were deemed heretics

in early times, were cut off from the com-

munion of thofe who called themfelves the

crtkodox chriflians, and went by fome par-

ticular name ; generally that of their leader.

But the unitarians tlmong the Gentiles were

not expelled from the aiTemblies of chrif-

tians, but worfhipped along with thofe who
were called orthodox, and had no particular

name till the time of Vidor, who excom-

municated Theodotus : and a lonj^ time

after that Epiphanius endeavoured to give

them the name of Alogi, And though the

Ebionites, probably about, or before this

time, had been excommunicated by the

Gentile chriilianS, it was, as Jerom fays,

only on account of their rigid adherence to

the law of Mofes. Maxim 7.

9. The Apoflles creed is that v/hich was

taught to all catechumens before baptifm,

and
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and additions were made to it from time to

time, in order to exclude thofe who were

denominated heretics. Now, though there

are leveral articles in that creed which al-

lude to the Gnoftics, and tacitly condemn

them, there was not, in the time of TertuU

lian, any article in it that alluded to the

unitarians ; fo that even then any unitarian,

(at leaft one believing the miraculous con-

ception) might have fubfcribed it. It may,

therefore, be concluded, that fimple unita-

rianifm was not deemed heretical at the end

of the fecond century. Maxim 9.

10. It is owned by Eufebius and others,

that the ancient unitarians themfelves, con-

ftantly afferted that their doctrine w^s the

prevailing opinion of the chriftian church till

the time of Vidtor. The trinitarians denied

this, but the truth of it may be proved from

their own conceiSions, efpecially their abun-

dant acknowledgment that the doctrines of

the pre-cxiftence and divinity of Chrift were

not taught with clearnefs and eifedl, till it

was done by the evangelift John, which

X 3
was
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was fuppofed to be after the death of the

other apoftles. Maxim 2.

ij. Juflin Martyr, who maintains the

pre-exiilence of Chrifl, is fo far from call-

ing the contrary opinion a herejy^ that what

he fays on the fubjed: is evidently an apo-

logy for his own : and when he fpeaks of

heretics In general^ which he does with great

indignation, as no chrijllans, and having no

communication with chriftians, he men-

tions the Gnoftics only. Maxim 15.

12. Irenaeus, who was after Juftin, and

who wrote a large treatife on the fubjeft of

herefy, fays very little concerning the Ebio-

nites ; and the Ebionites he fpeaks of, he

defcribes as believing that Chriit was the

fon of Jofeph, without mentioning thofe,

if fuch there then were, who believed the

miraculous conception. Maxim 15.

13. Tertullian reprefents the majority

of the common or unlearned chriftians, the

Idioicey as unitarians. It may therefore be

prefumed that, as the unitarian doiflrine was

held by the common people in the time of

Tertullian^
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Tertullian, it had been more general flill

before that time, and probably univerfal in

the apoftolical age. Athanafius alio mentions

it as a fubjedl of complaint to the orthodox

of his age, that the many, and efpecially,

perfons of low iinderjiandings, were inclined

to the unitarian dodrine. Maxim 6. 13.

J 4. The firft who held and difcuffed the

dodrine of the divinity of Chrifl, acknow-

ledged that their opinions were exceedingly

unpopular among the unlearned chriflians
5

that thefe dreaded the dodrine of the tri-

nity, thinking that it infringed upon the

dodrine of the fupremacy of God the Fa-

ther ; and the learned chriftians made fre-

quent apologies to them, and to others, for

their own opinion. Maxim 13.

15. The divinity of Chrift was firft ad-

vanced and urged by thofe who had been

heathen philofophers, and efpecially thofe

who were admirers of the dodrine of Plato,

v/ho held the opinion of a fecond God.

Maxim 14.

16. There is a pretty eafy gradation in

the progrefs of the dodrine of the divinity

X4 ^f
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of Chrift; as he was firft thought to be a

God in fome qualified fcnfe of the word,

a diftinguiilied emanation from the fupreme

rnindj and then the Icgosy or the 'wifdorn of

God perfonified ; and this Ig<jos was firil

thought to be only occafionally detached

froai the Deity, and then drawn into his

eiTence again, before it was imagined that

it had a pennanent perfonalityy diftind: from

that of the fource from which it fprung.

And it was not till the fourth century, that

this logos^ or Chrifl, was thought to be pro-

perly equal to the Father. Whereas, on the

other hand, though it is now pretended t^t

the apoftles taught the dodtrine of the divi-

nity of Chrift, yet it cannot be denied that

in the very time of the apoftles, the Jewifh

church, and many of the Gentiles alfo, held

the opinion of his being a mere man. Here

the tranfition is quite fudden, without any

gradation at all. This muft naturally have

given the greateft alarm, fuch as i^ now
given to thofc v/ho are called orthodox, by

the prefent Socinians ; and yet nothing of

this kind can be perceived. Befides, it is

certainly.
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certainly moil probable that the chriftians

of thofe times, urged as they were with

the meannefs of their mafter, fliould incline

to add to^ rather than take froniy his natu-

ral rank and dignity Maxim 12.

1 7. The dodtrine of Chrift having no human

fouly befides the logos ^ is neceffary to the

^rian hypothefis. But all the Fathers who
wrote upon the fubjedl before the time of

Arius held that Chrift had a proper human

foul, and this doctrine was never objeded to

any of them as wrong. It may, therefore,

be concluded, that Arianifm had no exift-

ence before the age of Arius. Maxim 1 1.

18. The logos of all chriftian writers be-

fore Arius, was an attribute of God the

Father, which the catholics fuppofed to

have become a proper per/on. That the

logos had even not beeriy and that it was

created out of iicthingy is a dodrine that

cannot be traced any higher than the age

of Arius. It, therefore, could not be the

rfoclrine that was taught by the apoftles.

^laxim I J

.

To
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To this fummary view of the arguments

in favour of the chriftian church having

been originally unitarian, I fhall fubjoin

a fimilar abridgment of the arguments for

and agalnft the miraculous conception.

The hiftory of the miraculous concep-

tion is contained in our prefent copies of

of the gofpels of Matthew and Luke. It

was certainly believed by Juftin Martyr, and

no doubt by many other chriftians of that

age, and we have no account of any time

in which the introdu6lions which contain

that hiftory were-added to the gofpels. And

that of Luke in particular is fo much of a

piece with the ftyle of the reft of the hif-

tory, that there can be little doubt of its

having made an original part of it. We
have, therefore, the teftimony of two co-

temporary hiftorians in its favour.

On the other hand, as all the writings

of the ancient unitarians are loft, and efpe-

cially that of Symmachus, on this very fub-

je(ft, there may have been complaints of

interpolations, of which we have nov/ no

3 account.
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account. And had it been always under-

ftood that thofe introductions were really

written by Matthew and Luke, efpecially

that of Matthew, it is not eafy to account

for the difbelief of the ftory by any chrif-

tians, efpecially thofe of the Jewifii race,

who had the higheft refpedl for what they

really thought to be the genuine gofpel of

Matthew. Whereas a difpofuion to add to

the perfonal dignity of Chrift, which dif-

covered itfelf very early, may be fuppofed

to have led others to adopt the opinion of

the miraculous conception on infufficient

grounds.

No fatisfadlory reafon. can now be ima-

gined, why Chrift £hould not have been

born of two human parents ; nor can we

find any tradition of fuch a reafon in the

early chriftian writers. There might even

be a fufpicion, that he was not properly a

man^ if he was not produced as other men

are ; and confequently the peculiar advan-

tages of the unitarian doctrine will be in

fome danger of being abandoned.

The
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The miraculous conception does not ap-

pear to have been aflerted in the time of the

apoflies ; there being no mention of it, or

allufion to it, in the New Teftament (ex-

cept the introdudions to the gofpels above

mentioned) and there being no account of

any objed:ion made to it by unbelievers in

that age, as there were afterwards. And

if there was no fufncient evidence of the

fa6l in that early period. It would be too

late to afcertain it to fatisfadion after-

wards. We are not informed that either

Mary, or any other perfon Vv'ho could pro-

perly atteft the fad;, was queftioned on the

fubjed.

The only gofpel that was received by the

Jewiih chriftians (who, from their fitua-

tion, muft have been the beft judges) as

the authentic gofpel of Matthew, did not

contain the two firft chapters.

The introdudions to the gofpels of

Matthew and Luke contain, each of them,

feveral improbable circumflances, and are

hardly compatible with each other. The
genealo.
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genealogies in particular, which arc both

faid to be that of Jofeph, are wholly dif-

ferent. Matthew's account of Jefus's re-

ceiving the vifit of the wife men at Bethle-^

hem, cannot eafily be reconciled with Luke's

account of his parents living at Nazareth,

and only going to Bethlehem for the pur-

pofe of the cenfus. The account of this

cenfus is full of improbabilities, efpccially

as it fuppofes an obligation on Mary, a

woman big with child, to attend there at

that time.

Had the hiftory contained in thefe two

introducflions been true, Jefus muft have

been publicly announced to be the Meffiah

from the time of his birth ; whereas, both

his education, and the manner in which* he

conduded himfelf after the commencement

of his public miniftry, (hew^, that no perfon

had fuch an idea of him, and he did not,

for a confiderable time, claim that charac-

ter, except to a few.

Had the hiftory of the miraculous con-

ception been well founded, it is hard]/

poffible to account for the omiflion oi it

bv
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by John, but more efpecially by Mark,

whether he was an epitomizer of Matthew,

as fome have fuppofed, or not ; becaufe the

fadl being quite lingular, and of an extra-

ordinary nature, he could not have thought

it unworthy of being recorded in a profelfed

hiftory of Chrift.

All the Jewifh chriftians are by Irensus

called Ebionitesy and he always defcribes

them as believing Jefus to have been the

fon of Jofeph ; and only Origen, and Eu-

febius, who probably copied him, fpeak of

any of them as believing the miraculous

conception, and this is only in one paflage

ofEufebius. In another paffage he fpeaks

of the Ebionites in general (and he has no

other name for any Jewifh chriftians) as

difbeliving it.

It is probable alfo, that many Gentile

chriftians dift)elieved the miraculous con-

ception. Juftin Martyr fpeaks of no uni-

tarians but fuch as were of this opinion.

Some of them certainly were fo in the time

of Origen ; and from the circumftance of

the followers of Paulus Samofatenfis faying

that
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that Jefus was born at Nazareth, it is pro-

bable the ancient Gentile unitarians in ge-

neral gave no credit to the account of his

being born at Bethlehem, and confequently

not to the miraculous conception. In that

early age, therefore, the unitarians had

feen no reafon which induced them to

believe it, and no new authority has been

difcovered fmce that time.

The early Gnoftics did not believe the

miraculous conception, though their fyftem

would have inclined them to admit it; and

Marcion exprefsly maintained, that the ori-

ginal copy of Luke's gofpel did not con-

tain that hiftory.

If Jefus be not the fon of Jofeph, there is

no evidence of his being defcended fi;om

David, which the Jews coniider as a necef-

fary charadteriftic of the Meffiah, and there

is no prophecy that announces his miracu-

lous birth.

SEC-
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SECTION V.

Some of the Vjes that may be derived from

the Confuhration of the Subje^ of thk

V/ork.

I. TT^ROM the variety of opinions that

*- we have been reviewing, we may fee

the great ufe of what is generally called

Metaphyficsy or the importance of gaining

clear ideas concerning fubjedts of the moft

general and comprehenlive nature. A little

good fenfe and difcernment of this kind

would have intirely prevented the rife of

the dodlrine of the trinity. It would have

been feen at once, that it was abfurd to

fuppofe, that a mere attribute of any being

could be converted into a fubftance -, and

therefore that Chrift, or the Son, could

never have been the original and proper

liufdomy cv power oi the Father; at firfl-, a

mtvQ property, as reafon is in man, and after-

Vv^ards a perfon^ truly diftindt from him, and

capable of having fentiments, and a fphere

I of
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of action of his own, fo as to become incar-

nate, while the Father remained in heaven.

Still more evident, if pcffible, is it, that

found metaphyfics would have revolted at the

fuppofition of three divine perfons making

no more than one god. This muft have

been immediately perceived to be an exprefs

contradlSfiony fuch as no miracles could

prove.

2. The fubjedl of this work may Jikewife

ferve to fhew us the ufe of true Philojbpby.

Had not this fcience been in its very in-

fancy at the time of the promulgation of

chriftianity, the dodlrine oi prolations would

have been entirely exploded. For we fee

nothing in nature that could authorize us to

fuppofe, that a part, protruded from ai\ in-

telligent being (whether feparated from it

or not) could of itfelf become a diflind in-

telligent being of the fame kind. A branch

or flip from a tree is by no means a cafe of

fimple prolation^ much lefs would it ever

have occured to any perfon, that the beings

thus prolated and derived from another,

could be drawn back into that being from

Vol. IV. Y which
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which they fprung, which was a doctrine

in the oriental philofophy. Beiides, if

natural prolations be the foundation of ana-

logical reafoning, with refped: to the Su-

preme Being, we muft admit both a power

of infinite multiplication, and alfo that there

may be numberlefs derived intelligences in

all refpeds fully equal to the original

ftock, which was never admitted, even by

the Gnoftics. The dodrine of prolation

can only be exemplified by the derivation of

a river from a fpring, or a canal from a

river -, but this is very remote indeed from

the cafe of any thing that is endued with

life^ and flill more remote from that of

beings which have intelligence.

Had the nature of lights and its relation

to the fun^ been known to Philo, and the

chriftian Fathers, they could never have

availed themfelves of it, to favour their

dodtrine of the occafional perfonification of

the divine logos, which led to that of its

permanent perfonification, as this led to the

dodlrine of the perfeft equality of the Son to

the Father.

Light



Sec T . V, The Conclujion.
-^
2 ->

Light was, in that age, imagined to be

an efflux, protruded from the fun in the day

time, always conneded with it, and drawn

back into it again at night; and fuch was

the logos fuppofed to be with refped to

God, by Philo and the philofophical uni-

tarians. Had they underflood the true

nature of light, they would hardly have en-

tertained fuch an abfurd idea of the logos,

and of its relation to the fupreme mind.

We fhould, therefore, never have heard of

their notion concerning the protrufion of

the logos from God. Confequently Chrift

could never have been thought to be this

logos, but would always have been fuppof-

ed to have been a mere prophet, like Mofes,

arid others, who had gone before him.' As

to the Arian created logos, I have (hewed that

the idea of it was fubfequent to that of the

trinitarian uncreated logosy and was what

would never have been thought of, if this

other had n(>t preceded it.

To their new logos, however, the Arians

attributed all the functions of the old one,

even that of being the creator of the world

;

Y 2 and
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and, extraordinary as this may feem, yet

the idea of a fubordinaie creator being once

eftabliihed, and having been received both

by the Gnoftics and the catholics, the

greateft difficulty was already furmounted.

For to fuppofe that to be done by a created

being, v/hich had before been fuppofed to

be done by a being inferior to the deity,

though uncreated, was no great ftep, efpe-

cially confidering how little it is that we

can pretend to know of the nature of crea-

tion. But whatever it be, it is always re-

prefented in the fcriptures as the fole pre-

rogative of the fupreme Being.

How difgraceful is it to the prefent age,

in which philofophical and metaphyfical

knowledge are fo much improved, that we

cannot forbear to fmile at the fyftems of

ancient times, and are apt to treat them

with perhaps too much contempt, that we

yet retain thofe dodtrines in theology which

owe their rife to them. The perufal of

this work, in which are exhibited the ab-

furd notions and reafonings of thofe who
have obtained the name of Fathers, and

I efpecialiy
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efpecially their truly ridiculous interpreta-

tions of fcripture, cannot but tend to abate

our reverence for the dodrines for which
they contended, and which, indeed, they

introduced.

3. I flatter myfelf, however, that this

work, together with thofe which I have

already publiihed on thefe fubjeds, may be

the means of exciting a more general atten-

tion to thefe early chrillian writers, by

giving a juft idea of the proper t<fe of them.

This is that of fupplying authorities for

ancient fafts relating to chriftianity, fuch

as the exiftence of particular opinions at

particular tirnes, and the adual progrefs of

them s which may enable us to afcertain

their caufes and confequences. With re-

fpefl; to the writers themfelves, they ought

to be judged of by their fituation and ad-

vantages. Notwithftanding the contempt

into which they are fallen, yet as tneny and as

writers, they were, no doubt, equal to men
and writers of any other age ; and as phi'"

lofophers and metaphyficians^ it will be itt'ci

jthat they were equal, and indeed, fuperior

Y3 to
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to the very ableft of the Platonifts. Their

ideas were lefs confufed, and their reafon-~

ing from their premifes quite as clear and

conclufive. They are generally charged

with inconjijlency ; but this accufation has

been much aggravated. Taking any of

them fingly, I will venture to fay, that they

were not more inconfiftent with themfelves

than writers of any other age, who lived as

long, and who wrote as much as they did

;

and the variety of charader and manner in

the different writers is exaftly fimilar to

that of any other fet of writers. Had Mr.

Locke, Sir Ilaac Newton, or Dr. Clarke,

lived in thofe times, and had enjoyed all

the advantages of liberal education which

the age afforded, they would not, I am
perfuaded, have made a greater figure than

Origen, Jerom, or Auftin ; and I would be

far from anfwering for it, that their good

fenfe would have made them fuch men as

Paulus Samofatenfis, Marcellus of Ancyra,

or Photinust

The chriflian Fathers have been likewife

highly cenfured for their loofe manner of

interpreting
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interpreting the fcriptures, and Origen has

been particularly blamed in this refped.

But in this they had a precedent in Philo,

whofe allegorical interpretations of the Old

Teftament are even more wild and abfurd

than theirs. And it is very unjuft to blame

Origen more than others of the Fathers in

this refped:. Auftin, Jerom, and even Eu-

febius, interpret t]be fcriptures in the fame

allegorical and faiiciful v^^ay.

But whatever oe the characfler, or real

value, of the chriftian writers in the three

or four firft centuries, in them only can

we find monuments of the ftate of things

in their age 5 and therefore they who really

wifli to know how chriftians thought, felt,

and acted, in the age immediately fubfe-

quent to that of the apoftles, muft ftudy

them, Befides, with refpedl to feveral im-

portant articles, they are the only guides

we have to a knowledge of the true flate of

things in the time of the apoftles ^ the book

of AcSs being a very concife and imperfed:

hiftory, though fufhcient for the purpofe

Y 4 for



328 The Conclufion. Sect. V.

for which it was written ; and its real va^.

lue is hardly lefs than that of the gofpels.

4. Laftly, after perufihg fuch a w^ork

as this, we rnay haye peculiar fatisfac-

tion in reflecting that, notwithftanding every

corruption of chriftianity, eyen that which

aifects the doctrine of the unity of God (an

artide of the firft n^agnitude in fpeculation^

which has even ferious pradical confe-

quences, and v;hich muft prevent the cor-

dial reception of it by the greateft part of

the world, and which therefore calls aloud

for all the zeal of its friends to expofc^ and re-

move it) it has, in every ftate, been infinitely

fuperior to the religion which prevailed in

the world before its promulgation. More-

over it has always, in a great meafure, anfwer-

ed its profeiTed objecft, which was to reform

the w^orld, by inculcating with proper autho-

rity, evidence, and effete, the great dodlrine

of rewards and punifliments after death.

This article of chriftian faith was held

even by the Gnoftics, and in every itage

of popifn darknefs and delufion. Falfe no-

tions
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tions of virtue have been taught ; but the

common fenfe, the daily obfervation and

experience of mankind, as vi^ell as an

attention to the genuine principles of the

gofpel, have always been able to keep thofc

deviations within fome bounds -, and what-

ever it be that any perfons, calling them-

felves chriftians, have deemed wrong con-

du3y they have firmly believed to draw

after it an adequate punifliment; as what-

ever they have thought to be right conduB,

they have had no doubt would be entitled

to an abundant rev/ard in the life fucceed-

ing the prefent.

It is greatly to be wiflied that all chrif-

tians w^ould attend more to this great bond

of union among them (an article of agree-

ment of fuch ma2:nitude as almofl to anni-

hilate all their differences) this common faith

vv^hich is equally held by them all, by the

Jews v/ho were before them, and by Ma-

hometans who have learned it of them.

This confideration would help to extin-

guifli mutual animofities, and give us a

cool and difpaffionate temper of mind, which

is
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is neceffary to that calm difcuflion of our

differences, from which alone we can ex-

pert a defirable termination of controverfy,

in the difcovery and unlverfal reception of

all truth.

This general agreement among chrif-

tians, in the great principles of their faith,

cfpecially thofe of the unity of God, and

the humanity of Chrify will make their re-

ligion appear infinitely more refpedable

(becaufe more rational) to the whole world,

and cannot fail to put an end to all in-

fidelity, and bring on thofe glorious times,

when, according to the fure word of pro-^

pbecyy the whole earth will be full of the

knowledge of the Lord, and tlpe kingdoms of

the world will become the kingdoms of our

Lordy and of his Chrifl,

I (hall not live to fee this event, but I

clearly fee the operation of thofe caufes^

which will certainly bring it to pafs ; and

this faith is able to give the greateft con-

folation through life, and in death. The
fainteft hope that my writings, notwith-

Handing the miftakes I may have fallen

into.
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into, and which I fhall always be ready

to corredl, may have been the fmallefl:

means, in the hands of providence, of ac-

complifliing fo great an end, does much
more than enable me to bear, it makes me
rejoice in, all the hatred and oppofition that

I draw upon myfelf by them.

SEC-
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SECTION VL

Of the prefent State of Things with refpebl

to the Trinitarian and Arian Controverfes^

^^F late years the attention of learned

^^ chriilians has been much drawn to the

do6trine of the trinity^ and it is highly de-

firable that this jfhould be continued till

the controverfy come to fome regular

ilTue. There was a remarkable aera of

this kind occafioned by the publication of

Dr. Clarke's Scripture DoBrine of the Tri-^

n'lty ; in lefs than twenty years after which

a great majority of learned chriilians in this

country were, I believe, pretty well fatisfied

concerning the fupremacy of one God the

Father, and that Chrift is only a creature.

If learned men will give equal attentipii

to the fubjecfl of this work (I do not fay to

the Vv^ork itfelf, for I hope to fee other

treatifes which fhall have the fame objedt)

we may expedl that in an equally fliort fpace

of
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of time the controverfy between the Arians

and unitarians will be decided. For everv

fad of any confequence to forming our

judgment may in that time be produced,

and when that is done, there will be little

more halting betzveen the fwo opinions. I

fpeak of thofe who are of a proper age for

inquiries of this kind, and fach as the

fifing generation will follow ^ while thofe

who are pafl the age of inquiry will go off

the ftage, and carry their prejudices with

them.

It certainly moft imports thofe who en-

joy fuperior flations in eftablifhed churches

to defend the fyftem from which they de-

rive their wealth and honours. The com-

munities, which give them their rank in

their refpedive countries, will look up to

them for it. And the fame unfavourable

conclufion will be drawn, whether they

leave the work to inferior hands, unequal

to the difcuffion, or themfelves come forth,

and be foiled in the conteft.

Such is the attention that is already given

to this fubjea:, and fuch the general expeda-

tion
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tion from the Arians in particular, that

their filence will be confidered in the fame

light as a giving up of the caufe. And the

confequence of a continued filence on the

part of both Arians and trinitarians muft

be that, excepting thofe who are called

methodijls (in whofe adherence to the efta-

bliflied fyftem there is generally more zeal,

without learning or knowledge) none will

be left, or hereafter rife up, to enjoy the

firft ftations in the church, but fuch as

will be fufficiently known to be unitarians.

And can it be expedled that the fyftem

can ftand long with fuch heterogeneous

fupports ?

Human eftablifhments may for a period

bear down reafon, and they have, no doubt,

a great advantage in the conteft. But not-

withftanding this, the progrefs of truths is

as certain as that of timey and whatever fyf-

tem has not the fupport of truth muft fall.

During the gradual progrefs of truth, her

enemies muft be filled with fecret confu-

lion, and her fnends, with the fuUeft con-

fidence and moft joyful expedation. In

this
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this age, all attempts to ftifle inquiry by

filencey will be as unavailing as former at-

tempts to overbear it by force. The time

is come when truth will be heard, and it

will be impoffible either to over-awe, or to

fupprefs it.

The common people are now much in-

terefted in theological difcuflions, the ap-

peal being made to tho^fcripturesy and to r^^-

fon, of which they are judges, as well as to

antiquity y with refped: to which they are lefs

qualified to determine; though even as to

this, by a careful attention, and a comparifo^

of the allegations on both fides, they may be •

enabled to come to a fatisfadtory conclufion.

And when the minds of a fufficient num-

ber of the more intelligent of the laity* are

enlightened, they will be followed by the

lefs intelligent -, and then the concurrence

of the fl:ate, and of the clergy, to a reforma-

tion of the public forms of worfhip in fa-

vour of unitarian principles, will come of

courfe. They who make and adminifter

laws, are neceflarily direfled in their pro-

2
ceedings
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ccedings by the fpirit and inclination of

the people, whofe fervants they really are,

and whole will they muft confult. How
glorious then is the profpeft which the

daily Ipread of unitarianifm is opening to

us !

I had intended to have enlarged on this

topic in this place ^ but having done it in

my late Sermon for the 5 th of November,

and the Reflections fubjoined to it, I take

the liberty to refer my readers to that pub-

lication.

MONn 0En AOHA.

Articles
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Articles omitted to be inferted in their proper

Places.

Vol. I. p. 19. after the laft paragraph add,

npHE manner in which the apoftles, and

thofe of the difciples of Chrift who re-

fpe<fted him the moft, lived and converfed

with him, fliews clearly enough, that they

confidered him in no higher light than that

of a prophet, or fuch a Meffiah as the Jews in

general expedted ^ one who was deftined to be

a temporal prince. But what a fmall matter

muft this have appeared to them, if they

had thought him to be the being who

made the world, to fay nothing of his

proper divinity. Had they feen him with

the eyes of an Arian, they muft have con-

fidered his appearing in the character of

the Mejpahy as a ftate of great humiliation,

inftead of a ftate of exaltation and glory

;

which, however always appears to have

been their idea of him in that character.

Vol. IV. Z Befides,
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Befides, the freedoms which they took with

him, as thofe of Peter reproving him for

talking of his fufferings, and for fpeaking

ofaperfon touching him in a crowd, and

other little circumftances, fhews that they

had not that awe of him upon their minds,

which they could never have diverted them-

felves of, if they had confidered him as

being their maker, A perfon who can think

ciherwife, muft never have attempted to

realize the idea, or have put himfelf in the

place of the apoflles, fo as to have imagined

himfelf introduced into the adual prefence

of his maker, in the form of man, or any

other form whatever. He would be over^

whelmed with the very thought of it. Or

if any particular perfon fliould have had

the courage, and unparalleled felf-poflef-

fion, to bear fuch a thing, muft there not

have been numbers who would have been

filled with confternation at the very idea,

or the mere fufpiclony of the perfon they

were fpeaking to being really God ? And
yet we perceive no trace of any fuch con-

fternation and alarm in the gofpel hiftory,

I no
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no mark of aftonifl)ment in the difciples of

our Lord in confeqiience of their belief of it,

and no marks of indignation or exclama-

tion of blafphcmy, &c. againft thofe who
diibelievcd it.

Vol. I. p. ^.G^ after the firft paragraph add,

I T is acknowledged that thefe two

paflages, viz. from the epiilles to the

Ephefians, and Coloflians, correfpond to

each other, and that they are to be in-

terpreted on the fame principles. Now if

the phrafeology in the epiPde to the Ephe-

fians be attended to, it will be clearly feen,

that the writer explains his own meaning

with refpecfl to what he calls creation. In

the fecond chapter, he reprefents the Gen-

tiles as being in a ftate of deaths and quick-

enedy or brought to life, by the gofpel.

Confcquently they might be faid to be

created again, as he fays, ch. ii. lo. IFe are

his workmanfinp created in Chriji Jefus unto

good works. Does not this fufficiently ex-

plain w^hat he meant, ch. iii. 9. by creating

all things by Jefus ChriJI ? With the fame

Z 2 idea
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idea he calls the heathen ilate of the Ephe-

fians the old rnariy and their chriftian ftate,

the new man, ch. iv. 22. T^hat ye put of- con-

cerning the former converfation the old man,

ivhich is corrupt, according to the deceitful

hifts : and be renewed in the fpirit of your

7}iind ; and that ye put on the new man,

ivhich, after God, is created in righteoufnejs

and true holinefs.

In the idea of the apoftle, the preaching

of chriftianity made a new and diftinguiihed

asra in the hiftory of the world, from which

things might be faid to have a new origin,

and this he terms creation, as he fays, 2 Cor,

V. 17. If any man be in Chriji, he is a new

creature : Old things are pajjed away, be-

hold all things are become new. And this lan-

guage is countenanced by, and was perhaps

adopted from, Ifaiah ; who, looking into

fature times, fays, ch. Ixv. 17. Bebold I

cr-eate new heavens, and a new earth, and the

former fi)all not be remembered nor come into

mind. But be ye glad, and rejoice for ever

in that which I create. For behold I create

Jerifalem a rejoicings and her people a joy.

By
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By this language the prophet only meant to

defcribe a glorious revolution in favour of

the Jews.

Vol. III. p. 30. after the lafl: paragraph add,

THE Rabbi Nachmanides, in his pub-

lic difputation before the king of Arragon,

in 1263, '^y^ ^^ greateft ftrefs imaginable

on the dodrine of the Meffiah being a mere

man 5 and his addrefs to the young king on

the fubjed: is pertinent and aifecfling.

** The greateft fubjedl of controverfy be-

*' tween us and the chriftians," fays he,

*« lies in this, that you make the Meffiah

" to be a God, which is not to be borne/'

(literally, it is a very hitter thing— l\^D ^d)

*' You, my king, are a young man, born of

" chriftian parents, and have all your life

*' heard monks and preachers difcourfing

** about the nativity of Jefus, and they have

'* filled your bones with this doctrine as

«* with marrow ; and from ufe it is grateful

<* to you. But what you believe on this

** fubjed: is contrary to found reafon. It is

23 *' not
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^' not agreeable to common fenfe, to the

** nature of things, or to. the writings of

** the prophets. The enormous prodigy is

'^ utterly inexplicably. For could the

<^ creator of heaven and earth, and of all

<^ things that are in them, go into the

*« womb of a Jewifh woman, be there

** nouriflied nine months, be afterwards

^' born a boy, then grow to a man, be de-

^* livered into the hands of his enemies,

** who Ihould pafs fentence of death upon

*^ him, ^nd execute it, then come to life

" again, &c. Thefe are things that neither

** the reafon of a Jew, nor that of any other

** man, can bear. It is in vain, there-

** fore, and to no purpofe, to difpute about

** other things -, it is on this that the hinge

*' of pur controverfy turns *."

* Cffterum, principalis caufa quae inter Judaeos ac

praeputiatos dubia ac controverfa ed, in eo latet, quod vos

Mefliam inter divinitalis fepta admittitis, quae res eft durif-

fima. Tu vero, mi rex domineque, juvenis es, patre

cbriftiano, et matre chriftiana progenitus, totaque vita tua

audivifti monachos, homunciones ct concionatores de nati-

vitatcjefu verba facientes, iihac quafi medulla repleverunt

ofTa
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Vol. 4. p. 10. after the firft paragraph in-

fert this Note,

AS I am confident it will will give plea-

fure to many of my readers, I ftall give

them a fpecimen of true candour in a mo-
dern trinitarian, the late excellent Dr.

Watts. It is copied from his Ufeful and

important ^leJUons concerning Jejiis thefon of
Gody p. II. &c. *' This title. Son of God, is

ofTa tua, et ex hac confuetudine fuavls eft ingenio tuo.

Sed vero res quam creditis, fans rationi adverfatur, nee

enim vel intelle6lus, vel rerum natura tale quid conce-

dunt, neque prophetae hoc enunciarunt. Amplius, nee

cxplicari poteft prodigii enormitas, prout demonftrabo ra-

tionibus evidentibus fuo loco et tempore. Nunquid enim

creator coeli et terras, rerumque quae his continentur om-

nium, reciperit (q(q in uterum Judaicae mulieris, ibique ale-

retur, per menfes novem, et puer poftea nafceretur, educa-

retur deinde, traderetur in manus inimicorumfuorum, qui

capitalem fententiam adverfus ilium pronunciarent, et neci

traderent, dicatur autem poftea revixifte, et reverfus efle in

locum fuum, quaeque alia funt ejus generis? Ifta nee Ju-

daei hominis nee cujufquam mortalium fana ratio fuffert,

in vanum igitur, et in nihilum, de aliis verba facitis, nam

>n his vertitur cardo noftrae eontroverfiae, P. 40.

Z 4 *' given
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*' given to Chrift, fometimes upon the ac-

** count of his incarnation and miraculous

*' birth ', but this cannot be the chiefmean-

*' ning of the name Son of God^ in the texts

«« before cited. For furely the belief that

«' the man Chrift Jefus was begotten of

<* God, and born of a virgin, vtdthout an

*^ earthly father, was not made the term of

*^ falvation any where that we can find in

** in the New Teftament. It is not this

** fort oifonjhip that Chrift and the apoftles

** lay fo great a ftrefs on, nor make the mat-

" ter of their fermons, and the labour of

** their arguments, to convince the world

*' of it, in order to their falvation. This
** circumftance of his extraordinary birth

*^ doth not feem to have any fuch fpecial

** connexion with the redemption and fal-

'* vation of men, as to have it made the pe-

** culiar matter of their faith, and the very

*' article on which their falvation was to

" depend.

** Doubtlefs many a poor creature might
'^ become a true believer in Chrift, when he

** was
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*' was upon earth, by the fight of his mi-
** racks, and hearing his doctrine, without
** the knowledge of this particular circum-
** ftance of his incarnation or birth ; and
** doubtlefs many a one was converted by
" the apoftles, without any notice of this

*' part of the hiftory of Chrift, For we
*' fcarce find fo much as the mention of it

** in their preaching or writings. This,
** therefore, cannot be the meaning of this

** name in thofe fcriptures/'

Vol. IV. p. 25. add,

IT has been feid that the ufe of the mi-

raculous conception was to be a motive

with the parents of Jefus, to give him a

pious and proper education. But to this it

may be replied, in the firft place, that his

parents, being of themfelves pious perfons,

would, of courfe, give their child a religi-

ous education ; and, therefore, could not

ftand in need of fo extraordinary a meafure

as this to engage them to attend to it,

Befides, no motive is naturally fo ftrong as

the

3
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the love that a parent bears to his own

child, to do for him every thing that he be-

lieves v^ill be for his advantage; which, on

the part of Jofeph, would be wanting on

this hypothecs.

The tnfk of the education of ttes Meffiah

would, in all probability, have quite over-

whelmed the minds of fuch perfons as Jo-

feph and Mary, who were in a low condi-

tion in life, and had enjoyed no particular

advantage w^ith refpedl to education them-

felves. Without exprefs inftru6tion from

heaven, it is moft probable that they would

have put him under the care of fome of

their rabbies, and certainly would never

have brought him up to the trade of a car-

penter.' Or they might naturally prefume,

that being born in a fupernatural manner,

he would beinftrudied, and prepared for his

office, in a fupernatural manner.

It does not appear that any particular

care of the education of Jefus was at all

neceffary. A learned education he evidently

had not ; for the Jews expreffed their afto-

nifhment
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nifliment at his dodrine, on the account of

his not knowing letters, meaning that he had

not had the education of one of their rabbies.

As far as appears, Jefus had not^ been taught

any thing more than to read and write his

own language ; and all the ufe that he had

made of this learning was in his private ftudy

of the fcriptures; and that, before his bap-

tifm, he had given more attention to thefe

than other pious Jews ufually did, may be

fuppofed, but cannot be proved.

We fee no reafon to think that Jefus's

appearing as the Meffiah at thirty years of

age, required any particular previous know-

ledge. He, like other Jews, would, of

courfe, be brought up in the expectatibn of

the Mefliah; and, till his baptifm, he

might be under the fame miflake with re-

fped to his charader and kingdom, that

other pious Jews were. But, at that time

(for we cannot be fure that it was before) he

would be informed that he was the perfon,

and would be inftrudled what he mull teach

^nd do, and alfo be apprized of what he muft

fujer
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fiffer in that charadler. And his fuper-na-

tural illumination, and his private medi-

tations, during the forty days v/hich he paf-

fed in abfolute retirement, will fufficlently

account for the part that he aded, and the

temper of mind that he difcovered after-

wards.

His firfl: preaching was nothing more

than John had taught before him. Mat. iv.

17. F?'om that tune Jefus began to preach and

tojayy Repentyfor the kingdom of heaven is at

band. Nor do I perceive any thing in his

fubfequent teaching, which any other good

man may not be fuppofed to have been al-

ways ready to deliver, on receiving inftruc-

tions from God on the fubjecfl. His mira-

cles evidently required no particular edu-

cation, preparation, or inftrucftion, for they

were not his. The Father within him did

the works.

Why then fliould we fuppofe that the

miraculous conception was provided as a

means to a certain end ; when neither the

exijience, nor the propriety of that end, can

be
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be proved from the fcriptures. We are no

where told, that any particular attention to

the education of Jefus by his parents was

requifite, nor do we find that fuch attention

was given. This then is a cafe in which

both l\\<dfa^y and the hypothefis to account

for it, are alike imaginary.

r/je



350 Names of the principal Perfons

The Names of the principal Ferfons mentiomd in this

Work, ivith the Times in which they lived, in the

order of the Alphabet, correfponding to the Biocrra-

phical Chartj which fronts the Titie-page of the

f.rft Volume.

AMBROSE, died A. D. 397. aged 57.

Anaft^ifius Sinaita, died 599.

ApoUinarius, jun. flourifAied 370.

Aquiia, fiourilhed 128.

Arius, died 336.

Arnobius, fioiiriihed 303.

Athanafius, died 371.

iUhenagoras, flourifhed 177,

Auilin, died 430. 76.

Bardefanes, fiouriflied 172.

Bafil the Great, died 37S. 5 i.

Bafil of Seieucia, flourifhed 448.

Balilides, flourifhed 112.

Beryllus, flouriilied 230.

Caius, flourifned 210.

Caflian, died 448. 97.

Cclfus, flourifhed 150.

Cerinthusj flourifhed 80.

Chrifl, died 29. 2>^,

Chryfoftom, died 407. 53.

Clemens Alexandrinus, died about 220.

Clemens
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Cleinens Romaniis, died 102.

Cofmas Indicopleuites, floiiriihed 535.

Cyprian, died 258.

Cyril of Alexandria, died 444.

Cyril of Jeiufalem, 386.

Didynmiis of Alexandria, floiirifhed 370.

Dionyfius of , died 265.

Donatus, died about 355.

Ephrem Syrus, flourifhed 370.

Epiphanius, died 403. 71.

Evagrius, born 535. lived after 595.

Eunomius, died about 394.

Eufebius, died about 340. about 70.

Eutyches, flouriflied 448.

Facundus, flourifhed 540.

Firmilian, died 270.

Fulgentius, died 529. 66.

Gregentius, died 552. »

Gregory the Great, died 604. 60.

. Nazianzen, died 389. 6^,^

-— Nyflen, died 395.

' Thaumaturgus, died 266.

Hegefippus, flourifhed 170.

Hermas, or Hern:ies, flourifhed 150.

Hermias, flourifhed 177.

Hermogenes, flourifhed 170.

Hilary,
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Hilary, died 372. 80.

Hippolytusj flourifhed 220.

Ibas, flcurilhed 436.

Ignatius, died 108.

Irenseus, died 202. 62.
'

Ifidorus Pelufiota, djed after 431.

Jamblichus, died abput 222-

Jerom, died 420.78.

Job the monk, flourifhed 530.

John, theapollle, died 99. 92.

Jofephus, died 93. 56.

Julian, died 363. 31.

Julius Africanus, flourifhed 22Q.

Juflin Martyr, died 163.

Juftinian, died 565. 83.

La6bantius, flourifhed 311.

Leo the Great, died 461.

Lcucius, flouriflied 180.

Manes, flourifhed 277.

Marcellus of Ancyra, died 372.

Marcion, flourifhed 134.

Marius Mercator, died about 45 1

.

Vidtorinus, died about 370.

Maxentius, flourifhed 520.

MaximusTaurinenfis, flourifhed 433.

Melito, flourifhed 170.

Methodius,
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Methodius, flouriflied 290.

Minutius Felix, flouriflied 220.

Montanus, flouriflied 173.

Novatian, flouriflied 251.

Neft-orius, died after 439.

Oecumenius, flouriflied 990,

Optatus, flouriflied 2^^.

Origen, died 254. 69.

Orofius, flouriflied 416.

Pamphilus, the martyr, flouriflied 294.

Papias, flouriflied 110.

Paul the apoflile, died 67.

Paulinus, died 43 1 . 7 8

.

Paulus Samofatenfls, flouriflied 27Q.

Pelagius, died about 420.

Peter the apoflile, died 67. ,

Philafl:er, died 387.

Philo, flouriflied 40.

Philofl:orgius, born 367, lived after 425.

Photinus, died 377.

Photius, flouriflied 858.

Plotinus, died 270. 66.

Polycarp, flouriflied 108.

Porphyry, died about 304. 7 1.

Prifcillian, died 386.

Proclus, the phiiofopher, flouriflied 510.

Vol. IV. A a Proclus
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Proclus of Conftantinople, died 446.

Procopius Gazseus, flourilhed 520.

Ruiinus, died 411.

Simon Magus, flouriflied 35.

Socrates the hiftorian, flourilhed 440.

Sozomen, died about 450.

Sulpicius Severus, died 420.

Symmachus, flourilhed 201.

Synefius, flouriflied 410.

Tatian, flourilhed 171.

Tertullian, died about 220.

Theodotiorii flourifhed 1S3.

Theodoret, died after 460.

Theodorus, died 428.

Theodotus, flouriflied 192.

Theophanes, died about 816. 68.

Theophilus, flouriflied 168.

Theophyladt, died after 1077.

Valentinus, lived after 160.

Viftor, died 201.

Vigilius Tapfenfis, flouriflied 484.
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Gregorii Thaumaturgi, Macarii, et Bafilii

Seleucienfis Opera, Gr. & Lat, Parifiis,

1622.

Hilarii Pidiavorum Opera, Parifiis, 1652;

Hieronymi Opera, per M. Vidtorium, 7

vols. Lutetiae, 1624.

A a 3
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Hippolyti Opera, Gr. & Lat. per Fabri-

cium, Hamburgi, 1716.

Irenaei Opera, Gr. & Lat. per Grabe,

Oxoriiae, 1702.

Ifidori Peluiiotae Opera, Gr. & Lat. per

Eillium, Prunaeum, &c. Parifiis, 1638.

Juliani Opera, et Cyrilli contra Julianum

libri, Gr. & Lat. 2 vols, per Spanhe-

mium, LipficE, 1696.

Juftini Martyris Item Athenagoras, Theo-

phili, Tatiani, et Hermiae Opera, Gr.

&Lat. Coloniae, 1686.
—- Apologise, et Dialogus, Gr.

& Lat. per Thirlby, Londini, 1722.

Leonis Magni, Maximi Taurinenfis, Petri

Chryfologi, Fulgentii, Valeriani, Ame-
dei, et Afterii Opera, per Th. Rainau-
dum, item Profperi Aquitanici Opera,

Parifiis, itju

Nicephori Hiftoria, 2 vols. Gr. & Lat.

Luteti^, 1630.

CEcumenii
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CEcumenii Commentarii, per Morellum, 2

vols. Gr. & Lat. Lutetian, 1631.

Optati, et Facundi Opera, per Albafpi-

nsum, Lutetis, 1676.

Originis Opera, 2 vols. Lat Bafili^, ^S7^*
' Commentaria, per Huetium, Gr. &

Lat. 2 vols. Colonias, 1685.

Patres Apoftolici per Cotilerium et Clerl-

cum, Gr. & Lat. 2 vols. Antverpiae,

1700.

Philonis Judsei Opera, Gr. & Lat. per

Turnebum, &c. Lutetiae, 1640.

Photii Bibliotheca, Gr. & Lat. per Scot-

turn, 1611.

i Epiftolse, Gr. & Lat. per Montacu-

tium, Londini, 1651. •

Platonis Opera, Gr. & Lat. Bafllise, 1539.—-— Genevas, 1590.

Photini Opera, Gr. & Lat. per M. Fici-

num, Bafili^, 1580.

Plutarchi Opera, per Xylandrum, 2 vols.

Gr. & Lat. Francofurti, 1620.

A a 4 Proclus
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Proclus in Platonis Theologiam, Gr, &
Lat. per iEmiliiim Portum, Hamburgi,

1618.

Procopius in Efaiam, Gr. & Lat.

RufEni Opera, Parifiis, 1580,

Synefii Opera, Gr. & Lat. per Petavium,

Lutetise, 16 12.

TertuUiani Opera, per Rigaltium, Lute-*

tiae, 1675.

Theodoriti Opera, per Sirmondum, 4 vols.

Gr. &Lat. Parifiis, 1642.

' — Tomus Quintus, per Garnierum,

1684.

5 vols. Oftavo, Gr. & Lat. per

Schulze, Halas, 1769
Theophylaai Commentarii, 2 vols. Gr. &

Lat. Lutetias, 1631.

Zonar:e in Canones Commentarii, Lute-

tiae, i6i8.

Q^U A R T O.
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QUARTO.
Eutychii Annales, per Seldenum, Arab, &

Lat. Oxon. 1659.

Gregorii Thaumaturgi Opera, Gr. & Lat.

&c. per VofGum.

Nizzachon Vetus ; Difputatio, R. Jechielis

ciirn Nicolao. Item. R. Mofis Nach-

manidis cum Fratre Paulo ; Munimen
Fidei per. R. Ifaac 5 Toledoth Jcfchu.

all Heb. 8c Lat.

Oracula Sybilllna, Gr. & Lat. per S. Gal-

laeum, Amftel. 1689.

Origenes contra Celfum, Gr. & Lat. per

Spencerum, Cantab. 1677.

— Contra Marcionitas, Gr. & Lat. per

Wetftenium, Bafileae, 1674.

Photii Nomocanon, Gr. & Lat. Lutetian,

1615.

OCTAVO.
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OCTAVO.
AgobardI Opera, &c. per Baluzlum, Pa*

rifiis, 1666.

Grabii Specilegium Patrum, 2 vols. Oxon,

1698.

Juftlniani, &c. Opera quaedam, per Ban-

dini, Gn & Lat.3 vols. Florentias, i^dz^

Ladlantii Opera, per Gallieum, Lugduni,

Bat. i66o,

Marii Mercatoris, Opera, per Baluzium,

Pariflis, 1684.

Minucius Felix et Commodianus, per Ri-

galtium, Cantab. 17 12.

Novatiani Opera, per Welchman, Oxon,

1724.

' , per Jackfon, Londini, 1729.

Paulini Opera, per Frontonem Ducaeum,

Antverpiae, 1622,

Salviani et Vincentii Lirinenfis Opera, per

Baluzium, Parifiis, 1669.

Tatiani
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Tatiani et Hermise Opera, per Worth,

Oxon, 1700.

Duodecimo G? Infra.

Athenagor^e Opera, per Reclienbergium,

Lipfias, 1685.

Diogenes Laertius, &c. per If. Cafaubonum,

Gr, & Lat. Parifiis, 1594.

Gregentil Difputatio cum Judeo, Gr. &
Lat. Lutetian, 1586,

Luciani Opera, per J. Benedidtum, 4 vols.

Gr. & Lat. Salmurii, 1619.

Maximus Tyrius, Gr. & Lat. per Davifium,

Cantab. 1703.

Opufcula Mythologica, Gr. & Lat. per

Gale. Amftelsedami, 1688.

Origines de Oratione, Gr. & Lat. Oxon,

1696.

.^^p, Philofophumena, per Wolfium,

Hamburgi, 1706.

Procli
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Procli Conftantinopolitani Opufcula, Gr.

& Lat, per Elmenhorilium, Lugduni,

Bat. 1 6
1
7.

Sulpicii Severi, Opera, per Clericum, Lip-

fiae, 1709

Theophilus Ad Autolycum, Oxon, 1684.

When two editions of any work are men-

tioned, the former is that which I have

generally quoted, and the latter is not in-

tended except it be particularly fpecified ^

the former being that which I firil pro-

cured, and made my colle<flions from. But

the Apologies and Dialogue of Juflin Mar-

tyr, are always quoted from the edition pf

Thirlby.

When no particular volume of any work

is mentioned, the firft is always intended.

Whenever any writer is quoted, whofe

work makes part of a fet, as Socrates,

Sozomen, &c. it was thought unneceffary

to mention the volume of the fet, but only

the page of the particular work. In like

manner.
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manner, it was thought fufficient in feve-

ral cafes, to quote the page of any particu-

lar treatife, without diftinguifhing the vo-

lume, as Exijebius contra Marccllum, which
is annexed to his Demonjlratio Evangelica.

All the authors are quoted in the ori-

ginal, except thofe in Hebrew or Arabic,

with refped: to which the Latin tranflations

are given in the notes. This is alfo the

cafe with refpedl to the works of Cyril of

Alexandria, which I could not procure in

Greek, except his books againft Julian,

which are annexed to Spenheim's edition

of the works of Julian. Thefe arc always

quoted in Greek.

In my edition of Jerom, the pages are

continued till the fourth volume, fo that

it makes no difference whether the firft,

fecond, and third be diftinguiflied or not.

That
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That the Reader may form a clearer Idea

of the Dijiribution of all the Parts of this

Worky I JJdall here give the Titles of all the

Books and Chapters, omitting thofe of the

Sections.

VOL.1
TNTRODUCTION, containing a
VIEW OF THE PRINCIPAL ARGUMENTS
AGAINST THE DOCTRINES OF THEDIVI-

NITY AND PRE-EXISTENCE OF CHRIST I

BOOK I.

The history of opinions which pre-

ceded THE doctrine OF THE DIVINI-

TY OF CHRIST, AND WHICH PREPARED

THE WAY FOR IT - - 9!

CHAPTER I.

Of thofe who are called Apoflolical Fa-

thers . « - ibid.

CHAP-
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CHAPTER IL

Of the Principles of the Oriental Philo-

fophy . - - no

CHAPTER III.

Of the Principles of the Chriftian Gnoftics

139.

CHAPTER IV,

The Gnoftics were the only Heretics in

early times - - 237

CHAPTER V.

Of the Apoflles Creed, as a guard againft

Gnofticifm - - 303

CHAPTER VI.

Of the Doftrine of Plato concerning God,

and the general Syflem of Nature 320

CHAPTER VII.

A View of the Principles of the later Pla-

tonifts ,- - - 256

VOL.
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VOL. 11.

CHAPTER VIll.

Of the Platonifm of Philo - l

BOOK II.

Containing the history of the doc-

trine OF THE trinity - 23

CHAPTER I.
^

Of Chriftian Platonifm - ibid.

CHAPTER II.

Of the Generation of the Son from the

Father - - - 4^

CHAPTER III.

The Defence of the preceding Doftrine by

the Fathers - - - 86

CHAPTER IV.

The Inferiority of the Son to the Father,

fhewn to have been the DocSrine of all

the Antenicene Fathers - 145

CHAPTER V.

Of the Power and Dignity of Chrifl, as the

pre-exifting Logos of the Father 172

-1 CHAP.
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CHAPTER VI.

Chrift, befides being the Logos of the Fa-

ther, was thought to have a proper hu-

man Soul - - - 198

CHAPTER VIL
Of the Union between the Lo?os and the

Soul and Body of Chrift;* and their fepa-

rate Properties - « - 224

CHAPTER VIII.

Of the Ufe of the Incarnation, and the Ob-

jections that were made to the Doctrine

268

CHAPTER IX.

Of the Controverfy relating to the Holy

Spirit « - - - 1268

CHAPTER X.

Of the Dodtrine of the Trinity after the

Council of Nice - - - 335

CHAPTER XL
Of the Arguments by which the Dodrine

of the Trinity was defended - 392

Vol. IV. B b VOL.
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VOLUME III.

BOOK III.

The history of the unitarian doc-

trine - - - I

Introdudlion - - - - ibid.

CHAPTER!.
That the Jews in all Ages were Believers

in the Divine Unity - 7

CHAPTER 11.

General Confiderations relating to the fup-

pofed Conduft of Chrift and the Apoftles,

with Refped: to the Dodlrines of his Pre-

exiftence and Divinity - - ^o

CHAPTER HI.

Of the Condudt of our Saviour himlelf v^^ith

refpedl to his own fuppofed Pre-exiftence

and Divinity - - - 64

CHAPTER IV.

Of the Teftimony of Athanafius to the Cau-

tion with which the Apoftles divulged

the Dodrines of the Pre-exiilence and

Divinity of Chrift .. - 86

C H A P^
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C H A P T E P. V.

Of the concurrent Teftimony of other Fa-

thers to the Caution of the Apoftles, in

teaching the Doctrines of the Pre-exift-

ence and Divinity of Chrift - loi

CHAPTER VI.

Of the Caution obferved by the Apoftles in

teaching the Dodrines of the Pre-exift-

ence and Divinity of Chrift to the Gen-

tile Converts - - - 113

CHAPTER VIL

Of John being thought to have been the

firft v^ho clearly and boldly taught the

Dodlrines of the Pre-exiftence and Divi-

nity of Chrift - - - 123

CHAPTER VIII.

Of the Nazarenes and the Ebionites ; (hew-

ing that they were the fame People, and

that none of them believed the Divinity

or Pre-exiftence of Chrift - ijS

B b 2 CHAP-
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CHAPTER IX.

Of the fuppofed Church of Orthodox Jews

at Jerufalem, fubfequent to the Time of

Adrian - - - - 190

CHAPTER X.

Of the fuppofed Herefy of the Ebionites

and Nazarenes, and other Particulars re-

lating to them - - 201

CHAPTER XL
Of the facred Books of the Ebionites 212

CHAPTER XII.

Of Men of Eminence among the Jewifli

Chriftians - - - 219

CHAPTER XIII.

Unitarianifm was the Dodlrine of the pri-

mitive Gentile Churches. - 233

CHAPTER XIV.

An Argument for the Novelty of the Doc-

trine of the Trinity, from the Manner

in which it was taught and received in

early Times. - - 272

I C H A P-
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CHAPTER XV.

Objedlons to the preceding State of Things

confidered - - . 295

CHAPTER XVI.

Of the State of the Unitarian Doftrine

after the Council of Nice. 318

CHAPTER XVII.

Of Philofophical Unltarianifm 376

CHAPTER XVIII.

Of the Principles and Arguments of the

ancient Unitarians - 399

CHAPTER XIX.

Of the Pracflice of the Unitarians with re-

fped to Baptifm. - 439

VOL. IV.

CHAPTER XX.

Of the Doftrine of the Miraculous Concep-

tion. - - - I

B b 3
BOOK
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BOOK IV,

Of some controversies which had a

near relation to the trinita-

rian or unitarian doctrine. 165

CHAPTER I.

Of the Arian Controverfy ibid.

CHAPTER IL

Of the Neftorian Controverfy 239

CHAPTER IIL

An Account of the Prifcillianifls and Pauli-

cians - - - 263

CONCLUSION. 273

Texts
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Texts of Scripture illujlrated, or particular^

rejerred to, in this Work.

/^ EN. i. I. vol. ii.



.076 Texts of Scrtpturey^c.

Johnxvii. 3. vol. ii. p. 432 Coll. ii. 18. vol. i. p. 160

XX. 31. i. 200 I Tim. i. 3. i. 158

Aas. ii. 22. iii. 434 ii. i* i- 226

--^ xix. 8. i. 238 -— ii. 5. iii. 437

xxiv. 14. i. 238 vi. I, i. 226

Rom.ix. 5. ii. 425 ^'i- 3- i- ^53

iCor. i. 18. i. 152 4zTim.ii. 17. i. 210

XV. 16. i. 211 Tit. i. g. i. 145. 224

. XV. 24. ii. 436 Heh. i. i. i. 66

XV. 50. i. 212 2 Pet. ii. I. i. 225

Gal. i. 12. ii. 426 1 John, ii. 19. i. 242

xliv.

—

iv. 23 -

—

ii. 21. i. 199

Epb.iii. 9. i. 65 • •— iii. 10. i. 164

—— iv. 6. iii. 435 iv. i.. i. if)i

iv. 10. ii. 4^6 V. 6. i. 199

v. 5.' iii. 437 ^'-20. ii. 433

Phil. ii.6. iii. 432 2 John, vii.

—

i. 191

Coll. i. 15. i. 65 Jude iii. — i. 209

> i. 15. iii. 456 Rev. i. II. ii. 427

i. 15. iv. 210 ii. 14. i. 206

The reader is defired to take notice, that

fometimes the quotations from the Pfalms are

copied from the ancient writers, who, following

the verfion of the Septuagint, make one Pfahn of

th^ firfl and feconds and, therefore, the number

of any Pfalm muft be confidered as one lefs than

according taour tranflation,

AN
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APPENDIX.
iLTAVING employed much time and labour

in the compolition of this work, which, on

account of the neceflary expenfivenefs of it, and

the nature of the fubjed, is not likely to meet

with many purchafers, and confequently may not

foon be reprinted, I was willing to make this edi-

tion as perfe6t as I could ; and for this purpofe re-

quefted fome of my learned friends, to perufe it

with Care, and favour me with their remarks. All

of them were by no means perfons whofe fenti-

ments on the fubjed were the fame with mine

;

and indeed, I chofe to apply to them in preference

to thofe who were of the fame opinion with myfelf.

Being favoured with their remarks, and hav-

ing myfelf re-conlidered every part of the

work, I have thought it moil advifable to fub-

join fuch additional obfervations^ as fince the

printing of the work have been fuggefled by •

them, or have occurred to myfelf. They con-

VoL. IV. *Bb
*

fift
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fill of corredticns of the text, improvements

in the trannation of pafTages, replies to objec-

tions, or obfervations tehding to throw farther

lio-ht on the fubject 3 whether in favour of what

I have advanced;, or not. Thofe of them to

which 13 fubjoined the letter (X) were v/ritten by

a perfon to whom I am more particularly obliged

for his attention to this work, but whofe name 1

do not know that 1 am at liberty to mention.

In general, the articles of this Appendix, are

fuch things as the lefs critical reader is not much

concerned in* But if the work fhould be tranf-

lated, I defire that all the corre^fions may be made

in the body of the work, and that the remarks

of a different nature may be fubjoined to the

whole, as is done here. I hope I need not add

that thofe who may think proper to criticize this

work (and I neither exped, nor wifh, that it may

efcape criticifm) will confider all the corre6tions

as if they had been adlually inferted in their

proper places.

The more material of thofe corre6liofts, which

could be expreffed in a few words, are inferted

in the lifts of errata, annexed to each volume.

If, after the work is publifhed, I fliould, in

confequence of the farther remarks of friends or

enemies, fee reafon to make any other altera-

tions.
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tions, I fhall not flill to take feme opportunity

(either by means of the Theological Repofitory^ or

in a feparate publication, as circumftanccs fliall

^ direcSl) of giving my readers information con-

cerning them.

Confidering the great variety of objedls that

fall within the compafs of this v/ork, and the

great number of references to original writers,

and of tranflations of paflages in them (of which

the laft are about eighteen hundred) no candid

perfon will exped: that, with all my care, and

that of my friends, it fhould be without faults.

Such errors of the prefs, or lefler overfights

of any kind, as any perfon who can difcovcr,

will alfo be able to reftify, are in general not

noticed ; and confidering how much Greeky and

that in a fmall type, is contained in thefe ^vo-

lumes, I hope it will be thought to be, upon the

whole, not incorrectly printed.

ADDITIONS and CORRECTIONS in Vol.1.

N. B. (b) fignifies from the bottom of the page.

Page 67. 1. 12. for he does fay, read, he is

thought to fay.

P. 100. 1. 6. read^ that we ought to avoid.

P. 117. 1. 5. the fame things.

*Bb2 P. 173-
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P. 173. 1. 3. (/^) after patriarchs, add. Thus

they alledged the fame texts to prove that he

who had intercourfe with Abraham, &c. was

not the fupreme being himfelf, but one differen;

from him.

P. 174. after note f, add, See Thrilby's note

on the place.

P. 180. 1. 6. (^) Injlead of the fentence begin-

ning with Indeed, infert the following. And as

they agreed with them in holding the pre-exiit-r

ence of Chrift as a great created fpirit, not in-

deed the maker of the world, but fuperior to

him that made it, and that this great fpirit con-

defcended to become incarnate for the falvation

of men, they were agreed with refpedl to every

fentiment that could excite reverence and grati-

tude. Both the fchemes had the fame obje6b,

viz. the exaltation of the perfonal dignity of

Chrift, though a created being, and they had the

fame efFed upon the mind.

Remark on p. 188. 1. 4. [b) a?id L 11. p. 189.

The apoftle obferves (i Cor. iii. 11.) that

other foundation can no man lay than that which

is laid, which is Jefus Chrift ; and this he lays

down as a principle, not only true in itfelf, but

admitted to be fo by his oppofers in the church

of Corinth. They all profciTed to inculcate his

I religion.
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religion, to own him as the author of their faith,

and to fpeak as his miniflers (2 Cor. ii, 13, 23)

and though they wretchedly perverted his doc-

trine, afTumed to themfelves the charader of his

followers. If they had any defire indeed to pafs

" for chriftian preachers, they could not do other-

wife. That the Corinthians might not, how-

ever, implicitly believe what they fiiid on this

account, St. Paul reminds them (ver, 12,) that

it was very pofTible for perfons pretending to lay

this foundation, to build upon it both do6lrine5

and pra6tices very unfuitable to the defign of the

gofpel 'y and fuch he intimates to them, though

in an indirect manner, were feveral of the tenets

advanced among them by their new inftrudtors.

Perfons teaching dodlrines under the name of

chriftianity, fo inconfiftent with what the Corin-

thians had received from St. Paul, could have no

profpe^ft of fucceeding in their attempts by any

other method than by depreciating his apoilolic

chara6ter and authority; and this they endea-

voured by various ways, In oppofition to their

arts, the apoftle makes it his bufinefs to lay open

the vanity of their objeftions againft him, and to

Ihow that as he was not in the leaft inferior to

the very chiefeft of the apoftles, fo none who

thus vilified him deferved to be accounted equal

*Bb3 to
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to him. And this point being clearly eftablilhed,

the Corinthians could have no excufe for cafr-

in<T off their regard to him. But then it is ob-

vious, that all the pertinence of his arguments

to this purpofe, relied upon this fuppofition,

that his antagonifls profefled to adhere to the

fame Lord of their faith v/ith himfelf. Had they

declared themfelves advocates for any other fyf-

tem of religion than his whom Paul preached,

the ftate of tlie queftion between the apoflle and

his adverfaries, would have been entirely altered.

The competition would then have been between

one religion and another, not between miniilers

of the fame religion ; and the Corinthians, with-

out doubting; in the leaft of St. Paul's eminence

as a chriftian preacher, might have been inclined

to hear what was faid by one who addreffed them

under a different denomiriation.

The apodle,. in the words under confidera-

tion, appears to admit, therefore, that if he who
c^me undertook to direct them to any other

Jefus, as the author of their falvation befides him

whom he, the apoftle, had preached j or if they

had received from his miniftration any other fpirit,

different from, or fuperior to, what they had

already received, there might be fome reafon for

their regarding him , but as this could not be

fo
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fo much, as pretended, their condu6t in fulTcring

themfelves to be fo perverted was capable of no

defence.

If this view of the apoftle's reafoning with the

Corinthians in his own vindication be juft, it

fhould feem that he does not in this place refer to

any as a6lually preaching another Jefus, but only

fuppofcs a cafe, the only one which could apolo-

gize for their behaviour, a cafe which they knew

did not exifl; and from the non~exi(lence of it,

lets them fee how indefenfible they were in pre-

ferring others to him, who, as a minifter of Chrift,

was, as he goes on to fhew, in the qualifications

by which they endeavoured to recommend them-

felves, equal, or far fuperior to them.

As to the reft, I have no doubt but that Gnofti-

cifm had, when St. Paul wrote to the Corinthians,

made its appearance in the church, and amongll

,them in particular, nor that the apoflle makes it

his bufinefs, in thefe epiftles, to fhew the falfity

and pernicious nature of its dodlrines.

The date afTigned to the firft epiftle to Timothy

by Bifhop Pearfon, is about the year of Chrift 65.

But Lightfoot and Lord Barrington place the

writing of it between the times of the writing of

the firft and fecond epiftle to the Corinthians, but

before the epiftle to the Romans 5 and Theodoret

mentions it in the fame order, and fays he takes

* B b 4 it
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it to be the fifth epiftle of thofe which v/e have

of St. Paul's writing. The patrons of this opi-r

nion differ about the year, but all place it much

fooner than Pearfon.

If this early date of this epiftle could be clearly

eflablifhed, it would be a great confirmation of

Dr. Prieftley's opinion of the introduction of

Gnofticifm into the church of Corinth, at the

time of the writing the firft epiftle to it. But

perhaps it is too doubtful, or at leaft it will be

too much difputed to admit of laying ftrcfs upon

it i though it appears from p. 1 53, that the Dodor

has not entirely overlooked it. (X)

P. 2^0, 1. 7 {b) read, we m^ay perhaps infer.

P.- 248, 1. 9, after people, add, whofc opinions

were fufEciently known to be heretical.

P. 26;^) 1. I, dele the interpolated edition of.

p. 283, after the paragraph, add^

It may be faid that, fince Irenaeus condemns the

Ebionites for holding an opinion which he alfo

condemns in the Gnoftics, he muft have confi-

dered them as heretical on that account. And had

this common opinion been a principal feature in

the charaderof the Gnoflics, and fuch as had ori-

ginally a great fhare in rendering them odious to

other chriftians, the inference muft have been ad-

mitted. But there' are many reafons to prevent

pur thinking fo, efpecially the confidcration, that,

both
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both from the nature of the thing, and the fuper-

abundant acknowledgment of the Fathers, the

great body of the primitive chriftlans mufi have

heeUy and actually wfr^, unitarians, knowing nothing

either of the pre-exiltence or divinity of ChrifL,

and not immediately, at leaft, hearing any thing

of his miraculous conception. Such plain chrif-

tlans could never have been confidered as heretics

in the age in which they lived, though circum-

ftances might arife which fliould make their opi-

nions very obnoxious afterwards ; and Irenasus,

without making the diftin6tion that he ought

to have done, might enumerate their opinions

arnong other offenfive ones of*the Gnoflics, and

even as a part of their herefy. And hence might

arife his embarraffment in calling the Gnoftics

heretics, and yet never calling the Ebionltes fo.

It is a condud that I cannot account for ir> any

other way.

P. 321, 1. 6, dele or fomething like it^'

P* 332. I know not whether the following

paffage in Cafaubon's Exercitationes in Baronium

has ever fallen in Dr. Prieflley's way. If not, it

may not be difagreeable to him to fee it* " Ad-
" fert Cyrillus, libro feptimo contra impium Ju-

*^f lianum, ev w ^rE|eg%E7ai tov ai//s 'fzo'Kov ^vvazoiihQV Kocr/xov^ ov

" fla^E ^C7©-, tsavlw ^Eiolalcg o^aiov, Ecce hic habes >^oyQV

" per quern, ait Plato, fadum elle mundum afpec-

^' tabilem.
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" tabilem. Videtur dicere idem cum Johan-ne, et

" hoc eft quod Cyrillus ait, Ceterum fi rem pe-

** nites fpedtemus, xoy(^ Platonis, id eft ratio ilk

*' quam ait a deo lummo adhibitam in conditura

«^ mundi, longe eft aliud quam verbum Chrijlus

*^ apud Jjhannem, et illo hoy^ BvvTroralog, folisnotus

" iis quious facrafcriptura innotuit. Talia mul-

«^ ta habentur apud patres, in quibus homonymia

" poftit f arumcautis imponere/'

And a little before thefe words, having quoted

an obfervation from Bafil relating to the fame

fubjedl, he fay,s, " Hsec viri fummi admonitio in

'^ leg.ndis veterum patrum fcriptis apprime eft

" neceflaria. Multa enim in illorum monumen-
" tis occurrunt, ad hujus vocisilluftrationemele-

*^ ganter, ingeniofe, addam et utiliter, pro tera-

" pore, excogitata, qu^ tamen docbrinam parum
^' folidam contineant. Sic accipienda funt qu^-
" cunque ab illis proferuntur ex antiquis philo-

*^ fophis, ut probent etiam fapientibus inter gen-

" tes verbum fuilTe notum quod celebrat Johan-
*^ nes." p. 3. Col. 1. Edit. Genevse, 1663. (X)

P. 337, 1. 2 (^) for Here, read In this and the

preceding paflage.

VOL. II.

P. 37. 1. 2 and I (i') *' And being the imme-
" diate maker and governor of all things." The

'

3 Dodor's
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Boclor's . vcrfion refers thefe charaders to him

whom Plato calls the fecond God, and whofe fub-

ftance, he fayis, " is derived from the principal

*' one/' I am inclined to think that, according

to the Greek of this quotation, they ought rather

to be referred to the principal one, whom Plato

ItlJes 'srpw7(^i eI 8 St-JlsfO" Sg©- £%Ei Trrj vTTup^iv Tv^ aaia^.

O hiMiipy(^ xj ^loiKy^ln; ruv o^wv is here marked out by a

chara6ler which muft in ftri6l: propriety belong to

the principal one, h^voli vTre^avai^EQYiKug, i. e. as I un-

derftand it^ and fo 1 find Valefius tranflates it,

Ifemg tranfcendent in dignity \ and it feems to be

exprefsly diflinguifhed from o /xs? mjvov, raij zmva [ra

Wfw^a] 'sr^cralecTiv vTra^ywa^. When the vm; is fpoken of

as the immediate creator, 'srfoa-f^nj is often added to

exprefs this idea. See quotation from Cyril, p.

40, 1. 2. and the quotation from the fame page,

1. 2, 3.

P. 70. the whole paragraph, to 1. 2, p. 71.

Whether Eufebius was pfoperly an Arian, or

not, is a queition whic h has long been debated,

and appears to me not very eafy to be abfolutely

decided ; and while ir remains undetermined, it

may perhaps be doubtful what con(lru6tion* \%

• " What conftruaion, &c." To explain my meaning by

aninftance Eufebius (Dem. Evang. lib. 4, cap. 2.) ftiles the

Son 1'i)V 'U^QTOTOKQU <XO<I)lC'.V, 0A»;' cTs cAli VOifXtV K^ hcylKny^

iC) 7!rdLV(To^oyt (JLarhov A AVTovzv., iy etv-to^oyoi', )y cLvrQ(ro(p:civ,

But then he adds, with the appearance at leaft of a quahfi-

catioa
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to be put upon feveral ofthofe pafiages of Eufe-

bius, in which he Teems to coincide with the fen-

tinnents of the antenicene orthodox. However,,

that he often fpeaks the fame language with

them, or approaches very nearly to it, is certain.

cation of the application he had jufl been making of thefe

terms to the Son, jy urt J^i avtokciKov y^ avief^yct^ov st/^

voiiv iv Tctii yivuroii ^ipJi, which may leave fome room to

queftion whether he underftood thefe epithets in the fame fenfe

with the uncontrovertibly orthodox. In the oration on the

dedication of the churches (Eufeb. Kift. Ecclef. lib. lo. cap.

4. addrefTed to Paulinas, bifhop of Tyre, and afcribed by

many to Eufebius hirofelf) p. 384 of the Mentz edition, the

fpeaker, mentioning the foul ofman, calls it nvrovo^fAv acriajf,

produced by the Son -^eoToti? ix, th [j.)i ovt<^, certainly not

meaning that the intelligence was underived, or the intelli-

gence of the Son who formed it ; but rather that intelligence

is its e/Tential quality, its proper cbarafteriftic, infeparable

from its being ; or, to come nearer, if popible, to the force

of the Greek word, that pure intelligence i? its definition^ that

which con|litutes it what it is. And, in like manner, I have

fometimes been ready to think Eufebius might intend no

more by feveral of thefe expreilions than to give his very high

fenft of the pcrfon to whom he applies them. The Son is

tfi/TcK»<, <ti^ToAo^(^, avToffo^ta, I. e. intelligence, rqafon, and

wifdom itfelf, according to the fame figure of fpeech (though

in a much more exalted meaning) by which fome perfons,

intending to difplay the excellence of a wife and good man,

would fay he is wifdom and goodnefs itfelf. But all this is

to be confidcred merely as a query.

Two
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Two of the pafTages here quoted are evident in-

ftances of this. But I am not quite certain whe-

ther the lad pafTage which Dr. Prieftley produces

as an example of this, I mean that from Eufe-

bius's Epiftle ad Caefarienfes [Theodoriti Hid.

Ecclef.] is the moil full to the Do6lor's purpofe.

For immediately after the words here quoted it

follows not only, ov%g ^oii^^ an ^al^(^, but ojj kw. ^aci-

T^EMt; ast^ Kcci acoln^^ ovva/x£i Travla oflQ-<t au tb tcxIo. ra aulx Hat

KaauM^x.ovi(^' I^ ^he fame fenfe in which the Fa-

ther, according to Conitantine, was always father,

he was always king and faviour. But as it could

never be Conftantine's intention to fay that the

fubjeds of God's government and falvation were

always, any otherwife than all his works may be

faid to be always with him, as comprehended in

his fore-knowledge and purpofes j fo neither does

it follow from this reafon alone, that the 'Son had

any exiftence in the Father prior to his being be-

gotten, in any other fenfe, i. e. as the Doclor has

very properly rendered the word ^vva^ci. See Le

Clerc's Ars Critica, vol. 3. p. 49. edit. 1700. See

alfo quotation % p. 130, where the fame manner

of conceiving and reafoning feems to occur in the

following words. O y.^v oea-Troir.; txv o?\a7 aviO' vTra^x^^y

m 'Sjaviog V uTTorac-i^i HcSa (jlbv rr)v fAri^iTTu yeyevn[jLmv iSQinaiv Movo;

rv, Ko^o h '^zaffa ^uvafju; o^aiuv t£ t^ ao^alm avlog vitoravi; ry aw

am "Sfavla. In the next word^ Tatian may be

thought
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thought to carry the matter farther v/ith refpeft to

the logos. But what I have here tranfcribed may

be fufficient to throw fome light on Conilantine's

notion. Indeed his whole argument is little bet-

ter than a quibble, and though it might fuit Eu-

febius's purpofe to avail himfelf of it, could never

fatisfy him, nor, I fliould think, any other perfon

in the council. (X)

P. 80, Quotation*, 1. 14 of the text. " Eufe-

*' bius fays there is one logos in God," more ex-

a6tly the one word of Gody or ojie the word of

God £t$ Tjj :&£s xoy(^. I have fome doubt about

the fufficiency of this pafTage from Eufebius to

prove the Doctor's point. Eufebius is here

ihewing, that, as there is but one Father, fo there

ought to be but one logos, and animadverting

upon the unreafonabienefs of thofe who might

complain that there were not ?nore -, and to Ihew

"this, he remarks that they might as well complain

that there were not more funs, more moons, and

more worlds, or fyfrems created. To evince the

weaknefs of fuch objections as thefe, he fays that,

as one fun in vifible things enligchteneth the whole

fenfible world, fo in intelligible things the one

logos of God enlighteneth all things t« (TUf^Travla.

And as an illuflration of this he adds, that one

foul, and one rational power in man, was the per-

former of many different works at the fame time.

From
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From this view of Eufebius's fubjecl and reafon-

ing, it docs not feem to have been at all nLceffary

to his fubjed, or indeed at all his bufinefs, di-

redly to draw a para'lel betv;een the relation of

the foul to man^ and of the logos to God 5 but

to fliew the relation of each to the feveral ob-

ie6ls under their direftion, and to evince by the

fufHciency of one foul to pt'elide over various

employments, the ample fufficiency of one logos

to direct and controul all things in the univerfe;

and to explain and confirm his argument by this

comparifon, appears to me to be the fole intent

of this paiTage. But the quotation from Origen,

which follows this, contains in it all for which

the Doftor produces it. (X)

P. 160. paragraph i. 1. 5. " and it is void of

" all foundation." If it be fuppofed that the

meaning of the obfervation referred to is thato
$£(^ with the article never fignifies the one true

God, it is indeed v/ithout all foundation, and is

contradifted by fuch a multitude of inftanccs,

both in the Old and New Teflament, that for

this very reafon I fhould be almoft ready to con-

clude, that neither Philo, who mufl have been

well acquainted with the language of one tefta-

rnent, or Origen, or Eufebius (for he makes the

fame remark) who mufb have known the ftyle of

both tellaments, could ever intend to aflert it.

But
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But if the defign of the obfervation v/as only tbit

(though I allow that if no more was meant it is

very inaccurately exprefled) that though o^so; de-

notes the one true God> ^^o; without the article

may, not mtifiy have a different figniiication, I

Ihould think it is not wholly without ground. The

cafe appears to me to be this. O ^eo;^ efpecially

when made the fubjedt of a propofition, denotes

fome particular perfon, who is pointed out by

that title; and when it is ufed ablblutely, and

without reflridion, denotes him to whom the

appellation fuper-eminently, or in that high fenfc,

cxclufively belongs. Owj without the article, on

the other hand, may^ I repeat the diftindlion, not

piufl, denote not fo diredlly a perfon, as a general

defcription, and reprefent properly only dignity,

power, and pre-eminence. Deut. xxxii. 21. Ai/'Joi

'B'apE|»>^ajaav fxt (Tt a Sfw> xayu 'SjapE^rthxau aula; vrt hk £$vf<

.

2 Kings xix. 18. 0% a ^soi tio-iv^ ay\ Y\ t^ya x^'f^Jf av^^uTrm*

A6ls xix. 16 • ?^£7^v oil HK Z171 ^ioi 01 ^la %nfa)v yivofMvoi^ In

which, and in other really parallel places, the

addition of the article would, I conceive, be

either difagreeable to the genius of the Greek

language, or elfe vary the fenfe confiderably j

and this I am apt to think, is the real ufe which

fome comparatively modern writers in this cort-

trovcrfy defigned to make of this diftin^lionj

not that when it is fa/id ««< ^^o; wo xoyO-, the word,

cannot
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cahnot, merely on account of the omiflion of the

article, means the fame with 6 S£(^ jud before men-

tioned j but that there is no neceffily that it fhould

be thus underllood, and confequently that it is

no conclufive proof againft their fyitem. If any

have carried this obfervation farther, they have

done it without fufficient reafon, and Philo's ap-

plication of it in the pafTage cited from him,

p. 14. has nothing of real fupport to it in the

words that gave occafion to his remark* (X)

P. 162. 1.4. 7'eady ifChrifthad been conceived

to be

P. 183. 1.4. {h) read, by the prophets fore-

telling things to come, atid by himfclf when

made like us, &c.

P. 221. 1. 13. With refpe(fl to Irena^us, Ori-

gen's words quoted p. ao8 "[, are alio decifive as

to this point ; fince he there fays, that the foul

of Chrift, divefted of the body, preached to fouls

divefted of bodies ; which can never be under-

ftood of the m.erely fcnfitive foul. (X)

P. 226. 1. 3. ready fo the divinity is not changed

by the body of Chrift

P. 352. 1. 4. (Z*) read^ Socrates, however, fays

P. 411. 1. 3. {b) read, can only be founded on

the circumftance of the name of God occurring

three times in the verfes that he quotes.

Vol. IV* *Cc VOL,
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VOL. III.

P. 57. 1. II. read, begin hlglier

P. 106. Note 1. 3, 4. " Perhaps the firfl ^to^,

*^ fhould have been Xftroj.'' Perhaps an eafier

emendation would be vio^ . « ya^ eittsv [wojj E>.ci>^we^

Kcciloiys K . 7^. WKh STTsi^ri )t , S . ^wiv o Seo$ 5i av% [the text is

£V VlCo'] £?.OCM(TSV. (X) ,

p. 98. 1. 6. Befidesy Sec. onnit from this word

to the end of the paragraph, as not being fuf-?

ficiently to the purpofe

P. 101. 1. I. (^) readt the whole of his dif--

courfe

P. 193. h I. read. Then firft was Marc, a Gen-

tile, biOiop at Jerufalem

P. 197. 1. II. read) he feems to fay

P. 228. 1. 10. {b) read. The manner in which

Hegefippus quotes the gofpcl of the Hebrews,

was fuch as led Eufebius to think, &c.

P. 264. 1. 8. read, and any other that profefles

himfelf to be the logos of God.

P. 305. 1.5. read, hardly confiflent

P. 308. 1. 5. read, that, except Theodotus, wc

read

P. 340. 1. 4. read, impioufly brought up

P. 371.1.7. ready very probably, among the

Albisenfes•o'

p. 407

<
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P. 407 . after the paragraph^ addj

Though none of the following authorities go

fo far back as the age of the apoftles, there being

no writers to conned with thofe of the age of

Juftin Martyr, &:c. yet as the oldeft unitarians

that we hear of exprefs furprize at the orthodox

fenfe of the logos, it is evident that they took it

for granted, that their fenfe of it was that which

had been put upon it by the unitarians of the

age before them.

P. 416. 1. 2. ready had much recourfe to rea-

foning.

VOL. IV.

P. 31. 1. 10. ready appears to have been in-

tended

P. 49. 1. 1, read^ to whom Mary was related,

that the family of Mary might be known ,

P. 62* 1. 6 {b) ready if any circumftances in the

ftory itfelf, can be pointed out

P. 64. 1.6. ready was not generally known

P. 84. 1. 7. {h) ready he mentions as holding

P, 85. 1. 3. [b) ready fome who difbelieved it

P. 104. after the paragraph add.

It muft be acknowledged, however, that, ac-

cording to the account we have of Marcion*$

gofpel of Luke, it contained many things which

we cannot but think muft have been different

from the original. If, therefore, he would have

* C c ij main-
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maintained the genuinenefs of it in all refpeS^s,

it would lefTen the weight of his teftinnony in

this cafe. Having nothing of Marcion's own

writing, we cannot form any certain judgment in

the cafe.

P. US'. 1.1. (^) ready kept at Bethlehem at

leaft one complete year

P. 135. afier the paragraphy addy

It clearly appears from John vii. 41, 42. 52.

that the Jews in general, knew nothing of Jefus

having been born at Bethlehem. Othersfaid this

is the Chrift, But fome faid Jhall Chrifi ccme out of

Galilee ? Hath not the fcripture faid that Chrift

Cometh of the feed of David, and out of the town of

Bethlehem^ where David was ? ^hey anfwered and

faid to hiniy Art thou alfo of Galilee, Search and

look for out of Galilee arifeth no prophet.

At this Whitby very naturally exprefles much

furprize. '^ It is wonderful," he fays, '^ that not

*^ the multitude only who had heard the ihepherds

*^ declaring from an angel that Chrift was born at

*^ Bethlehem (Lukeii. 15, 16) and had wondered

*' at the words which had been told them by the

*' ihepherds, ver. 18, fhould make this objec-

*' tion, ver. 41 3 but that the chief priefts and
*^ pharifees who knew that the wife men went to

*' Bethlehem, to w^orfhip him who was born king

Y of the Jews, fhould infill upon \x. This is an

^i inftance of the power of prejudice to fi^ut the

J
<^ eves
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"eyesagainft the cleared truth." Indeed, that

Chrift ihould have been born at Bethlehem in

fuch remarkable circiimdances, as the intro-

du6lions to the gofpels of Matthew and Luke

fuppoiej and yet that all people fhould take it

for granted, that he was a native of Nazareth, is

not eafily accounted for.

P. 136. 1. 4 (^) ready Matdiew, indeed, or ra-

ther the Jews of that age, fuppofed

P. 138. L I {h) read, has been fuppofed to be

alluded to

P. 152. 1. 5. read^ the fuppofed circumflances

P. 163. 1. 6 {b) ready came to gain ground

P. 167.1. 6 (J?)
read, the immediate inftrument

P. 12^6, 1. I. {b) ready Eufebius, who was at

ieall fufpe(5led of Arianifm

P. 338. 1. 3 {h) read, being really God, or theif

creator. •

To the lift of names addy

Artemon flouriihed 187.

Conftantine died, A. D. 337. 66.

Manuel Caleca flourifhed 1360.

JsFicephorus Calliftus flouriihed 1333.

Noetus flourifhed 250.

Photius flouriflied 886,

Sabellius flourifhed 260.

V. 334, 1. 8, f9r more, riadf mere

P. 300.
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P. 300. to the twelfth article (libjoin this note^

The fudden fpread of Arianifm may feem to be

an exception to this obfervation. But, befides,

that I imagine it fpread chiefly among the learned^

the way had been well prepared for it in the man-

gier that I haye explained,

After noticing the preceding remarks iipoi>

particular pajfages in this work, I mull obferve,

thcit fome of my friends think that the evidence

I have produced, in order to prove that the

bulk of common chriftians in the early ages, were

fimply unitarians^, is not fufRcient for the pur-

pofe. They think that " the paflage from Ter-

" tullian, quoted vol. III. p. 266, proves only that

" the major part of chriftians in his time were

*' offended with the new and unintelligible no-

" tions then introduced (notof Chrift's pre-exift-

" ence) but of an csconomy and trinity, which they

" could not reconcile to the fupremacy and unity

" of the deity. " The like," they fay, ^'' is true

*' of the paiTages from Origen, in p. 262, &c."

But, with refped to this, I would obferve, that

if there was any evidence whatever, prefumptive

or pofitive, of any chriftians in thofe ages be-

lieving the pre-exiftence of Chrift, and not be-

lieving either with the Gnoftics that he v/as ^

pre-cxiftent fpiric fuperior to the creator of the

worlds
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world, or with the Platonizing Fathers, that he

was the uncreated logos of the Father, their ob-

jection might have feme weight. But there is

no trace of any fuch thing, either among the

learned, or the unlearned.

As to the common pecple of Tertullian, and
Origen,they certainly were notGnoflics, but of a

charafter the very reverfe of tJicm, the one rude

in their conceptions, and the other too refined.

On the other hand, they certainly did notreliili the

notion ofChrill being the uncreated logos ; for that

was part of the fame fyftem with the ceconomyy and

trinityy at which they were fo much ihocked ;

and there is no mention whatever of any inter-

mediate kind of pre-exiftence, fuch as that of a

created logos, till a much later period.

As to the writers that have come down to

us (if we omit the author of the Clementines,

who was an unitarian) they were all, without ex-

ception, from Juflin Martyr to Athanafius, Pla-

tonizing trinitarians.

In the whole of that period, all who held tlic

pre-exiftence of Chrift either believed him to be

the, creator of the world, or a being fuperior to

the creator of it. But the rude and fimple faith

^

which the learned complained of, was evidently

that which they were fuppofed to have derived

from



392 A P P E -N D I 5?a

from the primitive Jewilli converts, v/hich was

merely founded on the confideration of the mi-^

racks and refurredion of Chrift, by which he

was only declared to be a man afproved ofGod, by

Jigns and wonderSy and mighty deeds which God

did ly him.

The pre-exiilcnce^ no lefs than the divinity of

Chrill, was an article of faith which all the Fa-

thers fay, the firft chriftian converts were not

prepared to receive, v/hich it required much cau-

tion to teach, and the enforcing of which was

not ferioufly attempted by any of the apoilles

before the writing of John's gofpeU in the very

latefc period of the apoftolic age. According to

this, the idea that the Jewifli chrifcians mufl

necefTarily have had of Chrift, was the fame

that they had been taught to entertain concern-

ing the MelTiah, which never went beyond that

of his being a man. The firfl: Gentile converts

would naturally adopt the lame opinion ; and

confidering how numerous the chriilians v/ere,

and how they were difperfed over all the Roman
empire, before the publication of John's gofpel,

can it be fuppofed that they fhould have paiTed

from this fimple faith, to the dodirine of Chriil

having been the creator of the world, in the tim^

of TertuUian and Origen 5 and fo completely as

that
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that this opixiion fhould have been univcrfal

even among the common -people, without our

being able to trace the progrefs of this prodigious

chang;e ?

Befides, it cannot be doubted but diat thtfmple

and ignorant people of Tertullian and Origen,

were the fame with thofe that were complained

of by Athanafius, as perfons of low underftand-

ing; and thefe were the difciples of Paulus Sa-

mofatenfis, or proper unitarians. They mud
alfo have been the fame with the j^rex fdelium of

Facundus, in a much later period ; who are re-

prefented by him as having no higher opinion of

Chrift than that of Martha, Mary, and others of

his difciples at that time, who, he fays, were /;;;-

ferfeel in faiths but not heretics. From the nature

of the thing, the cafe could not have been other-

wife.

Moreover, Artemon, Theodotus, and Praxeas,

againft whom Tertullian wrote the very treatife

in which he fpeaks of the majority of the common

chrijiiansy were cotemporary v/ith him, as Berylku

was with Origen ; and Noetus, Sabellius, and

Paulus Samofatenfis followed within twenty years.

As the difciples of all thefe perfons were proper

unitarians, it is morally impofTible that Tertullian

or Origen fhould refer to any other. Thefe mud
have been confidered as far movQjtmple and igno-

rant than thofe who held the dodrine of pre-

cxiftence.

Vol. IY. * D d The
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The acknowledgments that John was the only

apoille who taught with clearnefs and efFedt the

difficult and fublime dodrines (as they w^ere then

called) of the pre-exiltence and divinity of Chrift,

began with Origen, and continued without inter-

ruption to the lateft period. And if thefe writers

had not made thefe acknowledgments (which they

certainly would not have done without very good

reafon) the fcripture hiftory alone would prove

the fa6l, on the fuppofition that a fight of the

miracles and refurre6tion of Chrift could teach

nothing more than that he was a man approved of

Gody and the MelTiah. For neither in the gofpels,

nor in the book of A6ts, are there any traces of

higher dodrines being taught.

A highly valued friend, after reading my work,

ftates his general opinion as follows : — " It was to

" be expedted that, whatever was the original

^^ opinion concerning Chrift, the converts to

" chriftianity, and particularly the Platonizing

" Fathers, would foon raife their opinions of him
^^ too high, and that this would make one of the

^' firft corruptions of chriftianity. This we find

'* to have actually happened, and the principal

*^ occafion for it was given by the introduction to

^^ 9t. John's gcfpel. By making Chrift the per-

^^ fonified logos of the deity, he was raifed fo high,

^' as to be impafTible -, and the confequence of

*^ this was, that thefe Fathers, finding a difficulty

** in conceiving how fuch a being could be born

«^ and
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'^ and fuffer and die, were led to fpeak of him as if

«' this was true only of a human foul that he had
" aiTumed. At laft they carried their ideas of him
'^ fo high as to reckon him very God j and it being

** impolTible that any human mind Iliould believe.

" that God himfelf fufFtred and died, the prefent

" eftabliflied dodrine of the God-man^ and the hy^

'^ pojlancal union y^^s neceffarily introduced. Thii
" very naturally produced Arianifm, by leading the

** chriftians who embraced this doctrine to lower
*' Chrill, in order to avoid making him a mere
^' man united to God, and to deviate fo far from

" the opinions (or at leaft fome of the language

** of the Antenicene Fathers) as to make him not

" only inferior to the Father, but capable of fuf-

*^ fering and dying. And this again led the or-

*^ thodox party to ftill higher notions of Chrift's

" divinity, and confequently a flill greater, ne-

" celTity of providing a human foul for him, and

" dividing him into two beings. This, I am in-

*^ clined to think, v/as the progrefs of the opinions

*^ concerning Chrift in the firft four centuries.'*

This, it will be perceived, correfponds very

nearly with my own ideas. Only I think there is

a neceflity of fuppofing that the original do(5lrine

(by a departure from which the Platonic corrup-

tions began) was that of Chrift being a mere juan^

who had no pre-exiftence at all. For this is the

very opinion univerfally afcribed to the vulgar In

the life-time of Chrift, in the age of the apoftles,

J and
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and in that of the Antenicene Fathers. There is

alfo no trace of any chriilians denying that Chrift

had a proper human foul before the time of Arius.

That he had one is as exprefsly aflerted by the

earlieft writers, as it is by the lateft. However,

all \hc fa5fs that I have been able to colled are

fairly before the reader^ and all I wifh is, by this

means, to aflift him in forming a true judgment.

At the clofe of this Appendix I had intended to

have replied to two opponents, who have lately

appeared in the controverfy relating to the fub-

je6l of this work. But I think it more advifeable

not to connect with it any thing of fo temporary a

nature. The work itfelf, I am confident, will be

deemed, by all impartial and proper judges, more

than a fufficient anfwer to any thing that has yet

been publifhed on the other fide. If, however,

any thing fhall appear that fliall be thought tode-

ferve particular confideration, m.y readers may be

alTured that I fnall not pafs it without notice.

This is a difculTion from which I feel no inclina-

tion to fhrink. If I have fallen into any miflake

of confequence, I fliall frankly acknowledge it.

But as to things that do not affed the main argu-

ment, I fliall not be very folicitous about them.

They will only hurt myfelf^ and not the caufc

for which I contend.

BIRMINGHAM,
April 5, 17S6.

AN
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ALPHABETICAL INDEX

TO ALL

THE FOUR VOLUMES.

ydBELARBy whether an unitarian, vol. 3,

page 369

Ahfiinentes^ the fame with the PrlfcillianllLS, 4.

268

MonSy of the Gnoftics, i. 155

AethiSy the mailer of Eunomius, his doctrine, 4.

196

AlbigenfeSy defcended from the Paulicians, 4. 269

;

whether unitarians, 3. 368

Alexander of Alexandria^ his doubts about the

principles of Arianifm, 4. 197

Angels, 2iC(:orc,\ng 10 Phiio, 2. 16; how difUn-

guiihed from the logos, 2. ^G

Antichrift, of John, meant the Gnofllcs, i. 256

Apollinarian controverfy, '^' '^55

ApqfileSy taught the pre-exitlence and divinity of

Chrift with caution, 3. loi ;—to the Gentiles,

Arian
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Arian 'controverfy, an account of it, 4. 165

ArianSj not properly unitarians, i. 73

^m;/ hypothefts, highly incredible, i. 57 ; re-

fennbles that of the Gnoftics, 4. 168, 229;

commenced in the age of Arius, 170; ante-

cedent caufes of it, 173,; ftated, 193; argu-

ments for it, 1993 againll it, 211 ; compared

to heathenifm, 2145 oppofed to Sabellianifm,

220; anew herefy, 2233 general obfervations

relating to it, 231.

Jnfiot!e, his animadverfions upon Plato, 1.329

Jrlkkythe word God with, and without it, 2. 158

Athanafius^ his account of herefy, i. 296; his

tendernefs for the unitarians, 3. 331 ; his tef-

timony to the caution of the apoilles in teach-

ing the do6lrine of the divinity of Chrift, 3.

86

Aufiin^ his definition of herefy, i. 243 ; might

derive his dodrine of predeilination from the

Manichasan fyflem, 4. 293.

Baptifmy not ufed by fome Gnoftics, i. 232 ^ the

pra6tice of the unitarians with refped to it,

3-439
BarnabaSy the authority of the epiftle afcribed to

him, I. 97

Bafil, perfecuted by the unitarians, 3. 349
Bethkhenty
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Bethkhemy Jefus not fuppofcd by the unitarians

to be born there, 4. 134

Bodyy of Chrift, opinions concerning it, 2, 246 j

thought to feel no pain, 252

Bonofiansy unitarians, 3. 365

CatholicSy their near agreement with the Gnoftics,

I. 1735 embarafTed by their different oppo-

nents, 2. 439.

Caufey applied to the Father with refped to the

Son, 4, 179

CenfuSy at the birth of Chrift, improbabilities at-

tending it, 4. 124

Chrifty no proper objedl of prayer, i. 36 ; his di-

vinity and pre-exiftence not known in the time

of the apoftles, 23 ; not agreeable to the ge-

neral tenor of the fcriptures, i. i j his miniftry

continued only one year, 138 j do6lrine of the

Gnoflics concerning him, 175; his ignorance

of the day ofjudgment, 2. 234 j his divinity

firft taught with caution, 3. 27 2 j creates with-

out the orders of his Father, 343 s
offence

taken at his mean condition, 1725 how re-

plied to by the philofophizing chriltians, 179;

defcribed in magnificent terms as the logos of

God, 1865 the medium of all divine commu-

nications to man, 188 5 made his own body

and foul, 1935 raifed himfelf from the dead,

194;
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194; fuppofed to have two fouls, 221 ; dif-

miiTed his foul when he pleafed, 222 ; how he

condu(fted himfelf with refpedt to his own
divinity, 3. 50, 64; his pre-exiftence and di-

vinity thought to be fublime do6trines, 56

ClemeJis Jkjxandrinusy his idea of herefy, i. 2845

charged v/ith Arianifm, 4. 185

Rcmanus, did not teach the pre-exiftence

or divinity of Chrift, i. 93
Clementine Homilies^ the ufe of that work, i. 113,

3. 2545 efteeaied by the Ebionites, 3. 216

Commumcny a teft of catholicifm, i . 247

Conjlantiney his opinion of the Arian controverfy,

4. 198

Confuhfiantialityy a term at fiift rejeded by the

orthodox, 2. 357, 3. 395 ; ufed by the philofo-

phical unitarians, 3. 393; an account of it, 4.

181 ; arguments of the orthodox in favour of

it againft the Arians, 4. 21

1

Creation^ not confined to the Son, 2. 304 ; out of

nothings the idea of it takes place of the doc-

trine of emanations, 4. 175 5 St. Paul's ufe of

the term, 4. 339
Creaturey the term applied to Chrift by the an-

Jjcients, 4. 213 ; cannot be a creator, 219

eed, apoftles, direfted againft the Gnoftics, i.

303 i Athanafian, 2. 345

Credihilityy
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Credihilityy'of 2L fad, what is necefTary to eftablilK

it, 4. 59

Qidworib, his wrong account of the Platonic tri-

nity, I. 349

D^;;2f^rg-^/j-, according to Plato, i. 324

Devil, ignorant of the divinity of Chriil, 3. 80

;

and of the miraculous conception, 4. 42, 51 ;

his foliloquy on the occafion. 54

JDionyfius of Alexandria, called the fountain of

Arianifm, 4. 185

BonatuSy not orthodox with refpe6t to the divinity

of the Holy Spirit, 2. 329 i his followers not

trinitarians, 3. 326

Ehionitesy how confidered by Iren^us, i. n'ow

the fame people with the Nazarenes, 3. 158;

of their fuppofed herefy, 201 ; falfely charged

with the doctrine of the Gnoftics, 2o5 i of

their facred books, i\i; men of eminence

among them, 219; the lateft accounts of

them, 231; their gofpel altered, 4. 105

Egypt, improbabilities attending the fuppofition

of Jefus having been carried thither, 4,119.

Elipandus, an unitarian, 3. 1,^6

Epiphanius, fays that the Ebionites detelled the

prophets, 3. 217
Efefjce,
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Effence, the fame with fower^ according to the,

Platonifts, 1.339. 374; whether different In

God, 2. 85; diftinguifhed from hypoflafis, 2.

352; of the Father and the Son, whether the

f\me, 4. 1 8 I

Eucharifty not obferved by fome Gnoftics, i. 229

Evily the origin of it, according to the Gnoftics,

I. 154

EufehiuSy his account of the late date of the uni-

tarians, 3. 295, 312

Eutyches, his dodtrine, 4. 259

Eutychius^ his account of the council of Nice,

3-319

FacunduSy his account of the unitarians of his

time 3. 334
Fate^ the do6trine of it afcribed to Simon Ma-

gus, I. 163

Fathery the, the fame with God, 2. 339 ; the foun-

tain ofdeity, 4. 179 s whether God could be one

before the generation of the Son, 2. 123; the

proper title of God when he had one, 121 s

minifters to the Son, 344
FelicianSy unitarians, 3. 366

Firmilian, his account of herefy, i. 293

Fulloy Peter, his opinions, 4. 261

3 Genealogies^
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35^

Geneahgiesr, endlefs, of St. Paul, i. 157; ofjcfus,
how undtrflood by the ancients, 4. 113

Generation, of the logos, illuftrated by the utter-

ing of words, 2. 88 J by the prohition of a

branch from a root, 100 ; whether it impHes
paffion, 117; what bounds there are to it, i20i
defcribed in an indecent manner, 124; repre-

fented as a myflery, 83, 125 ; in time, and a

voluntary a6t, 128 -, eternal and neccffary, 140;

how it differs from frocejion, 294; advantage

taken of the expreflion by the Arians, 4. 208,

224

rfm7<^-» applied to- all creatures by the Platonics,

4. 177 i not differing originally from 7ej/>j7©-,

178

Gentile chriftians^ originally unitarians, 3. 233;

prefumptive evidence of it, 235 ; dired evi-

dence for it, 258

Glory^ given to the Father only, 2. 319
Gnojlics, their principles, i. 139; two kinds of

them, 1425 their pride, 150^ their immora-

lities, 2153 gave leftures for money, 223;

great affertors of liberty, 225; their public

worfhip, 227 ; the only heretics of antiquity,

237; diftinguillied by peculiar names, 250 i

the refcmblance of their tenets to thofe of the

Arians, 4. 168 ; this urged by Athanafius and

others, 229
Gcd,
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Gcd^ whether he made himfeif according to the

Platonifts, i. 378 ; whether in place, 2. 170;

fynonymous to Father with the Antenicene

writers, 2. 170.

Good, thCy according to the Platonifls, i. 375

Goths and Vandals y &c. whether all Arians, 3. 367

HegefippuSy his account of herefy, i. 2653 an ac-

count of him, 3. 221 ^

Herefy, the nature of it in the primitive times,

1. 238 i in a later period, 295 ; the fame with

Gnofticifm, 237^ 252

HermaSy of the treatife afcribed to him, i. 103

HypoftqfiSy diftinguifhed from ejfencey 2. 352

Ideasy according to Plato, i. 327, of Philo, 2. 3

Idolatryy mankind originally prone to it, 3. 2

Ignatiusy of his epiilks, i. 1063 his account of

herefy, 258

Incarnatioriy fuppofed ufe of it, 2. 2585 objedted

to by unbelievers, 265

Iren^euSy his account of herefy, i. 274

Jamblichusy his account of the principles ofthings,

1-373

Jeremy makes no difference between the Naza-

renes and Eibonites, 3. 169

Jerufalemy no orthodox Jev/ifli church there after

the time of Adrian, 3. 190
Jezvsy
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^eivs, believers in the divine uniLy, 3. y ; ihig

acknowledged by tlie chriaian Fathers, 9;
reafons why they were not taught the dodrine

of the trinity^, 18; how they exprellcd tlieir

abhorrence of it, 26 -, their objections to the

genealogies of Jefus, 4. 1
1

5

'Johu the reafon of his writing the introduftlon

to his gofpel, I. 181, 185 J to oppofe the

Gnoilics, 253 i was the firil who taught with

cleamefs the dodrines of the pre-exiflence and

divinity of Chrifl:, 3. 123

JoneS:, his opinion about the >,azarenes and

EbioniteS;, 3. 178

Julian^ his account of the Platonic principles,

I. 369 i reproaches chriflians with the doc-

trine of the trinity, 2. 445 ; obferves that

Moles taught the unity of God, 3. 323 objeds

to the miraculous conception, 4. 155.

^ufiin Martyr^ his account of hercfy, 1. 269; his

account of the unitarians. 3. 278

Lait'j^ the part they took in the excommunica-

tions of the unitarian clergy, 3. 308

Logos, according to Plato, 1.325; of the Jews in

general, 2. 19; ofPhilo, 5, 173 of chriftians,

originally an attribute of the Father, 53 ; not

confined to the perfon of Chrift, 75 ; the power

of the Father, 77 i
the will of the Father, 78;

Vol. IY. C c the
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the foul of the Father, 80 j in place, 196,404;

incapable of fufFering, 215 ; not impaired by

its union with the body of Jefus, 225 ; united

'both to the body and foul of Chrift, 226, 230;

omniprefent, 2. 231 ; no created fpirit, 232 ;

what the ancient unitarians underftood by it,

3.406

Lucian^ ridicules the doclrine of the trinity, 2. 444

MacedoniuSy his opinion, 2. 324

Marcioriy martyrs among his difciples, i. 205;

aflerts the genuinenefs of his gofpel of Luke,

236; 4- 103

Marky his omifiion of the miraculous conception,

4. 100

Martyrdom^ doctrine of the Gnoftics with refpeft

to it, 1 . 201

Maryy fuppofed to have had no proper child-

birth, I. 176 ; made by Chriil, 2. 192 i mira-

culoufly delivered, 4. 147

Marriage, difapproved by the Gnoftics, i. 222

Materialifmy furnilhing an argument againft the

pre-exiftence of Chrift, i . 84

Matter, uncreated according to Plato, i. 3435

the fource of evil, how that opinion affe6ted

chriftianity, 4. 289

Matthew, his reafons for not teaching the divi-

nity of Chrift, 3, 137 5 refledLons on the fub-

jec%

3
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je6^, 148 ; his gofpel according to tlic Ebio-

nites, 3. 213 i obfcrvalions on the introdiidion

to it, 4. 106

Maxims of hiftorical criticifm^ 4-^94
Meffiah, the Jews always expected a man in tluit

character, 3. 34; no expc6lation of any kich

pcrfon among the Gentiles, 38

Metatron^ among the Jews, 3. 40

Miraculous conception^ treated of, 4. i 5 its nature

and importance, 8 ; the ufe of it according to

the Fathers, 26 j much boafted of by tlicm, 39^

reafon for its being concealed, 43 ; arguments

for it, 56 ; not known very early, 64; difbe-

lieved by the Ebionites, 72; by many of the

Gentile chrifliians, 84; and by the early Gnof-

tics, 92 ; internal evidence of the hiftory con-

fidered, 100 s not related by Mark, ibid. ; the

two hiftories of it very different, 117; fu'ppofed

allufions to it in the Old Teftament, 138 ; ob-

jedions of unbelievers to it, 151; replies of the

Fathers, 155 ; fuppofed ufe of it with refpecl

to the education of Jefus, 345

Montanifts^ not trinitarians, 3. 323

NazareneSy the fame people with the Ebionites, 3.

158 ; no believers in the divinity of Chrifl, 188

Nazareth^ Jefus thought to have been born there,

by many Gentile unitarians, 4. 135

C c 2 Neftoriiis,
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Neftorius, his doaHne very popular, 4. 240 ; his

opinion ftated, 24! -, niaxiy of his follovv'ers Pe-

lagians, 248 ; their arguments, 249 -, in all parts

of Europe, it^^ \ arguments againft them, ibid.

Mcolailans, i. 216, 221, 243

Novelty^ fynonymious to herefy^ i. 245

iV^/^j, according to Plato, 1.3275 according to

the later Platonifls, 361

Oney /y^^, fynonymous to the Goody i. 377

Oriental Philofophyy the principles of it, 1 . no
Or/^^;/, his account of herefy, i. 2905 charged

with the Arian do6lrine, 4. 188 ; defended, 191

Patripajjian doBriney 3. 376

PaulicianSy an account of them, 4. 268

Paulus SamofatenfiSy of his excommunication. 3.

PelagianSy many of them anti-trinitarians, 3. 327

PerfonSy fynonymous to hypofiafeSy 2. 360

Perfonijication of the logoSy occafional, 2, 46 5 per-

manent, 48

Philoy his Platonifm, 2. i

Philofophyy of the Greeks, afcribed to the logos,

a. 282 ; oriental and Platonic, remains of them

in chriftianity, 4. 288

PhotinuSy his excommunication, 3. 310 ) his cha-

jafter, 3. 341

PlatOy
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Flao^
. a view of his philofophy, 1 . 320 ; hirrhly

commended by the chriftian Fathers, 2. 26 •

cenfured by them in feme refpedls, 28 ; his third

principle did not corref[jond to tlie Holy Spi-

rit, 290

Flatonifmy chrifiian, 2, 23 ; how explained by the

chriilian Fathers, 22> > ^ ccnfure upon it, 399
Flaionifts^ offended at the Gnoflics, i. 1^2-, the

later ones, 35 6 5 admirers of the chriftian logos,

2.41

Plotinus, fpeaks of the immoralities of the Gnof-

ties, I. 217

Polycarp^ his fenfe of Chrifi coming in the flejh,

I. 196 s his idea of herefy, 263

Pr^j'^F, rejefted by fome Gnoilics, i. 230 j Chrilt

not the object of it, 2. 162

Ppnciple (af%>i) applied to Chrift, 2. 395

Principles^ of Plato, i. 331 s of the later Flatonilts,

378

Prifcillianiftsy account of them, 4. 263 ; held fome

Gnoilic opinions, 265 j were unitarians, 266

Proceedingy how differing from ^^w^r^//^;/, 2. 294

^aternity^ faid to be held by the Ncftorians, 4;

257

Refurre^ioHy difbelieved by the Gnoflics, i. 208

C c 3 Schifnu
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Schtfm^ diflinguiflied from herefy, i. 246

Scriptures^ their infpiration not believed by the

Gnoftics, I. 233 i corrupted by them, 235

Semiariansy 4. 195

Simon Magus, an account of him, i. 1 17

SiXy a facred number, 2. 390

Sony his generation from the Father, 2. 44 ; why

only one generated, 1153 inferior to the Father,

145 5 his perfe6t equality to the Father, 341

Souly corruptions in chriflianity arifing from the

belief of it, 4. 2883 its union with God ac-

cording to the Platoniils, i. 387 y the cbriftian

Fathers thought that Chrift had one, 4. 227

;

the Arians believed the contrary, 194

of the worldy according to Plato, i. 341, 345
Spirity Holyy the controverfy relating to it, 2^26^-,

opinions concerning it before the council of

Nice, 270 ; after that council, 285 ; vivifies the

body of Chrift, 307 ; arguments for his divi-

nity, 317 i for his perfonality, 320; his proper

office, 299 3 the center and copula of the Father

and Son, 303 -, his divinity chiefly objeded to

in Afia minor, 326

Suhjiancey ufed by the Latins for ejfence and hypof^-

tafisy 2. 355
Summary vieWy of the evidence of the primitive

church having been unitarian, 4. 303
Sun^
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Sun, in the Platonic iyftem, i. 0,7,1

Sykes, Dr. his account of the apoftles crceJ, t . 31

2

SymmachuSy Ibme account of him, 3. 120 ; wnte:i

againll the miraculous conception, 4. 75

"fatiany his harmony had no genealogy, 4- ^o^

S'm/^j, new ones introduced after the council of

Nice, 2. 351

^ertuUian, his account of herefy, i. 286, 244 ;
his

three creeds, 312

^heodorusy of Mopfueftia, the mailer of Ncftorius,

^heodotusy his excommunication by Vi^or, 3. 303

Theopafchitesy 4. 262

Tbreey the myfteries of that number, 2. 38S

<rimey faid by Origen to have no relation to God,

2. 143

T'imaus Locrus, his philofophy, 1. 352

^rinityy of Plato, i. 33^ » ^^ '^' later Platenifls,

383 •, according to the Fathers, 2. 292

cbriftiariy fhewn to imply a contradiction, i.

48 ; no ufe of it, 87 ; all the perfons in it have

a joint operation, 2. 310 ; after the council of

Nice, 335 ;
arguments for it from the Old Tcf-

tament, 392 ; from the New, 418 ;
iHuftrations

of it, 362; from the properties of fire, 364;

from the fun, 366 ; from vifion, 368 ;
from the

mind of man, 36^ ; the three perfons of ir re-

C c 4
prefentcd
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prcfented as diftindt beings, 376 5 llluftrated by

the cafe of Adam, Eve, and their fon, 382 ; by

that of a fountain and river, &c. 3845 repre-

fented as a myfcery, 385 •, obje-ilions to it how

anfwered, 428 ; from the Father being called

the one God, 4293 the one true Ged, 432 j the

only goody 429 •, from Chrifl being fent by the

Father, 431 ; from Chrift praying to the Fa-

ther, 434 ; from Chrilt faying that the Father

was greater than he, 435 ; from Chrift being

fubjecl to the Father, ibid. ; from Chrift not

having the difpofal of the chief places in his

kingdom, 438 s much cavilled at, 441

Uniony hypoftaticy not held by the Neftoriahs, 4.

258

Unitarians, hiftory of their dodlrine, 3. i ; greatly

offended at the doftrine of the divinity of

Chrift, 272, 399 ; charged with teaching a no-

vel dodtrine, 312 j they uniformly aftert the

antiquity of it, 3145 ftate of them after the

council of Nice, 318; concealed among the

catholics, 3345 in Gaul, 361 3 after the fixth

century, 364; philofophical, 376 ,—thefe ftiewn

to have been properly unitarians, 390 i their

pra6tice with refped to baptifm, 439 ; their

arguments from reafon, 4.15 s from the fcrip-

tures, 4C^3

VaJentinuSj
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Falentims, his do6lrine of iEons, i. 179

Heater, ufed by fome Gnofrlcs in the eucharid, i.

231

TFatfSy Dr. his candour with rcfpccl to his belief

of the miraculous conception, 4. 343
IVifdom, in the book of Proverbs, applied to

Chrift, 3.427 ; whether created or not, 4. 225

Worlds intelligible, of Plato, i. 330 ; according to

the later Platonids, 357 j the maker of it ac-

cording to the Gnoftics, 166

Wormy Chrift compared to one, 4. 139.
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9. The Rudiments of English Grammar, adapted to the

Ufe of Schools. IS. 6d. bound.

10. The above Grammar, with Notes and Obfervations,
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Language. The 4th Edition, 3s. bound.
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Subject of it, 8vo. 55. fewed.

18. DiSQUI-
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18. Disquisitions relating to Matter and Spirit. To
which is added, the Hillory ot' the Philofopiiical Dodrine con-
cerning the Origin of the Soul, and the Nature of Matter; with
its Influence on Chriaianity, efpeciall/ with refpeft to the Doc-
trine of the Pre-exillence of Chriil. Alfo the Dodrine of Phi-
lofophical Neccflity illuftrated, the 2d Edition enlarged and im-
proved, with Remarks on thofe who have controverted the Prin-
ciples of them, 2 vols. los. 6d. in boards.
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alism and Philosophical Necessity, in a Correfpotidence
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animadverted on his Difquiiltions relating to Matter and Spirit,

or his Treatife on Neceihty, Svo. 6s. fcwed.

20. A Defence of the Doctrine of Necessity, in two Letters

to the Rev, Mr. John Palmer, 3s.

21. ALetterto Jacob Bryant, Efq; in Defence of Philofo-

phical Necefiity, is.

22. The Doctrine of Divine Influence on the Human
IVl I ND confidered, in a Sermon publifhed at the Requclt of

many Perfons who have occafionally heard it, is.

*The three preceding Articles may be properly bound up 'with the

Illuftrations of the Do61rine of Philofophical Necefiity.

23. An History of the CoRRtrPTiONS of Christiani-

ty, with a general Conclufion, in two Parts. Part i. Con-

taining Confiderations addreffed to Unbelievers, and efpecially to

Mr. Gibbon. Part 2. Containing Confiderations addrcifcd to

the Advocates for theprefent EUablifhmen:, and efpccialiy to

Bifhop Hurd, 2 vols. Svo. price 12s. in boards, or 14s. bound.

24. Letters to V>r, Horsley, Archdeacon of St. Aiban';-,

in two Parts, containing farther Evidence that thi Primitive

Chrillian Church was Unitarian, price 65.

25. A Reply to the Animadversions on the History of

the Corruptions of Christianity, in the Monthly Review

for June, 1783 ; with Obfervations relating to the Doclrine

of the Primitive Church, concerning the Perfon of Chrjst,

Svo. price IS.
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26. Remarks on the Monthly Review of the Letters
to Dr. HoRSLEY ; in which the Rev. Mr. Samuel Badcock,
the writer of that Review, is called upon to defend what he haJ

advanced in it, price 6d.

27. Letters to a Philofophical Unbeliever. Parti. Contain-

ing an Examination of the principal Objedions to the Doftrines

oi Natural Religion f and efpecially thole contained in the Writ-

ings of Mr. Hume, 3s. fewed.

28. Additional Letters to a Philofophical Unbeliever,

in Anfwer to Mr. William Hammon, is. 6d.

29. A Harmony of the Evangelists in Greek : To which
are prefixed Critical Dissertations in Englifh, 4to. 14s,

in boards.

30. A Harmony of the Evangelists in Englijh ; with

Notes, and an occalional Paraphrafe for the Ufe of the Un-
learned ; to which are prefixed, Critical DifTertations, and a Let-

ter to the Bifhop of Ofrory,4to. 15s. in boards.

N. B. T^hofe nxsho are poJJeJJ'edof the Greek Harmony, may have this

2« Englifh w/7^o«/ /^^ Critical DiiTertations.

31. Three Letters to Dr. Newcome, Bifhop of Waterford,

on the Duration of our Saviour's Minillry, 3s. 6d.

32. A Free Address to Protestant Dissenters, on

the Subj eft of the Lord's Supper, 3d Edition, with Additions,

25.^—N. B. The Additions to be had alone, is.

33. An Address to Protestant Dissenters, on the

Subjed of giving the Lord's Supper to Children, is.

34. A Free Address to Protestant Dissenters, on

the Subjeft of Church Discipline; with a preliminary Dif-

courfe concerning the Spirit of Chriftianity, and the Corruptions

of it by falfe Notions of Religion, 2s. 6d.

35. A Sermon preached before the Congregation of Proteftant

DifTenters at Mill Hill Chapel, Leeds, May 16, 1773, on Occa-

iionof the Author's refigning hisPafloral Office among them, is.

36. A Sermon preached December 31, 1780, at the New
Meeting-Houfe, in Birmingham, on undertaking the Paftoral

Office in that Place, is.

37. The
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37. The proper ConRitiition ofa Chriitian Church confuicrcd,
in a Sermon preached at Birmingham, November 3, 17S2 ; to
which is prefixed a Dilcourle relating to the prcicnt State of
thofe who are called Rational Diffentcrs, price is.

12. Two Discourses, i. On Habitual Devotion.
2. On the Duty of not Living to Ourselves ; both preach-
ed to Affembiies of Proteltant DiiFenting Minifters, and publifh-
ed at their Requefl, price is. 6d.

59. Tat Importance and Extent of Free En-quirv in mat-
ters of Religion, a Sermon, preached Nov. 5, 1785 ; to which are
added. Reflexions on the prcfcnt State of Free Inquiry in this

Country, and Animadverfions on fome Pafl'ages in Mr. Wiiite's

Sermons at the Bampton Ledures, Mr. Howes's Difcourfe on
the Abufe of the Talent of Difputation in Religion, and ^
Pamphlet entitled Primitive Candour, price is. 6d.

40. A View of the Principles and Conduct of the Pro-
testant Dissenters, with Rcfpeft to the Civil and Ecclc-

fiaftical Conftitution of England, 2d Edition, is. 6d.

41. Letters to the Author of Remarks onJe'veral late Public

.cations relative to the DiJfenterSy in a Letter to Do6ior Priejlleyy is.

42. A Letter to a Layman, on the Subjefl of Mr. Lind-

fey's Propofal for a reformed Englilh Church, on the Plan of

the late Dr. Samuel Clarke, 6d.

N. B. The preceditjgmnt Pamphlet, No. 34 to ^Zy may be had

uniformly houndy by giving orders jor Dr. Prieflley's larger Trails,

2 vols. 8vo. lOS.

43. A Catechism for Children andYomg Verfonst 3d Edition,

44. A Scripture Catechism, confifting of a Scries of

Qaeftions ; with References to the Scriptures, inllead of An-

fwers, 2d Edition, 3d.

45. Watts's Hiftorical Catechifm, with Alterations, price 6d.

46. Considerations for the Ufe of Young Men, and the

Parents ofYoung Men, 2d Edition, 2d.

47. A Serious Address to Mailers of Families, with Forms

«f Prayer, 2d Edition, d^.
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48. A Free Addrefs to Proteftant Difienters as fuch. By a

DilTdnter. A new Edition, enlarged and corredcd, is. 6d. An
Allowance is made to thofe who buy this Pamphlet to give

away.

49. An Appeal to the ferious and candid Profirfibrs of Chrif-

tianity, on the following fubjeds, viz. i. The Ufe of Reafon

in Matters of Religion. 2. The Power of Man to do the Will of

God. 3. Original Sin. 4. Eledion and Reprobation. 5. The

Divinity of Chrift ; and 6. Atonement for Sin by the Death of

Chritl, a new Edition ; to which is added, a Concife Hiilory of

thofe Do6lrines, 2d.

50. The Triumph of Truth; being an Account of the

Trial of Mr. Elwall for Herefy and Blafphemy, at ScaiFord

Aihzes, before Judge Denton, 2d Edition, 2d.

51. A Familiar Illuftration of certain Paffages of Scripture,

relating to the fame Subjects, the 2d Edition, 4d. or 3s. 6d. per

dozen.

52. A General View of the Arguments for the Unity of

God, and againll the Divinity and Pre-exiftence of Chrill, from
Reafon, from the Scriptures, and from Hiilory, 2d Edition,

price 2G.

53. A Free Address to thofe who have petitioned for the

Repeal of the late A£l of Parliament in favour of the Roman
Catholics. Price 2d. or 12s. per Hundred to giveaway.

N. B. The lall Ten Trails ?/vay be had all bound together^ by
gi'ving Orders for Dr. Priellley's fmaller Tracb, 3s. 6d. or 363»

per dozen to thofe <who buy them to ginje a-xvay.

Alfo Vublijhed under the Dire^ion of Dr. Priestley.

THE THEOLOGICAL REPOSITORY:
Confifling- of Original EfTays, Hints, Queries, &c. calculated

to promote Religious Knowledge, in Four Volumes, 8vo.

Price il. 4s. in Boards. Tiiis Work is contiimeJ, the 2d
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